
CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY 

REPORTER
No 6549	 Thursday 30 May 2019 	 Vol cxlix No 31

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY		

CONTENTS

Notices
Calendar	 616
Discussion on Tuesday, 11 June 2019	 616
Senate-House Yard and the University 

Combination Room: Closed on 19 June 2019	 616
Joint Report of the Council and the General 

Board on a revised student disciplinary 
framework: Response to Discussion remarks	 616

Vacancies, appointments, etc.
Electors to the Professorship of Law (1973)	 617
Vacancies in the University	 617

Events, courses, etc.
Announcement of lectures, seminars, etc.	 618

Regulations for examinations
History and Politics Tripos	 618
Law Tripos	 618
Theology, Religion and Philosophy of 

Religion Tripos	 619
Bachelor of Theology for Ministry	 620
Economic Research for the M.Phil. Degree	 620
Economics for the M.Phil. Degree	 620
International Relations and Politics for the 

M.Phil. Degree	 621
Notices by Faculty Boards, etc.

Archaeology Tripos, 2019–20: Variable papers	 621
History of Art Tripos, Parts IIa and IIb, 

2019–20: Special subjects	 623
Linguistics Tripos, Part II, 2019–20: 

Variable subjects	 626
Natural Sciences Tripos, Part II (Biological and 

Biomedical Sciences), 2019–20: Major and 
Minor Subjects	 626

Psychological and Behavioural Sciences 
Tripos, 2019–20: Optional papers	 627

Scientific Computing for the M.Phil. Degree, 
2019–20: Papers	 628

Physical Sciences for the M.Res. Degree, 2019–20
Environmental Data Science	 628
Nanoscience and Nanotechnology	 629

Reports
First-stage Report of the Council on the 

refurbishment of the Royal Cambridge Hotel	 629
Obituary Notices

Obituary Notice	 631
Graces

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 
30 May 2019	 631

Acta
Approval of Graces submitted to the Senate on 

15 May 2019	 631
Approval of Grace submitted to the 

Regent House on 15 May 2019	 631

End of the Official Part of the ‘Reporter’

Report of Discussion
Tuesday, 21 May 2019	 632

College Notices
Elections	 646
Vacancies	 646
Memorial event	 646
Awards	 646

External Notices
Oxford Notices	 646



616  CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER� 30 May 2019

N O T I C E S

Calendar
30 May, Thursday. Ascension day. Scarlet day.
  8 June, Saturday. End of third quarter of Easter Term.
  9 June, Sunday. Whitsunday. Scarlet day. Preacher before the University at 11.15 a.m., His Eminence A. Angaelos, OBE, 
Coptic Orthodox Archbishop of the Diocese of London (Ramsden Preacher).
11 June, Tuesday. Discussion in the Senate-House at 2 p.m. (see below).

Discussions (Tuesdays at 2 p.m.) Congregations
11 June 19 June, Wednesday at 2.45 p.m. (Honorary Degrees)
  9 July 26 June, Wednesday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)

27 June, Thursday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)
28 June, Friday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)
29 June, Saturday at 10 a.m. (General Admission)
19 July, Friday at 10 a.m.
20 July, Saturday at 10 a.m.

Discussion on Tuesday, 11 June 2019
The Vice-Chancellor invites those qualified under the regulations for Discussions (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 105) to 
attend a Discussion in the Senate-House on Tuesday, 11 June 2019 at 2 p.m., for the discussion of:

1.	 First-stage Report of the Council, dated 30 May 2019, on the refurbishment of the Royal Cambridge Hotel (p. 629).
Further information on Discussions, including details on format and attendance, is provided at https://www.governance.
cam.ac.uk/governance/decision-making/discussions/.

Senate-House Yard and the University Combination Room: Closed on 19 June 2019
Both the Yard and the University Combination Room will be closed on Wednesday, 19 June 2019, on the occasion of the 
Honorary Degree Congregation. Access to the University Offices will be from Trinity Lane. Only those with admission 
tickets for the Congregation and other authorised persons will be allowed to enter the Yard during the closure.

Joint Report of the Council and the General Board on a revised student disciplinary 
framework: Notice in response to Discussion remarks
28 May 2019
The Council has received the remarks made at the Discussion on 21 May 2019 (p. 632) concerning the above Report 
(Reporter, 6546, 2018–19, p. 531).
The Council welcomes the remarks made in support of the Report’s recommendations by the great majority of the twenty-
one speakers, including the Chair and some members of the Review Committee on Student Discipline which put forward 
the revised framework. The Council notes the remarks made by the following: Ms Sosienski Smith, Ms O’Brien, Dr Sutliff 
Sanders and others highlighting the civil nature of the University’s student disciplinary process and therefore the 
appropriateness of applying the lower, civil standard of proof; Dame Barbara Stocking, Ms Swain and others on the 
importance of the University considering cases that might also amount to a criminal offence, even if the University does 
not have the powers available under the criminal justice system; and Mr Ahmed and Dr Page on the current under-
reporting of harassment and sexual misconduct and the importance of having people with appropriate training available 
to support the investigation of such cases.

The Council notes Dr Cowley’s suggestion to provide the Chair of Examiners or the Student Discipline Officer with 
the authority to reduce a student’s assessment mark to zero where the student admits to academic misconduct, rather than 
require a referral to the Discipline Committee, with all of the resource that this entails. The Council refers Dr Cowley to 
the guidance on sanctions that was published in the 2019 consultation on student discipline, alongside the plans for a 
revised student disciplinary framework (available at https://www.studentcomplaints.admin.cam.ac.uk/consultation). The 
Council agrees with Dr Cowley that academic misconduct is a serious matter and the penalty for such misconduct should 
reflect this; the starting point for sanctions imposed for a finding of plagiarism is a mark reduced to zero and a reduced 
class. Only where significant mitigation exists can the sanction be reduced. The Council therefore considers it appropriate 
for allegations of academic misconduct, even where the student admits to such misconduct, to be considered by the 
Discipline Committee, where any evidence in mitigation can be fairly assessed and the appropriate level of sanction 
determined. It also believes that the most serious penalties should be reserved to the Discipline Committee.

Dr Cowley explains why it might be important in some academic misconduct cases for the Discipline Committee to be 
able to understand the academic arguments supporting the case. The Council is confident that the Discipline Committee 
will weigh all evidence carefully and seek clear explanations where necessary. Should experience reveal weaknesses in 
evaluating academic evidence, changes will be made to rectify those issues.
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Dr Cowley also expresses concern about the student disciplinary procedure being established in General Board 
Regulations rather than in Ordinance – that is, as a procedure that can be amended by the General Board by Notice instead 
of requiring approval by Grace of the Regent House. The proposed arrangements follow the pattern of those currently in 
place for student discipline, where detailed procedural matters are set out in the Practice Statement of the Discipline 
Committee, and for other formal student procedures, including the Student Complaint Procedure. The Council considers 
that it is appropriate that only the critical elements of the student disciplinary framework remain in Ordinance.

Dr Cowley makes a number of points about the standard of proof, especially in respect of the most serious academic 
misconduct cases. The Council recognizes the importance of achieving a just outcome in all disciplinary proceedings.  
For the reasons set out in the Report, the Council is recommending a change to the standard of proof to ‘on the balance 
of probabilities’ for all cases. This issue will be decided by a ballot of the Regent House.

Professor Evans queries the basis of the University’s authority to discipline students. The Council notes that the Terms 
and Conditions issued to all students prior to them accepting an offer create a contract obliging students to abide by the 
disciplinary procedures of the University. Currently students who are not matriculated are subject to local disciplinary 
procedures. An advantage of widening the student disciplinary framework to cover all registered students is that there will 
be one procedure covering all students pursuing a course of study leading to an award. 
The Council is submitting two Graces (Graces 1 and 2, p. 631) for the approval of the recommendations of this Report. 
As previously reported, in the ballot there will be separate votes on the two Graces, the first seeking approval of 
Recommendations I and II (new student disciplinary framework) and the second seeking approval of Recommendation III 
(adoption of the civil standard of proof under that framework) (Reporter, 6546, 2018–19, p.  528). The deadline for 
fly‑sheets is 1 p.m. on Friday, 7 June 2019. Voting will open at 10 a.m. on Tuesday, 18 June 2019 and close at 5 p.m. on 
Friday, 28 June 2019.

VA C A N C I E S, A P P O I N T M E N T S, E T C.

Electors to the Professorship of Law (1973)
The Council has appointed members of the ad hoc Board of Electors to the Professorship of Law (1973) as follows:

Professor Eilís Ferran, CTH, in the Chair, as the Vice-Chancellor’s deputy

(a)  on the nomination of the Council
Professor Philip Allmendinger, CL
Professor Sandra Fredman, University of Oxford

(b)  on the nomination of the General Board
Professor Catherine Barnard, T 
Professor Lionel Bently, EM
Professor Katharina Pistor, Columbia Law School

(c)  on the nomination of the Faculty Board of Law
Professor Brian Cheffins, TH 
Professor Mark Elliott, CTH 
Professor Niamh Moloney, London School of Economics

Vacancies in the University
A full list of current vacancies can be found at http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk. 

Professor of Law in the Faculty of Law; tenure: start date to be agreed but within the period 1 January to 1 October 
2020; informal enquiries: Professor Brian Cheffins, Chair of the Faculty and Convenor of the Board of Electors (email: 
brc21@cam.ac.uk, tel.: 01223 330041); closing date: 24  June 2019; further details: http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk/
job/21650/; quote reference: JK19237

Clinical Lecturer in Medical Virology (fixed term) in the Department of Pathology; salary: £32,569–£56,394; tenure: 
four years from June 2019; closing date: 24  June 2019; further details: http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk/job/21703/; quote 
reference: PK19286

The University values diversity and is committed to equality of opportunity.
The University has a responsibility to ensure that all employees are eligible to live and work in the UK.
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E V E N T S, C O U R S E S, E T C.

Announcement of lectures, seminars, etc.
The University offers a large number of lectures, seminars, and other events, many of which are free of charge, to 
members of the University and others who are interested. Details can be found on individual Faculty, Department, and 
institution websites, on the What’s On website (http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/whatson/) and on Talks.cam (http://www.
talks.cam.ac.uk/). A variety of training courses are also available to members of the University, information and booking 
for which can be found at http://www.training.cam.ac.uk/

Brief details of upcoming events are given below.

School of Clinical 
Medicine

25th Sackler Distinguished Lecture: From gin and tonics 
to formalin pots – how simple aldehydes impact human 
health, by Dr KJ Patel, Group Leader, MRC Laboratory 
of Molecular Biology, at 3 p.m. on Tuesday, 25 June 
2019 in the William Harvey Lecture Theatre, School of 
Clinical Medicine, Cambridge Biomedical Campus; 
free event but booking required.

https://events.medschl.cam.
ac.uk/event/school-of-
clinical-medicine-
distinguished-guest-lecture-
dr-kj-patel/

MRC Laboratory of 
Molecular Biology

Annual LMB CamAWiSE Careers Event: talks by Jenny 
Gallop (Gurdon Institute), Rebecca Aarons (Research 
Strategy Office), and Emma Gleave (AstraZeneca) 
followed by a buffet lunch, at 12 noon on Friday, 28 June 
2019 at the MRC Laboratory of Molecular Biology, 
Francis Crick Avenue, Cambridge Biomedical Campus; 
free event but booking required.

https://camawise.org.uk/what-
next-for-your-career-the-
annual-lmb-camawise-
careers-event-2019/

R E G U L AT I O N S F O R E X A M I N AT I O N S

History and Politics Tripos
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 350)
With effect from 1 October 2019
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of History, has approved amendments to the regulations 
for the History and Politics Tripos so as to rename, for clarification, Paper HP3 and widen the choice of Politics papers 
available to students by removing the specified form of assessment to match relevant changes in the regulations for the 
Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos. The Faculty Board is content that no student will be disadvantaged by these 
changes 

Regulation 16.
Section A.
By amending the title of Paper HP3 from General themes and issues to Theory and practice in history and politics. 

Section D.
By replacing the first sentence of the third paragraph in Section D with the following two sentences:

Each paper in Sections A and B shall be of three hours’ duration. The mode of examination for the variable papers 
in Section C shall be published by the Faculty Board before the end of the Easter Term next preceding the examination. 

Law Tripos
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 371)
With effect from 1 October 2019
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Law, has approved amendments to the regulations 
for the Law Tripos so as to suspend Papers 39 and 47 for the 2019–20 academic year.

Regulation 17(a).
By inserting a footnote after Paper 39, Human rights law, and Paper 47, Aspects of obligations, that reads ‘This Paper is 
suspended in 2019–20’.
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Theology, Religion and Philosophy of Religion Tripos
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 424)
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Divinity, has approved the following amendments to 
the regulations for the Theology, Religion and Philosophy of Religion Tripos and to the Supplementary Regulations, the 
first set of changes to take effect from 1 October 2019 and the second set to take effect from 1 October 2020.

With effect from 1 October 2019
The following papers will be suspended in 2019–20: 

B9. God and the imago Dei
B12. Theology and the natural sciences I
B13. Theology and literature
C4. Topic in the history of Christianity,
C7. Topics in the study of religion
D1(a). Old Testament
D1(b). New Testament special subject 
D1(c). Political theology

By amending the title of Paper A8 from Philosophy of religion and ethics to Philosophy of religion.

By adding a new Paper A9 Ethics.

By amending the title of Paper B14 from Life, thought, and worship of modern Judaism to Modern Judaism: Thought, 
culture and history.

By amending the title of Paper C8 from Judaism II to The Jewish tradition and Christianity: From antiquity to modernity.

By amending the title of Paper D2(g) from Imagination to The play of imagination.

SUPPLEMENTARY REGULATIONS

Part I

A8. Philosophy of religion and ethics
By amending the title and description to read as follows:

A8. Philosophy of religion
This course introduces first-year undergraduates to themes in philosophy of religion, such as the nature of God, the 
soul, belief, speaking of God and the relationship of finite things to God. The Faculty Board may from time to time 
prescribe texts for special study.

By adding Paper A9 with the following description:
A9. Ethics
This course introduces first-year undergraduates to themes at the intersection between moral philosophy and religious ethics.

Part IIa

B14. Life, thought and worship of modern Judaism 
By amending the title and description to read as follows:

B14. Modern Judaism: Thought, culture and history
This paper will be concerned with the thought, culture and history of modern Judaism. The Faculty Board may from 
time to time prescribe texts for special study.

Part IIb

C8. Judaism II 
By amending the title and description to read as follows:

C8. The Jewish tradition and Christianity: From antiquity to modernity
This paper will consider the relationship of the Jewish tradition to Christianity from antiquity to modernity. The 
Faculty Board may from time to time prescribe subjects and texts for special study. 

It is well known that Christianity evolved in intimate discussion with Judaism, yet how far does this apply vice 
versa? The paper will consider ways in which the mainstream of the Jewish tradition, from antiquity to the modern 
period, incorporated and was formed by responses to the theological, social and political challenges generated by 
interactions with Christianity.
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With effect from 1 October 2020
By amending the title of Paper A7 from World religions in comparative perspective to Introduction to Judaism, Islam, 
Hinduism and Buddhism.

SUPPLEMENTARY REGULATIONS

Part I

A7. World religions in comparative perspective 
By amending the title and description to read as follows:

A7. Introduction to Judaism, Islam, Hinduism and Buddhism
This paper will introduce the religious traditions of Judaism, Islam, Hinduism and Buddhism. The survey will include 
a broad historical introduction to each tradition. Cultural approaches and contemporary issues will also be addressed.

Bachelor of Theology for Ministry
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 452)
With effect from 1 October 2019
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Divinity, has approved the following amendments to 
the regulations for the Bachelor of Theology for Ministry and to the Supplementary Regulations.

The following papers will be suspended in 2019–20 (* indicates half-papers): 
  B.Th.2. Elementary Hebrew
  B.Th.4. New Testament Greek
  B.Th.15. Special subject in Christian history
*B.Th.25. Old Testament exegesis
*B.Th.28. The study of Christian mission
*B.Th.29. The Gospel and western culture
*B.Th.31. Church and sacraments
*B.Th.33. Subjects specified by the Faculty Board
  B.Th.41. Further studies in Christian doctrine
*B.Th.45. Advanced subjects specified by the Faculty Board
*B.Th.46. Further advanced subjects specified by the Faculty Board

Economic Research for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 523)
With immediate effect
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Economics, has approved an amendment to the 
Regulations so as to reduce the compulsory modules from seven to six. No student will be disadvantaged by this change 
as its purpose is to align with current practice.

Regulation 1(a).
By amending Regulation 1(a) to read as follows:

(a)	 six compulsory and one additional module, selected from a list of core and optional modules published 
by the Degree Committee for the Faculty of Economics, which shall each be examined by a written 
paper of two hours’ duration;

Economics for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 524)
With immediate effect
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Economics, has approved an amendment to the 
Regulations so as to reduce the compulsory modules from six to five. No student will be disadvantaged by this change as 
its purpose is to align with current practice.

Regulation 1(a).
By amending Regulation 1(a) to read as follows:

(a)	 five compulsory and two additional modules, selected from a list of core and optional modules 
published by the Degree Committee for the Faculty of Economics, which shall each be examined by a 
written paper of two hours’ duration;
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International Relations and Politics for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 533)
With effect from 1 October 2020
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Degree Committee for the Department of Politics and International 
Studies, has approved the renaming and the restructuring of the examination in International Relations and Politics for 
the degree of Master of Philosophy and the amendment of the Special Regulations for the examination as shown below. 
The restructured examination, to be retitled ‘Politics and International Studies’, will have a reduced number of modules 
and assessed elements and will refocus the case studies sessions on policy issues. 

By amending the title and regulations for the examination in International Relations and Politics for the M.Phil. Degree 
to read as follows:

Politics  and International Studies

1.  The scheme of examination for the one-year course of study for the degree of Master of Philosophy 
in Politics and International Studies shall consist of:  

(a)	 the written examinations, or other modes of assessment, specified for each of the four modules 
selected from the list of modules published by the Degree Committee for the Department of Politics 
and International Studies;

(b)	 two essays, each of not more than 2,000 words in length, on methods; and
(c)	 a thesis of not more than 20,000 words in length, including tables, footnotes, and appendices, but 

excluding bibliography, on a subject approved by the Degree Committee.
2.  In order to proceed to the examination, candidates must: 

(a)	 attend and participate in two further modules selected from the list published by the Degree 
Committee under Regulation 1(a); and

(b)	 attend and participate in the methodology modules prescribed by the Degree Committee.
3.  The Degree Committee shall publish the list of modules available for study not later than the end of 

the Easter Term of the academical year preceding that in which the examination is to be held; and shall 
announce the modes of assessment for these modules not later than the end of the Michaelmas Term of the 
academical year in which the examination is to be held.

4.  At the discretion of the Examiners, an oral examination may be held in relation to any of the elements 
enumerated under Regulation 1 above.

N O T I C E S B Y FA C U LT Y B O A R D S, E T C.

Archaeology Tripos, 2019–20: Variable papers
The Faculty Board of Human, Social and Political Science gives notice that the following variable papers will be offered 
in the Archaeology Tripos in 2019–20. 

Part I
The following papers will be offered in Part I:

A1 World archaeology
A2 Archaeology in action
A3 Introduction to the cultures of Egypt and Mesopotamia
A4 Being human: Interdisciplinary perspectives
B1 Humans in biological perspective
E1 Egyptian language I
M1 Babylonian language
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Part IIa
The following papers will be offered in Part IIa in 2019–20:

A2 Archaeology in action
E1 Egyptian language I
M1 Babylonian language
A10 Archaeological theory and practice I
A11 From data to interpretation (=B5)
A21 Archaeological science
A22 Palaeolithic archaeology
A23 European prehistory
A24 The medieval globe
A26 Mesopotamian archaeology II: Territorial states to empires
A28 Ancient Egypt in context: An archaeology of foreign relations
A30 Archaeology of death and burial in ancient Egypt
A33 Ancient South America
A35 The archaeology of Africa
A37 Classical art and archaeology (Paper 9 of the Classical Tripos, Part Ib)
B2 Human ecology and behaviour
B3 Human evolution
B4 Human comparative biology
B5 From data to interpretation (=A11)
E2 Middle Egyptian text / Advanced Egyptian language
M2 Mesopotamian culture II: Literature
M4 Intermediate Babylonian language

The following papers will not be offered in Part IIa in 2019–20:
A25  Mesopotamian archaeology I: Prehistory and early states
A27  Settlement and society in ancient Egypt
A29  The archaeology of religion in ancient Egypt
A31  Ancient India I: The Indus civilisation and beyond
A32  Ancient India II: Early historic cities of South Asia
A34  The archaeology of Mesoamerica and North America
M3    Mesopotamian culture II: Religion and scholarship

Part IIb
The following year-long papers will be offered in Part IIb in 2019–20:

A10 Archaeological theory and practice I
A12 Archaeological theory and practice II
A21 Archaeological science
A22 Palaeolithic archaeology
A23 European prehistory
A24 The medieval globe
A26 Mesopotamian archaeology II: Territorial states to empires
A28 Ancient Egypt in context: An archaeology of foreign relations
A30 Archaeology of death and burial in ancient Egypt
A33 Ancient South America
A35 The archaeology of Africa
A38 Aegean prehistory (Paper D1 of the Classical Tripos)
A39 Beyond classical art (Paper D2 of the Classical Tripos)
A40 Roman Britain (Paper D3 of the Classical Tripos)
A41 Roman cities: Network of empire (Paper D4 of the Classical Tripos)
B2 Human ecology and behaviour
B3 Human evolution
B4 Comparative human biology
B6 Major topics in human evolutionary studies
E2 Middle Egyptian text / Advanced Egyptian language
E3 Old and late Egyptian texts
E4 Coptic
M2 Mesopotamian culture II: Literature
M4 Intermediate Babylonian language
M5 Advanced Babylonian and Assyrian
M6 Sumerian language
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The following term-long papers will be offered in Part IIb:
A13 The past in the present
A50 Special topics in Palaeolithic archaeology and human evolution (A technologically dependent lineage) =B14
A52 Special topics in historic Europe (Britain ad 300–800)
A54 Special topics in regional archaeology 1 (Prehistoric art)
A61 Special topics in archaeological concepts 1 (Archaeology of colonialism)
A62 Special topics in archaeological concepts 2 (Historical ecology)
AS3 Geographical information systems in archaeology
AS5 Human osteology (= B18 Decoding the skeleton)
AS7 Geoarchaeology
AS8 Archaeological chemistry (Molecular archaeology)
AS9 Analysis of archaeological materials (Materials analysis)
AS11 Special topics in archaeological methods 1 (Environmental archaeology)
B11 Special topics in biological anthropology 1 (What finches tell us about humans)
B12 Special topics in biological anthropology 2 (Culture evolves)
B13 Special topics in biological anthropology 3 (Health and disease throughout human evolution)
B14 Special topics in biological anthropology 4 (A technologically dependent lineage) = A50
B15 Special topics in biological anthropology 5 (Friends, relatives and communities: Human social evolution)
B16 Special topics in biological anthropology 6 (Genomes: Ancient, modern and mixed)
B17 Special topics in biological anthropology 7 (Our extended family: Primate biology and behaviour)
B18 Special topics in biological anthropology 8 (Decoding the skeleton) = AS5

The following year-long papers will not be offered in Part IIb in 2019–20:
A25  Mesopotamian archaeology I: Prehistory and early states
A27  Settlement and society in ancient Egypt
A29  The archaeology of religion in ancient Egypt
A31  Ancient India I: the Indus civilisation and beyond
A32  Ancient India II: early historic cities of South Asia
A34  The archaeology of Mesoamerica and North America
A36  Topics within regional archaeology
M3    Mesopotamian culture II: religion and scholarship

The following term-long papers will not be offered in Part IIb in 2019–20:
A51  Special topics in European Prehistory
A53  Special topics in Near Eastern archaeology
A55  Special topics in regional archaeology 2
A56  Special topics in regional archaeology 3
A57  Special topics in regional archaeology 4
A58  Special topics in regional archaeology 5
A59  Material culture: conceptual approaches
A60  Special topics in museum studies
AS1  Foundation statistics (this paper is running but will be taken by M.Phil. students only)
AS2  Special topics in advanced statistics / modelling
AS4  Zooarchaeology
AS6  Palaeobotany

AS10  Archaeological genetics
AS12  Special topics in archaeological methods 2

History of Art Tripos, Parts IIa and IIb, 2019–20: Special subjects
The Faculty Board of Architecture and History of Art gives notice of the special subjects for the History of Art Tripos, 
2019–20. The Board shall have the power of subsequently issuing amendments if they have due reason for doing so, and 
if they are satisfied that no student’s preparation for the examination is adversely affected (Statutes and Ordinances, 
p. 353, Regulation 11(b)). 

Paper 1. Approaches to the history of art, with reference to works of criticism
This paper investigates the ways in which art has been written about through its history. It examines the philosophical 
arguments of classical antiquity; religious debates about images in the Middle Ages; approaches to art and architecture in 
the Renaissance; the birth of aesthetics in Europe; and the emergence of the history of art as a discipline in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries. The second half of the course is devoted to more recent developments: twentieth-century 
contributions to the discipline, such as formalism, iconography and the New Art History; the influence of broader 
intellectual trends, such as Marxism, Feminism, Psychoanalysis and Postmodernism; and the future of the history of art 
in a changing academic landscape.
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Paper 2. The display of art
Spread over two terms, this course explores the relationship between art and its various publics through a study of the 
ways in which art is collected, displayed and experienced. The Michaelmas Term (‘The Birth of the Museum’) will focus 
on the evolution of the Western art museum up to the end of the 19th century. The Lent Term (‘The Critique of the 
Museum’) will focus on the 20th century, examining the avant-gardes’ radical challenge to the museum and the ways in 
which the institution changed in response to such critique.

Paper 3/4. Drawing in Renaissance and Early Modern Italy c. 1450–1600 
The art and practice of drawing witnessed an unsurpassed explosion of creativity in Renaissance and Early Modern Italy, 
galvanised by the dramatic expansion of functions, media and techniques. Within this process, artistic centres such as 
Florence, Rome and Venice developed their own schools with idiosyncratic graphic practices and styles. Gradually, 
drawing in this period became emancipated from its role in the preparation of other types of art and acquired the 
characteristics of an independent art form. This special subject focuses on the protagonists of this ‘revolution’: Leonardo 
da Vinci, Raphael, Michelangelo, Titian and their circles, extending to the Carracci in Bologna, who famously synthesised 
many of the regional styles. Including close study of original drawings in classes to be held in the Prints and Drawings 
Study Rooms of the Fitzwilliam Museum and the British Museum, this course embraces the practical and technical 
aspects of drawings, as well as the theories that informed this art.

Paper 5/6. Encountering Jerusalem: Culture and crusade between East and West, c. 1050–1400
Throughout the Middle Ages, the religious wars known today as the crusades were fought in the Eastern Mediterranean, 
the Iberian Peninsula and on the northern borders of Europe. This course explores the visual culture of the crusading 
movement and traces its profound cultural consequences for the societies which undertook and experienced it. It will 
study the complex ways that the city of Jerusalem was understood, (re)imagined and experienced in western Christendom, 
in maps, illuminated manuscripts and monumental reproductions of its holy places. It will examine the visual culture of 
the crusader states established in the near East (‘Outremer’) and the debates surrounding the potentially ‘ecumenical’ or 
‘intercultural’ nature of their artistic and architectural achievements. There will be a special focus on the crusader 
Kingdom of Jerusalem, exploring Latin Christian interventions in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, the Haram al-Sharif/
Temple Mount complex and holy sites on the Mount of Olives and in Bethlehem. The uses, meanings and cultural impacts 
of relics and artefacts (illuminated manuscripts, icons, textiles, glass and metalwork) brought back from the East will be 
considered. More briefly, the course will introduce the cultural world of the Teutonic Knights, as established during their 
crusading conquest of the Baltic states and western Rus. 

Paper 7/8. Tudor visual culture
Visual culture flourished in sixteenth-century England. In this era of political and religious instability, English artisans 
and patrons experimented with new forms and motifs, forging idiosyncratic artefacts. Yet this was a period of 
contradictions: it revelled in a revived medieval chivalry while grappling enthusiastically with classicism, celebrated 
grandeur in the country house and royal portrait while embracing the intimacy of the portrait miniature. This special 
subject will examine the tense pluralism of English visual culture in the sixteenth century. Focusing on the courts of 
Henry VIII and Elizabeth I, we will pay close attention to the social and cultural contexts that framed and shaped the 
making and reception of art objects. We will study panel painting (including Holbein), miniature painting (including 
Nicholas Hilliard and Isaac Oliver), sculpture, printmaking, the luxury arts (glass, ceramics and metalware), fashion and 
court entertainments. The complexities and significance of gender (particularly under Elizabeth), religious confession, 
literature and courtly self-fashioning for the arts will be addressed. Throughout, English art’s relationship to continental 
models – at the time and in subsequent historiography – will be critically assessed, as will its connection to the idea of 
‘Renaissance’. The paper will feature opportunities for object-led study in the Fitzwilliam Museum and other collections.

Paper 9/10. Paris 1750–1815: the birth of the modern art world
Many of the features that characterize the modern art world have their origins in Paris in the years 1750–1815, a period 
which started optimistically with the rule of Louis XV, saw the turmoil of the French Revolution, and ended in the defeat 
of Napoleon. These features include the birth of the public art gallery, in the Palais du Luxembourg and the Louvre, the 
rise of a new, articulate middle class public of art lovers, critics, collectors and artists, the development of new venues to 
discuss art, such as the Salons, and the increasing presence of female artists. The works of Winckelmann were published 
in French translation immediately after their first appearance in German; the rediscovery of Herculaneum and Pompeï 
had a great impact on the development of neo-classicism and the new discipline of archaeology; the disputes caused by 
the rediscovery of Paestum led to radical new assessments of the value of classical art for the present. The French 
Revolution led to an unprecedented use of art as political propaganda, in festivals, funerals and popular visual culture. A 
common theme that links all these developments is the emergence of an educated, articulate public as a main actor in the 
Paris art world. 

In this seminar we will investigate how these developments interacted to make Paris in the years 1750–1815 the place 
where the modern art world was born. Main artists to be discussed include the painters Chardin, Fragonard and David; 
the sculptors Pigalle and Bouchardon; the architects De Wailly and Soufflot; the interior designers Percier and Fontaine. 
We will look at major collections at the Palais-Royal, the Luxembourg and the Louvre and their dissemination through 
prints, and we will read the new art history and criticism produced by writers such as Denis Diderot.
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Paper 11/12. Italian art and architecture in the age of Giotto
Italy’s artistic culture underwent a revolution in the decades around 1300 – a seismic shift towards more naturalistic 
modes of representation most strongly associated with Giotto di Bondone (c. 1267–1337). This course disentangles the 
Florentine master from Vasarian myth and modern attribution debates, reassessing his achievements within the context of 
his own time. We consider Giotto alongside other leading painters (his Florentine compatriot Cimabue and the Sienese 
Duccio, Simone Martini and both Lorenzetti) as well as the architect-sculptor Arnolfo di Cambio, setting them against 
the dynamic backdrop of Tuscany’s burgeoning urban centres (Florence, Siena, Pisa). We explore links between art and 
literature, especially through the poetry of Dante, and the emergence of pictorial allegory capable of communicating 
complex philosophical and political concepts. Beyond Tuscany, the course examines several other major artistic centres 
where Giotto worked: Rome, where the papacy energetically renewed the eternal city’s early Christian past; Assisi, 
headquarters of the Franciscan Order and site of the peninsula’s most intensive concentration of fresco cycles; Padua, 
where the university encouraged artists to engage with classical antiquity and the new science of optics; and Naples, 
whose Angevin kings refashioned their southern capital with Gothic architecture imported from France.

Paper 13/14. The poetics and politics of Surrealism 
This course will cover the history of the Surrealist movement from its birth in Paris in 1924 to the dissolution of ‘historical 
Surrealism’ in 1969. It will focus on the developments of Surrealism during this fascinating period of French history and 
explore its revolutionary role in art, literature and politics in France in the inter- and post-war years: from its birth in the 
aftermath of World War I, to its engagement with Marxism and psychoanalysis in the 1930s, to its exile in New York 
during World War II, to its post-war international exhibitions. Students will be encouraged to examine Surrealist art from 
a number of thematic perspectives – including desire, mythology, occultism and utopianism, and to generally consider the 
relationship between Surrealist art and politics (gender, racial and national) so that its successes and failures, and its 
legacy today, can be critically assessed.

Paper 17/18. Vision and representation in contemporary art 
This course explores the changing status of the art object from the mid-1980s to the current day, considering how vision 
and representation took centre stage. While the optical had been fundamental to the Modernist project, with the rise of 
Minimalism and Conceptualism in the 1960s and 1970s these concerns had been displaced. By the 1980s artists and 
theorists influenced by political breakthroughs in the decades before, returned to the visual field to explore the limits of 
representation in a changing world. Beginning with appropriation and moving through to recent returns to image-making 
in post-internet art, as well as queer experiments with alternative forms of portraiture, we will trace the politics of looking 
and being looked at. This course will also address changes in technology, exploring artists’ investigations of digital and 
analogue media and the range of theoretical interests this has supported from Hito Steyerl’s discussion of the ‘poor 
image’, to Tacita Dean’s fetishisation of film, and Ryan Trecartin’s experiments with mimesis. More broadly, this course 
will provide a framework to consider Contemporary Art in our work as art historians. We will not only address the history 
of art-making over the last thirty years, but also to think through how we might approach the unstable and changing world 
of contemporary practice. 

Paper 19/20. British architecture in the Age of Enlightenment, Industry and Reform 
The century from c. 1750 to c. 1850 was one of almost unprecedented development in British architecture. New 
relationships with the ruined buildings of the ancient Graeco-Roman world emerged in response to the effects of the 
Grand Tour and of the incipient science of archaeology, while an indigenous antithesis was represented by surviving or 
revived Gothic forms. The ideologies of the Picturesque and of Romanticism incorporated both classicism and 
medievalism, as well as more exotic forms of architecture inspired by Britain’s trading links with the Far East. This was 
also the period in which Britain emerged as the world’s first industrial nation, leading not just to new building materials 
and building types but also to rapid expansion of cities. In this Special Subject, the architectural effects of changing 
political and social imperatives in the late 18th and early 19th centuries will be studied against the background of 
longstanding British traditions in building and landscape design.

Paper 21/22. Imperial art and patronage in Early Modern China
This course explores the imperial art of the first three emperors of the Qing dynasty (1644–1911), a period in China’s 
history when court patronage of the arts inspired new heights in refinement, technical prowess and production output. The 
most talented artists and skilled craftsmen from all over the empire, as well as European Jesuit missionaries with special 
know-how, were recruited to serve in the Palace Workshops, located in the Forbidden City, to create masterpieces in 
media such as porcelain, jade, ivory, bamboo, wood, lacquer, glass and metal. For the first time in history, court painters 
were introduced to the principles of Western linear perspective and chiaroscuro modelling, creating a ‘new’ type of 
Chinese painting based on the synthesis of European methods and traditional Chinese media and formats. Imperial 
patronage and collecting played a key role in the development of the arts that was born in an era of political and social 
stability and great economic prosperity.

The course will focus on the art produced under the patronage of the Kangxi (r. 1662–1772), Yongzheng (r. 1723–
1735) and Qianlong emperors (r. 1736–1795). Through the study of architecture, porcelain, sculpture, textiles, court 
painting and works of art in various media, it shows how imperial art at the time was created and influenced by music, 
religion, ritual, technology, imperial ideology and aesthetics.
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Linguistics Tripos, Part II, 2019–20: Variable subjects
The Faculty Board of Modern and Medieval Languages gives notice that the following variable subjects for the Linguistics 
Tripos shall not be available for examination in 2019–20:
Part II, Section C.
Paper 17. A subject in linguistics to be specified by the Faculty Board from time to time (also serves as Paper Li. 17 of 

the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos).
Paper 19. A subject in linguistics to be specified by the Faculty Board from time to time.

Natural Sciences Tripos, Part II (Biological and Biomedical Sciences), 2019–20: 
Major and Minor Subjects
The Faculty Board of Biology gives notice that the following combinations of Major and Minor Subjects, additional to 
or amending those previously published on 6 February 2019 (Reporter, 6536, 2018–19, p. 389) will be offered in the 
Natural Sciences Tripos, Part II (Biological and Biomedical Sciences) in 2019–20:

Major Subject Permissible Minor Subjects Examination requirements
402 Pathology (A and B) 105, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 

124, 128, 129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 135, 137, 
139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 
148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

403 Pathology (A and C) 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 122, 124, 
128, 129, 130, 132, 133, 137, 140, 142, 143, 
144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

404 Pathology (A and D) 105, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 
124, 129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 135, 139, 140, 
141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

405 Pathology (B and C) 104, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 
124, 128, 129, 130, 132, 133, 137, 140, 142, 
143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

406 Pathology (B and D) 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 
119, 120, 124, 129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 135, 
138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 
147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

407 Pathology (C and D) 104, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 
124, 129, 130, 132, 133, 140, 142, 143, 144, 
145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of three 
hours each.

408 Pharmacology 
(maximum 15 candidates)

107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 122, 
124, 127, 128, 129, 131, 133, 136, 137, 142, 
143, 144, 146, 148, 149

Four written papers of three 
hours each.

412 Plant sciences 
(Cellular – M1, M2, L1, L3)

104, 105, 106, 108, 109, 119, 121, 124, 135, 
141, 146, 148

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

413 Plant sciences 
(Ecology – M3 and 
Zoology M2, L2 and L4)

104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 111, 114, 121, 
122, 124, 133, 135, 137, 138, 139, 140, 142, 
143, 145, 147, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

414 Genetics 
(maximum 13 candidates)

107, 108, 113, 114, 122, 124, 128, 130, 132, 
136, 145, 147. A fifth Genetics module can be 
taken as a Minor Subject. Students may choose 
additional Minor Subjects that do not have 
lecture clashes with the Genetics modules 
chosen – please consult the relevant lecture 
timetables.

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

424 Pathology (B and E) 105, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 
124, 138, 129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 135, 137, 
139, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

425 Pathology (C and E) 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 122, 
124, 138, 129, 130, 132, 133, 137, 142, 143, 
144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

426 Pathology (D and E) 105, 107, 108, 109, 111, 113, 114, 119, 120, 124, 
129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 135, 139, 142, 143, 
144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149

Four written papers of 
three hours each.
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Major Subject Permissible Minor Subjects Examination requirements
428 Psychology, neuroscience 

and behaviour
107, 108, 109, 122, 124, 128, 136. Students 
may choose Minor Subjects that do not have 
lecture clashes with the PNB modules chosen 
– please consult the relevant lecture timetables. 

Four written papers of 
three hours each.

429 Human evolution, ecology 
and behaviour

108, 109, 113, 122, 127, 130, 131, 132, 142, 
145, 147

Two core papers to be assessed 
by a three-hour written 
examination, plus the 
examination requirements of 
two optional papers.

Modifications for Minor Subjects for 2019–20 will be as follows:

Minor Subject Examination requirements
124 Social psychology (Psychological and Behavioural Sciences 

Paper 7) (maximum 10 candidates)
One written paper of three hours’ duration.

144 Plant signalling networks in growth and development 
(maximum 3 candidates)

One written paper of three hours’ duration.

145 Microbes: evolution, genomes and lifestyle 
(maximum 3 candidates)

One written paper of three hours’ duration.

146 Evolution and ecosystems dynamics (maximum 3 candidates) One written paper of three hours’ duration.
147 Plant genomes and synthetic biology (maximum 3 candidates) One written paper of three hours’ duration.
148 Responses to global change (maximum 3 candidates) One written paper of three hours’ duration.
149 Exploiting plant metabolism (maximum 3 candidates) One written paper of three hours’ duration.

Candidates should consult the examination regulations of the relevant Tripos for the latest examination requirements.

Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos, 2019–20: Optional papers
The Committee of Management of the Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos gives notice of the following 
optional papers which are offered for Part Ia, Part Ib, and Part II of the Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos in 
the academic year 2019–20:

Part Ia
A1   World archaeology (Part I of the Archaeology Tripos)
B1   Humans in biological perspective (Part I of the Archaeology Tripos)
NS 1 *Evolution and behaviour (Part Ia of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
NS 2 *Mathematical biology (Part Ia of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
PHIL 1 *Metaphysics* (Part I of the Philosophy Tripos)
PHIL 2   Ethics and political philosophy (Part I of the Philosophy Tripos)
POL 1   The modern state and its alternatives (Part Ia of the HSPS Tripos)
SAN 1   Social anthropology: The comparative perspective (Part Ia of the HSPS Tripos)
SOC 1   Modern societies I: Introduction to sociology (Part I of the HSPS Tripos)

Part Ib
B2   Human ecology and behaviour (Part IIa of the Archaeology Tripos)
B3   Human evolution (Part IIa of the Archaeology Tripos)
B4   Human comparative biology (Part IIa of the Archaeology Tripos)
ED 3 *Modernity, globalisation and education (Part IIa of the Education Tripos)
HPS 1   History of science (Part Ib of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
HPS 2   Philosophy of science (Part Ib of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
NS 3   Neurobiology (Part Ib of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
PHIL 4 *Knowledge, language and the world (Part Ib of the Philosophy Tripos)
PHIL 7 *Political philosophy (Part Ib of the Philosophy Tripos)
SOC 3   Modern societies II: Global social problems and dynamics of resistance (Part IIa of the HSPS Tripos)

*Papers marked with an asterisk are subject to a cap in numbers
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Part II
PBS 6   Developmental psychopathology (Part II of the Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos)
PBS 7   Social psychology (Part II of the Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos)
PBS 8   The family (Part II of the Psychological and Behavioural Sciences Tripos)
PBS 9   Cognitive and experimental psychology (Part II, Psychology, of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
PBS 10   Behavioural and cognitive neuroscience (Part II, Psychology, of the Natural Sciences Tripos)
BANX   Evolutionary anthropology and behaviour (Part IIb of the Archaeology Tripos)
CR 1   Criminology, sentencing and the penal system (Part IIa/IIb of the Law Tripos)
HPS 4   Philosophy and scientific practice (Part II, History and Philosophy of Science, of the Natural Sciences 

Tripos)
PHIL 9 *Philosophy of mind (Part II of the Philosophy Tripos)
PHIL 11 *Political philosophy (Part II of the Philosophy Tripos)
SOC 11   Racism, race and ethnicity (Part IIb of the HSPS Tripos)
SOC 13   Medicine, body and society (Part IIb of the HSPS Tripos)

*Papers marked with an asterisk are subject to a cap in numbers

Scientific Computing for the M.Phil. Degree, 2019–20: Papers
The Degree Committee for the Faculty of Physics and Chemistry gives notice that the following papers are available for 
the examination in Scientific Computing for the degree of Master of Philosophy in 2019–20:

Paper 1: Electronic structure
Paper 2: Atomistic modelling of materials
Paper 3: Mesoscale and coarse-grain modelling
Paper 4: Introduction to topological materials
Paper 5: Computational continuum modelling
Paper 6: Advanced continuum modelling
Paper 7: Introduction to computational multiphysics

Candidates should choose a minimum of three papers.
Paper 1 will be examined by a two-hour written examination consisting of four questions, of which candidates will be 
required to answer all.
Papers 2–7 will be examined by a two-hour written examination consisting of three questions, of which candidates will 
be required to answer two.

At the discretion of the Course Director, students may also be able to choose options available under other Masters’ 
Degrees offered by the Departments of the Schools of the Physical Sciences, Technology, and Biological Sciences.

Physical Sciences (Environmental Data Science) for the M.Res. Degree, 2019–20
The Degree Committee for the Faculty of Earth Sciences and Geography gives notice that with effect from the examinations 
to be held in 2019, the form of examinations will be as follows:

Guided Team Challenge Written report of up to 2,000 words and an oral presentation 10% of the total mark
Research Project Written report of up to 5,000 words 65% of the total mark

Oral presentation 10% of the total mark
Ph.D. Project Proposal Written proposal of up to two pages and oral examination 

conducted on the Ph.D. Project Proposal, Research Project, 
and general field of knowledge

15% of the total mark

In addition, candidates are required to attend core and optional courses. Full details can be obtained in the course handbook.
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Physical Sciences (Nanoscience and Nanotechnology) for the M.Res. Degree, 2019–20
The Degree Committee for the Faculty of Physics and Chemistry gives notice that the modules available for the 
examination in Physical Sciences (Nanoscience and Nanotechnology) for the degree of Master of Research in 2019–20, 
and the form of examination for each module, shall be as follows:

NE.01 Characterisation techniques Core Examination
NE.04 Nanofabrication techniques Core Examination
NE.05 Nanomaterials Core Examination
NE.06 Nanochemistry Core Examination
NE.07 Physics at the nanometre-scale Core Examination
NE.08 Bionanotechnology Core Examination
NE.09 Nanoelectrochemistry Optional Examination
NE.10 Energy harvesting Optional Examination
NE.11 Nano self-assembly Core Examination
Coursework Science communication in media, business and research
Core Coursework
Coursework Societal and ethical dimensions of micro and nanotechnology Core Coursework
Coursework Nurturing and managing innovation in science Core Coursework
Practicals Practical training course Core Coursework
Nanointegration Nanointegration training course Core Coursework
Projects Mini project I (max. 3,000 words), plus Mini‑project II 

(max 3,000 words), plus Midi‑project (max. 10,000 words)
Core Written reports and 

feedback from 
Supervisors

Proposal Formulation and defence of a Ph.D. project proposal Core Written report, 
oral presentation, 
oral examination

The taught modules (NE.xx) are taught in the Michaelmas and Lent Terms and will be assessed by two formal written 
examinations in the Easter Term.

Paper 1 – The three-hour examination paper will contain two sections. Candidates will be required to answer questions 
from both sections:

Section A – answer any three questions. The three questions in total carry one third of the credit for the paper. 
Section B – answer any two questions. Each question carries one third of the credit for the paper.

Modules examined are Characterisation techniques (NE.01), Nanofabrication techniques (NE.04), Nanochemistry 
(NE.06), Nanoelectrochemistry (NE.09) and Energy harvesting (NE.10).

Paper 2 – The three-hour examination paper will contain two sections. Candidates will be required to answer questions 
from both sections:

Section A – answer any three questions. The three questions in total carry one third of the credit for the paper. 
Section B – answer any two questions. Each question carries one third of the credit for the paper.

Modules examined are Nanomaterials (NE.05), Physics at the nanometre-scale (NE.07), Bionanotechnology (NE.08) 
and Nano self-assembly (NE.11).

R E P O RT S

First-stage Report of the Council on the refurbishment of the Royal Cambridge Hotel
The Council begs leave to report to the University as follows:

1.  In this Report the Council is seeking approval in 
principle for the refurbishment and regeneration of the 
Royal Cambridge Hotel, a University-owned investment 
property at 7–12 Scroope Terrace, Trumpington Road. The 
project is being developed as an income-generating scheme 
capable of delivering returns that will qualify it for funding 
from the bond proceeds. 

2.  The Royal Cambridge Hotel is currently run as a 
3-star hotel by a hotel operator under a management 
contract, and the building is in need of updating. The 
Cambridge Judge Business School (CJBS) has identified 
the ability to provide good quality, flexible hotel 
accommodation in Cambridge as an important element in 
supporting its research and collaboration with businesses 
and other organizations. CJBS wish to upgrade and operate 
the hotel to provide a 4-star establishment, working with an 

experienced hotel operator under a management contract. 
The refurbished hotel would provide accommodation and 
service to those collaborating with CJBS and other 
University institutions as well as other clients.

3.  It is anticipated that the project to refurbish the hotel 
will be funded from the proceeds of the bonds issued in 
accordance with Special Ordinance A (viii) (as approved 
by Grace 1 of 5 December 2018). The operation of the 
management contract will be administered by an operating 
company under the control of CJBS. The operating 
company will ensure that the terms of the management 
contract are adhered to and will monitor the performance 
of the operator against key performance indicators.

4.  The refurbished hotel will provide 80 rooms; 58 in 
the original building and re-configured roof-space and 
another 22 in two new extensions. In addition there will be 
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a small gym, bar and dining facilities. There will be 21 car 
parking spaces with two slow electric charging points. The 
original listed terrace comprising of six townhouses will be 
refurbished to BREEAM excellent standards. 

5.  The Finance Committee, at its meeting on 1  May 
2019, received information on the concept case to RIBA 
Stage  2 and approved the project in principle. The 
Committee expects to receive a full business case for the 
project for approval in Easter Term 2020. If that business 

case and the use of the bond proceeds are approved, a 
Second-stage Report giving final details of the project will 
be published.

6.  Drawings of the proposed scheme are displayed for 
the information of the University in the Schools Arcade 
and are reproduced online at https://www.prao.admin.cam.
ac.uk/capital-planning/plans-and-drawings. A location 
plan is shown below. 

7.	 The Council recommends: 
 I.	 That approval in principle be given for the refurbishment of the Royal Cambridge Hotel as described 

in this Report. 
II.	 That the Director of Estate Strategy be authorized to apply for detailed planning approval in due 

course. 

30 May 2019 Stephen Toope, Vice-Chancellor Nicholas Gay Jeremy Morris
 Sam Ainsworth David Greenaway Richard Penty

R. Charles Nicholas Holmes Sara Weller
Stephen J. Cowley Fiona Karet Mark Wormald
Sharon Flood Christopher Kelly Jocelyn Wyburd
Anthony Freeling Mark Lewisohn
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O B I T U A RY N O T I C E S

Obituary Notice
Dr Carlo Lorenzo Acerini, M.A., Fellow of Girton College, University Senior Lecturer and Consultant Paediatrician, 
Addenbrooke’s Hospital, died on 20 May 2019, aged 56 years.

G R A C E S

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 30 May 2019
The Council submits the following Graces to the Regent House in accordance with the regulations for Graces of the 
Regent House (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 105), and on which a ballot has already been called (see p. 616 and Reporter, 
6546, 2018–19, p. 528).

1.  That Recommendations I and II in paragraph 11 of the Joint Report of the Council and the General Board, 
dated 8  May 2019, on a revised student disciplinary framework (Reporter, 6546, 2018–19, p. 531) be 
approved.1

2.  That Recommendation III in paragraph 11 of the Joint Report of the Council and the General Board, dated 
8 May 2019, on a revised student disciplinary framework (Reporter, 6546, 2018–19, p. 531) be approved.1 

1 See the Council’s Notice, p. 616.

A C TA

Approval of Graces submitted to the Senate on 15 May 2019
The Graces submitted to the Senate on 15 May 2019 (Reporter, 6547, 2018–19, p. 583) were approved at 4 p.m. on 
Friday, 24 May 2019.

Approval of Grace submitted to the Regent House on 15 May 2019
The Grace submitted to the Regent House on 15 May 2019 (Reporter, 6547, 2018–19, p. 583) was approved at 4 p.m. on 
Friday, 24 May 2019.

E. M. C. RAMPTON, Registrary

E N D O F T H E O F F I C I A L PA RT O F T H E ‘R E P O RT E R’
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R E P O RT O F D I S C U S S I O N

Tuesday, 21 May 2019
A Discussion was held in the Senate-House. The 
Vice‑Chancellor’s deputy, Professor Martin Daunton, was 
presiding, with the Registrary’s deputy, the Junior Proctor, 
the Deputy Senior Proctor and twenty-two other persons 
present.

The following Report was discussed:

Joint Report of the Council and the General Board, 
dated 8 May 2019, on a revised student disciplinary 
framework (Reporter, 6546, 2018–19, p. 531).

Professor G. J. Virgo (Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Review 
Committee on Student Discipline, and the General Board):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak in my capacity as Senior 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) and as Chair of the 
Review Committee on Student Discipline.

In September 2014 the Review Committee first met to 
consider the state of the University’s disciplinary processes. 
As a former Chair of the Court of Discipline I was well 
aware that the University’s disciplinary processes were 
unwieldy and opaque. It was also clear that the University’s 
disciplinary code was limited: there was no power, for 
example, to respond explicitly to allegations of harassment 
or sexual misconduct.

Over the last five years various recommendations of the 
Review Committee have been adopted. The University has 
made provision for harassment and sexual misconduct in its 
disciplinary code and has introduced a new investigative 
procedure, with trained members of staff, to respond to such 
allegations. The trappings of a criminal justice process have 
gradually been removed: we now have a Discipline 
Committee for example, rather than a Court. The Joint 
Report being considered today is the culmination of this 
work. Five years is a long time for such work to be 
undertaken, even in a University such as ours. One reason 
for the delay is that we have been waiting for the publication 
of the Office of the Independent Adjudicator’s ‘Good 
Practice Guidelines’.1 These were published last Autumn 
and since then we have sought to ensure that the new 
disciplinary procedures are compatible with those guidelines.

The Joint Report has two components. But in the course 
of consultation about the new procedures a third issue 
commonly arose, which also needs to be examined in these 
remarks.

First, the bulk of the Report relates to the new 
disciplinary procedure much of which we are required to 
adopt by October 2019 to ensure that we comply with the 
Office of the Independent Adjudicator’s guidance, unless 
there is good reason not to do so. The Review Committee 
could find no such reason. The aim of the Review 
Committee has been to produce a procedure which is as 
transparent as possible and is fair to all parties. The new 
procedure gives more explicit protections to the 
complainant and the respondent and is explicit about the 
limits of the University’s powers of investigation. There is 
an important and much needed shift from an accusatorial 
to an investigatory process.

Secondly, as a logical consequence of a shift from a 
criminal to a disciplinary process, the Report recommends 
the replacement of the criminal standard of proof (beyond 
reasonable doubt) to a civil standard of proof (on the 
balance of probabilities). This would make our disciplinary 
processes consistent with those of other higher education 

institutions in this country and of most professional bodies. 
It signals a shift away from a penal system to one where 
civil sanctions can be imposed.

Thirdly, there has been significant discussion and 
comment about the appropriateness of the University 
engaging with allegations of sexual misconduct which 
could well involve criminal conduct. For a number of 
years, following the publication of the Zellick Report in 
the early 1990s, Universities were advised to leave such 
matters to the police. But our legal responsibilities and 
duties have moved on. This was confirmed in 2016 by 
Universities UK. It has also been confirmed by the opinion 
of Counsel which was recently obtained by the University, 
which emphasises that Universities cannot simply decline 
to deal with such allegations. It is consequently vital that 
we continue to do so. But we must do so transparently and 
without raising incorrect expectations about our powers. 
The University lacks the powers to conduct a criminal 
investigation, to conduct a criminal trial and to impose 
criminal punishments. This is the reason why the 
disciplinary process needed to be changed and why the 
criminal standard of proof is no longer relevant. It is vital 
that we continue to make clear to all students what the 
limitations of our processes are. Each case will need to be 
assessed on its merits to determine whether it should 
proceed to investigation and from there on to consideration 
by the Disciplinary Committee. We need to trust that those 
who are making decisions at each stage of the process do 
so properly and on the basis of the evidence available. In 
order to ensure that this occurs the system has appropriate 
checks and balances in place, including explicit criteria for 
commissioning an investigation and referring it to the 
Discipline Committee, limits to the investigation that can 
be conducted and an appeal mechanism.

I commend this Report to the Regent House as providing 
us with the opportunity to ensure that our disciplinary 
processes are clear, workable and fair to all students.

1  https://www.oiahe.org.uk/resources-and-publications/good-
practice-framework/disciplinary-procedures/

Ms C. M. Sosienski Smith (CUSU Women’s Officer, and 
Selwyn College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am the current Women’s Officer 
at the Students’ Union and I graduated from Selwyn 
College in 2018. I was elected to my current role on the 
manifesto pledge to improve the student disciplinary 
procedure, with an explicit commitment to push for using 
the balance of probabilities as the standard of proof in all 
student disciplinary cases. In March 2019, I was elected to 
the National Union of Students as the next Vice-President 
of Higher Education on a manifesto that centres the voices 
of students traditionally marginalised by their university, 
pledging to strengthen the UUK’s accountability measures 
for universities’ inadequate responses to sexual violence 
and harassment. Student disciplinary procedures that are 
consistent, transparent and fit for purpose are what students 
need, and what they ask their elected representatives to 
advocate for on their behalf. This is why I feel an immense 
amount of pride to be here today to ask the members of 
Regent House to represent the University and vote yes to 
reforming the disciplinary procedure changing the standard 
of proof to the balance of probabilities. 

The reformed procedure is the functional and fair 
procedure we have been campaigning for since the 
Women’s Campaign published its 2014 report, Cambridge 
Speaks Out.1 This report found that 77% of respondents, 
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equivalent to 2,131 students, had experienced sexual 
harassment while at this University, and 80% of those did 
not report the incident. The report recommended that the 
University and Colleges pledge to change the culture of 
silence around sexual violence in Cambridge and improve 
reporting procedures to ensure that any student feels that 
they will be supported, their information kept confidential 
and the process will be oriented around them. My time at 
this University has been shaped by the findings of that 
report and the University’s response to it. In 2017, Breaking 
the Silence was launched, with its University-wide 
statement that, ‘There is no place for any form of 
harassment or sexual misconduct at the University of 
Cambridge’ and that 

[t]he University will continuously work to improve the 
prevention, response, support and investigation of all 
instances of harassment and sexual misconduct; and to 
enable staff and students to make disclosures without 
fear of reprisal. 

Under the old student disciplinary procedure, we have 
been unable to uphold this commitment. 

However, the last twelve months has seen the work of 
countless individuals and stakeholders both inside and 
outside of the University revise the student disciplinary 
procedure into one that can offer a clear and transparent 
process of student discipline. Following the Senate House 
Discussion in May 2018 and its resulting consultation, 
OSCCA and the Discipline Committee have drafted a 
revised procedure that updates the Rules of Behaviour for 
members of the University, introduces Student Discipline 
Officers and a dedicated full time Investigating Officer, and 
recommends changing the standard of proof to the balance 
of probabilities in all student disciplinary cases. I say all 
student disciplinary cases, for students who are subject to 
fitness to practice regulations, which are medical, 
veterinary and PGCE students in this University, are 
already required to be considered under the balance of 
probabilities. Changing the standard of proof ensures that 
we have a consistent disciplinary procedure for all students. 

During the last University-wide consultation in February 
2019, 88% of students agreed with all of the proposed 
changes. The few who oppose the change to the standard 
of proof raise concerns about potential risks they identify 
with the change. It is, however, far riskier for the University 
to not change its standard of proof from the criminal 
burden of proof. 

The revised student disciplinary procedure is a civil 
procedure that investigates whether the Rules of Behaviour 
have been broken, not whether a criminal act has taken 
place. The legal counsel on the revised procedure 
concluded that it is lawful for the University to investigate 
complaints about matters which would constitute serious 
offences under the criminal law. The University is not 
equipped to handle criminal processes and it should not be 
attempting to do so. By changing the standard of proof 
from the criminal burden of proof, the University is 
signalling a clear distinction between the outcomes of its 
internal disciplinary procedure from those that would be 
given by a criminal court. 

I state the findings of OSCCA published with the results 
of the consultation that ‘any University finding of 
misconduct would be irrelevant to a criminal court as it 
would have been reached using a different standard of 
proof.’ OSCCA also highlight how ‘[t]he student 
disciplinary framework has checks and balances in place to 
avoid the risk of wrong or unfair decisions’ which includes 

separating investigation from decision-making, having 
an appeal mechanism for the Discipline Committee’s 
decision, required training for all decision-makers and 
external oversight via the OIA and the judicial review 
process. 

A student’s right to a fair trial would not be infringed under 
the student disciplinary procedure because it is not a court 
of law, and no student would be charged with a criminal 
offence. It is for this reason why the Rules of Behaviour are 
such an important revision within the reformed disciplinary 
procedure, alongside the introduction of an Appeals 
Process that does not require a calling of the Septemviri, 
which would take months to meet.

To have a fair and accessible student disciplinary 
procedure, we must have a procedure that is capable of 
handling complaints that concern sexual misconduct. We 
can only do so if we change our standard of proof used in 
cases to the balance of probabilities. This places the burden 
of finding evidence onto the Investigator, rather than 
requiring the student making the complaint having to 
relive their trauma by engaging with a long and often 
fruitless process that treats them as a witness in a criminal 
court. I very much look forward to members of the Regent 
House responding to the need to reform the disciplinary 
procedure, including the need to adopt the balance of 
probabilities as the standard of proof in all student cases. 
I  urge members of the Regent House to exercise their 
democratic power by advocating for those who continue to 
be silenced by this University. 

1 https://www.womens.cusu.cam.ac.uk/resources/reports/

Dame Barbara M. Stocking (President, Murray Edwards 
College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am the President of Murray 
Edwards College and I speak both for myself and also for 
our College Council. 

In the UK, nine out of ten women who have been 
sexually assaulted or raped do not go to the police. There 
are several reasons for this but one of their main concerns 
is that they do not want the most intimate details of their 
personal lives exposed and interrogated in the court room. 
It is unsurprising then that students in Cambridge also tend 
not to report incidents of sexual assault to the police.

The fact that many young women feel unable to report 
sexual assault to the police does not take away the duty of 
care the collegiate University has for its students – a fact 
that was recognised by the change in University policy in 
2015 concerning sexual misconduct. Like many others, 
Murray Edwards College strongly supported the change in 
policy and the subsequent procedures put in place for 
investigation and disciplinary action.

When students in our own College have been harassed 
or raped, we make sure the options available are clear to 
them – including the option of going to the police. 
However, if they don’t want to do so, we advise them on 
the University’s policies and procedures. In our experience, 
we have found that the Colleges of the alleged perpetrators 
respond in varied ways – some take the matter seriously, 
others do not. As such, we believe it is preferable to use the 
University’s procedures because of the expertise now 
available with the appointment of a specialist staff member 
to handle the process, and also for reasons of fairness.

In setting out options, we do have to make it clear that 
the University does not have the right or the resources to 
undertake a criminal investigation – and students must 
understand that from the outset. We are also well aware 
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that when a criminal process is underway, action by the 
University should in no way obstruct or make difficult the 
proper progress of a criminal case.

Some argue that because the University is often unable 
to deliver evidence that is beyond reasonable doubt, it 
should not investigate allegations of sexual misconduct or 
take any action at all. We believe this is quite wrong. Other 
universities in the UK use the standard of proof to be ‘on 
the balance of probabilities’ and this should be the case for 
the University of Cambridge too. It’s true that the 
University cannot use the same processes that a criminal 
investigation would use – but nor can they issue the same 
sanctions. However, the University can take forward 
disciplinary investigations and sanctions – and as such, it is 
entirely appropriate that the standard of proof is ‘on the 
balance of probabilities’ in such cases.

Some are concerned that alleged perpetrators will have 
their lives ruined unjustifiably because certain types of 
evidence may not be available to the University – or simply 
that it’s one person’s word against another. We believe this 
concern is misplaced. The Discipline Committee (if 
instructed) will use their considerable skills and experience 
to judge whether there is enough evidence to come to a 
decision on the incident and what (if any) action needs to 
be taken. We must rely on the Committee to make a wise 
decision. Of course, if there are concerns, there is also an 
appeals process available.

To conclude: Murray Edwards College welcomes the 
revised Student Disciplinary Framework, including a 
much clearer description of the rules of behaviour, 
especially concerning sexual misconduct. We welcome the 
simplification of the structures and we welcome the change 
in the standard of proof definition.

Dr S. A. Ropek-Hewson (President of the Graduate Union, 
Department of French, Pembroke College, University 
Council and the General Board):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Cambridge is clearly incapable 
of sustaining a criminal standard of proof, when it doesn’t 
have the resourcing or staffing of a criminal court or its 
support system, when no other universities adopt this level 
of proof, and when it makes students feel unable to report 
sexual assault and harassment.

Cambridge also currently has a disciplinary procedure 
that is inconsistent with the aims of its Breaking the Silence 
campaign. The campaign is about breaking the silence 
around sexual harassment and assault, but the University 
currently makes it very hard for anyone to break any 
silence. The changes proposed are crucial if the University 
wants to live up to the promises it made to students when it 
launched this important campaign.

The University is a slow beast of a place but this process 
has come to an end, the legal advice is clear, and the strong 
student and staff support for these changes is clear.

Students need confidence in Cambridge’s processes and 
they need confidence in Cambridge culture – and currently 
many have neither. Structural and cultural change are 
interlinked, and we need both. It was recently suggested to 
me that structural change doesn’t create cultural change 
and you can’t expect that it will. But I don’t agree. 
Structural change can be hopeful and progressive, and in 
this case, structural change acknowledges the centrality of 
process to reports of harassment and rape. Students deserve 
a process that they understand and a process they trust, led 
by trained people they trust. And cultural change will 
follow a different standard of proof and a revised 
disciplinary procedure. I think it’s also important to 

remember that this cultural change has been and will be led 
by students. Amelia, Lola, Bridget, Evie, and Claire, 
among many others – thank you for your work; it’s up to 
the next student union leaders to carry on their work and 
embed these changes. I’m really proud to be part of a place 
full of so many excellent people capable of confronting a 
University often so resistant to desperately needed change. 

Mx E. O. C. Travis (CUSU Disabled Students’ Officer, 
and St John’s College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am the Cambridge University 
Students’ Union’s Disabled Students’ Officer, and part of 
my role is to support students at this University with 
mental health conditions – including those arising from 
trauma. It pains me to say that the students I have worked 
with have found this University’s disciplinary procedure to 
compound that trauma, rather than enabling them to feel 
safer. Many survivors simply cannot bear to put themselves 
through the trauma of another cold, impersonal procedure 
that exists as a poor imitation of the courtroom, where 
they’d be asked to call ‘witnesses’ (including character 
witnesses) and where their evidence would be treated as if 
they’d entered the criminal justice system – with none of 
the resources or indeed consequences that an actual 
criminal prosecution system provides. Those students 
I know who have reported misconduct through the existing 
formal procedure have had their wellbeing and their 
education irrevocably damaged by it, while the perpetrators 
they have reported have faced no meaningful consequence 
whatsoever, even when deemed to have indeed committed 
misconduct.

By taking the logical step to stop using a criminal 
standard of proof in non-criminal cases, we increase the 
likelihood that survivors of sexual violence will feel 
enabled to use the disciplinary procedure. Currently, it is 
used by less than ten students a year for this purpose, when 
we know from the anonymous reporting system created as 
part of Breaking the Silence that a far greater number of 
Cambridge students experience both sexual violence and 
other forms of misconduct based on protected characteristics 
(such as gender, race, disability and sexuality) during their 
time here. The University simply cannot present itself as a 
‘leader in the sector’ on combating sexual violence and 
minority discrimination if it is unwilling to reform its own 
disciplinary procedure. The University’s legal duty to abide 
by the Equality Act 2010, which protects against both direct 
and indirect discrimination on the basis of a protected 
characteristic, provides further motivation to ensure that the 
procedures we use to investigate discriminatory misconduct 
are fit for purpose; indeed, failure to do so may open the 
University itself up to accusations of unlawful discrimination 
under the Equality Act.

From my time in CUSU and beyond, I would like to 
clearly assert that this issue is a welfare issue. For too long, 
the University has ignored the damaging effects of sexual 
violence and discriminatory misconduct on its students 
and how this is linked to poor self esteem, low academic 
performance, and damage to mental health – re‑traumatising 
survivors rather than supporting them. I would further like 
to assert that this issue is also one of diversity and inclusion, 
two of the five named focuses of the new University 
Education Strategy. This is because students from various 
marginalised and/or under-represented groups within the 
University are statistically more likely to be victims of the 
kind of misconduct that falls under the remit of the 
Disciplinary Procedure, whether that be sexual misconduct 
or not. One of the most crucial steps both to tackle issues 



30 May 2019� CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER  635

of diversity and inclusion within this University, and to 
strengthen support for survivors of sexual violence along 
with the principles of the Breaking the Silence campaign, 
is to provide robust formal procedures that students feel 
able to access without further risking their wellbeing by 
doing so.

In recent years, the University has taken many positive 
steps in the direction of reform. We must not stop here. 
This reform will signal that the University is serious about 
ending all forms of sexual misconduct and minority 
discrimination. Breaking the Silence is incomplete without 
this change, as is the University’s commitment to material 
progress on issues of diversity and inclusion in education.

Mr J. Simms (CUSU Ethical Affairs Officer, and Christ’s 
College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am speaking in support of the 
proposed changes to the disciplinary procedure and to 
adopting the balance of probabilities as the standard of 
proof.

Cambridge University’s current policy of a criminal 
standard of proof for student disciplinary procedures is 
starkly at odds with the accepted norm across the higher 
education sector and professional bodies at large. Indeed, it 
is the only UK university that still requires a criminal 
standard of proof, meaning disciplinary procedures need to 
be proven beyond ‘all reasonable doubt’.

This is an outdated and inappropriate policy for a 
University that claims to take its duties of equality and 
welfare towards its students seriously. It is rooted in the 
outdated recommendations of the Zellick Report – produced 
25 years ago. The Zellick Report pre-dates the 2010 
Equality Act, which states that Universities have a duty to 
‘promote equality of opportunity on these grounds and to 
foster good relations between groups of people defined by 
reference to these grounds.’ It also pre-dates the UUK/
Pinsent Masons Report, which examined violence against 
women, harassment and hate crimes. That report raised 

concerns that the guidelines did not adequately reflect 
the various duties and obligations that universities have 
in relation to their students or assist universities in 
handling the most complex and sensitive incidents, 
particularly those involving sexual violence.

I urge the voting members of Regent House to centre the 
victims or potential victims of sexual misconduct in their 
decision making. At present it is extremely hard for 
survivors to seek justice due to it being notoriously hard to 
prove beyond all reasonable doubt. The conviction rates 
for rape and assault are just 5.7%. Moreover, the current 
disciplinary procedure is extremely hard to access, and 
students are often actively discouraged from using it. The 
fact that only ten students use the disciplinary procedure 
every year, when we know fully well that the numbers of 
students experiencing sexual violence at Cambridge far 
exceed that, reflects this inaccessibility.

The effects on their welfare and mental health cannot be 
understated; survivors have made clear the detrimental 
effects of having to continue sharing University spaces 
with perpetrators, and often even being encouraged to 
intermit from their studies. The University cannot claim to 
be a safe space, which promotes the welfare and academic 
achievements of its students, with such a barrier to their 
safety.

This is all exacerbated by the fact that Cambridge 
Colleges, often the first port of call for students who wish 
to make a complaint, have widely varying and often 
inadequate policies. Some adopt the University’s policy, 
some have no publicly advertised policy at all, and some 
adopt policies of their own. These are often not sufficiently 
rigorous; for example some Colleges have appeal processes 
whereby if you want to appeal against the person judging 
your complaint the appeal could be decided by the very 
person you are complaining against. Colleges often do not 
have the expertise, knowledge, or resources to deal with 
cases adequately.

This further underlines the necessity of a fair, central 
procedure which can ensure the safety of members of the 
University. The only way to do this is to ensure a system 
whereby it is easier for victims to access justice. That 
means adopting the balance of probabilities as a standard 
of proof.

I urge the members of Regent House to vote in favour of 
both of the proposed changes.

Ms E. B. Aspinall (CUSU President, Pembroke College, 
and the University Council):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I stand before you today as the 
President of the Cambridge University Students’ Union to 
ask on behalf of the student body for the creation of a fair 
and transparent student disciplinary procedure. This is not, 
I don’t think, an unreasonable ask. As students at this 
University, we deserve the right to study, live and rest in a 
safe environment. The proposed disciplinary procedure is 
the first step towards achieving that.

And I’m proud to stand before you today knowing that a 
vast array of voices agree with me. It is rare that we achieve 
consensus across this University but today we’ll hear 
statements of support from students, staff and University 
senior management alike for the changes to the disciplinary 
procedure. That in itself tells you a lot. These changes aren’t 
brought forward on a whim, they are the result of extensive 
consultation and consideration with a range of stakeholders 
about how the University can best serve its students.

Fundamentally this procedure is designed to recognise 
that the University is a place of work and a place of study, 
it is not a criminal court. It does not have police powers of 
investigation or the power to determine what is and isn’t 
lawful. But contrary to arguments I’ve heard repeatedly, 
that does not mean we should ignore cases of serious 
misconduct. In 2016 UUK guidance recommended that 
whilst cases which might constitute criminal offences 
might be challenging, universities must have procedures in 
place that deal with these cases. Furthermore, legal counsel 
has advised that failure to consider such cases could lead to 
claims against the University for discriminating unlawfully 
against reporting persons. Most importantly though to not 
consider these cases would be to fail students in the 
University’s duty of care.

I’ve heard repeatedly that the proposed procedure would 
be worse for students on the receiving end of complaints, 
for respondents in cases of misconduct. We are not naïve, 
we know that any disciplinary procedure must be applied 
to all cases and all students, on both sides of the procedure. 
But I fully believe that the new procedure is fairer for all 
students, no matter what side of the procedure they are on.
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Ms M. Scott (Sidney Sussex College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, rather than detailing my own 
personal experience as a survivor of sexual violence, 
which amounted to an overriding reluctance to come 
forward under the current University Disciplinary 
Procedure, I want my comments on such Procedure’s 
structural problems to be outward-looking. Cambridge is 
the only university in the UK that doesn’t operate under the 
balance of probabilities model, a structural decision that 
essentially conflates members of the University reporting 
instances of harassment/abuse with victims seeking 
external legal resolutions under the criminal justice system. 
This is untenable. Universities UK’s document ‘Guidance 
For Higher Education Institutions: How To Handle 
Alleged Student Misconduct Which May Also Constitute 
A Criminal Offence’ summarises the problem:

The nature and scope of an internal disciplinary process 
and the nature and scope of a criminal process are 
fundamentally different. It is therefore important to 
maintain a clear distinction between them. The internal 
disciplinary process is a civil matter, is based upon an 
allegation that a student has breached the university’s 
rules and regulations, the allegation has to be proven on 
the balance of probabilities and the most serious sanction 
that can be applied is permanent expulsion from the 
university. In contrast, the criminal process is an external 
procedure, deals with allegations that a student has 
committed a criminal act, the allegation has to be proven 
beyond reasonable doubt and the most serious sanction 
that can be applied is imprisonment.1

The University is a civic institution, not a legal one. The 
standard of proof entails evidence beyond reasonable 
doubt, an absurd ask of victims who are likely already 
traumatised by the abuse they have been subjected to. 
Further, the process of providing evidence for incidents of 
rape and sexual assault is often one that forces victims to 
revisit trauma. The OIA’s ‘Good Practice Framework: 
Disciplinary Procedures’ echoes UUK’s observation that 
the nature and scope of internal disciplinary procedures 
and the criminal process are fundamentally different, 
exemplifying that 

in legal proceedings the standard of proof in criminal 
cases is normally ‘beyond reasonable doubt’, which is a 
very high standard. In civil cases it is normally ‘the 
balance of probabilities’. 

I reiterate: the University is not a legal institution. It baffles 
me that its Disciplinary Procedure operates under a 
legalistic framework at the expense of student and staff 
welfare. I am far from alone in thinking this – the February 
2019 consultation on Student Disciplinary Procedures 
showed that, of 200 student respondents, 88% were in 
favour of all proposed changes, specifically the change in 
the standard of proof from beyond reasonable doubt to the 
balance of probabilities model.

I was Women’s Officer for Sidney Sussex College in 
2016 and have been consistently involved with feminist 
organising over my last four years at Cambridge. 
Throughout my time at this University, I’ve seen that 
sexual violence and assault can and does affect people of 
all genders. This said, it is undeniable that women are 
disproportionately affected. Cambridge Rape Crisis cite 
statistics from a 2013 bulletin on sexual violence released 
by the Ministry of Justice (MoJ), Office for National 
Statistics (ONS) and Home Office, documenting that 

85,000 women and 12,000 men (aged 16–59) experience 
rape, attempted rape or sexual assault by penetration in 
England and Wales alone every year. 

The creation of an investigative officer and proper 
training for those involved in the decision making process 
will ensure a more rigorous, neutral investigation which 
ensures a more just procedure for all. Furthermore, the 
implementation of an appeals process which will be 
completed within 30 days will embed the rights of all 
students to be heard and protect against unreasonable 
decisions. And I need not state again how important the 
change in the balance of probabilities is for creating a 
system that students feel is fair. A system which recognises 
that the University’s limited powers mean that it struggles 
to prove beyond reasonable doubt, particularly in cases of 
sexual misconduct.

But seeing that it is required to investigate such cases, 
the University must recognise that as it only has civil 
powers of investigation, it only makes sense to adopt the 
civil standard of proof. Failure to do so would be to 
continue to operate in a system which continually protects 
perpetrators over victims. It would make a mockery of the 
University’s supposed zero tolerance of misconduct. It 
would make Breaking the silence nothing more than 
posters and videos filled with empty rhetoric. A publicity 
stunt with no teeth to it. It would be to undermine students’ 
faith that the University fundamentally cares about them.

I’m proud that the University has largely woken up to 
this, that it has recognised that students deserve a fair and 
accessible disciplinary procedure. I am aware that some 
are concerned though that this policy will be at odds with 
others that operate around us. Firstly, they are concerned 
that it will clash with College procedures which retain a 
criminal standard of proof. To them I remind them that 
procedures already clash, students in different Colleges 
and on different subjects are already being assessed on 
different standards of proof. Medical students are held to 
balance of probabilities in fitness to practice studies 
already. But furthermore with its investigating officer and 
trained decision makers it is no bad thing if the changes 
mean more people use the University rather than College 
procedures. In fact to do so would be to ensure that more 
cases are met with rigorous and fair assessment, to the 
benefit of all.

Secondly, there is a concern that it will clash with police 
investigations, unfairly creating bias. However, the 
procedure states clearly that criminal proceedings will 
always take precedence. As they are assessing different 
things, breaches of rules of behaviour vs a breach of the 
law, rulings under the University procedure hold no sway 
during criminal proceedings. The respondent will still be 
entitled to a full and fair legal trial, like any other accused. 
Furthermore, the University will normally pause any 
action under the disciplinary procedure while a criminal 
investigation is underway. As such, there is no reason to 
believe that criminal proceedings will be prejudiced 
against the respondent as a result of the University 
procedure. Once again I’m drawn to the conclusion that the 
procedure is fair for all.

And that is the take home point about these proposals, 
they are fairer for everyone. They are transparent and they 
are clear and they are reasonable within the bounds of what 
the University is able to do.

I know many are rightly cautious that we must not 
promise students more than we can deliver with this new 
procedure. But I have every confidence in our trained staff 
to manage expectations. So lets not shy away from the 
significant benefits the new procedure will bring all 
students, whatever side of the procedure they find 
themselves on. It will be more rigorous, more transparent 
and fundamentally fairer for everyone.

So I urge you all to vote yes and yes in the ballot.
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It is clearer and more straightforward in its process and 
language, with simple rights of appeal and complaint for 
both respondents and complainants at every stage of the 
process. Those, combined with student representation at 
the level of the Discipline Committee, provide a more 
robust protection of the rights of students than is currently 
the case.

The new system would also provide greater consistency, 
with behaviour that could also result in other civil 
proceedings such as Fitness to Practise being treated 
consistently by the University student disciplinary 
procedure and those processes.

The revised procedure is necessary to deal with the 
failings of the current system (and indeed to ensure that the 
University is compliant), but it is not sufficient. In order to 
properly deal with student misconduct in a way that 
protects all students’ rights and safety, the University must 
also choose to revise the standard of proof applied in the 
procedure. 

The appropriate standard of proof for an inquisitorial 
hearing in the civil sphere is the balance of probabilities. 
That standard is proportionate to the limited investigative 
powers that the University has and will continue to have, 
and proportionate as well to the penalties that the process 
can impose. It would put us in line with every other 
university in the country, and with professional bodies that 
run disciplinary hearings.

And most importantly it recognises and communicates 
that the University’s student disciplinary procedure is not a 
criminal court, because the University is not the 
government. This is an internal civil procedure, and it 
should therefore adopt the civil standard of proof.

The argument has been made that for the University to 
investigate serious allegations under the proposed 
disciplinary procedure, or indeed at all, would be an abuse 
of process, since those allegations might also be considered 
criminally under a different process and standard of proof. 
To consider them in non-criminal terms, the argument 
goes, would be to act in conflict with the criminal justice 
system. But whether behaviour was misconduct by the 
University’s rules is independent of whether it might be a 
criminal offence – behaviour can be one or the other, 
neither, or both. The two processes can run without 
conflict.

In fact, my interpretation of the counsel to the University 
is that it would be inappropriate for the University not to 
consider those serious cases. To do so could lead to the 
perverse situation where the institutional protection offered 
to students who are victims of minor misconduct is greater 
than that afforded to the victims of more serious 
wrongdoing. In cases of sexual misconduct that could even 
amount to indirect discrimination by sex.

The current procedure is inadequate. Fixing it means 
moving to a procedure in which trained officers will 
neutrally investigate and gather all available evidence. A 
procedure which is set out in straightforward language and 
with clear timescales, with an accessible right of appeal for 
all parties. A procedure that properly recognises its position 
in dealing with matters internal to the University in non-
criminal terms.

I urge the members of the Regent House to vote in the 
upcoming Ballot, and to give their strong support for the 
proposals under Discussion today.

Thus, the Disciplinary Procedure’s current structuring 
around the burden of proof entails a systematic silencing 
primarily of women, as the legalistic standard of proof 
beyond reasonable doubt it requires is too often totally 
unattainable for victims, or mediators of procedure within 
a civic institution, to be able to provide. The Breaking the 
Silence initiative, largely as a result of the hard work of 
CUSU Women’s Officers over the past few years, has seen 
the University promise to take a stand against sexual 
violence, stating

There is no place for any form of harassment or sexual 
misconduct at the University of Cambridge. [...] The 
University will continuously work to improve the 
prevention, response, support and investigation of all 
instances of harassment and sexual misconduct; and to 
enable staff and students to make disclosures without 
fear of reprisal.2

Reforming the Disciplinary Procedure and committing to 
the balance of probabilities standard of proof model would 
be a tangible way of honouring this pledge.

1  https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/
reports/Documents/2016/guidance-for-higher-education-
institutions.pdf, page 4.

2  https://www.breakingthesilence.cam.ac.uk/breaking-silence-
university-statement.

Mr M. D. Kite (CUSU Education Officer, Robinson 
College, and the General Board):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I make these remarks in my 
capacity as the Education Officer of CUSU, and I am also 
a member of the General Board and a signatory of the 
Report.

The existing disciplinary procedure is inadequate by any 
measure. It is opaque, complicated, and unnecessarily 
confrontational. It deters victims of misconduct from 
choosing to report, and causes unnecessary additional 
trauma to those who do. Though the name ‘disciplinary 
court’ has gone, our current system persists as a second 
rate parody of a criminal court, despite having neither the 
resources nor the powers of one. 

We know that there is currently systemic under-
reporting, since those who suffer misconduct do not make 
use of the current procedure. The Disciplinary Committee 
sits no more than a handful of times a year, yet there were 
173 anonymous reports of sexual misconduct in nine 
months alone last year. The reasons for that are well-
understood too: the procedure is hard to follow and opaque, 
places unnecessary additional burdens on complainants, 
and fails to properly hold the perpetrators of wrongdoing 
in our community to account.

The system is also failing those accused of misconduct, 
whether in cases of sexual misconduct or other disciplinary 
cases such as plagiarism. For those students, it is not 
currently sufficiently clear where legal representation is 
necessary or not, the procedure is difficult and intimidating 
to navigate, and the appeals process is also hard to access, 
obscure and very slow.

The new procedure replaces the adversarial model 
which is the cause of so many of these problems with an 
inquisitorial one in which a Student Disciplinary Officer 
will undertake a neutral investigation of alleged breaches 
of the Rules of Behaviour. The new procedure will ensure 
that person has the skills and experience to investigate 
reports thoroughly and also sensitively, so that a Discipline 
Committee has the best evidence possible with which to 
make its decision. 
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Mr S. A. Ahmed (CUSU Access and Funding Officer, and 
Christ’s College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as the Access and Funding 
Officer for the Students’ Union, it is my job to encourage 
students, from all backgrounds, to apply to university and 
in particular to our very own institution, that many of us 
recognise as home.

I am however, often faced with a moral dilemma. Can I 
in good faith tell those from the most marginalised 
backgrounds in society to apply to a university in which we 
have a disciplinary procedure unfit for purpose, knowing 
full well that they disproportionately experience 
discriminatory misconduct.

My role is not solely about increasing the number of 
students from these backgrounds, but to ensure that they 
are able to fully benefit from the educational system we 
have to offer, and this means pursuing structural changes 
that would seek to address various issues those from the 
most disadvantaged backgrounds may face, whilst here.

We have seen over the past few weeks, when writing the 
Access and Participation Plan that academic attainment 
gaps exist for various groups, and these can centre around 
the dynamics that exist within our university structure, 
both within teaching, learning and more widely.

When women and those from ethnic minorities 
experience discriminatory misconduct in the course of 
their education, they are often left unable to take things 
further due to a lack of faith in the current system, as well 
as, often, a lack of evidence that would prove beyond 
reasonable doubt that they had indeed been victims of 
discriminatory misconduct. The proposed reform to the 
standard of proof would mitigate this barrier, with the 
other proposed reforms increasing support and decreasing 
the negative impact on wellbeing, and on students’ ability 
to engage fully in their education, that accessing the formal 
procedure currently has.

Initiatives such as the Breaking the Silence anonymous 
reporting tool and the End Everyday Racism project have 
shown us the sheer scale of the problem. Implementing the 
proposed reforms would show that we are truly committed 
to a solution which would seek to support students once  
here, should they need it. As Access Officer, if these 
reforms were implemented, I – and others involved in 
outreach work – would feel far more confident in whole-
heartedly recommending the University of Cambridge to 
its potential applicants, so they too, can call it home.

Ms J. O’Brien (incoming CUSU Disabled Students’ 
Officer, and Trinity Hall):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, we have heard many compelling 
submissions both today and in the past outlining the 
arguments in support of reforming the disciplinary 
procedure, based on the welfare of our students. Whilst I 
agree wholeheartedly with these arguments, I instead plan 
to focus on the compelling legal, practical and procedural 
incentives for moving to a more sensible standard of proof.

There have been concerns raised that adopting a lower 
standard of proof – that of a balance of probabilities – 
would be unjust. For example, that it might lead to the 
damage of University members’ reputation on less 
evidence. However, the courts of this country adopt this 
burden of proof in all civil cases – in cases where there are 
likely to be far more serious consequences than mere 
reputation. In this country you can lose your fortune, home 
and children all on the basis of the balance of probabilities.

Ms S. Swain (incoming CUSU-GU Welfare and Rights 
Officer, and Churchill College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I would like to speak today to the 
concerns that changing the standard of proof would be 
detrimental for the University. 

These concerns seem to rest under the assumption that the 
criminal standard of proof is a higher and therefore better 
standard of proof for investigating sexual misconduct, a 
concern that is connected to the influence of the now 
25-year-old Zellick Report. It is true that the standard of 
proof in criminal cases ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ is a very 
high standard, which requires resources that only a criminal 
court of law has access to in an appropriate timescale, such 
as forensic analysis and cross-referencing of witnesses. The 
criminal standard of proof, which is what this University 
currently uses in its student disciplinary procedure, is 
appropriate for a court of law. It is not, however, considered 
best practice for a civil case such as a University’s student 
disciplinary procedure. The civil standard of proof – the 
balance of probabilities – is therefore the ‘better’ standard of 
proof for our context, although it is crude to compare them 
in a system of ranking one as better or worse. In short, the 
criminal standard of proof beyond reasonable doubt is 
appropriate for a criminal court of law, whereas the civil 
standard of proof on the balance of probabilities is considered 
best practice for civil cases by the OIA. 

The balance of probabilities is used by every other 
higher education provider in the UK. This includes Queen 
Mary University, where the head of the taskforce that 
produced the Zellick Report, Graham Zellick, was 
Principal, as well as King’s College London (KCL), where 
the student case which influenced the Zellick Report 
occurred. The Zellick Report was drafted in the aftermath 
of a student from KCL being suspended following an 
accusation of rape by another student in 1992. The case 
was taken to court and the respondent was found not guilty. 
The respondent student was then able to successfully bring 
a legal challenge against KCL. The Zellick Report is a 
main factor in why so many cases of sexual harassment in 
this University were not reported – because the 1994 
Zellick Report advised that ‘internal action for rape and 
sexual assault is out of the question, regardless of whether 
or not the victim has any intention of reporting to the police 
or the preference for either party of an internal investigation’ 
(s.12–14). The intention of this recommendation was to 
protect the University, yet the Zellick Report is now out of 
date. This was the main finding of the NUS’ 2015 briefing 
on the Zellick Report, which cites the 1998 Human Rights 
Act and the 2010 Equality Act as important factors in 
changing our attitude towards investigating sexual 
misconduct. To not investigate a case of sexual misconduct 
in 2019 could constitute unlawful discrimination based on 
a protected characteristic such as sex, disability or race.

For a civil disciplinary procedure, such as in a place of 
employment or a place of study, using the balance of 
probabilities is considered best practice by the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator, as it enables the process to be 
completed in an appropriate amount of time by dedicated 
professionals, rather than on an ad hoc basis by already 
overstretched faculty staff. This is why I ask the members 
of the Regent House to vote yes to approving the reforms 
to the Student Disciplinary Procedure and yes to adopting 
the balance of probabilities as the standard of proof to 
make sure that our disciplinary procedures are up to date 
and fit for purpose.



30 May 2019� CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER  639

individuals and groups come to the University of 
Cambridge and their experience whilst they are here. 

This discrepancy, between marketing and reality, also 
deeply undermines and contradicts the positive steps the 
University is taking on social issues. The words of the 
Breaking the Silence initiative ring hollow in light of a 
disciplinary procedure that means there is a place for 
harassment and sexual misconduct at the University of 
Cambridge. They ring hollow in light of a disciplinary 
procedure that erodes the safe, welcoming, inclusive and 
diverse community the University claims it is dedicated to 
creating and maintaining. They ring hollow in light of a 
disciplinary procedure that means that not all members of 
the University community are able to thrive within their 
roles without fear of sexual violence, abuse, coercive 
behaviour or related misconduct. The University must 
adopt the reforms and the balance of probabilities as the 
standard of proof to make this marketing a reality. 

Ms R. E. Bourne (King’s College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak to you today representing 
my own views, and on behalf of King’s College student 
union, for which I am the women and non-binary officer. 

The criminal justice system has legal, scientific, 
economic and human resources to investigate cases of 
sexual misconduct. Still, the national conviction rates for 
sexual misconduct are significantly lower than rates for 
other crimes suggesting that this procedure is failing 
survivors. As a civil institution, our University lacks these 
resources, yet despite this it continues to act like a criminal 
law court by using the criminal standard of proof. We are 
all mistaken if we believe this is justice. Without the same 
resources as the criminal justice system, it follows that 
evidence will inevitably be missed. And yet the current 
procedure demands the same amount of proof as the 
criminal justice system. By picking and choosing parts of 
the criminal justice system, this University has established 
more barriers to justice for cases of sexual misconduct than 
the criminal justice system itself. The current system is set 
up to fail survivors. 

This is why we ask for this procedure to be reconsidered. 
By establishing independent investigating officers, as well 
as independent student discipline officers, more resources 
would be available for an investigation into allegations of 
misconduct. This will increase the likelihood that as much 
proof as possible is found to support both the claimant and 
the defendant, making the system fairer for all. Yet even 
with these positions in place, the University will continue 
to be significantly lacking in powers to investigate relative 
to the powers that the criminal justice system has. 
Accordingly, miscarriages of justice will continue until the 
civil standard of proof is adopted. 

Cambridge University is impressively resilient to some 
forms of change – the gowns, the Latin graces, the hats. 
This is something that makes the University so special; it is 
deeply rooted in its own rich history. Yet remaining 
resilient to change with regards to the standard of proof, 
against the legal advice of bodies such as Universities UK 
would be a moral failing. Recognising the need to change 
is not recognising that we were wrong – it is recognising 
that the world is changing. That some people are still 
subjected to abuses more than. It is listening to the new 
voices of those who are beginning to speak out about 
injustices and shifting our stance in the face of new 
evidence, as our academics are constantly teaching their 
students to do. It is not about declaring that we are wrong, 
it is about how to change to be more right.

I would also highlight that with the new Appeals 
Committee, the Respondent has the right to appeal against 
decisions of the Discipline Committee if the procedures 
were not followed properly, the decision was unreasonable, 
new evidence has become available, there was a bias or a 
reasonable perception of bias, or the penalty was 
disproportionate/not permitted. This provides a clear and 
effective remedy to those who feel they have been treated 
unfairly by the new procedure.

Beyond this, I would like to outline several reasons why 
a criminal standard of proof is inappropriate in internal 
University disciplinary procedures. The substitute 
‘prosecution’ representing the complainant does not have 
the prerequisite powers, such as that the police have, to be 
able to effectively generate enough evidence to prove 
allegations beyond reasonable doubt. The University has 
no mandatory DNA tests or search warrants available to it, 
nor can ‘witnesses’ incriminate themselves by providing 
false evidence. It is therefore illogical to expect that such a 
stringent evidentiary burden can be met.

The University disciplinary procedure is not an alternative 
to a criminal court. It cannot convict people of a crime, or 
find them guilty of any offence. It exists merely to determine 
if there has been a breach of the University’s own Rules of 
Behaviour. It may impose civil sanctions alone, for what is a 
breach of its own civil policies. It is vital that the University 
has its own procedure to deal with breaches of its own rules, 
and this has been clearly supported by the guidance issued 
by Universities UK in 2016. The fact that a criminal 
prosecution could take place concerning the same behaviour 
does not change this. The University should continue to 
encourage survivors to seek criminal justice alongside its 
internal procedure where appropriate.

I believe it is therefore common sense that this tradition 
is put aside, and that we adopt a civil standard of proof for 
a civil procedure with civil penalties.

Mr E. P. Hawkins (King’s College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I’d like to urge the 5,670 
members of the Regent House to vote yes on adopting the 
reforms, and yes on adopting the balance of probabilities 
as the standard of proof.

Throughout its market and public relations the University 
presents itself as a global social leader and this includes the 
University’s rhetoric around combating sexual violence, 
cases of student harassment and sexual misconduct.

As stated on the Breaking the Silence website:
There is no place for any form of harassment or sexual 
misconduct at the University of Cambridge. The 
University is dedicated to creating and maintaining a safe, 
welcoming, inclusive and diverse community that 
nurtures a culture of mutual respect and consideration. All 
members of the University community must be able to 
thrive within their roles without fear of sexual violence, 
abuse, coercive behaviour or related misconduct.

The Breaking the Silence initiative was advertised widely 
through the University’s social media channels and reported 
on in national media outlets. This marketing and positioning 
as a social leader, on sexual misconduct and other issues, 
leads to positive reputational benefits – it allows the 
University to continue to attract applications from students 
and staff across the world and it means the University gains 
valuable research and commercial contracts. 

However, this marketing is fundamentally at odds with a 
disciplinary procedure that requires proof ‘beyond 
reasonable doubt’ – a criminal standard of proof. This 
creates a sharp disjuncture between the reasons that 
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Dr S. J. Cowley (Faculty of Mathematics, and the 
University Council):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a member of the Council but 
I speak in a personal capacity. I was one of two members 
of the Council who did not sign this Report.

This is much to be welcomed in this student disciplinary 
framework. For the most part it is an improvement on the 
existing procedure, not in the least because of a more 
precise specification of procedure.

The discussion of these proposals to date has mainly, if 
understandably, concentrated on cases of sexual 
misconduct. However, the framework will also cover other 
offences, including physical misconduct, abusive 
behaviour and ‘any form of academic misconduct’. 
Regarding the latter, in April last year The Guardian 
reported that ‘Cheating at UK’s top universities soars by 
40%’.1 I would be surprised if Cambridge is immune. 
Clearly the University needs a framework that is just, but it 
also needs one that is workable, and one with which those 
concerned will engage.

During my time in Cambridge I have had the misfortune 
to have to deal with nearly 20 cases of ‘unfair means’, now 
termed ‘academic misconduct’. The University’s 
procedures have been confusing and in need of reform. 
The Proctors have almost always been the source of good 
counsel, while advice I have received from the Old Schools 
has varied from excellent (in the case of Nicholas 
Branson)2, to plain wrong (from someone several years 
ago who I will not name but who apparently could not 
understand their own documentation). Each case has 
required days of preparation, in odd cases extending to 
weeks. Each time a suspected case has been discovered, 
I have asked, is it worth it?

All the cases I have been involved with have concerned 
‘poor scholarship’ and have been dealt with by an 
‘Investigative Meeting’, or by the more recently introduced 
‘Examination Interview’. In such procedures no penalty 
can be imposed to reflect disciplinary aspects of plagiarism, 
even if the student admits to the offence. Sometimes the 
effort requested is disproportionate to the marks removed. 
For instances, one year a student drew the attention of the 
Faculty to a post on Stack Exchange that had clear overlap 
with a question posted in a continuous assessment project. 
There was no name on the posting, but other posts included 
requests for help on Mathematical Tripos example-sheet 
questions. After some hours of investigation, I clicked on 
the Google cache of the page and up popped a previous 
username, indeed the full name of the student. The student 
accepted that the post was his, but at the end of the 
Investigative Meeting only one mark (out of hundreds in 
the grand scheme of things) was deducted. The Faculty was 
advised by the Proctors not to take the matter further. As an 
external examiner aptly summarised it in another case: ‘It is 
clear that the current system does not work well, in that a 
candidate caught in low-level plagiarism cannot lose’.

Is the framework an improvement? Yes, but it cannot be 
read in isolation. In parallel with the development of the 
framework, there is a consultation on the ‘Guidance on 
procedures for managing plagiarism’; procedures that will 
supersede Examination Interviews and Investigative 
Meetings.

Mx M. A. B. Fox (Jesus College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, in the five years since this process 
officially began, I am sure the members of the Regent 
House have often heard the pleas of the student body, its 
representatives, and its allies to reform the disciplinary 
procedures of this University. I am sure that the members 
understand the injustice that the current system represents 
and wish to help us in our efforts to change this. However, 
this afternoon I would like to address those of the Regent 
House who are not convinced that the urgency of ensuring 
that every victim of violence, harassment, or misconduct in 
this University receives the basic access to fair treatment 
and justice that is due them justifies these changes.

Cambridge is the only university in this country to 
require the criminal standard of proof – that accusations be 
proven ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ – in its internal 
disciplinary procedures. Perhaps this is a source of pride 
for some: ‘a higher standard of proof for a higher standard 
of university’. This is, unfortunately, short-sighted. Proof 
‘beyond reasonable doubt’ is a tool designed for use in 
criminal courts, which, as the lawyers present will 
doubtless inform you, the University of Cambridge is not.

In a criminal court, where severe punishment – even 
incarceration – might be on the line, the criminal standard 
of proof serves as a protection against misdirected violence. 
The kinds of punishment leverageable by a university 
disciplinary process are simply not comparable. As the 
2016 Universities UK report ‘Guidance For Higher 
Education Institutions: How To Handle Alleged Student 
Misconduct Which May Also Constitute A Criminal 
Offence’ clearly states, ‘the internal disciplinary process is 
a civil matter’.

The resources involved are also completely different. 
We might well expect a criminal investigation to be able to 
prove a case ‘beyond reasonable doubt’, but a university 
disciplinary procedure is not a criminal investigation, and 
neither the defendant nor accuser involved has the same 
kind of resources. As is made clear in the UUK report, a 
university procedure is not equivalent to a criminal case, 
and for criminal punishments to be applied, a criminal case 
would have to be won, using the criminal standard of proof

In civil proceedings where the stakes are more 
comparable, a disciplinary panel would require proof ‘on 
the balance of probabilities’. Much as exile from this 
particular university might seem like a fate worse than 
prison to some, this is the case we should take our lead 
from: rigorous, yes – the ‘balance of probabilities’ is hardly 
an untested standard – but fair to both sides.

There is simply no procedural argument for keeping the 
regulations as they stand. And, as I know the members of 
the Regent House need no convincing that this University 
should be a safe, fair, and accountable environment for all 
its members, I am sure they are already convinced of the 
moral imperative to reform this system.

This University has often been slow to change, and this 
case demonstrates once again how it drags behind every 
other university in the country on issues of justice and 
representation for its own community. The vote next month 
is neither an experiment, nor should it be controversial. 
While I am certain that the members need no convincing, 
I  would implore them nonetheless to do right by this 
University and its community, and vote for these changes. 
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case of a Discipline Committee. This is a short-coming. 
Further, what credence will be placed by the Discipline 
Committee on the expert opinion of an Examiner? In another 
of my cases, it was clear to all mathematics Examiners that 
a case of collusion had occurred. However, the candidates 
concerned did not admit to an offence, and they were 
supported by their Tutors and one Director of Studies (of 
Mathematics). In the end no marks could be deducted, and 
the Proctor advised that without further evidence the 
University Advocate would not follow-up the case. 
However, over the summer one of my colleagues spent days 
re-examining the evidence. He concluded that the correlation 
between the students’ codes was 137 standard deviations 
from the mean, and under one measure of matching the 
computer codes, the probability that there was no significant 
overlap was 1.6x10-7. The Examiners were correct that there 
had been collusion, whether the standard of proof was 
beyond reasonable doubt, or balance of probabilities, but 
given the procedure the students had no marks deducted 
(until they were unwise enough to repeat a similar offence 
the following year).

If the University is going to take academic misconduct 
seriously, then it is going to be time-consuming. However, 
that time should be minimised. Personally I am content 
using the standard of proof as beyond reasonable doubt, as 
long as those involved are reasonable, and as long as expert 
opinion is valued. My final example is the first case of 
collusion with which I had to deal. To the examiners the 
collusion was clear cut, but not so to the students nor the 
Tutor. That changed when it was noted that the hand-writing 
of one student was on the submitted project of the other. 
The point I wish to emphasise is that to the mathematicians 
there was sufficient evidence without the candidates having 
shot themselves in their feet. The Tutor subsequently 
apologised. It is crucial that the Discipline Committees 
have sufficiently expert members that they understand the 
technicalities in the case of academic misconduct so that 
know when expert opinion can be trusted.

Finally, I wish to return to the standard of proof. Over 
more than two decades I have found it frustrating to have 
to prove cases beyond reasonable doubt. However, if the 
deduction of marks is going to affect a student’s class (and 
it has), or worse, then I believe that beyond reasonable 
doubt is the appropriate standard of proof. A drop from an 
upper second to a lower second can be life-changing if a 
job offer depends on the former class.

So should the standard of proof be beyond reasonable 
doubt for all matters of student discipline? Emphatically 
no. In the case of sexual misconduct, we have heard 
extensive evidence that it is crucial that the standard of 
proof should be the balance of probabilities for safeguarding 
sanctions required so that the University can fulfil both its 
duty of care to students, and its responsibilities to their 
welfare, past, present, and future. However, let me quote 
from the Faculty of Law submission on the second 
consultation (my emphasis):

As the Board understands it, this standard [i.e. balance of 
probabilities] is only and specifically applied in relation to 
‘fitness to practice’ adjudications, where manifest 
safeguarding issues arise that are not relevant in the 
University context. The Board does not subscribe to the 
logic that the adoption of a single standard oriented 
around the balance of probabilities is ‘transparent, 
consistent and easily understood’. Instances of a 
safeguarding-related adjudication justifying a lower 
standard, given particular concerns about future protection 
of vulnerable persons, are easily distinguishable from 
other cases adopting a higher standard.

•	 The change from ‘poor scholarship’ into ‘minor 
breach’ in this guidance is welcome, as a more honest 
reflection of the cases considered. 

•	 There is an increase in bureaucracy in order to ensure 
that good practice is followed (although I was relieved 
to see that Mathematics had already adopted, for the 
most part, the recommended procedural guidelines). 

•	 The number attending an Investigation Meeting has 
increased: the candidate can now be supported by a 
[legal] representative and (rather than or) a Tutor/
Director of Studies, while a Proctor has been replaced 
by a note taker and a member of OSCCA. In the 
current climate, the inclusion of the option of a legal 
representative is understandable, but might the 
member of OSCCA not take notes? Also, given that 
Investigation Meetings tend to be concentrated in the 
examination period, might requiring ‘a member of 
OSCCA’ be unduly restrictive? Might the description 
be widened to include other members of the University 
able to provide appropriate procedural advice?

•	 As before, the outcome of the meeting is such that any 
adjustment to the mark awarded should ‘reflect only 
the candidate’s own original work’, but how tightly is 
that to be interpreted? If a tight interpretation is taken, 
then after a very bureaucratic and time-consuming 
procedure, only one mark would be deducted from 
the example that I have given above. I am not sure it 
is worth it. If more than one mark were to be deducted, 
then the disciplinary framework would need to be 
invoked. Moreover, as far as I can tell a minor 
sanction could not increase the deduction, and hence 
there would be a need to proceed to a Discipline 
Committee, with all the extra bureaucracy. Might an 
examiner wonder whether it was worth it compared 
with, say, a couple of extra days/weeks of research 
(which another part of the University might view as a 
better investment of time)?

Might I propose that the marks that can be deducted as 
the outcome of an Investigation Meeting not be so tightly 
drawn if agreed to by the candidate (after consultation with 
his or her representative and/or Tutor/Director of Studies)? 
My experience is that some students recognise what they 
have done is wrong, and would be content with an early 
and just resolution. In one case a student who had copied 
from his friends put his hand up immediately, said that he 
would accept a penalty, but asked for his friends to retain 
their marks. He would have been content with a zero mark 
(which would have included a punitive element since some 
of the work was clearly his own). In the end the 
‘Investigative Meeting’ took due account of the admission, 
the remorse and the insight into the impact of the breach. 
There was no need to take the matter further; I would hope 
that could be the case within the new regime. To that end a 
moderate punitive element should be possible if agreed to 
by the candidate. 

If that suggestion goes too far, then might the Chair of 
Examiners be able to recommend an agreed  moderate 
punitive element to the Student Discipline Officer on 
referral to OSCCA, and the Student Discipline Officer 
have the power to confirm the sanction? That would require 
an extension to the minor sanctions or measures available 
under paragraph 5.4.

Unfortunately not all students are as willing to admit to an 
offence as the one to whom I have just referred. In many of 
the cases in which I have been involved, it has been crucial 
that the questioning of the candidate on technical issues was 
done by a mathematician. That is still going to be possible in 
an Investigation Meeting, but not as far as I can tell in the 
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thought it would be wise to tease the implications out 
rather carefully before a student challenges the basis of the 
University’s authority to discipline him or her.

The rules of natural justice are mentioned only once in 
the Report, with an oddly-chosen ‘for instance’ relating to 
the right to legal representation. If an ‘inquisitorial model’ 
is adopted, ‘so that a decision can be made on the evidence 
included in the Investigating Officer’s report’ etc., how 
fully will a student be able to test the evidence against him 
or her under the audi alteram partem rule of natural justice?

If the standard of proof in the student disciplinary 
procedure is lowered to the ‘balance of probabilities’ will it 
be only a matter of time before the same change is proposed 
for academic staff, who at present enjoy the protection of 
the higher standard, ‘beyond reasonable doubt’?

Ms A. Gunther (Peterhouse), read by the Deputy Senior 
Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, having been the elected Women 
and Marginalised Genders’ Officer at Peterhouse’s 
Sexcentenary Club as well as the Women’s Campaign’ 
LGBT+ Officer, it is more than clear to me from what 
I experienced in these roles that a reform of the Disciplinary 
Procedure has to happen. As a representative and first point 
of contact for women in my College who had experienced 
sexual harassment and assault, there is only so much 
I could do for everyone who asked for my help. One of the 
first things I did in these cases was to point these women to 
the resources and plans of action they had at their disposal. 
One of these was the University’s Disciplinary Procedure. 
It is important to remember that students do not access the 
disciplinary procedure in situations in which this is not 
absolutely necessary, it is a very drastic measure and no 
one makes this decision lightly. There are a number of less 
drastic options that are usually chosen before the 
disciplinary procedure, including College-level informal 
conflict resolution, and the majority of Colleges have both 
informal and formal disciplinary procedures as well. 

Of course, as a person hoping for justice and the general 
betterment of society, it was in my interest that these 
women would report what had been done to them to stop it 
from being done again, (either by the same person to the 
same person, or by the same person to someone else, or by 
someone else entirely, who might be convinced not to if 
they saw what disciplinary measures previous offenders 
had faced). However, the disciplinary procedure as it 
stands does not encourage women to seek justice; instead, 
what it does is discourage women who are already scared, 
hurt and intimidated from stepping forward because it is 
not written and structured in their favour. 

False accusations of rape are incredibly rare as it is, but 
from my experience of helping people who have 
experienced sexual assault, I can safely say no one would 
activate the disciplinary procedure without reasonable 
grounds to do so – in fact, even people who have more than 
enough reasons to do so often choose not to because they 
fear being disbelieved. This is a structural issue which it is 
the University’s duty to alleviate. Changing the standard of 
proof to the balance of probabilities does not increase the 
likelihood of false reports but definitely increases the 
likelihood of more reports and more safety and more 
justice within the University. It is the only appropriate 
choice to make when having people’s dignity, safety and 
autonomy in mind. A procedure which does not fully trust 
women who speak about their own abuse does not represent 
a University which stands behind its students. The needs of 
people who have been marginalised, harassed or assaulted 

Hence, while I agree that in the case of sexual misconduct 
the same procedure should be used for students, and there 
is a need to provide a hierarchy for sanctions in a discipline 
context, I think that it is also appropriate for there to be a 
hierarchy as regards the standard of proof. In order that all 
members of the University can feel safe and supported, the 
balance of probabilities is appropriate. However, if a 
student is to have a life-changing sanction applied (as can 
happen in the case of academic misconduct), then as the 
Department of Archaeology put it, ‘serious consequences 
require being sure, which is beyond reasonable doubt’. 

I have two further minor points. First, as is clear from 
the contributions to the consultations and discussions, 
student discipline is an important issue. Hence, the Student 
Discipline Procedure should be an Ordinance that requires 
a Grace in order for it to be amended. It is not appropriate 
that it is a General Board Regulation that can be amended 
by fiat of the General Board without wider consultation.

Second, the original version of the Report included:
The Report’s recommendations have been developed 
with the input of the officers of Cambridge University 
Students’ Union and the Graduate Union and have been 
endorsed by the General Board’s Education Committee, 
the Senior Tutors’ Committee, the University Advocate, 
and the Proctors.

It now reads:
The Report’s recommendations have been developed 
with the input of the officers of Cambridge University 
Students’ Union and the Graduate Union, the Senior 
Tutors’ Committee, the University Advocate and the 
Proctors, and have been endorsed by the General 
Board’s Education Committee.

Why the change? As I understand it the relevant minute of 
the 15  March 2019 Senior Tutors’ Committee Meeting 
concludes by stating ‘These concerns meant that the 
Committee felt unable to endorse the proposals fully at this 
stage …’. The correction does not note the character of the 
error in the original version, other than by implicit 
conclusion, and for that to be possible, the original text 
should be available, which it is not; it should be.

1 https://www.theguardian.com/education/2018/apr/29/
cheating-at-top-uk-universities-soars-by-30-per-cent

2 A former Deputy Registrary in the University.

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval 
Theology and Intellectual History), read by the Deputy 
Senior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, in many respects these proposals 
are sensible and an improvement on what has hitherto been 
the procedure. However, some fundamental matters 
prompt concerns. 

The student is described as ‘registered’ not ‘matriculated’, 
for the practical reasons that it is now possible to be the first 
but not the second. Even merely ‘Registered’ students must 
‘comply with the Statutes and Ordinances and any rules and 
procedures established under the Statutes and Ordinances’, 
but is this a contractual or a ‘membership’ obligation? 

The ancient basis of the University’s right to discipline 
its students lay in the need to maintain good order. 
Historically that allowed the University to impose rules on 
its student members without their consent being required. 
It is now generally accepted that a student has a contract 
with a University and a contract is a mutual agreement. 
Cambridge has no written student contract though arguably 
there is nevertheless an unwritten contract. I would have 
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Dr T. Page (Department of Sociology), read by the Junior 
Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a Lecturer in the Department 
of Sociology at the University of Cambridge. 

I support the revisions to the Disciplinary Procedure and 
to changing the standard of proof used when making 
determinations under this procedure to be on the balance of 
probabilities, and urge the Regent House to vote yes to 
these proposals. This is important for all cases of student 
behaviour that may violate the prescribed Rules of 
Behaviour, and especially in relation to forms of 
discrimination experienced by students including sexual 
misconduct, gender-based violence and racism. I conduct 
research into sexual misconduct in higher education and 
these changes are critical to ensuring that sexual violence 
is reported, investigated and prevented, and that there is 
fair process for students. 

Sexual misconduct is a significant and ongoing issue in 
UK universities and has become a key focus of Universities 
UK since its 2016 ‘Changing the culture’ Report.1 Through 
my research organisation, The 1752 Group, which 
addresses staff-to-student sexual misconduct in higher 
education, I am working with UUK as a member of its 
advisory group to develop new national guidance on staff 
sexual misconduct, and my colleagues and I have 
developed guidelines on investigation and disciplinary 
procedures in this area through a partnership with 
McAllister Olivarius, a law firm specialising in sexual 
violence. The same principles for disciplinary cases apply 
to student-to-student cases. 

In the most recent university-wide consultation, 86% of 
respondents (staff and students) were in favour of 
supporting the balance of probabilities as the standard of 
proof. These proposed changes will bring the University of 
Cambridge in line with both UUK guidelines and the 
Office of the Independent Adjudicator’s Good Practice 
Framework.2 This ensures Cambridge students have access 
to student disciplinary procedures that are fair for all and 
are best practice in the sector, and that the University fulfils 
its obligations under the Equality Act 2010. 

I have had both students and staff come to me with cases 
of student and staff sexual misconduct, who refuse to 
report to the University because of fear of retribution, 
concern over the impact that using the University system 
will have on their studies and career, and that they won’t be 
believed. 

In my research, few students report instances of power-
based misconduct – whether it be from students or staff. It 
is critical that the University understands the nature of this 
particular violence. Sexual and gender-based violence, is 
often not believed, and it can be difficult to provide 
acceptable forms of proof, especially with intimate 
violence. It takes place in private spaces, that make it 
difficult for students to prove ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ 
that forms of violence have occurred, especially when 
relations change over time. 

But it also takes place in public – students at this 
institution are subjected to racism, sexism, transphobia, 
Islamophobia, forms of ableism, and are discouraged from 
reporting their experiences, but also from articulating their 
experiences as being real and valid. Having a disciplinary 
procedure that requires the same standard as a criminal 
case is sending a clear message to students not to break the 
silence but to remain silent. 

need to come before the needs of their aggressors and need 
to be treated with the utmost urgency, gravity and care. 
Anything else is a sign of blatant disregard for women’s 
safety and of tolerance of violence within the University. 

Dr J. C. Sutliff Sanders (Faculty of Education), read by 
the Deputy Senior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a University Lecturer in the 
Faculty of Education. I am also an Equality and Diversity 
representative to the [Cambridge] University and College 
Union Executive Committee.

I want to speak today in favour of both votes, thus, 
approving Recommendations I, II and III.

The UCU Executive Committee have considered these 
motions at lengths, and although we understand resistance 
to changing the disciplinary policy, we see benefits of the 
change clearly outweighing risks.

Briefly, these are the reasons that we see as most 
compelling for supporting this change.

First, the Higher Education field has overwhelmingly 
shifted in favour of the ‘balance of probabilities’ model. 
For Cambridge to follow suit and make a similar change is 
not a startling move but one that comes frankly 
embarrassingly late.

Second, the judgements found in the University are not 
criminal and therefore have no obligation to follow a 
criminal justice model. They are in fact civil and therefore 
ought to follow the ‘balance of probabilities’ model more 
common in civil cases.

Third, we know that the current system is not working. 
Whatever sentimentality we might have for a system with 
which we are familiar, we must recognise that the students 
are not being served by it. The system seems to play a role, 
in fact, in discouraging reporting of sexual assault. It seems 
to be under-convicting in part because of the standard it 
uses, a standard that, again, is not appropriate to the civil 
cases heard. Too, the system is maintaining situations in 
which survivors of abuse have to suffer the presence and 
continued attentions of their abusers. I cannot emphasise 
this point enough: our current system is failing our 
students, and a vote against the proposed Recommendations 
is a vote in favour of continuing to fail our students.

Finally, the new standard fits strategically and 
philosophically with the University’s new Breaking the 
Silence campaign. That campaign encourages anonymous 
reporting rather than reporting that includes investigation 
and production of evidence that could stand up in criminal 
court. The new campaign has been dramatically successful 
in helping the University spot patterns of abuse and helping 
survivors feel that they have been heard.

In summary, our current system is failing. It is hurting 
our students. The proposed changes will extend the new 
and impressively successful strategies the University has 
been deploying with excellent results.

Therefore, I urge Regent House to vote yes on 
Recommendations I, II and III.
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Dr M. R. Wormald (Pembroke College, the University 
Council and the General Board), read by the Junior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I should begin by declaring an 
interest in this Report, and by indicating the experiences 
that have made me a strong supporter of the revisions to 
the student disciplinary procedures it proposes, and to the 
change in the standard of proof it proposes. I was for 
sixteen years a Senior Tutor; nearer to the end of my term 
of office than its beginning a number of students disclosed 
sexual misconduct and harassment to me, and I also 
worked with a number of respondents in these cases. Since 
becoming Secretary of the Senior Tutors’ Committee in 
2016 I have been centrally engaged in developing and 
administering the Procedure for Student Harassment and 
Sexual Misconduct, both during and since the Breaking the 
Silence campaign. I was on the panel that appointed our 
excellent Sexual Assault and Harassment Advisor, and am 
a strong supporter of her work, as I am of the decision the 
University took to introduce a means of anonymous 
reporting of sexual misconduct and harassment for those 
who do not feel able to submit a complaint. I also coordinate 
the Colleges’ pilot, now in its second year, of student 
bystander training, and with colleagues on the Senior 
Tutors’ Committee Secretariat I am responsible for training 
new Tutors. We are convinced we still have work to do, 
with Colleges, to deliver more effective training for Tutors 
who have been in post for much longer. I am a member of 
the panel that since 2017 has reviewed complaints about 
harassment and sexual misconduct and decided whether 
they should be referred for specialist investigation, and 
I sometimes serve as a member of the panels which make 
recommendations as to whether, after the report from the 
specialist investigator has been received, the case should 
be referred to the current court of student discipline. I am a 
member of the Review Committee on Student Discipline 
that produced the current report after considering a number 
of objections received during the consultation. I am a 
member of University Council. Though I am not a lawyer, 
I have read Counsel’s advice very carefully. 

The adoption of the revised procedures and the shift in 
the standard of proof will allow the collegiate University to 
continue to build, as we must, on the very significant 
progress already made in recognizing the experience and 
offering appropriate practical support to those students 
who have felt able to complain of sexual misconduct and 
harassment, as well as offering appropriate support to the 
respondents in such cases. Already we have introduced 
revisions to the Procedure for Student Harassment and 
Sexual Misconduct in the light of the experience gained, or 
suffered, by one or more parties, and that of their advisors. 
This is inevitable. These are extraordinarily difficult cases, 
in human as well as legal terms. 

We must of course manage expectations, and deter 
unrealistic expectations on behalf of a complainant that we 
can do more, as an institution, than we can. We continue to 
refine the way we inform these institutions. It is absolutely 
right to recognise that the University’s specialist 
investigation will always fall short of the ability to gather 
forensic evidence of that kind that external agencies such 
as Sexual Assault Referral Centres or the police can. And 
thus in the most serious cases of sexual misconduct, which 
Counsel confirms the University is right to describe in this 
way, the chances of bringing a disciplinary case to 
prosecution via a Student Disciplinary Committee are 
limited. 

My research shows how the process for reporting of 
violence can be just as traumatic as the actions themselves 
at times. While the University has addressed its reporting 
procedure, it urgently needs to update its process for 
investigating and disciplining students. From the results of 
my research, this is where institutions continue to fail 
students. The vote to change the disciplinary procedure 
and the standard of proof will help to change this. 

Right now, it is very confusing for students. Sector 
guidance is that universities will deal with allegations of 
misconduct as potential breaches of discipline and not as 
criminal offences. Sector guidance is that the standard of 
proof should be on the balance of probabilities. And yet at 
Cambridge, due to the current standard of proof required, 
the University is treating allegations of misconduct as 
criminal offenses, without having the authority to name 
these as a particular crime, or instil criminal punishments. 

There are key principles that universities should be 
fulfilling in disciplinary cases for student-to-student sexual 
misconduct:

•	 The ability for students to report sexual misconduct 
without fear of punishment, disadvantage or retribution.

•	 Access to procedures that ensure this report is 
recorded, listened to and taken seriously – this means 
that universities need to be survivor-centred in their 
approach. Research shows that students do not report 
the vast majority of sexual violence that occurs, and 
this occurs due to a lack of trust in their institution’s 
procedures and commitment to addressing 
discrimination and violence. The University of 
Cambridge can work to instil trust through changing 
its disciplinary procedures and standard of proof. 

•	 A thorough and transparent investigation of reports 
must be conducted. 

•	 The provision of ongoing support for students who 
have experienced sexual misconduct and other forms 
of discrimination and violence.

•	 Risk assessments that analyse the risk of the reported 
behaviour not only to the victim/survivor, but to other 
students, and to take action to protect students.

•	 Support that ensures the student who is reporting the 
behaviour can continue their studies. 

•	 Trained staff who understand University procedures 
and the trauma of sexual violence.

•	 Regular communication with all parties. 
•	 Appropriate sanctions and punishments that send a 

clear message to students as to the culture of the 
University of Cambridge, and that any form of 
discrimination and violence will not be tolerated. 

The revised Disciplinary Procedures go a long way to 
achieving these practices, and should be part of a wider 
process and commitment to prevent behaviour and respond 
rapidly to sexual violence. 

These votes are part of a commitment to ensuring 
equality of access to education – we know that statistically 
sexual violence and assault happens to those who identify 
as female, non-binary and LGBTQ. We also know that 
students of colour face institutionalised forms of racism on 
a daily basis at this University. These are all very difficult 
to prove beyond reasonable doubt. Changing the standard 
of proof to the balance of probabilities and ensuring robust 
disciplinary procedures begins to address these issues. 

1  https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/
reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx

2  https://www.oiahe.org.uk/resources-and-publications/good-
practice-framework/disciplinary-procedures/
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as we approach October and the moment at which we need 
to demonstrate our compliance, or reasons why we do not 
comply with, the OIA good practice guidelines – the 
University and Colleges should also do their best to protect 
themselves as well as our students by being as consistent as 
possible in their response to these difficult cases. They 
should avoid a proliferation of different regimes and 
procedures, and instead should have recourse where 
necessary to, the specialist expertise and experience now 
available within the University in investigating such 
matters. Inconsistency, either in terms of instinctual, 
doubtless well-meaning but potentially traumatising 
advice given by a Tutor or other advisor, or in terms of 
disciplinary procedure followed in different parts of the 
collegiate University, risks undermining the confidence of 
our student body in these procedures. 

I am sure that the range of opinions expressed in support 
of and against the measures consulted upon makes it right 
to put this to a ballot. But the fact that so many students and 
both the Student Unions support the shift in the standard of 
proof to that adopted in Universities and professional 
bodies across the United Kingdom and support these 
regulations is an expression of student opinion we cannot 
ignore. Not to vote for these changes would be to betray the 
confidence we need to keep building. It would contradict 
the principles of recent reforms and  undermine the real 
progress Cambridge has made, with our students, in the 
past two years towards lasting cultural change.

But that is not to say that we should not, as a collegiate 
University that has already adopted the Code of Conduct 
on Harassment and Sexual Misconduct, continue to 
register the serious, life-changing impact of these cases. 
We must do our best to mitigate their impact as we can by 
a range of practical measures, where both parties will 
remain students in the collegiate University, for instance 
by setting conditions to minimize the kind of accidental 
contact between the parties that, I know from my 
experience of supporting students, can be intensely 
traumatic, in some cases leading to intermission or 
abandonment of a chosen career, for either or both, as well 
as the invisible psychological scars of an encounter: these 
can last a lifetime. 

As Counsel makes clear, we must support students in the 
most serious cases as well as in more trivial; not to do so 
would put us at risk of litigation under Consumer Rights 
legislation. I endorse the view of the Head of the Office for 
Student Conduct, Complaints and Appeals that in other 
less emotive but potentially serious breaches of our rules 
and codes of conduct, we need a means of responding 
proportionately and efficiently. Whatever the outcome of a 
referral of a report to the student discipline committee, and 
indeed whether or not an investigation is referred, the fact 
that the procedure exists and is used represents, to all 
parties, a clear statement of the University’s commitment 
to the values its rules reflect.  

And – speaking, I should emphasise, in a purely personal 
capacity: I of course respect the huge amount of detailed 
consideration colleagues continue to give to these matters 
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Memorial event
Trinity College
Memorial event for Dr Eric Griffiths
A Memorial event will be held for Dr Eric Griffiths, Fellow 
of Trinity, (see Reporter, 6520, 2018–19, p. 31), in the 
College Chapel on Friday, 12 July from 2 p.m. Anyone 
wishing to attend is asked to register at: https://www.trin.
cam.ac.uk/events/memorial-event-for-eric-griffiths/

Awards
Jesus College
Chadwick essay prizes for University members
The College is offering one or more prizes of £500 in 
2020 for essays concerning the Philosophy of Religion by 
members of the University who, at the time when the 
essays are submitted, have taken Honours in Classics or 
Theology at any university within the preceding three 
years and who have not previously been awarded a 
Chadwick Prize.

Further details are available at: https://www.jesus.cam.
ac.uk/articles/chadwick-essay-prizes-university-
members-2019-2020-0

E X T E R N A L N O T I C E S

Oxford Notices
University of Oxford: Head of the Mathematical, Physical 
and Life Sciences Division; tenure: from 1 September 
2020 at the latest; closing date: 24 June 2019 at 12 noon; 
further details: https://candidates.perrettlaver.com/
vacancies/, quoting reference: 4150

Oriel College: Stipendiary Lecturer in Modern European 
History or World History (1800–2000); tenure: fixed-
term, one year from 1 September 2019; salary: £18,017–
£20,263 per year; closing date: 28 June 2019; further 
details: https://www.oriel.ox.ac.uk/people/vacancies/
stipendiary-lecturer-modern-european-or-world-
history-1800-2000 

St Catherine’s College: Development Director; salary: up 
to £70,000; closing date: 14 June 2019 at 12 noon; further 
details: https://www.stcatz.ox.ac.uk/category/vacancies/

C O L L E G E N O T I C E S

Elections
Pembroke College
Elected to the Maudslay-Butler Research Fellowship from 
1 October 2019:

Anna-Maria Pappa, Diploma, M.Sc., Thessaloniki, 
Ph.D., École des Mines de Saint-Étienne

Admitted to an Official Fellowship on 12 March 2019:
Luca Magri, B.Sc., M.Sc., Padua, Ph.D., HO 

Elected to a Bye-Fellowship from 12 February 2019:
Frédéric-Guillaume Schneider, Diplom-Volkswirt, Bonn, 

Ph.D., Zürich

Elected to a William Pitt Fellowship from 20 November 
2018:

Rajendra Seeruthun, B.Sc., UCL, M.B.B.S., Imperial, 
M.B.A., DOW

Queens’ College
Elected as President of Queens’ College with effect from 
1 October 2020:

Mohamed A. El-Erian, M.A., Q, M.Phil., D.Phil., Oxford

St Edmund’s College
Elected as Master of St Edmund’s College with effect from 
1 October 2019:

Catherine Arnold OBE, M.A., Nottingham, B.A.,  
M.Phil., T

Vacancies
Selwyn College: Bursar; tenure: from 1 December 2019 
(negotiable); closing date: 19 June 2019; further details: 
https://www.sel.cam.ac.uk/selwyn-college/employment

Schools Liaison Officer: tenure: fixed-term, one year 
with an option to extend for a further year; salary: £24,369; 
closing date: 17 June 2019 at 12 noon; further details: 
https://www.sel.cam.ac.uk/selwyn-college/employment

Sidney Sussex College: College Research Associateships; 
tenure: two years from 1 September 2019 with the 
possibility of renewal; no stipend but dining rights and 
other collegiate benefits apply; closing date: 20 June 2019; 
further details: http://www.sid.cam.ac.uk/aboutus/personnel
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