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ABSTRACT 

When academic faculty become parents, how do their employers 
respond? This paper addresses that question through a review of family 
leave policies current in Canadian universities as of March 21, 2000. An 
analysis of pregnancy, parental, adoption, and partner ( 'paterni ty ' ) leave 
policies reveals that most Canadian university policies produce income 
loss and disruption and are discriminatory, characterized by gender regu-
lation and familialism. We assess some normative criteria for improved 
family leave provisions, and propose that improving faculty family leave 
policies would benef i t all academics . In particular, improved family 
leave has the potential to eliminate one dimension of systemic discrimi-
nation that creates "chilly climates" for female faculty. We predict that 
f ami ly leave issues are likely to emerge as s igni f icant concerns on 
Canadian campuses. 
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Generation Gap Task Force. Special thanks to Wayne Taylor, Brenda Austin-Smith, 
Laura Moss, Peter Blunden, Sylvia Jansen and Barbara Yaps, as well as the UMFA 
Board of Representatives and Executive. 
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RÉSUMÉ 

C o m m e n t r éag i t l ' e m p l o y e u r q u a n d les p r o f e s s e u r e s d e v i e n n e n t 
parents? C e travail aborde cette ques t ion en examinan t les pol i t iques des 
congés fami l i aux des universi tés canad iennes en date du 21 mar s 2000. 
U n e a n a l y s e d e s p o l i t i q u e s se r a p p o r t a n t a u x c o n g é s de m a t e r n i t é , 
parental , d 'adopt ion et de paterni té révèle que la plupart de celles-ci dans 
les univers i tés canad i ennes causen t une per te de revenu, des arrêts de 
t r a v a i l et s o n t d i s c r i m i n a t o i r e s en r a i s o n du c a r a c t è r e t o u c h a n t à 
l ' appar tenance sexue l le et à l ' image de la f ami l l e t rad i t ionnel le . N o u s 
éva luons des cri tères normat i f s v isant à amél iorer les congés paren taux 
et p r o p o s o n s q u e le f a i t d ' a m é l i o r e r la p o l i t i q u e se r a p p o r t a n t à ces 
congés sera béné f ique pour tous les professeurs . N o t a m m e n t , un congé 
f a m i l i a l a m é l i o r é a le p o t e n t i e l d ' é l i m i n e r u n e d i m e n s i o n d e la 
d i s c r imina t ion s y s t é m i q u e qui p rodu i t un «c l ima t f r o i d » t o u c h a n t les 
p r o f e s s e u r e s . N o u s p r é d i s o n s q u e la q u e s t i o n d e s c o n g é s f a m i l i a u x 
dev iendra une préoccupat ion impor tante dans les c a m p u s canadiens . 

L ike o t h e r w o r k p l a c e s , C a n a d i a n un ive r s i t i e s m u s t f ind w a y s to 
a c c o m m o d a t e the fami ly needs and responsibi l i t ies of their employees . 
Historically, f ami ly leave issues have not been no tewor thy concerns in 
mos t inst i tut ions of higher learning. In her rev iew of Amer i can univer-
sity f ami ly pol ices , Anne t te Ko lodny (1998) observes that f e w academic 
adminis t ra tors v iew fami ly care issues as a press ing priority. Othe r stud-
ies suppor t her conc lus ion , f i nd ing that the ma jo r i ty of pos t secondary 
ins t i tu t ions do " v e r y l i t t le" on f a m i l y po l icy to he lp the i r e m p l o y e e s 
(Wilson, 1996). Given the academic "monas t i c t radi t ion" (Gillett , 1998), 
w o m e n ' s under-representa t ion, and tradit ional gender and age divis ions 
o f r e p r o d u c t i v e labour , the low p r o f i l e o f w o r k - f a m i l y i s sues m a k e s 
s o m e sense. 

In recent years , however , as m o r e w o m e n are hired into p e r m a n e n t 
f a c u l t y p o s i t i o n s a n d c o n c e r n w i t h f a c u l t y r e n e w a l b e c o m e s m o r e 
p rominen t , the intersect ion of w o r k and f ami ly is b e c o m i n g an issue on 
Nor th Amer i can campuses . In 2001 , both the Canad ian Assoc ia t ion of 
U n i v e r s i t y T e a c h e r s ( C A U T ) a n d t h e A m e r i c a n A s s o c i a t i o n o f 
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Univers i ty P ro fesso r s issued mode l pol icy s ta tements on f ami ly respon-
s ibi l i t ies and a c a d e m i c w o r k , a s ign of i n t e n s i f y i n g in teres t ( C A U T , 
2001; Wilson, 2001b) . 

Fami ly bene f i t s e m b r a c e a w i d e r ange of p rov i s ions . Pol ic ies f o r 
leaves upon the birth or adoption of a child are only one part o f a compre-
hensive work - f ami ly reconcil iat ion package — indeed, their direct and 
indirect costs are relatively low in compar ison to other policies for work-
f ami ly ba lance . C o m p r e h e n s i v e f a m i l y pol icy wou ld a l so addres s the 
equally important issues of elder and child care, as well as other on-going 
d o m e s t i c respons ib i l i t i es . W h i l e r e c o g n i z i n g these o the r f ron t i e r s fo r 
research and pol icy deve lopmen t , our paper is restr icted to pol ic ies to 
a ccommoda te n e w parenthood. These f indings generate a baseline against 
which universi t ies can be assessed as they adjus t (or fail to adjust) to n e w 
statutory ent i t lements and emerging demands f rom the professoriate . 

Family leave policies can mee t a variety of goals. Schematically, they 
can be des igned in such a w a y that they ei ther min imize or m a x i m i z e 
institutional support for new parents, for example by of fer ing alternately 
no w a g e r ep lacemen t or replac ing w a g e s at full salaries. Addi t ional ly , 
po l i c i e s can d i f f e r e n t i a t e b e t w e e n w o m e n and m e n , f o r e x a m p l e by 
assuming either that w o m e n will a s sume infant care exclusively or alter-
nately that all parents will be caregivers. Policy m a y treat adopt ing and 
birthing households equally, or dist inguish between them on the basis of 
family fo rm. Finally, policy may include or exclude same-sex parents. We 
find that the ove rwhe lming pattern of Canadian universi t ies is to privatize 
the cost of reproduct ion, and to entrench sexist and familial ist assump-
tions, rather than to create family-f r iendly campuses . 

In the discussion under taken in this paper, we present a summary of 
fami ly leave pol ic ies in Canad ian universi t ies, and propose some norma-
t ive g u i d e l i n e s a g a i n s t w h i c h such p o l i c i e s s h o u l d be a s s e s s e d and 
improved. Work- fami ly reconci l ia t ion pol icies that permi t both parents 
(in two-paren t fami l ies) to share e m p l o y m e n t and caregiving const i tute 
an important s tep toward famil ia l equal i ty and gender equity. The fami-
lies o f Canad ian scholars , like other Canadian famil ies , look very di f fer -
ent today than they did several decades ago. The tradit ional f ami ly with 
a male b readwinner and a f ema le h o m e m a k e r has been replaced by the 
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dual -earner f ami ly with both spouses work ing , part icular ly a m o n g pro-
fess ional couples ( C C S D , 1999). Whe the r one or both spouses is an aca-
demic , w e bel ieve univers i ty fami ly pol icies should enable all parents to 
c o m b i n e scholar ly work and parent ing. 

Background 

In order to apprec ia te h o w fami ly leaves operate at Canad ian univer-
sities, the general context o f federa l p a y m e n t s and provincial involve-
men t mus t be cons idered , s ince they establish the f loor of all universi ty 
p rov i s ions . En t i t l emen t to ma te rn i ty and paren ta l leaves is a l toge the r 
separa te f r o m en t i t l emen t to mate rn i ty or paren ta l benefits in C a n a d a 
(Benoi t , 2000) . T h e length of a materni ty or parental leave is a provin-
cial matter . Provincia l e m p l o y m e n t s t andards d e t e r m i n e the length of 
leave, and they d i f f e r ac ross C a n a d a ' s j u r i sd i c t ions . Beg inn ing in the 
early 1970s, all p rovinces a m e n d e d their labour s tandards to guarantee 
first materni ty leave and eventual ly parental leave, as well as the right to 
j o b security, to birth and adopt ing parents (Beauva i s & Jenson, 2001) . 
T h e roots of this gradual increase in publ ic ent i t lement can be t raced to 
f e m i n i s t a c t i v i sm ins ide the w o m e n ' s and l abour m o v e m e n t s . U p to 
2000, mos t p rovinces guaranteed 17 or 18 w e e k s of materni ty leave to 
mos t bir thing mothers . Adop t ing parents and non-bir th parents a lso were 
enti t led to s o m e leave, a l though their r ights are m o r e recent and m o r e 
varied (Foss , 2001) . 

Payment for leave, however , is a nat ional responsibil i ty. T h e federal 
gove rnmen t regulates the condi t ions for paymen t of benef i ts for mater -
nity, parental and adopt ion leave through the E m p l o y m e n t Insurance (EI) 
Act. In Canada , paid fami ly leaves are relatively recent. In 1971, O t t awa 
opted to begin pay ing first for materni ty and later for adopt ion leaves. In 
1990 and again in 2001 , federa l legislat ion w a s a m e n d e d to in t roduce 
and then extend parental leave.1 

From 1971 o n w a r d , f e d e r a l l eg i s l a t ion e n a b l e d all e l ig ib le b i r th 
mothers to be paid for a materni ty leave of up to f i f teen weeks , preceded 
by an unpaid t w o - w e e k wai t ing period. Adopt ion benef i t s (normal ly ten 
w e e k s , but up to f i f t een w e e k s fo r ch i ld ren with specia l needs ) w e r e 
introduced in 1984. Since 1991, el igible parents have been able to take 
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ten w e e k s of parental leave. Both adopt ion and parental leave require a 
t w o w e e k unpa id wai t ing per iod. In 2000 , the a s se s smen t yea r of our 
study, the m a x i m u m period of El-paid leave avai lable to a birth fami ly 
was 25 w e e k s (15 matern i ty w e e k s plus ten parental weeks) . This is con-
siderably m o r e than the ten w e e k s normal ly avai lable to fami l ies w h o 
adopted a child. In all cases, the m a x i m u m paymen t m a d e under EI in 
2000 w a s $413 per week , regardless of previous income. 

EI c o v e r a g e f o r n e w pa ren t s is m a d e m o r e c o m p l i c a t e d by ru les 
about wai t ing per iods and c lawbacks . EI policy in place in 2000 created 
f inancial d is incent ives for two parents to share fami ly leave. The m a j o r 
d i s incen t ive was , and remains , the low w a g e - r e p l a c e m e n t rate. G iven 
s tubbornly persis tent w a g e gaps be tween w o m e n and men , one conse-
quence of low rep lacement rates is min imal up take by men . Al though 
fathers , as wel l as mothers , are able to take paid parental leaves to care 
f o r y o u n g c h i l d r e n , f e w do . His to r ica l ly , t he re has been a h u g e g a p 
be tween w o m e n ' s and m e n ' s use of leaves: the percentage of fa thers on 
EI parental leave f luctuated be tween 3 and 4 % over the 1990s; in 2000, 
5 % of c la imants on EI parental leave and 12% on adopt ion leave were 
fathers.2 EI regula t ions fu r ther restrict materni ty leaves to "natura l moth-
ers" and parental leaves to "na tu ra l " and adopt ive mothers and fathers , 
and thus d iscr iminate against same sex parents . 

In c o m p a r a t i v e t e r m s , C a n a d a ' s p u b l i c l e a v e p o l i c i e s ( o u t s i d e 
Q u e b e c ) are " m e a g e r " (Benoi t , 2000) . In recogni t ion, some employe r s 
p r iva t e ly ' t o p u p ' m a t e r n i t y , a d o p t i o n or pa r en t a l l eave EI b e n e f i t s 
through a Supp lemen ta ry U n e m p l o y m e n t Benef i t (SUB) . Employe r top-
u p p l a n s can r e s t o r e up to fu l l s a l a r y by m a k i n g u p t h e d i f f e r e n c e 
be tween EI paymen t s and fo rmer wages . Employe r top-up plans for f a m -
ily leaves have been coordinated with E m p l o y m e n t Insurance since 1977 
( H R D C 2001) . A l t h o u g h m o s t C a n a d i a n w o r k e r s lack e m p l o y e r - p r o -
v ided f a m i l y leave s u p p l e m e n t a r y bene f i t s , all C a n a d i a n un ivers i t i e s 
save Memor ia l p rovide some S U B plan for facul ty members . 

The Canadian Journal of Higher Education 
Volume XXXIII, No. 2, 2003 



6 S. Prentice & C.J. Pankratz 

METHOD 

The informat ion presented in this article is d rawn f r o m the f ami ly 
leave pol ic ies in p lace at each of C a n a d a ' s univers i t ies . Pol ic ies f r o m 
each of C a n a d a ' s 4 7 un ivers i t i e s w e r e ob ta ined , and the i r sec t ion on 
" l e a v e s " w a s a n a l y z e d . All un ive r s i t i e s h a v e s o m e po l i cy on f a m i l y 
leave, and mos t universi t ies p ropose s tandard t rea tment fo r the var ious 
t y p e s o f p a r e n t a l l eave ( p r e g n a n c y , a d o p t i o n , e tc . ) F ive un ive r s i t i e s 
(Brandon , Car le ton, Concord ia , M c M a s t e r and S imon Fraser), however , 
have dual- t rack fami ly leave pol ic ies that vary in the t rea tment a s taff 
m e m b e r receives by some condi t ion. Thus , this report ana lyzes a total of 
52 f ami ly leave pol ic ies at the 47 univers i t ies in Canada . At d i f fe ren t 
points in our discussion, w e address both fami ly leave pol icies and uni-
versit ies. In the f o r m e r context , the re fe rence is to all fami ly leave poli-
cies at Canad ian universi t ies; this involves, then, 52 separate cases. In 
the latter context , the unit is the universi ty and each of C a n a d a ' s 47 uni-
versi t ies counts only once . 

T h e pol icies analyzed here were all current as of March 31, 2000. 
S o m e unionized institutions were in the process of negot iat ing Collect ive 
Agreemen t s at the t ime of our data collection. In these cases, w e consid-
ered policies as de facto operat ional , on the assumpt ion that fami ly provi-
sions were unlikely to be changed dur ing the period of negotiat ion. 

A caut ion on method is in order. Because w e collected and analyzed 
the f ami ly leave pol ic ies o f eve ry C a n a d i a n universi ty,3 this repor t is 
c o m p r e h e n s i v e . H o w e v e r , m a n y un ive r s i t y f a m i l y l eave po l i c i e s a re 
ex t r eme ly br ief , or d iscuss only one kind of leave (usual ly p r egnancy 
leave) in detail . Frequently, insti tutional pol icies do not address impor-
tant d imens ions of our analys is and as a result there are a cons iderable 
n u m b e r of m i s s i n g va lues in ou r da ta . U n d e r - d e v e l o p e d f a m i l y leave 
pol ic ies create s igni f icant room for adminis t ra t ive discret ion and vari-
ability, in t roducing the real possibil i ty o f different ia l t rea tment o f s imilar 
cases . We also note that there m a y be a g a p be tween formal and tacit 
pol icies . It m a y wel l be that at s o m e univers i t ies , pol icy d i f fe r s in its 
appl ica t ion f r o m cont rac tua l or pol icy language . We recognize that in 
some cases, the t e rms and condi t ions of any given leave m a y be better 
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than that which is fo rmal ly specif ied. O u r analys is is conf ined to writ ten 
policy, however , s ince facul ty m e m b e r s have no enforceab le rights out-
side of off ic ia l policy. 

Further, w e note that s o m e pol icies that may have an impact on f am-
ily-related leaves and provis ions m a y not be conta ined within the leave 
sect ion of a u n i v e r s i t y ' s wr i t ten pol icy. For e x a m p l e , it is l ikely tha t 
s o m e facul ty m e m b e r s a c c o m m o d a t e their chi ld-rela ted needs th rough 
reduced appoin tments . However , if such work load reduct ions were not 
explici t ly ment ioned in the fo rmal article or policy related to pregnancy, 
parental or adopt ion leave they were not included in this report . 

A final observat ion is that the data presented here are in aggrega te 
fo rm. We are concerned with the overall pattern of fami ly leave pol icies 
at C a n a d a ' s un ive r s i t i e s , r a the r than wi th c lose tex tua l ana lys i s o f a 
smal ler number of cases. Our discussion of f ind ings occasional ly high-
lights part icular c a m p u s pol icies as il lustrative of ei ther out- ly ing cases 
or typical pract ices, but our present focus is to illustrate Canadian uni-
versi ty f ami ly leave pol icy pat terns ra ther than evalua te or rank-order 
individual insti tutions. 

FINDINGS 

We present f ind ings on wha t Canad ian universi t ies provide in t e rms 
of p regnancy leave, parental and adopt ion leave, and ' pa te rn i ty ' leave 
for their facul ty member s . 

Pregnancy Leave 

C a n a d a ' s universi t ies use d i f fe ren t language for the leave taken by a 
ch i ldbear ing w o m a n , a l ternately e m p l o y i n g the language of materni ty, 
chi ldbir th or p regnancy leave.4 We have summar i zed these pol ic ies as 
' p r e g n a n c y l eave , ' and have ana lyzed them fo r their c o n s e q u e n c e s in 
t e rms of length of leave, e f f ec t s on income, el igibi l i ty and impac t on 
career progress.3 T h e most comprehens ive pol icies are those that relate 
to p regnancy: hence , p regnancy permits the mos t e laborated discussion. 

All p rov inces a l low a p regnan t w o m a n to take a matern i ty leave of 

be tween 16 to 18 w e e k s . Nat iona l ly , the average univers i ty pe rmi t s a 
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pregnancy leave of 17.1 weeks , r ang ing f r o m a low of 12 w e e k s to a 
h igh o f 2 6 w e e k s . 6 P a y m e n t o f w a g e s d u r i n g a p r e g n a n c y l e ave is 
t rea ted as a s u p p l e m e n t a l b e n e f i t to E m p l o y m e n t In su rance in 19 o f 
C a n a d a ' s 47 univers i t ies . Sixteen (16) univers i t ies do not require EI eli-
gibility, wh i l e nine (9) do not spec i fy w h e t h e r EI is requi red . Finally, 
t h r e e u n i v e r s i t i e s ( C o n c o r d i a , C a r l e t o n a n d B r a n d o n ) p r o v i d e o n e 
s t ream of benef i t s to facul ty w h o are El -e l ig ib le and ano ther t rack for 
facul ty w h o are not El-e l igible . 

A f ema le facul ty m e m b e r can receive a p regnancy leave with top -up 
at all of C a n a d a ' s universi t ies , with the except ion of Memor ia l . A m o n g 
C a n a d i a n univers i t ies , the a v e r a g e w a g e rece ived dur ing a p r egnancy 
leave is 9 5 - 9 6 % of regular salary. At 18 universi t ies , p regnancy leave 
can be paid at 100%; at 29 universi t ies, bir thing academics exper ience 
income loss. A t 25 of these universi t ies , a facul ty m e m b e r will receive 
9 5 % of her f o r m e r salary. T h e remain ing four universi t ies pay pregnancy 
l e a v e at 9 3 % . T h e l o w e s t p a y r a t e f o r p r e g n a n c y l e a v e is 6 6 % at 
Concord ia fo l lowed by 8 5 % at McMas te r , each a universi ty with dual 
stream policies.7 

Pregnancy leave in Canad ian universi ty pol icies is typical ly admin-
istered as a two-week wai t ing period fo l lowed by the materni ty leave, in 
an e c h o o f t h e f e d e r a l E m p l o y m e n t I n s u r a n c e A c t . Al l b u t o n e o f 
C a n a d a ' s universi t ies (Memor ia l ) spec i fy p a y m e n t dur ing an initial two-
week wai t ing period, as well as the remain ing weeks of p regnancy leave. 
At Concord ia and Wilfr id Laurier the first t w o w e e k s of p regnancy leave 
are paid at 100%, whi le the subsequent w e e k s are at 95%. All other uni-
versi t ies pay the wai t ing period and pregnancy leave at the same rate. 

Because p regnancy leaves are tied to federa l EI, with the univers i ty 
p rov id ing a top-up, adminis t ra t ion of p regnancy leave income is com-
plex . S ix un ive r s i t i e s s p e c i f y tha t S U B p a y m e n t s a re to be m a d e in 
advance , to m i n i m i z e i n c o m e d i s rup t ions . In n ine pol ic ies , S U B pay-
ments are explici t ly retroact ive, t r iggered af te r EI cheques are received. 
At these nine insti tutions, income disrupt ion is guaranteed , s ince the lag 
be tween the c o m m e n c e m e n t of a p regnancy leave and receipt o f the first 
r e p l a c e m e n t c h e q u e m a y be as m u c h as s ix w e e k s or m o r e . T h e 43 
r e m a i n i n g p o l i c i e s d o no t s p e c i f y , l e a v i n g t h e p o t e n t i a l o f i n c o m e 
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d i s rup t ion un reso lved . We are conce rned wi th the t y ing o f un ivers i ty 
benef i t s to the federa l E m p l o y m e n t Insurance program. 

Eligibili ty fo r a p regnancy leave with Supplementa ry Benef i t s var ies 
considerably. In mos t universi t ies (29), a p regnant academic mus t s imply 
be a m e m b e r . Overa l l , less than one- thi rd of C a n a d a ' s univers i t ies t ie 
p regnancy leave eligibili ty to a period of m i n i m u m employmen t . In the 
15 universi t ies that do spec i fy a m i n i m u m e m p l o y m e n t period for a paid 
leave, the least restr ict ive is Concord ia , where a facul ty m e m b e r w h o has 
worked 20 w e e k s qual i f ies . The mos t restrictive is Laurent ian, where a 
m e m b e r m u s t have worked 63 w e e k s to qua l i fy fo r a paid p r egnancy 
leave. N i n e of the 15 insti tutions that restrict eligibility based on a period 
of m i n i m u m service require a ful l year (52 weeks ) o f emp loymen t . In 
those univers i t ies that restrict el igibil i ty by length of emp loymen t , the 
average requi rement is 46.9 w e e k s of service. 

Eight un ive r s i t i e s spec i fy a m i n i m u m per iod o f p r e g n a n c y leave, 
ranging f rom 2 weeks to 17 weeks . Five of the 8 universi t ies permi t a 
m e m b e r to shorten her p regnancy leave if she provides a letter f rom her 
health care practi t ioner. T h e remain ing 39 universi t ies do not specify a 
m i n i m u m pregnancy per iod, leaving the mat te r up to the ch i ldbear ing 
facul ty member . 

Jus t unde r ha l f of C a n a d a ' s un ivers i t i es (23 of 4 7 ) m a k e spec i f i c 
a c c o m m o d a t i o n s for p regnancy leaves taken by facul ty on probat ionary 
appoin tments . Seventeen universi t ies have policies that put an addit ional 
y e a r o f t i m e on a m e m b e r ' s ' t e n u r e c l o c k . ' S i x o t h e r u n i v e r s i t i e s 
increase the tenure c lock by the length of the pregnancy leave. Twenty-
four universi t ies do not spec i fy the e f fec t of a p regnancy leave on the 
probat ionary period. O n e universi ty has a cap on the a l lowable number 
of ex tens ions dur ing a probat ionary per iod: at Trent, a m a x i m u m of t w o 
pregnancy or parental leaves can be counted toward the extension of a 
p roba t ionary per iod . Tenure c lock ex tens ion prov is ions are especia l ly 
important for n e w academic mothers , as the chi ldbear ing years coincide 
with the per iod when the greatest product ivi ty in research and scholar-
ship are expected (Miller, 1998). 

For o the r pu rposes , w h e n it is spec i f i ed , p r e g n a n c y leave a l w a y s 
counts as t ime towards sabbat ical eligibility. Twenty-n ine universi t ies do 
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not specify, but the remain ing 18 clearly account fo r a p regnancy leave 
as t i m e t o w a r d s s a b b a t i c a l e n t i t l e m e n t . O n l y 16 u n i v e r s i t i e s p e r m i t 
parenta l /adopt ion leave to count toward sabbat ical ent i t lement . O n e of 
these, Trent , notes that parental or adopt ion leave will count toward sab-
batical eligibility, but does not spec i fy whe ther p regnancy leave also has 
this ef fec t . At Wilf r id Laurier, the m a x i m u m t ime that can be credited 
toward a sabbat ical is one year, regardless o f the actual n u m b e r of birth, 
adopt ion or parental leaves. 

S o m e un ive r s i t i e s r e q u i r e m e m b e r s t a k i n g a p r e g n a n c y l eave t o 
m a k e a cont rac tua l obl iga t ion to return to w o r k or repay any benef i t s 
received. A requ i rement to return or repay is in place at nine universi t ies. 
In some cases, this l anguage is punit ive. At the Universi ty of Toronto, 
for example , the policy in e f fec t in 2000 is wor th quo t ing at length: 

the grant ing of materni ty leave involves a c o m m i t m e n t . . . staff 
m e m b e r s w h o t a k e m a t e r n i t y l e a v e h a v e an o b l i g a t i o n to 
re turn . . . In the interests o f all concerned, it is advisable that 
p e r s o n s w h o f ee l t ha t t hey m a y n o t be a b l e to r e s u m e all 
aspects of the responsibil i t ies of their posit ion, including con-
t i nuous serv ice , d i scuss the i r s i tuat ion wi th the appropr i a t e 
adminis t ra t ive officer. Staff m e m b e r s w h o are in doubt about 
cont inuing a career at the Universi ty in combinat ion with their 
addit ional fami ly responsibil i t ies are advised to consider either 
resigning or applying for unpaid materni ty leave . . . ra ther than 
m a k i n g an appl ica t ion unde r th is policy. By so do ing , s ta f f 
m e m b e r s are e l igible to apply fo r U n e m p l o y m e n t Insurance 
[ s i c ] . . . and ind iv idua l s w h o resign w o u l d be cons ide red f o r 
r eemployment at the Universi ty at a later date if they were able 
to make a career c o m m i t m e n t to the University. 

A n y facu l ty m e m b e r w h o earned over an annual $48 ,750 in 2000 
had a port ion of her/his EI paymen t s c lawed back at income tax t ime. 
Because of this c lawback , facul ty m e m b e r s earning more than this cap 
receive less than the average 9 6 % when real annual income is consid-
ered. Only o n e university, Ot tawa , had a mechan i sm to ensure that fac-
ulty m e m b e r s do not lose real income to the c lawback. 8 
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Overal l , the n e w Canad ian academic parent w h o has best coverage 
and least income disrupt ion, as well as the best career accommoda t ion , is 
the w o m a n w h o takes a p regnancy leave. 

Adoption Leave 

M a n y n e w pa ren t s en te r p a r e n t h o o d t h rough adop t ion ra ther than 
childbirth.9 For these n e w parents , p regnancy leaves are irrelevant and 
wha t mat te r s instead are adop t ion-spec i f i c pol icies . Canad ian ju r i sd ic -
t i o n s t r e a t a d o p t i o n d i f f e r e n t l y f r o m p r e g n a n c y . In 2 0 0 0 , e a c h o f 
C a n a d a ' s ten p r o v i n c e s and te r r i to r ies p r o v i d e d m a t e r n i t y leave, but 
e ight had no speci f ic adopt ion leave in e m p l o y m e n t legislation. When 
adopt ing parents take a fami ly leave, their w a g e rep lacement is through 
the parental leave stream of E m p l o y m e n t Insurance, which is avai lable 
to ' n a t u r a l ' and adop t i ve parents . Th i s migh t he lp to a c c o u n t fo r the 
Canadian universi ty pattern of t reat ing male and f ema le adopt ing parents 
more poor ly than bir thing w o m e n . In absolu te numbers , universi ty adop-
tion pol icies are less c o m m o n than p regnancy policies; moreover , sev-
eral st ipulate a m a x i m u m age of the adopt ing child above which leave is 
not permit ted . General ly , adopt ion leaves are shorter and more restrictive 
with regard to eligibili ty cri teria than are p regnancy leaves. 

There is cons ide rab le var ia t ion in h o w Canad ian univers i t ies treat 
a d o p t i n g p a r e n t s . F o u r u n i v e r s i t i e s do no t h a v e a n y s p e c i f i c po l i cy 
regard ing adopt ion , wh i l e ano the r three univers i t ies o f f e r an adopt ion 
leave with no w a g e rep lacement ( thus seven universi t ies do not p rovide 
S U B s for adopt ion leaves, a l though all but one of these universi t ies will 
pay fo r p regnancy leaves). Across C a n a d a ' s universi t ies , paid adopt ion 
leaves average 13.0 w e e k s in length." C o m p a r e d to the nat ional average 
length of p regnancy leave (17.1 weeks) , the 13.0 w e e k average for adop-
tion leave is a full mon th (or 2 3 % ) shorter. 

E igh teen un ive r s i t i e s a l low an a d o p t i n g pa ren t to go on leave at 
100% of salary, but they are not the s ame 18 universi t ies that pay preg-
nancy leave at 100%. N i n e universi t ies pay pregnancy and adopt ion dif-
ferential ly. For example , Bishops , Trent and St. Francis Xav ie r do not 
speci fy any adopt ion pay, a l though each pays 1 0 0 % o f salary fo r preg-
nancy leaves. A t M o u n t Al l i son and C a p e Breton, a m e m b e r t ak ing a 
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pregnancy leave is e l igible fo r 9 5 % of her f o r m e r wages , w h e r e a s an 
adopt ing parent receives no top-up. Carle ton pays p regnancy at 100%," 
but adopt ion at 95%. Interestingly, adopt ing parents are paid better than 
bir thing parents at Laval and Lakehead , c o n f o u n d i n g the general pattern 
across the universi t ies o f worse t rea tment o f adopt ing parents . As with 
p regnancy leave, M e m o r i a l ' s policy speci f ies nei ther length of leave nor 
rates of pay fo r ei ther parental or adopt ion leave. On average, r emunera -
tion rates fo r paid adop t ion leaves a re s imi la r to those fo r p r e g n a n c y 
leaves, averag ing be tween 96 and 9 7 % of regular salary. 

S o m e universi t ies spec i fy a m i n i m u m period of e m p l o y m e n t fo r an 
adopt ion leave that is d i f fe ren t f r o m the m i n i m u m period of e m p l o y m e n t 
required for a p regnancy leave. Overal l , including universi t ies that have 
no e m p l o y m e n t eligibility requi rements , the average e m p l o y m e n t eligi-
bil i ty r e q u i r e m e n t f o r adop t ion leave is 18.2 w e e k s , c o m p a r e d to 16 
w e e k s of e m p l o y m e n t to be el igible for p regnancy leave. Global ly, uni-
versi t ies m a k e s ignif icant di f ferent ia t ion be tween fami ly f o r m s (birth or 
adop t ion ) on pay rates, e l igibi l i ty and e f f ec t on career , wi th adop t ing 
fami l ies fa r ing worse than ' na tu ra l ' famil ies . 

Parental Leave 

A third type of fami ly leave is ' pa ren ta l ' leave. Unde r EI rules in 
place in 2000, parental leave could be taken by a birth mothe r fo l lowing 
her p regnancy leave, by the ' na tu ra l ' father, or by adopt ing parents o f 
any sex; same-sex parents were ineligible. In two-parent famil ies , ei ther 
parent m a y use the full leave or they m a y share it be tween them. It is 
worth not ing that adopt ion and parental leave are the only leaves that can 
be t aken by e i the r m a l e or f e m a l e f acu l ty . In 2 0 0 0 , e v e r y C a n a d i a n 
province save Alber ta extended a right to parental leave, ranging f r o m 
12 to 52 weeks . Parental leaves are the least c o m m o n fo rm o f f ami ly 
leave a m o n g C a n a d i a n univers i t ies . Acad ia , Alber ta , U B C , M o n c t o n , 
N e w Brunswick , Nor thern British Columbia , Ryerson, St. M a r y ' s and St. 
T h o m a s ) were the only universi t ies to provide a S U B plan for parental 
leave. T h e o ther 38 univers i t ies entirely fa i led to c o m p e n s a t e parental 
l eave . T h e s e un ive r s i t i e s h a v e been l agga rd f o r a fu l l d e c a d e , s ince 
parental leave has been permi t ted under S U B plans since 1991. 
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Whereas 46 of C a n a d a ' s 47 universi t ies ' t op up ' a p regnancy leave 
to s o m e degree , only 9 universi t ies do the s ame for a parental leave. '2 O f 
t h e n i n e u n i v e r s i t i e s t ha t t o p - u p a p a r e n t a l l eave , o n l y A c a d i a and 
Univers i ty of Nor thern British Co lumbia provide full pay; at the remain-
ing seven, facul ty m e m b e r s exper ience income loss. In addit ion to the 9 
universi t ies that o f f e r supp lementa ry w a g e top-ups for parental leaves, 
21 u n i v e r s i t i e s o f f e r pa ren ta l l e aves r a n g i n g in length f r o m 7 to 34 
w e e k s with no supplementary w a g e rep lacement . Thus there are in total 
30 universi t ies that o f fe r parental leaves, but only 9 of these of fe r w a g e 
r e p l a c e m e n t to s u p p l e m e n t E l . S e v e n t e e n ( 1 7 ) u n i v e r s i t i e s d o n o t 
address parental leave provis ions at all. 

Remunerat ion rates for paid parental leaves average around 9 6 % of 
regular earnings, which is comparable to that of paid adoption and preg-
nancy leaves.13 A key di f ference between these leaves is the availability of 
each. Paid pregnancy leave is available at 46 of Canada ' s 47 universities, 
paid adoption leave at 40 universities, and paid parental leave is available 
only at 9 universities. In the rare Canadian university that provides a paid 
parental leave, the average leave is 9.9 weeks long. Table 1 shows the 
average length of paid pregnancy, parental, paternal, and adoption leaves 
(in weeks) and wage replacement rates at Canadian universities. 

Since parental leave usual ly fo l lows a pregnancy leave, the d i f feren-
tial be tween birth and adopt ing parents grows. Birth fami l ies m a y access 
an average of 27.0 w e e k s of paid leave (17.1 weeks of p regnancy leave 
plus 9 .9 w e e k s of parenta l leave), but adop t ive fami l i e s ave rage 13.0 
weeks , or less than half the paid t ime taken by 'na tura l ' famil ies . Even in 
the major i ty of universi t ies where parental leave does not include w a g e 
replacement , paid p regnancy leaves average about a month longer than 
a d o p t i o n l e a v e s . M o r e o v e r , s e v e n u n i v e r s i t i e s d o n ' t p r o v i d e w a g e 
rep lacement for any length of adopt ion leave. 

S a m e sex fami l ies are genera l ly d isa l lowed parental leaves, which 
are o v e r w h e l m i n g l y avai lable to only ' na tu ra l ' mo the r s and fa thers or 
adopt ing parents . In the eight p rovinces where legal adopt ion w a s pro-
hibited to lesbian or gay coup les in 2000 , EI paymen t s were fo rmal ly 
unavai lable . W h e n universi ty pol icies tie their S U B adopt ion plans to EI 
(18 of the 40 universi t ies with paid adopt ion leaves require EI) lesbian 
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Table 1 
Summary — Paid Pregnancy, Adoption, Parental, and Partner Leaves 
in Canadian University Policies3 

Number of Average Wage Average Length 
Universities with Replacement Rate of Leave 

Paid Leave (SUB) (Weeks) 

Pregnancy Leave 46 95.9% 17.1 
Adoption Leave 40 96.7% 13.0 
Parental Leave 9 95.9% 9.9 
Partner Leave 19 100% 1.4b 

a These are averages across all policy tracks rather than universities. Unpaid leaves are 
not included. Partner leaves are called 'paternity leave' in most universities; see dis-
cussion below. 

b In policies, the length of partner leaves are measured in work days. The average length 
of paid partner leaves here was 6.79 days. For comparability reasons, we divided this 
figure by five to derive the average leave length in weeks. 

and gay facul ty are barred f rom taking advantage of the paid leave 
enjoyed by their heterosexual colleagues. The historic entanglement of 
university SUBS with EI leaves an unwelcome legacy: EI eligibility, 
rather than university service, is often what determines if a faculty mem-
ber qualifies for a university SUB. 

Many Canadian universities introduce a primary caregiver declara-
tion, often in their adoption leave provisions but occasionally in other 
family leaves as well. In 13 universities, parents (generally fathers) must 
make written or otherwise formal declarations about who is the 'pri-
mary ' caregiver. Saskatchewan, for example, requires men to declare 
they are primary caregivers before making them eligible for parental 
leave: Saskatchewan policy is that a male employee who is the primary 
caregiver of his newborn child shall be eligible for 52 weeks leave, how-
ever if he is the secondary caregiver, he is entitled to only twelve weeks. 
Brock is another universi ty with a s imilar requi rement for men . At 
Lakehead, different family roles are the basis of university policy. In 
Lakehead ' s adopt ion leave pol icy (where adopted chi ldren mus t be 
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under 12 months), a member who is the primary caregiver is entitled to 4 
weeks paid leave, otherwise the leave is for 5 days. Such policies make 
shared parental responsibility impossible, since they insist one parent 
must be primary. 

There is a gap between the effects of a pregnancy leave and other 
kinds of family leave on a probationary appointment. Whereas 23 uni-
versities permit a pregnancy leave to increase a probationary period, 
many fewer (14 in total) universities specify that parental or adoption 
leaves add time to tenure clocks. In these universities, accommodation of 
career progress to family needs will be made for female faculty who take 
pregnancy leave, but will be denied to adopting women, to male faculty 
(whether they are 'natural' or adopting fathers, same-sex or heterosex-
ual) as well as to lesbian parents who are not birth mothers. 

Overall, the Canadian academic who has worst coverage and most 
income disruption upon becoming a new parent, as well as the least 
career accommodation, is the (generally male) faculty member who 
takes a parental leave, closely followed by the academic adoptive parent 
of either sex. 

'Paternity' or Partner Leave 

The final form of leave embedded in Canadian university policy is 
'paternity leave,' the short period traditionally given to a new father 
upon the birth of his child. Occasionally, new adoptive fathers are also 
entitled to paternity leave when the child arrives in the household. Such 
sex-specific policies make no mention of the rights of the second parent 
in a gay or lesbian household. Paid paternity leave policies are more than 
twice as common as paid parental leaves. We use the inclusive term 
'partner leave' as an alternative to the heterosexist term 'paternity ' 
leave. We advocate partner leave for both birth and adoption, to permit 
the second parent to spend time with her/his spouse upon the birth or 
arrival of a new child. 

Partner leaves range in length from two to 60 days, and are alter-
nately entirely unpaid or paid at 100% of regular salary. More than half 
the academic policies we studied (30 of 52 in total) do not specify part-
ner leave, while 22 policies provide some leave (19 of these are paid at 
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100% of regular salary while the other three are not paid). Some univer-
sities provide 'paternity' leave only after the birth of a child, others per-
mit it for adoption as well. 

Twelve of the 19 policies providing paid partner leave offer five 
fully paid working days (one week); the remaining seven universities 
offer between two and sixty days. The most generous universities in 
terms of length of leave are Regina and Saskatchewan, which each pro-
vide 60 days. Regina allows two weeks at 100% pay and Saskatchewan 
allows one week of full pay, with the remaining weeks unpaid. 
Saskatchewan's partner leave, however, is not available to adopting fam-
ilies. 

Most Canadian university family leave provisions are heterosexist. 
Few universities accommodate same-sex parents (for example, through 
inclusive definitions of 'spouse' or 'parent'). Concordia's policy, for 
example, contains provisions for a "post-natal leave for a non-birth par-
ent," an admirable policy which recognizes the needs of same-sex and 
heterosexual parents. Yet not all same-sex inclusive institutions meet 
other equity criteria. Of the nine universities that accommodate same-sex 
parents, four restrict their leaves to birth and do not provide partner 
leave for adopting parents. 

DISCUSSION 

We define as 'family friendly" those leave provisions which accom-
modate pregnancy, adoption, parental and partner leave without privatiz-
ing reproduction (either by income loss or punitive effects on career 
progress) and which treat all parents and family types equitably. We 
favour the 'maximalist' position on institutional support, endorsing full 
wage replacements for all family leaves. Good family leave policy must 
ensure full salary during pregnancy, parental, adoption, and partner 
leaves and must be inclusive of all family forms. Family leaves should 
also respect family choices, accommodate reasonable sex-differences 
between women and men, and treat all parents fairly, whether biological 
or adoptive, same-sex or heterosexual. By this definition, Canadian uni-
versity policies are far from family friendly. 
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Our findings point to two inter-twined trends. First, leave policies 
privatize reproduction, causing real income loss and failing to create 
work-family balance. Second, leave policies are discriminatory; they 
perpetuate sexist and familialist assumptions, creating inequities 
between women and men, between 'natural' and adopting parents, and 
between hetero- and homosexual academic couples. Our review reveals 
that most faculty members in Canada work in universities whose leave 
provisions are based on inequitable and outdated assumptions about the 
family and the nature of the work-family interface. 

Reproduction is privatized when faculty members lose income upon 
becoming new parents, and when work-family balance is absent. The act 
of becoming a new parent, whether by birth or adoption, means both 
cash flow disruption and real income loss for most Canadian academics. 
Both in the amount and in the mechanism for remuneration, the entry 
into parenthood for the vast majority of Canadian faculty is expensive. 
On average, faculty taking pregnancy or adoption leave lose about 4% of 
their income during the period of their leave; men and women on 
parental leave are rarely topped-up at all. At seven universities (six of 
which have SUBs for pregnancy leaves), adopting parents receive no 
top-up at all. Most academics on parental leave have only EI and no 
employer SUB. Acadia and the University of Northern British Columbia 
are the only two universities where pregnancy, adoption, and parental 
leaves are all paid at 100%, yet even these outstandingly supportive uni-
versities lack paid partner leave. At the other 45 Canadian universities, 
new parents lose some income. Such financially punitive policies, in 
effect, privatize the cost of children. 

Reproduction is privatized not just by loss of income, but also by 
career clocks (and corresponding salary increments) that fail to recog-
nize the equally important "family clock." Everyone who has lived with 
an infant or very young child, enduring the sleep deprivation and absorb-
ing delights of babyhood, can appreciate that formal research productiv-
ity is normally diminished in households with youngsters. One doesn't 
have to go as far as Andrew Cherlin (1989), who claims that "as any fac-
ulty member with children can tell you, the idea that one can do serious 
scholarship while looking after a new baby is ridiculous," to recognize 
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the merit of his point: namely, that having a child means having less 
time for research for several years. All faculty who become new parents 
(mothers and fathers, heterosexual and same-sex, natural and adoptive) 
need the option of extending their probationary period, and having the 
pace of career progress assessed against the reasonable demands of par-
enthood. In Canada, less than a half percent of birth mothers and far 
fewer other parents currently have this option. We maintain that all 
family leaves, not just pregnancy leaves, should entitle members to put 
time on tenure clocks. 

It is extremely rare for universities to preface their policies with the 
kind of inclusive statement that Concordia uses: "To enable both women 
and men to combine successfully an academic career and family respon-
sibilities without significant financial and career disadvantage and to 
recognize the role of both parents in child birth and child rearing, the fol-
lowing arrangements are provided for parents..." In an equally impres-
sive provision, McMaster will allow tenure clocks to be extended not 
only for members who took pregnancy or parental/adoption leave, but 
(at the discretion of the member) a probationary period can be extended 
for those who were eligible for such a leave, whether taken or not. 

Our second claim is that current university leaves policies are dis-
criminatory, by virtue of being both sexist and familialist. This assertion 
rests on a set of assumptions about how postsecondary institutions ought 
to address pregnancy and adoption, and the accommodations each 
requires. In making our assessments, we have drawn on the insights pro-
vided by feminist scholars. Feminist theory is enriched by a constructive 
dialogue known as the 'equality/difference' debate. The extensive debate 
centres over normative questions about the degree to which sex and gen-
der differences ought to be entrenched, accommodated, celebrated or 
minimized (Boyd, 2002; Eichler, 1997; Fraser, 1994; Gavigan, 1996; 
Lohkamp-Himmighofe & Dienel, 2000; Pateman, 1992; Skrypnek & 
Fast, 1996; Winkler, 1998). On this question, and in good company, we 
maintain that gender equality simultaneously requires some notions asso-
ciated with equality as well as some associated with difference. Family 
leaves address both childbearing and childrearing — biological and social 
reproduction — and hence these policies inextricably grapple with the 
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question of balancing equality and difference. We maintain that 'family-
friendly' policies require accommodating reasonable sex-differences 
between women and men as well as the equitable treatment of all parents, 
whether male or female, biological or adoptive, same-sex or heterosexual. 

Most Canadian universities recognize women's biological reproduc-
tion via pregnancy leaves. This is a good thing, since we hold that poli-
cies ought to accommodate the biological needs of women. Some sex 
differentiation is necessary and legitimate: women are the only sex to 
bear children and their specific needs during pregnancy and post-partum 
must be accommodated. Most Canadian university policies do so, if 
imperfectly, and this constitutes equitable sex asymmetry. 

However inequitable sex asymmetry is also regularly embedded in 
family leave policies. Inequitable sex asymmetry in policy is based on 
inequitable assumptions about gender roles. Gender regulation operates 
in those policies premised on beliefs about mothers' and fathers' roles. 
One dimension of gender regulation is the presumption of maternal pri-
macy. In this respect, inequitably sex asymmetric policies "revert to a 
vocabulary that assumes rigidly gender-inflected family roles." 
(Kolodny, 1998). The inequitable assumption is that it is only women 
who take leaves and therefore only women who need accommodation. 
On some campuses, men are required to sign primary caregiver declara-
tions to become eligible for a leave, but women are not required to do 
the same. In all universities save Memorial, 100% of mothers of new-
borns can receive a SUB but only 20% of fathers of newborns can do the 
same. Even fewer same-sex parents are eligible. When tenure clocks are 
extended for pregnancy leaves but not parental or adoption leaves, 
female and male academic parents are treated differently. These are three 
different examples of inequitable sex differentiation, and they are rela-
tively common in Canadian university family leave policies. We main-
tain that they are discriminatory in effect. 

Gendered regulation is often remarkably blatant: at Acadia, for 
example, policy stipulates that a "natural father" is only eligible for SUB 
for parental leave if his "spouse" is "unable to obtain paid maternity 
leave" through her work — a maternalist premise. We hold that a univer-
sity's family leave policies should equitably accommodate whatever 
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choices are made by faculty, rather than imposing a gendered division of 
labour according to a predetermined and monolithic script (Eichler, 
1997). Gender regulation, in consequence, should be countered by poli-
cies that enable all parents to combine work and caregiving, creating 
what Nancy Fraser terms a "universal caregiver" model (Fraser, 1994). It 
is likely that most Canadian faculty will use EI parental leaves in the 
same way most other Canadians do: namely, with women constituting the 
large majority of claimants, but this should be an individual choice, and 
not be driven by policy presumptions of primary maternal responsibility. 

Discrimination is not limited to gender. At Canada's universities, 
most policies are familialist, as well as sexist. Familialism in university 
family leave policy takes two forms: the first is the preferential treatment 
of birthing over adopting families; the second is the marginalization of 
same-sex parents. Canadian university family leave policies are replete 
with both types of familialism. Nationally, universities provide signifi-
cantly better treatment to 'natural' families and lesser treatment to other 
family forms, whether adopting or same-sex. The paradigmatic family 
imagined by the typical institution of higher learning is a heterosexual 
two-parent family. Same sex couples (whether lesbian or gay, birthing or 
adopting) are marginalized in such policies. And, as less availability of 
benefits to adopting parents (hetero or homo) signifies, 'natural' families 
receive better treatment. Creating a 'family-friendly' campus requires 
broadening what we mean by 'family' - widening its scope to include 
diverse forms of households and parenting arrangements. As Annette 
Kolodny points out, family care policies narrowly designed around the 
model of the heterosexual nuclear family (or even the heterosexual 
extended family) "invite legal challenges on the grounds of discrimina-
tion, and they increasingly prove themselves hopelessly anachronistic" 
(Kolodny, 1998). 

CONCLUSION 

Inequitable treatment of male and female parents, of adopting and 
'natural' parents, and of heterosexual and same-sex families are the 
norm in Canadian university family leave polices, as are financially 

The Canadian Journal of Higher Education 
Volume XXXIII, No. 2, 2003 



When Academics Become Parents 21 

privatizing policies that generate income loss for new parents. If we ask 
university family leave policies to be family friendly (to avoid income 
loss and be non-discriminatory), we find that no university qualifies — 
although UNBC is very close, lacking only paid partner leave. In 
Canada's remaining 46 universities, privatized costs and/or discrimina-
tory treatment — whether by sex, gender, sexual orientation or family 
form — is a component of formal policy. It is our conclusion that finan-
cially punitive, discriminatory and familialist practices have adverse 
effects on all academic parents, with markedly negative effects on 
women faculty. 

Inequitable gender regulation prevents the full and equal treatment of 
women and men in three ways. The presumption of primary maternal 
responsibility that is encoded in so many university policies prevents 
shared parenting, mitigating against egalitarian relations in heterosexual 
households. Moreover, as long as family leave policies are perceived to be 
primarily for and about female faculty, they remain outside the orbit of the 
'main business' of the university (Smith, 1988). As Joan Williams of the 
Program on Gender, Work and Family at American University points out, 
"the way [universities] discriminate today is by perpetuating this definition 
of an ideal worker who takes no time off for childbearing and child-rear-
ing" (Wilson, 2001a). Such perceptions rely upon and help to perpetuate 
the image of the female scholar as 'Other,' a stereotype that is fuelled by 
women's under-representation in the academy. In combination, these per-
ceptions amplify what has been termed the 'chilly climate' and the 'illusion 
of inclusion' in postsecondary education (Stalker & Prentice, 1998). 
Finally, those male faculty who opt for intensive caregiving to young chil-
dren also find themselves disadvantaged by sex- and gender-regulating 
practices. When policies make it financially expensive for fathers to take 
leaves by failing to 'top up' with SUB payments or by keeping extra time 
off tenure clocks, then male faculty are unlikely to 'choose' parental leave. 
Overall, the effect of virtually all Canadian university family leave policies 
is to entrench the notion that it is only female faculty whose family needs 
must be accommodated, while male faculty do not require the same entitle-
ments. Such assumptions cleave the professoriate by sex, and are discrimi-
natory, relying on inequitable assumptions about parenting practices. 
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Universities, like all workplaces, must meet provincial employment 
standards. Beyond that, university family leaves are entirely within the 
discretionary control of each institution. It is worth recalling that 
employers have full discretion to establish policies and procedures that 
exceed provincial or federal minimums. Employers can, and do, provide 
more than minimum wages, vacation periods, and other benefi ts . 
Policies for maternity, adoption, parental and partner leave are among 
those benefits over which employers have complete autonomy, once 
statutory minimums are assured. There are no regulatory barriers to 
improving family policies. To the contrary, improvement of family leave 
policies is likely to be one of the most easily actionable remedies against 
chilly climates. As Jennie Hornosty (1998) has argued, if there is to be 
equity within the university, "we need a vision of a transformed acad-
emy, one that recognizes and makes room for women's and men's family 
responsibilities on an equal basis." As she points out, better parenting 
leaves are a fundamental element of such a culture shift. When universi-
ties attempt to redress the historical under-representation of women, they 
are likely to find that family-friendly policies are invaluable tools in 
recruitment and retention. We hope, too, that men find work-family bal-
ance an increasingly important element in their career considerations. 

If appeals to equity and fairness do not motivate universities, per-
haps legal and labour market realities will. Discriminatory family leave 
policies create legal exposure and concerns about liability may generate 
change. Moreover, projected faculty shortages likely mean that universi-
ties with policies to enable parents to be active scholars without sacrific-
ing family life will have a competitive advantage over those universities 
that do not. In the coming years, we predict that family leave policies 
will emerge as critical issues on Canadian campuses .^ 

Notes 

' The 2001 changes to family leaves were extensive. Most prominent was 
the extension of parental leave to enable up to 52 weeks of El-paid leave. 
Additionally, the policy removed some disincentives to shared care between 

The Canadian Journal of Higher Education 
Volume X X X I I I , No. 2, 2003 



When Academics Become Parents 23 

two parents; however, because our analysis date is March 01 2000, we address 
the El policies current at the time of our study. 

2 There is some evidence that the sex gap is narrowing slightly under the 
EI provisions introduced in 2001 (HRDC, 2002). 

^ Defining the number of universities in Canada is surprisingly complicat-
ed. We finally decided to employ the same number as Maclean's: 47 

^ It is worth noting how few academic women have children, in relation 
to non-academic women. One large American study recently showed that 62% 
of women who achieve tenure in the humanities do not have children, com-
pared to 50% of women who achieve tenure in science, which is often consid-
ered more hostile to women (Mason & Goulden, 2002). About 10% of 
Canadian women have never given birth, according to Nelson and Robinson 
(1999). We could not locate equivalent data regarding the proportion of acade-
mic men that have children. 

^ It is beyond the scope of this study to determine more far-reaching 
effects of children on an academic career — such as whether parents publish at 
differential rates than the unchilded, or whether overall career progress is 
slowed or speeded. We are interested in proximate career progress, namely the 
consequences of becoming a new parent on the immediately proceeding years in 
terms of probationary appointments, sabbatical entitlement and years of pen-
sionable service. 

^ The mean pregnancy leave length and remuneration rates are calculated 
for 51 policy streams rather than for 47 universities because 5 universities 
(Brandon, Carleton, Concordia, McMaster, and Simon Fraser) each have two 
pregnancy leave tracks of varying length and remuneration. At the same time, 
Memorial, which has no pregnancy leave at all, is excluded from the calculation 
of the average length of existing paid pregnancy leaves or remuneration rates. 

7 It is noteworthy that Concordia's other pregnancy leave track pays 100% 
of salary during the EI two-week waiting period and 95% of salary for 15 weeks 
thereafter. McMaster's other track pays 100% of salary for 19 weeks. 

^ The 2001 EI changes eliminated the clawback, although it was in place 
for our analysis date of March 1 2000. 

9 Given the extended period that precedes most academic appointments, 
many academics are well into their thirties before becoming parents. 
Additionally, anecdotal observations seem to point to a relatively high number 
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of adoptive academic parents, a phenomenon that merits study (Mason & 
Goulden, 2001). 

The mean length of adoption leaves is calculated for 43 policy streams. 
Of Canada's 47 universities, four have no adoption leave policy, and three oth-
ers have adoption leaves that have no SUB (are not topped-up). This reduces to 
40 the number of universities with paid adoption leave policies. Of these 40, 
three (Brandon, McMaster and Simon Fraser) have two streams of paid adop-
tion leaves, bringing to 43 the number of paid adoption leave policies across 
Canada's universities. 

' ' In one policy track, although not in the other. Recall that Carleton is 
one of five universities with dual-stream policies. 

17 
Recall that EI provides for ten weeks of paid leave with an unpaid two 

week waiting period in cases of adoption, with an optional additional five weeks 
of leave if the child was older or had special needs that warrant a longer period 
of parental care. 

As was the case for calculations made here of average paid pregnancy 
and adoption leave lengths and wage replacement, only universities where a 
policy exists and where the leave is paid (topped-up by the university) are 
included. In the case of parental leaves, only the nine universities that pay wage 
replacement for these leaves are included. 
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