- ' DOCUNEET RESUBE , .
ED 125 %20 . © HE 007 971

-

TITLE ) , Brief to the Canadian’ and Ontario Governments on the |
- Pinancing of Higher Education in Canada. |
INSTITUTION . . Council of Ontario Universities, Toronto.

EUB LCATE Jan 76 : .
NOTE 26p. ‘ .
EDRS PRICE MF-$C.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.

DESCERIETOES *Educational Finance; Federal Aid; Federal

. ' Government; *Financial Support; FPoreign Countries;
*Government Bole; *Higher Education; Local
Government; State Aid; State Governsent; Student
FPifancial Aid; *Universities .

ICENTIFIERS *Canada; *Ontario

. 14

ABSTEACT .- .

' The Council of Ontario Universities, in view of ,

important decisions to be made about the  financing of university -

education, addresses a brief to the governments of Canada and ~ .

Ontario. Discussed are: (1) the tripartite approach; (2) federal,

provincial and university yesponsibilities; (3) federal-provincial

fundipg arrangements; (4) ghe fiscal transfer: (5) payments to N

persons and institutions. An evaluation of the present situation

leads to the recommendations that the refinancing of university

education through higher tuition fges plus generous student aid, and

the direct support of graduate studies by ‘the fedéral govetnment be

carefully examined. (Author/KE) - -7 :

: RN - - . - 3

-
3
{

b R L e L L R Rl R L el I L e gy L L PP T T T DO PPApure PN
Documents acquired’by ERIC include sany informal unpublished *

‘materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
to obtain the best copy available. WNevertheless, iteas of marginal =
reproducibility ‘are often encountered and ‘this affects the quality =
of the licxoficgn/ind hagdcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
via the ERIC DScument Reproductian Service (EDRS). EDRS is\not *
responsié}e”?gg’the quality of -the original document..Bepro uctions *

*

*®

supplied by EDRS are the best that cen be made from the original.
by T e T T I T ety
— . ’ , [ R ,,' .
— . L - ! N ) . -
\‘ll ] ) * i - ‘ s . 3

I EEENEE NN




ED125420

-

.

BRIEF TO THE CANADIAN AND ONTAR!O GOVERNMENTS

* ON THE FINANCING OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN CANADA

.

U'S DEPARTMENT OF MEALTH.
. EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BGEN REPRO-

DUCED, EXACTLY AS RECEIVEDO FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-

ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- . !
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

>
‘.

" Council of Ontario Universities

Conseil destuofvers?tis de 1'Ontario .

Jépuary.,1976

76-5 Co




. | ;Brief to the Canadian and Ontario vaernments . - .
< on the Financing of Higher £ducati' in Cahada

. \
| i

| Introduction S - T .

i

The Coun¢il of Ontario Universities, conscious of the important

.

decisions to be made about the financing of university edu-

cation, addresses thisabrief to«the‘Govérnment of Canada and

[}

_the Government of Ontario. References’to Ontario in the brief

» where one miéﬂt have expected a general refereﬁce'to all prov=

inces do not imply any desire for}uniquevconsideration for

Ontario, but mer;4y reflect our greater familifrxty with con-

dotnons in our own province and the fact that: “i areé address- ‘

L]
. [ . Y « ¢
A - ing Queen's Park as weli as Pariiament Hill, ™,

Y Tripartite Approach‘ | '

4

B )

Viewing the universities of C;nada as a nationa! asset coM
) .
/,tributing to Canadians' inteilectdél, cultural and economic N
. : : o

. development ahd as an essential element offprovinciai §du~ p
cational services, COU further emphasizes that the un%vénsitieﬁ *
are more th;n both of the foregoiﬁg: théy are full members of ,
a fraternity of univeésities éﬁéircling the globe, seeking to -;

/i’ transmit and enlarge the knowledge and wisdom of all mankind; .

and they'ére also full members of their local communities with ~.

‘ties and shared-interests with their civic neighbours. Their 4.
viewpoint covers a wide spectrum. Their basic requirement for \

: i
' - . R




academic freedom derives from the necessity for them to set ’

.

N their own objectives, so that they may meet many needs and

’
- -

fulfill many résponsibi}ities; without being subservient to

any single patron.

Universities are therefore vitally interested in the federal-
provyﬁtial negotiations that will determine the sources of

their support. Al though Canadian experience in general, and

: oA
certainly Ontario éxpgfience, have demonstrated thé readiness

of governments to respect and defend academic.freedom, there

?

are examples in\tther countries .illustrating the potential

.

., danger that where‘one_single authorit} Yipays the piper' for - o ]

universities, g%e temptation fof it to "call the tune'' Is

¢ . -

strong. Here in{Canada it is not only traditional, but
N M ' ;il -

inevitable, that“ssfh federal and provincial governments are

“involved in the suhport of universities. Even if it wished . .

to do so neither level of g&vernment could avoid influencing
oA . :
. the composition and quality of the Canadian universities.  For

example, all the activities of these institutions are tied in

»

-

-

with or reflect the conduct of research in C'anad‘a,L and the :

research policies of both level; of-gové;nmeﬁt have a
corresponding effect on them.
1 . ;

. . |

The federal-provincial négotiations which are of such crucial

-
~

imﬁbrtance to the universities have.often been influenced

x



aI;ost exclusively by the financial officers of the .respective
jurisdictions. AJ& in the intervals between negotiations it
has not been eagy for the universities' voice to be heard.

The Association of Universities and Coileges of Canada has

not had adequate access either to the Canad[an Government or
f

to the group of, provincial Ministers of Education that is
becoming increasingly influential. The contacts of indjvidual

universities w¢th/ége|r respectlve provincial governments are

L4

close, but encompass only one dlmensnon of this multi-dimensional

problem. Moreover, the recent changes in the economy have had‘
. , : ‘
great repercussions on the universities' financial situation,

"while at the same time the character of enrolment demands is

greatly altered, requirfng different kinds of response;‘both

these changes deserve sustained examination before future .

»

fihancial arrangements are finally settled.

-

" The Council oF'Onfario|Universities’i§ therefore asking for a

¥ ‘ w\

prolongatlon of the current federal prov:ncnal arrangements for

at Ieast two years; we are also asknng for a trnparttte approach

4 -

to the revision of those arrangements, beginning at the earliest

_ possible moment. To explore the various alternatives that should ,

bé considered ~- especially now when alll jurisdictions with tax-

ing powers gre re-examining their. roles and responsibilities --

-

will require from all three interested parties sustained effort,

‘foresight, and understanding. \

5
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We are extremely-anxious that this process be started lmmediately

. \d : /

and that the universities take part in ft. We acknowledge that

in the past three'yearsﬂwhen‘these studies'should have been

’

made by universities and governments, they were not made; this-

is evidence that we need an immediate start on 3 threéesway

engagement. What the Macdonald Report said about ufiiversity P

research -- that it is an enterprise involving three‘partnerb,

| the federal government, the ‘provincial governments, and the,
_universities -- is also true of unlversnty educatnon as a whole.
If university edqcatiqg/*s "too important to be left to the

. educators'!, it is also too cemplex and sensitive to be disposed’

* ’ b ~/ © . 4
of without them. - | . » L ‘
. i . Tt gty 3
1] Division of Responsibilities: Federal L PR .
. - \
\
Canada is judged in the SClehtlflC and scholarly world by the >

)

quality of her university educat|On and research and the

.

Canadian Government has an uhdeniable interest in thisraspect
‘of nat}Onal life. Whatever the constitutional complexities,
there is no dering“that the level of Canadiah-citizens' edu-

cation -- as of their health, welfare, safety. and mobility-+-

. is a responsibility in which the Government of .Canada has a _
share. . L .- T e o~

- 5 . . »e
.

*

¢ .We suggest that, in pr?nc?ple, the federal respons'b lities in

T N

the area of unnversntJ‘ gd%ﬁgon should |nclude therfOIIOW|ng -t




. ’tﬁe equalfzation of educational opportﬁgity for all
. Canadians at the university level, either by enablin§
provihcigl jurisdictidns to support complete services,

or by supporting arrangements that provide partial

' services plus interprovfncjal fnbility; or by some com-
A .. ’

»

bination of these; it is.important to preserve the
’ N '1 .'

/ . situation in which, as the late President George Gilmour
of McMaster University put it, Canadian academic

. '/ currency is redeemable at par across the-land. .
‘ 1]

-

1.2 following from 111.1, the assurance of accessibility
: |

to university education for the economically disad- E

Vvantaged—Canadian students through a minimum-level -
’ )

+

guarahntee of student aid.

.
-t .

*

1t1.3  following also frdﬁ 111.1, the interprovincial mobility

@

of the highly qualified manpower produced by universi-

<

. - ties. The portability of academic aﬁd‘professional
L e ff‘i‘f".; E(edgntials_i;ﬁqf"federal-concern. ;i :
C Il%ﬁh":nfo{}gdang‘also from 111.1, but ina sens; fhe other 7

A ,}ide\of the coin: the assurance of'the/iiijzeﬁée of

. some programmes and institutions of~international re-
< . . . . “ -/‘/ . . -

.- {‘ " pute, and of some flfSP;Pﬂte work in fields where only

L 4 . !
. .

“ one or few programmes can be supported properly.

- . . 2
. - i . 1
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L, \‘: o’ .
_ , o .
. ITI1.5 the amount, scope, distribution, and quality of research //
. both basic and applied, and of fﬁterary and artistic C
’ creativity and scholarship. ' - ;
o 1.6 the support of university programmes related directly to
. . . l .
> , national purposes, such as bilingualism. - ) (
- / . . 1 - \>
™ / ' P . 4 .
‘ .z the support .and (where appropriate) coordination at the s

national level of unique academic resources such ‘as

archives, museums and rare book collections, and of

. ! -
. costly academic’ services such.as iibrary, addiovisual,

<

and computer networks. ‘

- . 4 - p N .
b 1.8 the fulfiliment of international obligations involving o,

‘. !

university personnel, such as assistance to Tbird World
. }

oY .. +
universities and governments and teacher and student : o
- o . !
-, — “ .. .o ~ N s R
. exchanges. s ' “J
’ . . ?‘. )

9y -Division of Responsibilities: Provincial

Me suggest that the provinci$1 govérnments, which have the pri-

- mary'[espohsibility for the provision of opportunities for

higher education in their provinces, have in principle responsi- L
<. - . ) ' A » - . .
e ’ bilities which include the following: * E—
1v.1 the, provision of access to university courses.fo% P

qualified and desirous students to)the extent that ﬁﬁis

\‘; - A .4 . ] 8 .‘ : Y . A ; - - j~,
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§
.

L4

~Ties ¥n provincial ¢competence and fits with provincial
3 * 1
priorities.

’ ‘r i

: Iv.2 the equalfzation of individual opportunity for higher

“ N - . . .
) education within the province including distribution

' '
- and/or supplementation of federal student aid. '

-
'

— v .
- . . L4

v

—IV.3 the countering of geographic barriers impedfng acces-
., ] 1 - - | *
' . ) T sitility either by broad distribution of university
, \J . facilities or by enabling'thq.mobility of prospective ) .
A _ I _ .

R . . ' ' students, or both.

Y

.

.4 the provision of adequate facilities for the training .

* ¢ ¥ . .

S of highly qualif?éd manpower in the numbers and to .theé

- levels likeTy to be required in the province.

- ' N
f

. . - - .
’ 1 - . _[' <
x te
- l\
>

V.5 more specifically, the provision of facilities for

training'the numbers of highly qualified maabower re-

f quired for the operation of provincial services such .
- . b

o

] -
(i’ as* schools and health services.
> .

[ [ - -
1v.6 where applicable, the'provision of university facili-
‘ . ties for fraﬁcopﬁone and anglpphdne citizens of the

) ’

. — -

. . . province. « .
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V  Division of Responsibilities: Universities

the support of. religious, cultural and educational
diversity to the extent that these are provincial

objectives and attainable through the province's

system of higher education. *.

N

/ . ’ . . . -~ .
.We 'suggest that the universities' respo:jlgjﬂltles in this
/éontext include the following: -

V.l

V.2

-

"
S

¢

the maintenance within the institution of academic

standards acceptable to the Canadian- university, -

community at large; this involves assembling com- .

>
petent teacher/researchers, establishing admission
xequiremenﬁs indicating a capacﬁty for work at uni-
veqﬁff?\level,_for%u[ating curriculé and methods of
evaluation, and enshring availability of* those
facilities that aré‘esséntial to the programmes

: [
offered. -

the determination, in cooperation with the provincial

. —_

* ' .
government and with other post-secondary institutions

-

. / y
within or beyond the province,, of a divisibn of re-
sponsibilities that will enslre diversity of oppor-

“tunity and avoid unnecessary duplication.

A
L

.
vt T / .

_ responding to those local needs far adult education

4
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N\ ¢
N

" mobility, and cultural enrichment. ‘\v‘//
» AN N ‘ .
V.4 monitoring any research conducted in the institution
for consonance with generally accebted sténdards of
objectivity and nen-secrecy. T
] 5,
¥
Vis- as a new responsibility: to devige a means of ensuring
cross-Canada determination of standards 'in the.graduate
s . N B
area thrbﬁgh a Canadian method of programme,sppraisal.
‘ .« 7 -
Present Federal-Provincial Funding Arrangements- /

_which the unive}sities\are soleiyyqualified, or best -

qualnfned to-meét including ranfo}cement of pro-

fessnonal skllls, retralnlnd'for‘vertlcal or Tateral

Addressnng the National Conference of Canadian Unnqers&tnes

t
is of contemporary ‘televance: ’. i
IS . N ‘»') S 3

!

'%’%appen to be the head of a gqve}nment that
» e

-y
i

PR
e

does, not manufacture the money it spends. . It -
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-

taxpayers to get it, and we of the go

are merely trustees on behalf of all those
. : Y 3 o
Canadian taxpayers. The proposals | am putting

forward, | look upon as a go§d sound investment
X ;
L " of the taxpayers' money and so do my colleagues."

'S

hd - .
-

- .
. The Government of Canada supports post-secondary education

] in two principal ways: (a) by a fiscaligransfer to pro-

vincial governments, enabling and encouraging them to

offer generous support to colleges and universities, dnd

- (b) by payments, tp\persops'and\insfﬁthtions,dn the form

.

\\\ of research support, rekource-augmentfng grants to uni-
N . ' .
N versities, '‘and student aid. S
_ i
' LI Y . B -
Vi.1 The Fiscal Trarsfer ) ot *

PN
.
N '

. ! [N N
. In 1967 the Government of Canaj§’uﬁdertook to.transfer to
the provincial governments a sum equivalent to one-half .-

. t?é cosi_of post-secondary education. The'%edératfqdbj.A
tribqfién took the form of (a) the a[locatipnqof'”taxw’k
'..boiﬁf;” to provincigl_ng;rnmenés, and (b).an ad}ustment -, .
. - payméggzof such @ size as to bring, thé totg}’flscélvtrigi:
» fer to 502 of the~operating expendi tures 6;;p6§t-sec;nd?r;

AR . +

’. * . ' N 7 * -~ k . -
N ' institutions. . (An alternativer formula, based on a fixed.
e . "*T?“"“TT" [ S - m;:v.ﬁ*\ - -
, - P L \\ .

- PR ¥ I oo
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ps

per caguta amount, was al?o offered; ﬁt proved more ad- .

.
’ -

vantageous to Newfoundland Prlnce Edward Island and

New Brunswick. ) .

~ ¥ a S

. .
«

In 1972 changes were introduced in the Fiscal Arrangements.
[ %

<

Act, limiting incre'ases in the Feder§ contribution to 15% T
in -any one year and lessening the visibility of the federal

role. According to the 1976 formula, taxpayers who were
—— o -
residents of provinces (i.e., all taxpayers save non-resi-

dents of Canada and residents of the Yukon and North West

Territories) were permitted to 'abate’ or reduce their

-

federal taxes by 4%; simultaneously the fedéral ﬁoverqment'

reduced s’corporétion Eekgs by 12: As a cons®quence, the

ra

provinciaf - governments could raise their taxes by like

amount thout |mp05|ng a heavier burden upon their tax-

. ~ *

payers ( ther individual or corporate), and the revenue
could be applied to ‘post-secondary education. The fiscal
arrangements inptroduced in 1972, hoigvéf, removed the

" abatement mechanism. With the termination of specific ear-
N '
*  marking of the *tax points' in relation to post-secbn?ary.. ‘e
education, the only visible part of .the federal contribution

to post-secondary education becéme the adjustment payﬁentg}

1

In Ontario this perspective ma underlne the tendency to - ~

- regard the unnvgrs;tues merely as part of the tertnarY leve!

. .- . 13 . . . ' K
« - a
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-" ‘ iq/{:D " ////)//

- ) . . . . . /

~ af the provincial educational system, Eathé?/t;;n as autono-, ”
mous iMtitutions bearing tgrtaiéksdf?;; responsibilities

and fulfilling certain pub]%é<burposes, and, consequently,

P . ) ’
appropriately supported by both lev:T;W7f governmeht as

P . )
well as by non-governmental contributors. Table | indi-
. ; . <
v N

gcétes the total grants from the quera) government, and the

proportion tepresented by adjustment payments.

e

TABLE | .. - ' ..

"t

Federal Financial Contrlbutcon td -
Post -Secondary Education,” Canada and - .
. Ontario, 1967-8 to 1975-6 * .» = . ‘

K

P : - it Adjustment payments as a %
PN ' Total Fiscal Adjustment .of cperatipg expenditures of
IREAY Iransfer ($. msll;on) -Payments ($ molloon)post- ry institutions

,XX Canada \H Ontarlo ‘ \Canada Ontarﬁo Canada i Ontario
. Ty v v N S . R
TY967-88 k22, - k9 . " 18 51 21.8: 17.3
© 1968-69 . 527 - 198 ~xz3® 79 .. 22.4~ 19.9
- 1969-706\ 650 . 248, °. 305 108 - 23.7. ~ . 217 N
\J970-71N, 789 . 300", 408 143 26.1 . 23,9
1971272 Y. 930 - *.347 486 165 ° 26.4 v 23.8, o
\ . 1972-73 V4,012.. - 368 .82 152 . 24.0 JN2006
Sy 19BTh 3117 ‘ 508 . WS - 137 20.1 LOY%6.8 .
3 L 1974-75" 1277 .. TN W6 " .50h © 1k 19.2 C160 -
\975 ?6 1,468 . I§3l ' SlvO : 165 .. 17.8 ©  15.3% ¢
\: AN Cot . . .

s
N

\‘ ' \\ ) ‘,\\.‘ e ".\-\-\ .\. ..\ .,\.‘; L0 N '\"\ . s ‘-‘._ N ) B i o N oL
\ . vy : \\'\ . ! Y ° R v .. . .
oY ; . . ¥ Sty . .

" \ Sources.¢ (0.E.C.D.) 5 Review of ‘Educational Policies in. -

‘ s ~..Canada: ‘Government 'of Canada- ibport, 1975.: \ -

C 'aqﬂ'flgures supplied by the Departmeqt of the
Lo Sea{gtary of State (Canada)




"VI.2 Payments to Persons and Institutions

In addition to making general contributions to the provin-
| ' ) cial governments, the federal government has contributed ;

to universities by the funding of basic research through
N ¥ 4
' . ' the National Research Council, the Medical Research Council

and the Canada Council, and to applied research throtgh

some federal departmental support of mission-oriented re-

search.

The Canada Student Loan Plan is the federal government's

P . .
response to thg demand for a basic student aid programme,

to which the various provinces can add what they believe

their provincial circumstances require. - : .

4.
) : o [

The federal government has also made grants through its

research councils having the effect of developing and im-

-

proving the quality of university resourcésﬁ both physical

and buman,'tﬁrodgh programmes of library grants, sabbatical

. Jeave fellowships, grants for special facilities and the
' t like. .
;
- ) Table 11 indidates the size of federal, payments in the

. R -
. . categories above, and compares the magnitdde of such pay-

ments with the fiscal transfer to provincial goyernments.'z
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‘ s
-~ TABLE 11 . N
Payments to Persons and Institutions
1972-3 and 1974-5.
]
\ (Figures are in $ million) 3 s 1972-73
. N Research Grants ‘and Fellowships
National Research Council 53.6
Medical Research Council 34.0,
Canada Council ) 6.8
Government Departments 13.3
TOTAL 107.8 3§ 107.8
1 Grants to Unuversutles (Resébrch & ,
L Auxiliary Grants) ~ . ¥
National Research Council 3.0
Medical Research Council R
Canada Council . 1.5
Government Departments , 8.9
¢ ¢ - , - - .
B TOTAL . . |3.ﬁ 13.5
’ . i1l Contract Research with Facu\fy & -
‘ Universities
Government Departé@nts‘ . 7.5 7.5
IV Student Aid - : o .
- Fellowships, bursaries and scholarships
National Research Council 10.3 g&£=>
Medical Research Council 1.3
Canada Council ) o 9.2
Government' Departments 5.3
© . #
Subtotal 26.0
Loans (interest payments, loss
claims, death claims, and cqllect:on
. fees) "Iess than” - . 25.0
" TOTAL STUDENT AID » 51.0 51.0
GRAND TOTAL 170.8
Compar; with: Adjustment payments to .
. . . . Provinces 1972-73 . 481.8
’ - " TOTAL FISQ@L TRANSFER IS72-3 I,OIZ |
" Sources: ‘For 1972-73: (0.E.C.D.): Revnew of Educat:onal Policies in Canada:
a -~ government of Canada Report, 1975. For 1974-75:
. .- - Council, Medical Research COunCIl and Canada Council,
. . -~ - - -informatton not available. .

Nagional Research

O

-—veh
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Evaluation of Present Arrangements . 2

/ -

Direct federal assistance reached the Canadian universities

in 1951 at time of crisis ofsserious @imensions. The post-

war- inf¥ux of veterans was almost gone, along with their .°
subgAdy from the Department of Veterans"Affairs, but en-1
olments did not shrink back to pre-war.“normalcy“. Thé‘
provincial governments did-not at that time regard the
universities as their responsibility in }hg same sense as
the other levels of e&uéation, and they were trying to cope
with the—“baby boon'' in the elementa}y schools. Thus the
Canada-wide appeal for federal support co&ducted‘ﬁver
several years by the NCCU haﬁ undeT-tones of desperation.' |
Thé Massey Report and the subsequent federal grants'prEQ
vided the univ:rsities of Sanada with increased meéns.th
offer educational servie;s to the Canadian public, and the
universities have been deeply aware of the fact that had
the federal government not provided such support to |
universities across the land, this country could not have.
equipped itself with a system of higher education commén-
surate with the requirements o%oa technologically and
gréanizatioﬁgily\complex society.
~In the years si;ce 1967, federalKpristance to the pro-

-vinces has enabled them to support universities to a

level which offered a high degree of accessibility to

,./\._1‘7 -

[ 3

*,




, "Thigher education for their population during a difficult
. ; period of adaptation to the many unheralded changes in ,
social demands.made upon'universiiies -- the shifts of
. student interest from the Sputnik-inspired build-up of
* physical sciences and engineering, the explosion of in-
terest in the social sciences, the reﬁent concentration of

demands in the life sciences and certain professions; . [/f‘\\f

" the stop-out phenomenon and consequent discontinuity;

.,

the rise of part-tiﬁe study and renewed-interest of adults;
e e .
the-altered life-style, rejection-of authority based on
. .

traditjqn,_énd finally the .interest ‘in extending oppor-

~
tunities .to minority groups and women.
—_ .

* M .
- . ¢ ~
3

It is also noteworthy that the federal go'vernment'i. Y
» . o~
‘ . - support of research has been, in financial terms, mich
more -modest tharr its general granty to the provincial . )

governments (see Table 11, above) QUt.research support has

2
.

" had ap enormous impact in improving facilities and en- Co

~, |

) - . couréging thesprofessional development of scholars and re-
searchers -- apd keeping them in Canqda. ; 4 : '
S /
- ¢ EE K

Resource-augmentinhg grants. to universities and aésistqpce
to students (see Table 11, items 1{- & IV) have also been

s . vital in'deseloping a'system of higher education which.
! Ry _ ]




tories and dafa-processiﬁg centres.

-17 - '

-

has achieved higﬁ standards of excellence, and in making it

) N /’

. . . e

accessible to Canadians from all regions and all social backgrounds..
. e
e .
K . P 7
. . ;/
Notwithstanding these very considegab*q achievements, there remain
opportunities for improving the current arrangements.
i+ . N J - .

The funding of reséarch does not include indirect costs; this - )/////' \

makes it difficult for inktitutions to support the research efforts
of their staff. The Macdonald Report, pp. 135 ff., identifiﬁs very

clearly the processes of fund transfer and budgeting which result in
. )
federal research grants ¢istorf?ng the university budgetary. process:
e S~
the grants do not cover indirect costs, the provincial grants as a

Iy

rule do not give separate recognition to such' costs, and the univer-

- -

sities "therefore must cover the costs through budéetary allocations

.

at the sacrifice of support for teaéhing programmes, non-assisted

' résearch, or services shch as those provided by liBrargeg, labora-

- 4
¢ 1
'

- v ' Vet

.
LR

The- AUCC hag presented a cogent cése'for federal support for centres- r_'

’

of excellence, 1ibrary-development, computer services development,

and the creation of machine-readable data archives. The uhiversities

. .

of Ontario wish to emphasize the importance of such services to the

quality of higher education in €anada, and to the equalizatidh of

~ -

facilities on a regional basis. A relatively modest financial.con-

P .




tribution to encdurage the devE?opment of such facilities would un-
doubtedly have a large and favourable .impact on the quallty and

. accessnbuluty of advanced instruction and research

[

o b

. : ) TABLE 14

Federal AdJustment Payments to Provincial Governments
for Post-Secondary Education, 1974-75 ®

~\\\\\\ . Nfld. P.E.I. N.S.. - N.B. Que.
- - . i ' -
' “hAdjustments payment | 5.%5 .22 17.72 =¥ 6.87 229.76
($ mi1tion) ' , J
Adjustment payment 9.18 9.61 23.73" 9.86- 35.14
per cppita . . . -
Per caplta, operating 66.79  '59.15 106.36 ., 68,06 137.11
expenditures of post- v L. .-
. secondary institufions ’ . .
Adjustmefft payment as a  15.1 17.5 20.° 15,1 7 27.2
~ * percentage of operating T o ) . :
expendityres of post- . ™ . o R
second!&tnstntutlons o

o . _ . . . - ) . All
s ' - Ont.* * Man. Sask.  Alta. B.C.  Prov.

Adjustment payment ) 'Ib? 51 18.40 15,24 47.51 13.93. 503.61

($ million) . - ' , -
Adjustment payment 17 L6 671 14.50 30.06 6.56- 21,58

per gapita : . /
Per. capita operating . ||2 90 99/99 96.15 118 29 78.66 111.68

‘expendl tures of'post-
secondary institutions
Adjustment payment as a 16.0 18.4 17.3  +23.0 7.3 7 19.20

percentage of operating ’ ' ) !
expenditures of post-
secondary instltugibns_

o |

. < . \

* Sources: Calculated from figﬂres supplied by the Department of the
Secretary. of State (Canada), and from Statistics Canada:

Quarterly Estimates of Population for Canada and Provinces,
1967 75 o

.

-

>




[
Regarding the fiscal transfer arradbements as they have developed, 7_
) ;
it is germane to notge that changes in Canadian social structure and - n
"social needs during the post-war decades have‘generated imbalances‘

_ , between responsibility and revenue which have strained the relation-
s N D

ships of local, regional, provincial and federal governmeﬁts: This

situation which is common in federal political systems has encouraged , .

@

- some provinces to view the distribution of Tevenues between the . 3

federal and provincial governments as anomalous and any tax pofnts .
‘ "sdrrendered to them by the federal government as being rightfully
//; theirs: }n the case of the tranfers in support of post- secondary R

educatlon, as mentioned abdve, the .most visible part of the federal
- - LS
contrlbut|on has hecome the adjustment paymentsﬁ Obvioﬁsly it will
b g N + )

‘do nothing for equity among the provinces or untty wnthin the nation
if the federal contr|but|bn comes to be regarded not as one-half

- the cost of post secondary educatnon, but merely as the d|m|n|sh|ng

' and potent|ally d|sappearing portion represented by the adJustment

- payments Tt w0uld be greatly preferable if the entlre federal con-

tribution were defnnltely identified with, ‘and earmark\a for, the . ;

sypporf%of post-secondary education.

. L4

it will be noted, from the data provided ih,Table 114, that the size

. . of the adjustment payment varies wide]y, on a per cagita basis1

g~

" -petween provinces. It is decidedly pot the case that the adjustment

o

i . payment is highest for those provinces whlch obtann the lowest yleld

€0 o

‘from the ''tax pounts" as would be the case if the fiscal transfer

]

. . .




Ce . were essentially an equalization payment. Nor.is it highest for thqse

provinces which have the highest expenditure Eer caplta on post-

3 secondary education, as would be the case if the fiscal transfer

’ r -

. were essentlally a shared- cost programme The adJustment payment
for any one provnnce reflects both the yield from the tax ponnts

and the operating expenditures of post-secondary institdtions (which,

N

like the adjustment payments, vary widely between provinces on a

Eer capita basis). The '15% clause" in the 1972 Fiscal Arfandements

Act, by limiting the increase in the -total federal contribution to
r . .
each province in any one year, perpetuates, and may actualiy increase,

\ —_

the interprovincial disparity in the per capita adjustment .payments’
A . - f L »
o . N . * . - .
“ﬁ . " e, o T X ) £ )

: ) ’ i
*An;pttractiye’featufe\§: the flscal trahsfer-scheme is that it has
left—pnbvincjal govern nts free to design a network of post-secon-.

dary institutions appropriate tp cultural and social conditions 1
a *»
. and serving speclal provincial needs. It is none the less obvious

. that the populat|on of some provnnces is too smaTl to sustaln ex- "
: £ ? -

:tensive_post -secondary. systems, and the interprovinclal mob*TTfy of

students is a means of equal|2|ng educatlonal opportunity. Such N

?

mobility has—further advantages in lncreassng lntellectual stnmulus

——by encouraging diversity amongs t students' backgrounds, and rt R
o 'i‘ » i
N . J.
- <~ + supports national unity by fostering mutual Understanding ah0ng the

4

regions of Canada. Thus interprovuncial mobility of students should

N »
—

N be taken as a maJor concern of the Government of Canada in'its I
- T RN
. s policies f" the support of post- seqdndary education. Indeed,’it is.

‘ + ' "'U ’
. .y N '
. i
.
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J

cInentele, and the provinces in which those universities are loca-

. ted have a disproportiona\qﬁy large share of the national university

.

-

. " student population..: The fiscal transfer scheme, however, does fnot
. - ~d - )

adequately compensate those provinces which'bear an additional

burden in educating a large number“of students from 0utS|de the

. provrnce, and it increases the_ dlfficulty of creating interprovin-

- cial systems except on the basis of §4del|cate trade—off in which

. for each province, the influx of,students is presymed to be, balanced

) by a comparable efflux. .- ~ _A - t ‘
o= S S T ‘
s - » : - NN b
. The.gonS|derat|ons mentloned in the preV|0us paragraph are especially
R -’\ - O-f:.\"‘ .
- ‘_”“?j" serious'where specialized prognammes? such as those |n\jores&ry or
1) ~ ¢
\f{ e . criminology, are.involved. Such.programmes, if they are to be- iabie,
' N 1 . ' . v‘ '* . .

~

must draw upon 4n intetgrovincial and perhaps an internationai

e tlientele. Thus the univerS|t|es of Ontar|o would welcome move direct

federai support for speciafized programmes, and perhaps for graduate

[ '

work in general. 1ndeed‘*graduate work is typically |nterproV|nc|al

and even national orlinternational in terms of the clientele it

LT e— " | . . .
— _ _ servés and the training it-provides. -
L4 - R . . -~ . ? . . . - . ,
.. G N
. ’ - ~ — !
o - . e . - . ' ..; - ,
i Our evaTuation of the current federal-provincial arrangements for . ‘o <
% . — the support of post secondary educatlonal institutnons&leﬁds the "
| o AT -y

unlveﬂsities of Ontario to pﬁprSe that the Current arrangements for - zg

federal grants to the provinces be contlnued for a per|od of two, "

e
-

already the case that some universities serve an interproV|nc:al , ot



«

C . years to enable the ‘tripartite discussions (referred to in Section 1)

~

rw'

7%@,

to develop a method of recasting the federal support;scheme so that

-

&

(a)

produce greater stability 9? funding tDan\the present sygtem;;

¢

|t would contribute more effectively to: . - T .

the working-out of a logically defensible.division of respon-

sibilities between the two levels of government and the univer- )

sities; .

give greater visibility to the various sources of funds for

-

post-Yecondary education; - .

N
- X
~ TR~

encourage the interprovincial mobility of students; and

~

- y] r toe * -
. - - < . [ -
enable universities more easily to serve the needs of an inter-

»

provincial and natipnal clientele as well as their provincial._

-

-

&

¥

clientele. =~ . -

r

*

‘
™~

Wi thout pre;judg{pg the results of tHe dfécussions, we express the

hope that two shggested Sschemes, in particular, will recéngfgarefuf

éxamination: ‘ the refinancing of university educatiPn through

‘hngher tuutlon fees plus generous’ student ald, and ihe direct support

Q ~
.~

\\\\\\\gf graduate studtes by the federal government, includlng dlrect pro-

L e, 4

.
r - !

o The concept of a system involving higher fees has beentput.fo(fitd'

_in several forms, pf which Porter, Porter and Blishen's Doés’MOngz

‘\

Matter?, pp. 205, and Cook -and- Stager's Student Financial Assistance

Preétams, pp. 225 ff., are examples. The proposal for the“suPPortf .

of graduate work was developed in Chapter 10 of Towards 2000 a

.y - ' I . . . ’ )

gramme .support as well as major research-graduate programme ﬁacilngnes.'




"4 T ! 3 1Y ]
. ¥ : N - - 23’- -
¢ L) .
7 - . 4 R Y .
B - e
’ g L cet o
.u oo chapter which was largely the work of President Pauline dewett.
v’ . ) - M ) ! ’ * ’
” I
~ s L Jj

. ‘/ ;.‘! : '
As an ihterim measurs# the Government of Canada could take a

v

' ) number of ﬁi9h1y“beneficial though financially modest immediate
PR - A ! / A
- * 1 A >
initiatives in relation to the funding of reseafch, resource-
- A /

. augmenting grants tofﬁniéersities, and the 15% clause of the'

e 1972 Fiscal Arrangemgnts Act.

s ' . : '
4 .

?

* Vi1l Recommendations

RN ) That the current arrangements for the payment of

federal grants to the provincial governments in ‘support

i , of .university education be continue¥ for a-period of at
lTeast ' two years and that during that period, conmen-

P

.

T ’ Lfing immediately,. thorough studies be conducted of the
- entire philosophy and practice ofvuniyersity funding

with the participatipn of federal, provincial and uni-

.

] o "

”
'

That the longer:-term studies referred to above should"

include, among various altemnatives, the' consideration °

. A 4 \
’ )

o R " of the followingz °* o

"a) the wefinancing of post-secondary education through

: ‘ ' highef student fees plus a generous grant and:loan
. o .

L L .

' N L

‘programme of' student aid- for those with '1jmited means ;
. ) ¢

3

)
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"- 24 - - Tt
; . .
b)' direct federal support of graduate work. -
z..nf
» t N

N \ 7 .

That the Canadian gbvernment ﬁBG?fy i&s reseafch-
‘grant‘pélicies and provide the additional funding

necessary to cover also the indirect costs of re- .

-
.

search.

< 3

That since the Governmenthéf Canada may wish to re-
strict'any increase in its grants to the provinées
in support of post-secondary education in accordance

~
.

with federal and érovindial policie§ of restraints on

increased spending, a national policy on an agreed

level of increase be fprmulated.

-

L -
That in the tripartite discussions which we advocate,
*

the national and ptdvincial bodfies represgnfkng the

universities be given an opportunity to advise on -

major changes in university: suppoft. Y,

.




