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Ontario Univergties, the Double Cohort, and the Maclean’s Rankings:
The Legacy of the HarrisEves Years, 1995-2003

Executive Summary

The legacy of the HarrigEves governments from 1995-2003 was to leave Ontario’s system of
public universties tenth and last in Canada on many criticadl measures of quality, opportunity and
bility. If comparisonsare extended to American public universties, Ontario looks even worse. The
impact of thislegacy hasbeen reflected inthe Macl ean’ s magazine rankings of Canadianuniversties which
have shown Ontario universties, with a few notable exceptions, dropping in reation to their peersin the
rest of the country.

Elected in 1995 on a platform based on provincia income tax cuts of 30 per cent and areduction
inthe role of government, the Progressive Conservetive government of Premier Mike Harris set out quickly
to dter the tructure of both government and government services. Most government departments were
ordered to produce smaler budgets, and the Ministry of Education and Training was no exception.
Universtieswere among the hardest hit of Ontario’ stransfer-payment agencies, withbudgetscut by $329.1
million between 1995 and 1998, for a cumulaive impact of $2.3 hillion by 2003. Increasesin the later
years of the Harris government and under his successor as Premier, Ermie Eves, only partidly restored lost
funding, for anet cumulative loss of about $1.8 hillion over the HarrigEves period.

The consequences of these funding cuts on universities were griking:

. Tuition increased by 55% inthose programs that remained regulated, and even more dramatically
in fidlds such as medicine, dentistry, and law which were deregulated in 1998;

. The provincia contributionto the operating budgets of Ontario universities plummeted from 68%
to just 50%, last among Canadian provinces,

. The ranks of faculty shrank, and in conjunction with a marked growth in student enrolment,
Ontario ranked last among provinces in the student-faculty ratio.

Many of thesedeve opmentsdid not go unnoticed by the Conservative government’ sown reviews
of postsecondary education. Two reviews, commissioned in 1996 and 2000, made comprehensive
recommendations for action. 1n both cases the government “cherry picked” recommendations it liked,
ignoring calsfor substantial new public investmentsin colleges and universities.



Universties were dso affected substantidly by the government’s decision to diminate Grade
13/OAC from secondary schools, creating the “double cohort” year of 2003 when the first group under
the new four-year curriculum and the last year under the old system graduated together. The Tory
government was dow in providing assstance to Ontario universitiesin the face of this steadily and quite
predictably advancing ondaught. Operating budgets were miserly, while cgpitd funding cametoo late to
ensure that new spaces would be ready in time, and — by requiring matching private funds — favoured
certain kinds of infrastructure over others and put newer universities and those in Northern Ontario at a
disadvantage. In the end, the double cohort was not so muchaccommodated inuniversties rather, it was
Squeezed in.

The impact of the Consarvative legacy d so registered inthe Maclean’ s annud ranking of Canadian
universities. With only afew notable exceptions, Ontario universities performed increasingly poorly inthe
rankings during the Harrig'Eves era. Within each university category, Ontario’s public universties dipped
by about one full rank between 1995 and 2003. There seems little doubt that Ontario’s universities [ost
ground incomparisonto their counterpartsinother provinces, atleast onthe measures used by Maclean’s.

TheMaclean’ srankings, flawed asthey might be, managed to captureastark redity for Ontario’s
university sudents, especidly those at the undergraduate leve: thair escalating tuitionfeeswere purchasing
less and less quality with each passing year. This is unlikdy to change until the Ontario Government
increases its contribution to university operating budgets to at least the nationd average.

With the end of the Harris’Eves era and the election of a Libera government in October 2003,
Ontarians expect the Liberals to ddliver onthar promises. The Libera dection platform, entitled Choose
Change, contains a series of promisesrelated to postsecondary education. Theseinclude: 1) thecreation
of spaces for 50,000 more students at public colleges and universities; 2) dlowing the inditutions to hire
thousands more academic staff and reduce student/faculty ratios; 3) a tuition freeze for two years, with
compensation for lost revenue; 4) a 50 per cent increase ingraduate scholarships; 5) improvementsto the
sudent financid ad system; 6) tuitionwaiversfor the neediest 10 per cent of sudents; 7) the establishment
of a faculty recruitment fund to attract up to 800 “star” faculty; and 8) the creation of a tuition savings
program. Furthermore, during the 1999 eection campaign, Libera Leader Daton McGuinty sgned a
pledge to bring univerdty funding up to the nationa average during hisfirs term as premier.

The new government’ sfirst red opportunity to Sgnd apivota change in direction away from the
HarrigEves legacy will come in its initid budget to be presented in Spring 2004. The new Liberal
government will need to be seen to be moving forward on postsecondary education and other key areas
to ensure both the province s future prosperity and the continued support of the eectorate.



Ontario Univerdities, the Double Cohort, and the Maclean’s Rankings:
The Legacy of the HarrisEves Y ear s, 1995-2003!

Michael J. Doucet, PhD
Presdent, OCUFA

The double cohort is just part of a much larger national story, one that has been
unfolding for some time, and will continue to do so into the next decade. Thisfall
[2003], with an increase of more than 50,000 undergraduate students, Canadian
universities experienced their biggest year-to-year enrolment increaseever - for the
thirdyearin arow. ... Keepin mind: even at the height of the baby-boom bulge,
the biggest year-to-year growthwas 25,000. Canada responded [then] by building
new universities and filling them with students and faculty. Now, as the babies of
that well-educated baby-boom generation — the echo boom — beat a path to the
postsecondary door step in record numbers, the faculty who taught their parentsare
heading in the oppositedirection, retiring inrecord numbersaswell. In 1990, there
were 532,000 full-time students enrolled in Canadian universities and 36,400 full-
timefacultytoteachthem. Thisfall? Virtually no changein the number of full-time
faculty.?

The Palitical Context

On 8 June 1995, the Ontario el ectoratedecisvely declared that the mandate of the Province' sfird-
ever NDP government would not extend beyond agngleterm. Almost 63 per cent of Ontarians exercised
their franchise on that June day, and when dl of the bdlots had been counted, the Progressve
Consarvatives, led by North Bay’ sMike Harris, had won a massive mgority government. With 44.8 per
cent of the votes cast, the Tories were victorious in 82, or 63.1 per cent, of the then-130 seats in the
Ontario Legidature. From the very outset, the Tories clearly indicated their intention to run Ontario asa

! The assistance and comments of Henry Mandelbaum, Mark Rosenfeld, Karen Whedler, Iris
Shegda, Charlie Campbell, Amy Dickieson Kaufman and Heather McKenzie of the OCUFA officein
the preparation of this report are gratefully acknowledged. Any errors remain the sole responsibility of
the author.

2 Ann Dowsett Johnston, “Measuring Excdllence: With the Largest Incoming Class Ever, and
More Students on the Way, Universities Face Unprecedented Demand to Deliver,” Maclean’s 116
(17 November 2003): 28, emphasisasin the origind.
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business, an ideology that would be extended to the education field. A series of early decisons would
clearly set the tone for what was to follow over the ensuing eight years.

At thetime of the Tory victory, respongibility for the well-being of Ontario’s universitiesfdl under
the mandate of the Ministry of Education and Training. Many were surprised when Premier Harris
appointed rookie Mississauga North MPP John Snobelen, a high-school drop-out and former president
of atrucking firm, ashisfirs Minigter of Education. Asone Toronto Star editoria mused at the time the
cabinet was announced: “What speciad skills does trucking company owner John Snobelen possess that
will vault imto the educationand training ministry?” Theautonomy of Ontario’ suniversities, each of which
had associated withit aseparate legidative act, would only provide apartid shield fromthe ideologicad and
fiscal ondaught that was about to unfold.

Snobelen quickly found himsdf in trouble when he suggested that in order to effect change you
ether had to bein acrigs stuaion, or one would have to be created. While mogt of his attention, and
criss-cregting activity, wasfocussed uponthe e ementary- and secondary-educationleves of his portfalio,
Snobelen proved to be no friend of Ontario’s postsecondary sector, and left alegacy of budget cuts.*

John Snobelen lasted barely two years as Minister of Education, and was replaced in Premier
Harris sfirst mgor cabinet shuffle in October 1997 by Dave Johnson, MPP for Don Mills. An editoria
at the time described Snobelen as “much-loathed” and Johnson as “ever-cam.” Johnson was a former
mayor of East York and in possession of a Master of Science degree in mathematics from the University
of Waterloo. While more respected than John Snobelen, Johnson dso did little in a positive sense for

3 “A Lean Tory Team for Tough Times,” editorid, Toronto Star, 27 June 1995, A18; Andrew
Duffy, “‘Drop-Out’ Who Runs Our Schools Gets Down to Business,” Toronto Star, 9 September
1995, Al and A28. While universities suffered economically under the HarrigEves regime, other areas
of the broader public sector fared even worse, especidly in structural terms. Severd urban areas, most
notably Toronto, Hamilton, and Ottawa, had amagamations imposed on them, usudly in defiance of the
expressed wishes of their municipd politicians and citizens. School Boards were merged and the
sdaries paid to school trustees were cut to just $5,000 per year. On the latter matter see Tess
Kainowski and Krigtin Rushowy, “What Does $5,000 Get Y ou?. School Trustees Frustrated by Lack
of Compensation,” Toronto Star, 9 February 2004, B4.

4 On John Snobden’ sinvent-a-crisis strategy see Richard Brennan, “Minister Plotted to Invent
aCrigs,” Toronto Sar, 13 September 1995, A3; LisaWright, “Apologize for Remarks Harris Tells
Snobelen,” Toronto Star, 14 September 1995, A3; Thomas Wakom, “Snobelen Scales Windy
Helghts of Bafflegab,” Toronto Star, 14 September 1995, A25. Snobelen’s remarks, which were
videotaped, were made before a group of provincid education bureaucrats at a meeting on 6 July
1995. His comments on that occasion also included references to teachers as service providers,
students as clients, and parents as customers.



Ontario’s univerdties during his tenure as Minister of Education and Training, a pogtion he hdd until his
defeat in the 1999 provincia eection.®

Nor were opinions about postsecondary mattersthe sole purview of the EducationMinistersduring
thisperiod. Premier Harris, himself, questioned the value of an arts degree, the preferred choice of more
than 40 per cent of Ontario’s undergraduate students, in a gpeech given at a conference on the future of
universties in Toronto in mid-November of 1997. This would be a theme Harris would continue to
enunciate throughout histime in office. Fortunately, it was one that would be vigoroudy chalenged by a
digtinguished, but normaly invisble group; namdy, Ontario’s universty Chancedlors, who issued a public
gatement onthe vaue of alibera arts educationinearly 2000. Inthat atement, whichitself wastheresult
of what was termed “an unprecedented megting” hed on the Glendon campus of York Universty, the
Chancellors argued:

Higher education is of the utmost importance to the future of Ontario. To prepare the
leaders of tomorrow, we need a university system that is characterized by excellence,
accessihility, diversity, and flexibility.

The Libera arts and sciences mugt continue to be a semind part of Ontario’s higher
education. Thisisa practica idea as much as a philosophica one. A number of recent
studies have clearly underlined that a well-rounded genera education — learning to think,
to write, and to express on€'s ideas dearly — is as vauable to future employability as
technicd or technologica training.

To meet these godls, the universties need renewed funding. Both government and the
private sector (for it isincreasingly ashared concern) must join in an effort to see that the
needs of tomorrow— for awell-educated work-force and a new generation of leadership
—are met.

Whatever new funding mechaniams are developed, they should permit universities
themsdlves to manage enrolment demand and to maintain a diverse and forward-looking
curriculum and program of research.

® Jane Armstrong, Danid Girard, and Joel Ruimy, “ Snobelen’s Out: Johnson New Education
Chief in Bid to Avoid War with Teachers” Toronto Star, 10 October 1997, A1 and A33; Daniel
Girard, “ Teachers Seek ‘' Fresh Start’ after Sacking of Snobelen: Successor Has Reputation as ‘ Straight
Shooter’,” Toronto Sar, 10 October 1997, A33; “ Sensible Changesin Harris Cabinet,” editorid,
Toronto Star, 11 October 1997, B2.



The people of Ontario are, and should be, proud of their universities and what they stand
for. They —we — should work together to see that that pride is maintained.®

Mike Harris would lead the Progressive Conservatives to another mgjority government in the
election of 1999 (capturing 59 of the 103 seatswith45.1 per cent of the vote). In the creation of his new
cabinet fallowing the 3 June 1999 dection, Harris carved a new minigtry, Training, Colleges, and
Universtiesout of the former Ministry of Educationand Training, and appointed L ondon-area M PP Dianne
Cunningham asitsfirg miniser. Harriswould retirefromofficein April of 2002, when he was succeeded
as Premier by Emie Eves. A former Finance Minister in the Harris government, Eves had retired in
February of 2001 asthe long-serving MPP for Parry Sound-Muskoka to take a position as a Canadian
Vice-Presdent at the finandd firm Credit Suisse First Boston. Once selected as PC party leader a a
leadership convention held on 23 March 2002, he returned to the Legidature via a by-eection victory in
Dufferin-Ped-Wellington-Grey that took place on 2 May 2002. The Harris’/Eves era came to an end on
2 October 2003 whenthe Liberds under Dalton McGuinty won 72 seatsand 46.5 per cent of the popular
vote. It is our purpose in this report to examine the fate of Ontario’s universities during the 8-year
sewardship of Mike Harris and Ernie Eves.

The Tory Record

Elected in 1995 on a platform, known as the Common Sense Revolution, that was based on
provincid income tax cutsof 30 per cent and areduction in the role of government, the Tories quickly set
out to dter the structure of both government and government services.”  As Harris would later tell
ddegates to his Party’ s 1998 annua mesting: “We are not the government. We re the people who came
to fix government.” Under the Common Sense Revolution, the government’ sconcept of Ontarians shifted
fromregarding themas dtizens to seeing them solely astaxpayers, a perspective that would have profound
consequences in many areas of provincid life. In the process, the Tories proved themselves to be not so
much fixers of government as they were micro-managers. For a group that clamed to not be the

¢ Jane Armstrong, “ Premier Ducks Demonstrators a Mesting,” Toronto Star, 20 November
1997, A7; “OCUFA Dismayed by Premier’ s Remarks on Arts Graduates,” mediarelease, 27
November 1997; “ Statement of the Ontario University Chancellors on the Importance of University
Education and the Vdue of a Libera Arts Education,” mediareease, 29 February 2000. On reaction
to this statement see “Higher Education,” editorid, Toronto Star, 4 March 2000, H6.

" This platform was released by the Ontario Progressive Consarvative Party in May of 1994.
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government, the Harris Tories certainly did a lot of governing. Nor would their novel gpproach to
government prevent them from seeking re-election.®

Onthe matter of reduced government expendituresand services, most departmentswere ordered
to produce samdler budgets, and the Ministry of Education and Training was no exception. Inthe Tories
1996 Budget, that Ministry’s budget for postsecondary educeation was cut by $400 million, with $272.4
million of that taken from the budgets of Ontario’s universities, making them among the hardest hit of
Ontario’s trandfer-payment agencies.  In al, the Tories reduced university budgets by $329.1 million
between 1995 and 1998. By 2003, the cumulative impact of these cuts was $2.3 billion. While they did
add $258.8 millionto university budgets between 1998 and 2003, the cumulative impact of theseincreases
by the latter year was just $518.3 million, making the cumulative loss to Ontario university budgets about
$1.8 billion over the Harris’/Eves period. So, one aspect of the Harris’Eves legacy was a significant
contribution to Ontario’ s postsecondary education deficit.®

Accordingto the Common Sense Revolution, Ontario’ suniverstiesweretobegivenamechaniam
to recoup theselost revenues. “we propose to partialy de-regulate tuitionover atwo-year period, engbling
schools to charge appropriately for their services” The Tories clamed that this would “enable Ontario
taxpayers to save $400 million, while maintaining funding for our postsecondary system a current levels”
even though they had no intention of maintaining university funding at its current, and already insufficient,
levels. Permission to deregulate certain programs was given to the universtiesin 1998, with the proviso
that 30 per cent of any tuition increases had to be put towards scholarships and bursaries, meking such
programsstudent self-fundedtoamarked degree. Not surprisingly, universitiesrushed to take advantage
of the opportunities presented by deregulation. Programsin medicine, dentistry, law, and high-tech fields

8 Michde Landsberg, “Harris Shrugs Off Responsihility,” Toronto Sar, 25 October 1998,
A2.

® University budgets aso took a substantia hit from the federal government in 1995. The
federal budget of that year introduced the Canada Hedlth and Socid Transfer (CHST) which replaced
individua transfer envelopes for health, higher education, and socid programs with a single block
trangfer that gave the provinces greater discretion about how these funds could be spent, with hedlth
care winning out over the other programs. The author of the CHST was the then-Finance Minigter,
Paul Martin, who now is Prime Minigter. See*Paul Martin and the 40 Per Cent Solution,” CAUT
Bulletin (October 1996), accessed viawww.caut.caand “How Ottawa Is Weakening PSE,” CAUT
Now! 2 (21 June 2000). On the Ontario scene see OCUFA, Between the Numbers: Government
Funding Support for Ontario Universities Fails to Redress Educational Deficit, Research Report
1-3 (Toronto: OCUFA, 2000). For a useful and interesting comparison of the university funding
gtuaionsin Ontario and Australia see Mark Rosenfeld, “ Canuck-Do Higher Education,” Australian
Universities Review 46 (2003): 24-31. See dso University of Guelph, Presidential Task Force on
Accessibility to University Education: Interim Report (Gueph: University of Gueph, 2004) -
www.uoguel ph.calpres dent/ptfalreport.shtml



saw ggnificat tuitionincreases. For example, a the University of Western Ontario, tuition fees for its
medical school rose from $4,037 in 1996 to $15,393 in 2003, an increase of 281 per cent, and enough
to makethe Deanworry about rigng student debt. One study found increasing numbersof Ontario medical
students expected to graduate with debts of more than $50,000. Law school fees at the University of
Toronto went from $3,173in 1996 to $14,700, in 2003 (up 363 per cent) and were scheduled to rise to
$22,000 by 2006 (for arise of 593 per cent since 1996).° In the light of these dramatic increasss,
concerns began to be expressed about access to such programs for the members of disadvantaged
groups.t!

While deregulation meant something of arevenue gain for those Ontario universities with digible
programs, the Tories delivered a very different message about tuition increases for the dill regulated
programs. These had been dlowed to increase from anaverage of $2,451 in 1995 to $3,812 by 1999,
or by some 55.5 per cent, compared with an inflation rate of just 6.8 per cent over this same period.*2

19 Fee information was gathered in December of 2003 from the websites of the named
indtitutions. For more on the rise of tuition fees at Ontario universities see Michad J. Douct, “The
Tuition Squeeze: A Trans-Generationd Perspective,” OCUFA Forum (Fall 2000), 16-21. See also
Hugh Mackenzie and Mark Rosenfeld, University Funding Cuts: Shortchanging Ontario Students
(Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, 2002).

1 Tracey Tyler, “U of T Hikes Law School Tuition 14%: Annua Fee Now $16,000,
Expected to Hit $22,000 by 2006,” Toronto Sar, 4 April 2003, F3; “Law School Math,” editorid,
Globe and Mail, 3 March 2003, A12; Tracy Tyler, “ Student Fights Planned Tuition Hike: Law School
a‘'Pipe Dream’ for Blacks,” Toronto Star, 3 April 2003, B5; Heather Sokoloff, “ Tuition Hike Did Not
Keep Poor Out of Law School: Number of Black, Aborigina Students Grew as Costs Rose: U of T
Study,” National Post, 21 February 2003, A7; Carol Goar, “Where High Student Debt Leads,”
Toronto Star, 20 January 2003, A18. On the impacts of the medical school fee increases at Western
see Ddice A. Sim, Report of the 1999 Survey of Medical Students (London: Telephone Survey Unit,
Department of Epidemiology and Biodtatigtics, Faculty of Medicine and Dentigtry, University of
Western Ontario, 1999); Patrick Maloney, “Medicd Students Focus on Tuition,” London Free Press,
25 September 2003, A3; Shawn Jeffords, “ Dean Fears Debt Deterring Doctors,” London Free Press,
28 August, 2003, B6; CanWest News Service, “Medicad Students Burden[ed] with Debt: Mortgage-
Size Loans Hit Graduating Docs,” Windsor Sar, 2 September 2003, C1; Jeff C. Kwong et al.,
“Effects of Risng Tuition Fees on Medicad School Class Composition and Financid Outlook,”
Canadian Medical Association Journal 166 (16 April 2002): 1023-1028. See aso University of
Gudph, Presidential Task Force on Accessibility to University Education: Interim Report
(Gueph: University of Guelph, 2004) - www.uoguel ph.calpresident/ptfal/report.shtml

12 Both the Liberas and the NDP had alowed tuition to increase. For Bachelor of Arts
degress, it rose from an average of $1,397 in 1988 to $2,451 in 1995, or by 75.4 per cent. Inflation
over this period was just 21.5 per cent. All inflation figures used in this report have been produced
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Startingin 2000, tuitionfeesinregulated programs were dlowed to riseby 2 per cent over the 1999 base,
for 2000 and the following four years. Thiswas nat, it should be emphasized, a2 per cent increaseeach
year, Snce it dways related back to the 1999 base year; so the revenue gan associated with regulated
programs between 2002 and 2003, for example, was just 1.85 per cent. As with the deregulated
programs, 30 per cent of these increases had to be set aside for sudent aid. So, the red gain to Ontario
university operating budgets from the 2002/03 increase in regulated tuition fees was just 1.3 per cent, a
figure wdll below the rate of inflation, 1.6 per cent, for this period. As the years unfolded, the Stuation
proved to be anything but revenue neutral for Ontario’s universties. In the face of both inflationary
pressures (17.24 per cent between 1995 and 2003) and growth in enrolment, the fiscd pogtion of the
Province' s public universties eroded sgnificantly during the HarrisEves years, and the qudity of system
suffered noticeably as adirect conseguence.

TheArt of “Cherry Picking” Advice

In 1995, the Ontario Progressive Conservatives inherited a system of public universties that had
been chronicaly under-funded for at least a decade. Under their stewardship, conditions worsened. As
one report from the Council of Ontario Universties (COU) argued:

Ontario government funding for universities was 10" out of ten provincesonaper sudent
basisin 2001-2002, and has been 10" on a per capita basis since 1993-94 and onaper
$1,000 of personal income basis snce 1990-91. Given 2001-2002 funding levels,
provincid funding to Ontario universitieswould have to increase by about $646 million to
reach the funding per sudent of the other nine provinces, by about $849 million to reech
the funding per [capita] levd, and by $1.2 hillion to reach the funding per $1,000 of
persond income leve .1

The government should have known better. Not only did it ignore funding advice received from
OCUFA, the Council of Ontario Universties, and other interested groupsit was only too happy to dismiss
as “specid interests” it also failed to act on recommendations madeto it by the members of both its own
hand-picked advisory pand and an equaly hand-picked task force.

N 1996, Educationand Training Minister John Snobelen established an Advisory Pand on Future
Directions for Postsecondary Education, chaired by former Queen’s University Principd David C. Smith.

using the inflation caculator found on the Bank of Canada s website a
www.bankofcanada.calen/inflation_cal.htm

13 Council of Ontario Universties, Briefing Notes, October 2003, section 3.3. Itaicsin the
origind.



From this group, the Minister sought advice on three “key issues,” matters that were in close accord with
the Tory vison for postsecondary education:

. the most appropriate sharing of costs among students, the private sector, and
government;
. ways to promote and support cooperation between colleges and universties, and

between them and the secondary school system; and

. ways to meet expected leves of demand for postsecondary education, with
reference to exiding public inditutions and exiding or proposed private
indtitutions.**

The Pand’ sfind report wasentitled Excellence, Accessibility, Responsibility, and contained 18
far-reaching recommendations. As is often the case, the Provincid Government acted on some of the
recommendations, and ignored others, a process commonly caled “cherry picking.” For our purposes,
it isworth noting the acceptance by the Tories of the proposas to dlow limited private universities and

limited degree-granting powers for community colleges. They aso partialy accepted the recommendation
that:

an indtitution should be free to set tuition fees at whatever leve it regards as appropriate,
program by program, on condition that if an institution chooses to set fees above the
government-specified upper limit defined in (ii), it must digtribute 30% of the incremental
revenue as financia assstance to its students, based on need.

(i) We recommend that the government set an upper limit on fees used to caculae the
amount of government-provided student assistance for whicha student would be igible.
Thereshould be asingle limit used for dl inditutions, both publicly- and privately-funded,
participating in the public student assistance program.®®

14 Ministry of Education and Training, “ Snobelen Appoints Advisory Pand on Future
Directions for Postsecondary Education,” mediarelease, 16 July 1996.

15 Advisory Panel on Future Directions for Postsecondary Education, Excellence,
Accessibility, Responsibility (Toronto: Advisory Panel on Future Directions for Postsecondary
Education, 1996), 34, 46, 60. In addition to Smith, the members of the Advisory Panel included David
M. Cameron, Chair of Palitical Science a Dahousie University; Frederick W. Gorbet, aVice-
Presdent at Manulife Financid in Toronto; Catherine Henderson, President of Centennid Collegein
Scarborough; and Bette M. Stephenson, a medica doctor and former Ontario Minister of Education
and of Colleges and Universities (1975 to 1985). See Minigtry of Education and Training,
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Recommendations such as these were in agreement with the Tories' vison for postsecondary education
in Ontario.

What the Harris government refused to accept, however, werethefirg two recommendations made
by the membersof the Advisory Panel. These, of course, were the ones with financid implications for the
government. In thefirgt recommendation, an atempt was made to both identify the shortfdl in university
funding and to assign respongibility for rectifying thet Stuation:

We recommend that Ontarians undertake to correct the current serious inadequacies in
total financid resources available to postsecondary education. Thisundertakingisashared
responsbility that includes government, postsecondary ingtitutions, students and their
families, and the private sector.

While members of the Panel cdled for shared responsbility, they were very clear about their
expectations for government funding:

Thus, while we appreciate the cdl for dl sectors to share in the genera constraints on
public expenditures, we bdieve that much attention must dso be given to prioritiesin a
longer-term context. A first-rate postsecondary education system is vital for Ontario’'s
future. To meet this priority, we are convinced that the system should not sustain further
reductions in grants, and that a medium-term goal should be for government support to
gpproximate the average of other Canadian provinces and to close the gap with public
funding of mgor public university and college sysemsin the United States.

The second recommendation of the Advisory Panel attempted both to place the Ontario Stuation
in abroader context and to set reasonable funding-level targets:

We recommend that provincia government support of universitiesand colleges in Ontario
be comparable to the average for other Canadian provincesand be reasonably inlinewith
government support of mgor public university and college systems in the United States.
This goa should be achieved by arresting reductions in government grants now and by

“Backgrounder: Advisory Pandl on Future Directions for Postsecondary Education,” 16 July 1996.
One of the strongest advocates of deregulation of tuition throughout this period was William Leggett,
Principa of Queen’s Universty since 1994. Leggett argued in favour of the deregulation of dl tuition
fees. Even the Tories could not bring themsalves to approve this scenario. See Theresa Boyle,
“Ontario Turns Down University Fee-Hike Bid,” Toronto Star24 January 2002, A1 and A21.
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building towards this god over severa years in ways that strengthen excellence and
accessihility. 1

Rather than follow this advice, the Tories chose to dlow funding levels to continue to deteriorate.
According to research conducted by the Council of Ontario Universities, the funding gap between Ontario
and both the other Canadian provinces and comparator US states continued to widen during most of the
Harris/Eves period.”

In September of 2000, Traning, Colleges, and Universties Minister Dianne Cunningham
announced the establishment of the cleverly-named Investing in Students Task Force to be chaired by
Jaynn Bennett. This Task Force was set up to “examine current college and university administrative
operations to ensure the accessihility, accountability, and affordability of the system in the future” The
mandate given to the Task Force, with its emphasis on a search for efficiencies, the use of best practices,
and the establishment of abusiness case for any proposal s, seemed destined to produceareport that would
be sympathetic to the ideologica bent of the Tory government. Seven items werelisted for the members
of the Task Forceto consider:

. The purpose of the task forceisto advisethe Minister onways to ensurethat public funds
supporting postsecondary education are directed at providing the highest qudity of
education while ensuring access for students, affordability, and accountability. In
conducting this review, the task force will examine best practices in Ontario and
comparableinitiatives in other jurisdictions.

. In developing its recommendations, the task force will give full consideration to the
ggnificant role that postsecondary indtitutions play in their locd communities, the need to
maintain service in loca communities while assessing how service ddivery may be made
more effective, and the need to continue to offer postsecondary education opportunities
in English and French in dl regions of the province.

. The task force will examine options for shared services, finding “best of class’ examples
of sarvice provison and looking for adminidrative gpplications elsewhere in the
postsecondary education system, concentrating onissues of commonservice delivery and
good adminidrdive practices (e.g., information technology, procurement, and data
collection).

16 Advisory Pandl on Future Directions for Postsecondary Education, Excellence,
Accessibility, Responsibility (Toronto: Advisory Panel on Future Directions for Postsecondary
Education, 1996), 4-5.

17" Council of Ontario Universities, Council of Ontario Universities Briefing Notes (Toronto:
COU, 2003), section 3.3.
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. The task force will recommend ways to ensure a continuing focus on best practices and
their implementation so that current and future spending is directed to meeting the changing
needs of students.

. Thetask force will seek the views of students, postsecondary inditutions, faculty and staff
associations, loca communities, business groups, and other organizations as appropriate
to ensure a broad, system level perspective is obtained.

. The task force will solicit proposals from inditutions on ways to increase adminidrative
efficencesthrough shared services, adminigraive collaborations, or other activities, while
maintaining access and ensuring affordability and accountability. The Task Force may dso
provide advice to the Minister as gppropriate.

. The task force will ensure proposas are accompanied by a strong business case and will
develop criteriafor such business cases.

Given this mandate, skeptics expected the membersof this body to produce awhitewash; but when their
report was released in February of 2001, it wasamuchmore balanced document thanmost had imagined
it would be.'8

A number of imposing chdlengesfor universtieswere identified by the members of the Task Force
- record enrolment levels (forecast to rise by 88,000 students by 2005/06), ageing infrastructure, looming
faculty shortages due to retirements, and the high costs of the technology needed to ensure currency. No
doubt much to the dismay of the Harris Government, the members of the Task Force identified arevenue
gap of $54 million to accommodate universty students at current levels of funding for 2001/02, and
estimated the gap at $108 million for 2002/03, $242 million for 2003/04, $353 million for 2004/05, and
$351 for 2005/06. The cumulative gap for this period, therefore, amounted to some $1.1 hillion.
Members of the Task Force took painsto note:

18 “New Task Force to Focus Ontario’s Postsecondary Resources on Students,” media
release, Ministry of Training, Colleges, and Universties, 19 September 2000. Much of the skepticism
that greeted the announcement of the creation of the Task Force had to do with its membership, which
did not include a single Ontario academic and was heavily weighted towards representation from the
business community. Jalynn Bennett, Chair of the Task Force, was president of the strategic planning
consulting firm of Jaynn H. Bennett & Associates. Other members included Toronto lawyer Jean
Bédard, University of Alberta President Roderick Fraser, Nova Scotia Community College President
Ray lvany, and Hydro One Networks President and CEO Courtney Pratt. The mandate for the Task
Force was provided in “Backgrounder: Terms of Reference for the Advisory Task Force on Investing
in Students,” Minigtry of Training, Colleges, and Univergties, 19 September 2000.
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these estimates do not include the revenue required to ded with inflationary pressures, to
increase invesment in postsecondary education to matchthat of competitive jurisdictions;
to maintain the existing physica plant; nor to ded with new and emerging needs, such as
improved student services, invesments for distributed learning technologies, or the
informationtechnology to support innovation. In recent years, declinesin operating grants
have been managed through increased tuitionfees, increasing other revenue sources, and
adminigrative efficencies Any flexibility for individud indtitutions within the system to
continue compensating for dedining revenues is minimd.  Current service leves for
sudents must be improved, not just maintained.

To underscore the true severity of the gtuation, the members of the Task Force suggested: “the
revenue gap projected means that some of our ingtitutions may not survive, let done thrive™® Like earlier
dudies of Ontario’s postsecondary educational system, the one chaired by Jdynn Bennett urged the
Provincid Government to make substantia new investments. Inthewords of one OCUFA mediarelease,
the Task Force was unable to find a“ glver bullet” whichwould allow the Tories*to avoid paying for quality
university education.”® Sadly, their advice to increase funding would fal on, what most charitably might
be called, partially-desf ears.

In the 1994-95 fiscd year, provincid grants to Ontario universities totaled some $1.853 hillion
(Figurel). Thisfigure represented 67.6 per cent of the univerdties operating income, with the remainder
coming from tuition fees (28.5 per cent) and other sources (3.9 per cent). Full-time undergraduate
enrolment in Ontario universities stood at 205,618 in the Fall of 1994, with full-time graduate enrolment
peggedat 24,201 at that time, for atotal of 229,819 full-time universty students (Figure 2). These students
were taught by 12,792 full-time faculty (Figure 3).%

Unfortunately, thereis alag in the reporting of some of these critical measures, so the true nature
of the Ontario university system at the end of the HarrigEves era is not yet known. What is known,
however, is far from encouraging. According to one OCUFA study that was based on data from the
Minidry of Training, Colleges, and Univerdties “usng the most generous definition of * operating funding’
that isreasonable, $1.803 billionwas flowed to public universitiesin2002-03,” or $50 millionlessinactual

1 Invegting in Students Task Force, Portals and Pathways: A Review of Postsecondary
Education in Ontario (Toronto: Investing in Students Task Force, 2001), 8.

2 OCUFA, “Government Doesn't Find Silver Bullet,” media redease, 20 March 2001.

21 Coundil of Ontario Universities, Facts & Figures: A Compendium of Statistics on
Ontario Universities 2000 (Toronto: COU, 2002), 45 and 93. The figures for full-time faculty include
individuas in both the tenured and non-tenured/sessional streams.
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dollarsthanin 1994/95 when funds al ready were considered to be inadequate.?? According to the COU,
by 2001/02, the provincia contribution to the operating budgets of Ontario’s universities had plummeted
to just 50.6 per cent, dead last among Canadian provinces (Figure 4).2

According to the COU, in the Fal of 2003 there were an estimated 310,200 full-time students,
both undergraduate and graduate, in Ontario’s universties, an increase of some 35.0 per cent over the
1994 totals.* The most recent data on full-time faculty are for 2000/01 and show atotal of just 11,881
individuas, adecline of 7.1 per cent Snce1994. Not surprisingly, theratio of full-time studentsto full-time
faculty a Ontario universties went from 18.0:1 in 1994 to 20.7:1in 2000, a 15 per cent deterioration in
a measure in which Ontario dready placed well below the nationa average, and on which it now stands
dead lagt. Using dightly different data, the COU caculated the rise in the student/faculty ratio to be from
20.1in 1994 to 22.1 in 1999, for an increase of 10 per cent.” In comparing these differing results, it is
hard to know whether to take solace in the lower growthrate or to lament the higher ratio. OCUFA data
suggest the student/faculty ratio rose from 22.1 in 1999/2000 to an estimated 23.8 in 2002/2003, or a
deteriorationof some 7.7 per cent in just four years. Whatever the choice among these varying estimates,
the news was not good for Ontario students and their parents. In fact, Ontario has had the highest
univerdty student/faculty ratio among Canadian provinces since 1992. Given the massive increase in
enrolment since the Fall of 2000, anincreasethat was not matched by any noticegble faculty-hiring frenzy,
the student-faculty ratio should be evenworse for 2003/2004.2° This, too, ispart of the HarrisEveslegacy
to Ontario’s public universties.

The Double Cohort

22 Under OCUFA Scrutiny: The PC Position on Higher Education (Toronto: OCUFA,
2003), 1.

23 Council of Ontario Universties, Briefing Notes, October 2003, section 2.1.

24 Full-time undergraduate enrolment grew by 34.8 per cent between 1994 and 2003, while
graduate enrolment grew by 36.8 per cent over this period.

5 Coundil of Ontario Universities, Facts & Figures 2000: A Compendium of Satistics on
Ontario Universities (Toronto: COU, 2001), 69 and Ontario Universities - 2002 Resource
Document (Toronto: COU, 2002), 88.

%6 OCUFA dataindicate that the number of full-time faculty in Ontario increased from 11,889
in 2000/01 to 12,552 in 2002/03, an increase of 5.6 per cent. Over the same period, the number of
full-time-equivaent students rose by 13.0 per cent, or by more than twice the rate of the growth in full-
time faculty.
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While universty enrolment in Ontario aready had begun to rise in the late 1990s for atrio of
reasons — the increasing participation of high-school graduates, demographic changes (the baby boom
echo), and the redlization of the need for life-long learning by older individuads— 2003 was viewed as a
momentous year. In that year, there would be two groups graduating from Ontario’s secondary schools
— the last group of Grade 13/OAC students and the first group from the new four-year curriculum.
Together, these students became known as the “ double cohort,” and an enormous degree of anxiety was
a characterigtic often associated with the members of this group. One Ontario university Director of
Admissions aptly described the looming student wave in asingle word —“ scary.”?’

The Tory government was dow in providing assstance to Ontario’ s universities in the face of this
gteadily and quite predictably advancing ondaught. In fact, the decison to eiminate Ontario’s extra year
of secondary school had been announced in 1997, so there should have been plenty of time to alow
universties to get ready for the double cohort year. Unfortunately, they were not to be given that luxury
because the Tories had no comprehensive plan in place to ded with the matter.?® In fact, two reports
commissioned by the COU posed a pair of fundamenta questions, the answers to which remained rather
uncertain: “Will There Be Roomfor Me?” and “Will There Be Enough Excdllent Profs?” And, at the very
time when enrolment a Ontario univergties was projected to soar, the Province a so was being warned
of alooming faculty shortage crisis that was considered worthy of front-page newspaper coverage.®

Lack of preparation, however, did not stop the palitical rhetoric. In the 1999 provincia eection,
the Harris government made the following bold and quitefoolish promise: “we commit that every willing

21 Murray Campbell, “ Student Numbers Are Up — So'sthe Anxiety,” Globe and Mail, 17
January 2003, A7; Mark Rosenfeld and Amy Dickieson Kaufman, “ The State of Higher Education in
Ontario: Burdting at the Seams,” in Denise Doherty-Delorme and Erika Shaker (eds.), Missing Pieces
IV: An Alternative Guide to Canadian Post-Secondary Education (Ottawa: Canadian Centre for
Policy Alternatives, 2003), 59-63; Steve Kravitz, “Double Cohort Is‘Scary’,” The Ryersonian, 2
October 2002, 1 and 3.

28 OCUFA, “No ‘ Comprehensive Plan’ to Deal with Double Cohort, Says OCUFA,” media
release, 13 August 2001.

29 PriceWaterhouseCoopers, “ Will There Be Room for Me?” (Toronto: COU, 1999); David
C. Smith, “ Will There Be Enough Excellent Profs?” : Report on Prospective Demand and Supply
Conditions for University Faculty in Ontario (Toronto: COU, 2000); OCUFA, LessIsn't More:
Ontario’s Faculty Shortage Crisis, Research Report 1-4 (Toronto: OCUFA, 2001); Byron G.
Spencer, The Double Cohort and the Shortage of Faculty: How Big Are the Problems? (Toronto:
C.D. Howe Ingtitute, 2002); Kristin Rushowy, “Hunt On for 15,000 Professors. Universities Face
Loss of Teachers, Influx of Students,” Toronto Star, 15 January 2001, A1 and A11.
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and qualified Ontario student will continue to be able to attend college or university.”® Inthe
enauing years, these wordswould become amantrafor The Hon. Dianne Cunningham, Minigter of Training,
Colleges, and Universties(MTCU). Likemany amantra, thewordswould begin to ring hollow intheface
of thefiscd redity faced by Ontario’s universities, especidly asit became increasingly difficult to predict
the sze of the “willing and qudified” group.

While the Tories eventudly promised to fully fund any new enrolment growth associated with the
double cohort, the new funding that was given was handed over on a dip-year, or after-the-fact basis,
which further compounded budgeting problems for Ontario universties, making planning unnecessarily
difficult for their senior administrators. Tothe Tories, thisprobably represented an attempt to provide* just-
in-time-funding”; it proved to be anything but that. Moreover, initid funding projections had been based
on unredligtic assumptions concerning high-school graduation rates.

Early forecastshad suggested therewould beabout 61,000 firgt-year students coming directly from
high schoal to Ontario universtiesin the Fal of 2003; ultimatdy, just over 76,000, or almost one-quarter
more than origindly predicted, had to be accommodated. This represented a 42 per cent increase in
relation to the direct-high-school -entry first-year classof 2002, whichitself had been 16.7 per cent larger
than the class of 2001, because thousands of high-school students attempted to fast-track ther way to
university to avoid the double-cohort crush(Figure 5).!

In the end, government predictions concerning the 9ze of the “double-cohort” class proved to be
“not in the balpark,” and created much distrust among applicants and their parents; yet, it took many
months of tough, and, sometimes surprigngly public, bargaining by Ontario’s univerdity presdents to
convince the Provincia Government to provide funding at the traditiona rates for each and every new
student.® Furthermore, the Tories failed to ded withthe roughly 6 to 7 per cent of studentsaready in the

30 PC Party of Ontario, Blueprint: Mike Harris' s Plan to Keep Ontario on the Right Track
(Toronto: PC Party of Ontario, 1999), 45. Bold in the origind.

31 Ontario Universities Application Centre data for 25 September 2003. In addition to the
direct high schoal entrants, Ontario’s universities had 13,446 non-secondary registrants as full-time
studentsin Fall 2003, down from 14,912 in Fall 2002, a decrease of 9.8 per cent. 1n 2003, by
Government directive, priority was given to the gpplications from direct high school gpplicants.
Canadian Press, “ Students Rushing to Graduate Early,” Globe and Mail, 25 February 2002, A16;
Sarah Schmidt, “ Sorting Students ‘Very, Very Tricky’ for Universities: 101,668 Students Apply for
61,284 Spots,” National Post, 22 January 2003, A13.

32 A glimpse into the concerns over funding levels can be found in Coundil of Ontario
Universities, Funding For Ontario Universities: The Detailed Picture (Toronto: COU, 2002). See
aso, Chrigine Cox, “Univergties May Face Student Struggle: Still Unclear How Many They Must
Accept and Whether They'll Have the Funding for Them,” Hamilton Spectator, 18 January 2003 A5;
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system for whom no government grants were provided. Moreover, they forced universities to give
preference in the admissions' process to direct high-school entrants over al other types of applicants,
perhaps reflecting a new-found Tory belief in jeunesse oblige.

If direct high-school applicants had reason for anxiety in 2003, mature students, internationa
gpplicants, out-of-province gpplicants, and those wishing to transfer from one university to another within
Ontario had even more to be worried about. Applications from such individuas grew by 9.4 per cent
between 2002 and 2003, but ther actual regigtrations declined by 9.8 per cent over the same period,
creating ayear-over-year gap of dmost 20 per cent. Simply because of their place and/or year of birth,
some of the willing and qudified did not even rate consideration in the rush to ded with the massive pool
of high-school applicants.

Perhaps fearful that the promise of their mantra could not be delivered, in 2000 the Tories passed
the mischievoudy-named Post-secondary Education Choice and Excellence Act, apieceof legidation
designed to permit the certification of private universities and to alow community collegesto grant applied
degreesinadditionto ther widdy-recognized and time-tested diplomas. Whileno private universtieshave
yet been approved by the Education Quaity Assessment Board established by the Choi ceand Excellence
Act, some community colleges were given permission to establish gpplied degree programs. It is not yet
known the extent to which“willingand qudified” university applicantsresorted to the exercise of thisoption
in 2003.

Creating Spacesfor the “Willing and Qualified”: The SuperBuild Saga

Hank Daniszewki, “Extra $60 Million Sought to Handle Flood of Grads,” London Free Press, 21
January 2003, A1-A2; Sarah Schmidt, “University Crush to Cost Ontario $60M,” National Post, 18
January 2003, A10 and “Double Cohort Class Will Be Too Large by 10,000 Spaces: Applications
Indicate Preparations for Fall ‘Not in the Balpark’,” National Post, 18 December 2002, A2; Louise
Brown, 20,000 Face Entry Refusd by Universities: Survey Shows Lack of Fundsto Handle
Enrolment Surge,” Toronto Star, 30 January 2002, A1 and A18; “Education Put at Risk,” editorid,
Toronto Star, 31 January 2002, A24; Kim Honey, “Double Cohort May Keep 7,000 Out of
University, Report Finds,” Globe and Mail, 17 October 2002, A7; “University Hangs Out ‘No
Vacancy’ Sign,” editorid, Toronto Star, 29 April 2002, A20; Wallace Immen, “Double-Cohort Plan
a Risk: Ryerson, U of T Warn Admissions Will Be Cut Unless Ontario Injects Cash for Extra
Students,” Globe and Mail, 29 April 2002, A15; Sarah Schmidt, “ Students Expect to Be Shut Out of
Universties Distrust of Government’s Guarantee of Placement,” National Post, 17 October 2002,
A7; Murray Campbdl, “Parents Don't Buy Tory Promises on Double Cohort,” Globe and Mail, 18
May 2002, A11; Louise Brown, “Cohort Creates Parental Panic. Universities Rush to Quell Boomers
Admisson Fears” Toronto Star, 30 March 2002, A1 and A26.
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On the capitdl side of univerdty ledgers, the Tories, during most of their yearsin office, proved to
be just as miserly as they were with operating budgets. Over thefirst half of the 1990s, Bob Rag'sNDP
government had provided anaverage of $93.6 million(expressed in 2000/2001 consgtant dollars) incapita
grantsto universtieseachyear. The Harris’Eves governments provided $56.8 million in 1995/96, $36.9
millionin 1996/97, $39.3 millionin 1997/98, $37.0 million in 1998/99, $94.1 million in 2000/01, and a
record low $26.7 million in 2001/02, for an average of just $48.5 million in those years (dl figures
expressed in 2001/02 constant dollars).®

The Torieseventudly responded to the pressing need for new classrooms, labs, and other fadilities
that would be required to deal withthe double cohort through the SuperBuild program. Announced inthe
Provincid Budget of 1999, the SuperBuild ventureinitidly wasintended to create some 73,000 new spaces
in the province's colleges and universities, and saw capitd grantsto universitiesrise to $621.9 millionin
1999/2000.

While SuperBuild did result in the injection of about $1.1 billion of provincid government money
into universty and college capita fadilities over three separate rounds of competition, severa important
dringswereassociated withit* Firgt, universitieswere required to provide matching fundsfor their capital
projects, which put newer universties and those located in Northern Ontario at a distinct disadvantage

33 Coundil of Ontario Univergties, Ontario Universities - 2002 Resour ce Document
(Toronto: COU, 2002), xii, 70, 71.

34 According to MTCU, SuperBuild Projects for Postsecondary Institutions - Spring
2003: Summary of Funded Projects by Region (accessed on 22 December 2003 from
www.edu.gov.on.calsuperbuil d/englisysummary/summary2003.html), by May of 2003, SuperBuild had
created 100,604 student spaces a Ontario’s universties and community colleges. The same document
listed government, or SuperBuild, funding a $1,161.57 million, and other, or matching, funding at
$1,436.30 million. In other words, the government’ s contribution to this capita spending spree was
just 44.7 per cent of the totd vaue of the projects. At thisjuncture, it is not yet clear either how much
of the “matching” 55.3 per cent the universities and colleges have been able to raise or how much has
had to be covered through mortgages and other financing vehicles. What is clear, however, isthat over
time the matching grants have grown as a burden on university budgets. When the origina SuperBuild
announcements were made in 2000, they cdled for the creation of 73,079 student spaces. The funding
dlocations at that time were given as SuperBuild - $891.37 million and other funding - $817.91 million.
This meant the provincia government grants would cover 52.1 per cent of the value of the projects,
with matching funds standing at 47.9 per cent. The changes in these distributions between 2000 and
2003, no doubt, were due to the establishment of more redlistic budgets for the individua projects
themsalves, with the government unwilling to absorb any of the risng costs associated with changesin
such things asthe rate of inflation and changes in the costs of materids and labour. See
www.edu.gov.on.calsuperbuil d/englishysummary/summary 2000.html
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because of their smaler dumni and corporate bases.®® In arather impressive display of chutzpah, the
Tories spoke during the 2003 eection campaign of the $2.6 billion in funding associated with the
SuperBuild programasif it came entirdy fromthe government. They boasted that thislargesse represented
“the biggest capital investment in post-secondary educationinnearly half acentury.”*® Giventheparsimony
of provincid government contributions to postsecondary capital projects over thisperiod, it would not have
taken avery large investment to substantiate this clam.

Without question, the SuperBuild grants tended to favour certain types of structures over others.
The Tories proved unable to resist the urge to forecast the demands the economy would place on future
university graduates, a path fraught with dangers, and one that ignored the redlity of student choices and
abilities. According to a study by the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA), socid sciences
and humanities programs lost out to those in enginesring, business, and computer scienceinthe SuperBuild
dlocation process, especidly in the early rounds. The CCPA study indicated that 51 per cent of
SuperBuild fundshad gone to projects associated withthe former programs, while just 3 per cent had gone
to fadlities for the latter group of programs. In spite of a Ministry claim that “one of the criteria for
gpproving the new buildings was high student demand for specific programs,” such dlocations hardly
reflected the academic choices being made by Ontario students.  In 1999/2000, 24 per cent of Ontario
university students were enrolled in engineering, computer science, and business programs, while 40 per
cent were enrolled in programs of study in the humanities and socia sciences™

% OCUFA, Ontario’s Northern Universities: A Comparative Study of Enrolment and
Revenue, Research Report 3-1 (Toronto: OCUFA, 2002) and Heather-jane Robertson, David
McGrane, and Erika Shaker, For Cash and Future Considerations: Ontario Universities and
Public-Private Partnerships (Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, 2003), Appendices
1-4.

% PC Party of Ontario, The Road Ahead: Premier Ernie Eves Plan for Ontario’s Future
(Toronto: PC Party of Ontario, 2003), 32. In their platform, the Tories dso claimed that more than
135,000 new student spaces were to be created through this funding. The officia SuperBuild records,
however, placed the number at 100,604, noting that “ colleges and universities have committed to
creeting an additiona 36,000 spaces through facility renewa and better use of existing spaces.” Seethe
footnotes to the 2003 SuperBuild posting at:
www.edu.gov.on.calsuperbuil d/englisiysummary/summary2003.htm

37 Heather-jane Robertson, David McGrane, and Erika Shaker, For Cash and Future
Considerations: Ontario Universities and Public-Private Partnerships (Ottawa: Canadian Centre
for Policy Alternatives, 2003), 41-42. For commentary on this study see Caroline Alphonso, “Arts
Programs Suffer as Business Gets Funds,” Globe and Mail, 24 September 2003, A7 and “ Two-Tier
Funding Hurts Education,” editorid, London Free Press, 28 September 2003, 14. Ministry of
Training, Colleges, and Universties, Setting Out: The Double Cohort and You (Toronto: Queen’s
Printer for Ontario, 2002), n.p.

18



While SuperBuild promised to deliver some much-needed physica fadlitiesto Ontario’ suniversity
campusss, it did not, by any means, deal with dl of the problems associated with the accommodation of
enrolment growth. According to OCUFA, by 2001 the province needed to provide the equivaent of one
new McMaster University every year for four years to meet the risng demand for university places
associated with the double cohort.  Others predicted a continuing space crunch due to the escalating
demand for university education due to the baby-boom echo, the trend to life-long learning, and increased
participation rates.®

SuperBuild funds provided only certaintypesof university infrastructure. Most of the SuperBuild
money was directed towards the construction of classrooms, laboratories, office space, and other
dructures. These facilities did not add up to the entire space needs of the sudents: for univergities are far
more than classrooms, labs, and offices. In spite of the rdlaively massive investment in physca facilities,
few Ontario universties had the luxury of contemplating additions to ther recregtiond, student service,
library, lounge, and study space. On many campuses, these things already were being heavily used,
frequently to the point of overuse. Even asthe new structures did spring up, concerns about quality, and
even safety, remained. As one editorid warned early in 2003: “what will students get in return for their
fineandd, academic, and nervous expenditures? Many will gain admisson to serioudy crowded,
understaffed inditutions far from home.™® Moreover, years of underfunding meant that the deferred
maintenance bill for Ontario universtiesstood at about $1 billionby 2003, leaving parts of many campuses
in avery sorry state that was being monitored by a shrinking base of maintenance workers.*

% OCUFA, Brief to the Sanding Committee on Finance and Economic Affairs (Toronto:
OCUFA, 2001), 1; Sarah Schmidt, “ Space Crunch Coming Sooner to Universties. * Echo Boom'’
Generation, Mature Students Push Fast-Rising Enrolment,” Ottawa Citizen, 17 January 2004, A5.

39 “Lots of Students, Restricted Space,” editorid, Guelph Mercury, 16 January 2003, A8.

40" Sarah Schmidtt, “Ontario Universities Say Crush Threatens Quaity of Education: Facullty,
Services Need More Funding,” National Post, 21 January 2003, A8; “Lots of Students, Restricted
Space,” editorid, Guelph Mercury, 16 January 2003, A8; Caroline Alphonso, “ Student Acceptances
Swamp Universities: Double-Cohort May Force Schools to Hold Classesin Movie Thestres, on
Saturdays,” Globe and Mail, 20 June 2003, A11; Erinn White, “Crunch Time Approaches for Aging
Campus Buildings” Guelph Mercury, 13 December 2003, A9; Albert Warson, “Campuses Face
Huge Repair Bills Universities Grapple with $3.6 Billion Cost to Smply Fix Up and Maintain
Buildings” Globe and Mail, 12 August 2003, B9; “Our Groaning Universities,” editorid, London
Free Press, 17 August 2003, 16; Murray Campbell, “ Double Cohort: Does Space Equal Qudity?”
Globe and Mail, 3 May 2003, A11. According to White, the trades and maintenance staff at the
Univergty of Guelph declined from 500 in the early 1990s to closer to 300 by late 2003. Seedso
Canadian Association of University Business Officers, A Point of No Return: The Urgent Need for
Infrastructure Renewal at Canadian Universities (Ottawa: CAUBO, 1999).
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Without question, new bricks and mortar were a welcome Sght at Ontario universities, but the
SuperBuild programdill left danglingsignificant questions about the source of funding to gaff, run, maintain,
and pay down the mortgages onthe new structures. With many universties struggling to come up with their
required matching funds, university administrators were forced to turnto mortgage and financial markets.
Down the road, scarce operating funds will have to be used to pay for thisborrowing binge. A tickingtime
bomb of debt, therefore, dso was part of the HarrisEves legacy to Ontario’s universities*

In the end, and in spite of the assurances givenby Dr. M ordechai Rozanski inearly May of 2003,
when he was both Chair of the Council of Ontario Universities and President of the Universty of Guelph,
there would not be a place for “every willing and qudified Ontario student” in the Province's public
universities for severa reasons*? For one thing, they arrived in larger numbers than originally expected,
S0, even under the best-case scenario, there smply could not have been enough physica space for them
onOntario’ suniversty campuses. When Dr. Rozanski and the Council of Ontario Univerdtiesissued their
endorsement of the Government’s support for the double cohort, the COU press release suggested
Ontario’ sunivergtieswere ready for 70,000 double cohort students, and listed SuperBuild spaces exactly
matching that figure, thousands of whichwould not be openuntil at least 2004. Within six weeks, another
COU pressredease suggested dmost 72,000 high school graduates had accepted offers of admissonfrom
an Ontario university, a number that would climb even higher as September approached.*®

41 Sarah Schmidtt, “Universities Struggle with Building Plans: SuperBuild Funds Falling Far
Short of Project Costs,” National Post, 16 September 2003, A13; Murray Campbell, “Where Are All
the SuperBuild Private Partners?” Globe and Mail, 9 July 2002, A8.

42 In what hasto be regarded as a questionable act of judgment by both COU and Dr.
Rozanski, the following quotation from him was included in a document that was part of the PC
platform in the 2003 dection: “ The Ontario government is ddlivering the resources. Ontario’s
universities can now deliver the places. Ontario’s universities will be able to continue the tradition,
established over three decades, of providing a place for al qualified graduates.” As quoted in PC Party
of Ontario, The Road Ahead, Policy Paper #4. Providing Advanced Education (Toronto: PC Party
of Ontario, 2003), 2. The platform for the campaign restated the old Tory mantra: “we guar antee a
placein a college or university program for every willing and qualified student in Ontario”
(Ibid., 3). See dso Heather Sokoloff, “Universities Can Meet Needs of Double Cohort: Late Funding
by Province Enough, Adminigtrators Say,” National Post, 30 April 2003, A2. For acontrary view
see Henry Jacek, “Double Cohort: ‘A Day Late and aDollar Short’,” Toronto Star, 28 May 2003,
A25.

43" Council of Ontario Universities, “Universities Now Ready for 70,000 Double Cohort
Students in September: Government Investments Enable Universities to Ddliver on Access and
Quality,” pressrelease, 2 May 2003 and “Close to 72,000 Students Accept Offers of Admission from
Ontario Universties: Acceptances of Offers Reflect Historical Norms,” press release, 19 June 2003.
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Moreover, funding for capital projects came far too late to ensure that the new spaces could be
ready intime, and labour and materids shortagesdelayed the compl etion of anumber of projectsat severa
universities®  Furthermore, announcements concerning the third round of SuperBuild funding, which
promised to add some 21,484 new student spaces - 21.4 per cent of the total spaces associated withthe
program, were not made until April 2003. The bulk of the “double cohort” enrolment was expected to
arrive in September of 2003, but research by OCUFA found that many projects funded in the firgt two
roundswould not be reedy until at least the Fall of 2004, while those associ ated withthe third round would
not open until 2005.%

It would, therefore, take ingenuity and luck to accommodate the looming crush of Ontario
undergraduates. |If there was a space for every willing and qudified Ontario student in the province' s
universtiesin the Fal of 2003, the actud Size of that space appeared to be shrinking, at least in the minds
of most reasonable observers. The double cohort was not so much accommodated, rather it was squeezed
in; and faculty, academic librarians, teeching assistants, support gaff, and university administratorsdid their
level best, under very dfficult circumstances, to provide them with a univerdty education. As one
newspaper editorial observed early in 2003:

universties have prepared asbest they canfor the double-cohort ondaught. The provincia
government, in its tight-fisted, ham-handed, and ill-planned way, has done so too. But
what neither has counted on (thus far at | east) are the extraordinary numbers of high-school
graduates who may be forced to seek supportive, unskilled employment opportunitiesin
ashrinking market outside the universities and colleges.*

Competition and Anxiety

4 The situation was especidly noticeable in the Niagara region, where the competition for
workers and materids came from the activity associated with the building of anew casno in Niagara
Fdls. For theimpact on Brock University see Dave Kewley, “Brock Caught Short of Rooms. Delays
in Finishing New Residence Force University to Put Studentsin Motels” Kitchener-Waterloo Record,
8 September 2003, B2; Peter Downs, “Brock Students Unfazed by Residence Controversy: Anxious
to Move In Soon, Tired of Living in Hotels” . Catharines Standard, 20 September 2003, A1.

4 Under OCUFA Scrutiny: The PC Position on Higher Education (Toronto: OCUFA,
2003), 3-4.

4 “|ots of Students, Restricted Space,” editorid, Guelph Mercury, 16 January 2003, A8.
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Given the time lag between SuperBuild funding announcements and project completion dates, the
competition for the gpaces that would be available in Ontario’s universtiesin the Fal of 2003 wasfierce
across dl programs. For many years, students achieving an average grade of 80 per cent on their Six best
final-year high-school courses have beenknown as Ontario Scholars. That leve of achievement no longer
was sufficient to guarantee access to some university programs, especialy in 2003,

According to published reports, admittance grades rose by from 3 to 10 per cent for many
programs. For example, a McMaster University, the average entrance grade rose from82.6 per cent in
2002 to 85.3 per cent in 2003, with al 5,334 of itsfirst-year sudentsarriving withaveragesof at least 75
per cent. In the previous year, 10.5 per cent of its 4,728 first-year students had been accepted with
averagesoflessthan 75 per cent. Clearly, competition had stiffened, shutting out many willing and quaified
sudents with solid “B” averages. Ontario universities reported there were between five and ten
goplications for every avallable spot in thelr first-year programs, al of which complicated the admissons
process.*’

In spite of these redlities, a COU document intended to assuage the concerns of university
goplicants and ther parents contained this rather unhdpful information about Minimum entrance
requirements under the new curriculum asthe firgt itemin alist of frequently asked questions:

the completion of the Ontario Secondary School Diploma, or the equivaent, with a
minmumoverdl average of 60% and Sx Grade 12 U or M courses, will be necessary for
admission to an Ontario universty. Most universities and/or programs have higher
admission averages.®

47 Chrigtine Cox, “Mac’s Entrance Marks Rise to Average 85.3% in 2003,” Hamilton
Spectator, 13 December 2003, A4; Caroline Alphonso, “Univergties Raise Early-Admittance Marks:
Ontario Students Can Blame Double Cohort for Increased Competition,” Globe and Mail, 15 May
2003, A13; Louise Brown, “Universities Playing the Numbers Game: Double Cohort Complicates
Admisson,” Toronto Sar, 3 March 2003, A4; Sarah Schmidt, “ Sorting Students ‘Very, Very Tricky’
for Univergties: Double Cohort: 101,688 Students Apply for 61,284 Spots,” National Post, 22
January 2003, A13; Caroline Alphonso, “Entrance Marks at Highest Levels: Many University
Applicants Must Have Grades in the Range of 80 to 90 Per Cent,” Globe and Mail, 18 January 2003,
A12; Murray Campbdl, “Why Make It More Difficult to Get a University Education?,” Globe and
Mail, 20 January 2003, A11; Joe Belanger, “Extra Grads Flood Universities. Scrapping Grade 13
Means Up to 10,000 Applicants Won't Find Places at University,” London Free Press, 19 January
2003, Al and A11; Margaret Philip, “ Good Marks Won't Be Enough for Graduates,” Globe and
Mail, 17 October 2002, A7.

48 Council of Ontario Universties, The Knowledge Track: The Double Cohort, n.d,
accessed from www.cou.on.cain December 2003.
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If the “willingand qudified” wereto be defined as those withrdevant averages of at least 60 per cent, there
were bound to be thousands of disappointed young Ontarians come September of 2003.

Inthe end, dmaost 103,000 high school students gpplied for admission to an Ontario university for
the Fall of 2003, an increase of 46 per cent over 2002 (Figure 6). Ultimately, only 46 per cent of these
gpplicantswere accepted into the university and program of study they had listed astheir first choice, down
from 49 per cent in 2002. If therewere spacesfor the willing and qudified, clearly they were not dways
nearby.*® As one editorid warned:

the Ontario government has made promises that no qudified applicant would be turned
away, and it should keep itspromises. 1t would beashameif thelessaffluent, for instance,
were to find the artificiad hurdles of the double cohort too high. The students have done
their part; now the adults must do theirs>

Unfortunady, the adults did not play their part. Another editorid placed the blame squardly on
the shoulders of the Provincia Government:

... Many graduaing students, even some leaving high school with honours, will have a
tough time getting into the univerdtiesor programs of their choosing. . .. But theresult is
that plenty of otherwise qudified students will find themsdves shunted to postsecondary
inditutions that were not thar first, second, or eventhird choice. And al becausethey had
the misfortune to be bornin1984 or 1985 and to be at the mercy of agovernment that has
bungled the whole issue from the beginning. . . . [Because] Queen’s Park didn't do its
homework properly before embarking on this experiment, enormous pressure is being

49" Asreported in Kristin Rushowy and Louise Brown, “Northern University Welcomes
Freshmen fromthe GTA,” Toronto Sar, 20 June 2003, A22. Preiminary figures from the Ontario
Universities Application Centre for 2004 counted 71,222 direct high-school applicants. While this
represented a 30.1 per cent decrease over 2003, it was 2.8 per cent higher than had been the casein
2002, and 19.0 per cent higher than in 2001. Leaving aside 2003, the trend continues upward in terms
of gpplications to Ontario universities from those about to leave high schooal.

0 “Ontario’s Student Flood,” editorial, Globe and Mail, 27 January 2003, A14. Seeaso
Tess Kdinowski, “Nursing Leads Dramatic Surge in University Applications: High School Grads Drive
Up Demand for Programs,” Toronto Star, 23 January 2003, A21; Louise Brown and Tess
Kalinowski, “ Space Crunch for Class of 2003: Enrolment Surges at Smaler Schools: Double Cohort
Strains System,” Toronto Star, 23 January 2003, A1 and A20.
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placed on the shoulders of students whose only mistake was to have entered the school
system at the wrong time. They deserve alot better.>!

Applicants seeking direct entry from an Ontario high school employed a number of srategiesto
improve thair chancesfor admisson to university, among which gpplying to multiple universties/programs
was paramount. The 2003 applicants listed an average of 5.1 university/program choices on their
applications, compared with an average of 4.2in2002. Indeed, it was reported that one student applied
to 51 Ontario university programs, at an application cost of $1,255.%2 Moreover, the better studentsalso
appliedto, and accepted postionsat, out-of-provinceuniverstiesinrecord numbersfor Fal 2003, creeting
housing shortages on many campusesin Atlantic Canada, many of whichhad aggressvely recruited Ontario
gsudents. McGill Universty aso experienced a surge in goplications from Ontarians, and purchased the
Renaissance-Montreal Hotel to provide residence space for its burgeoning number of out-of-province
students.>

Even in 2002/03, Ontarians had made up 15.2 per cent of the full-time student body a Dahousie
Universty in Hdifax. Applicaionsto Dahousie by Ontario students increased by 300 per cent in 2003,
with other Atlantic Canada universties experiencing Smilar increases. According to published reports,
Ontario first-year registrants increased from424 in 2002 to amost 800 in 2003 at Dahousie, and from86
to 320 at the Univergty of New Brunswick in Fredericton and from 156 to 400 at Bishop's University in
Lennoxville, Quebec over the same period. At these three indtitutions alone, registrations by Ontario
students rose from 666 to about 1,500, an increase on the order of 125 per cent and well above the 46
per cent increase in the Ontario high-school gpplicant pool. In responseto thiscompetition, some Ontario
universities sent early offers of admission to their most promising applicants®> Another aspect of the

51 “Cramming for Courses” editorid, Globe and Mail, 20 May 2003, A14. Seeaso “Tories
Poor Planning Is Failing the Cohort,” editorid, Toronto Star, 20 October 2002, A12.

52 “Ontario’s Student Flood,” editorid, Globe and Mail, 27 January 2003, A14.

53 Caroline Alphonso, “Shortage of Residence Rooms Hitting Atlantic Universities: Double
Cohort Means That Students Must Seek Out Alternatives,” Globe and Mail, 26 August 2003, A3;
Louise Brown, “McGill Buys Hotd to Help House Out-of-Province Students,” Toronto Sar, 16 April
2003, A24.

* Louise Brown, “Universities Across the Country Drawing Students from Ontario: Our
Double Cohort LossIs Their Gain,” Toronto Sar, 24 June 2003, A3; Caroline Alphonso and Shawna
Richer, “Ddhouse s Many Charms Making It a Hit with Ontarians. Popularity Up as Double-Cohort
Students Hedge Bets by Looking Out of Province,” Globe and Mail, 13 January 2003, A3; Caroline
Alphonso, “Atlantic Schools Lure Ontario’'s Best,” Globe and Mail, 4 March 2003, A1-A2; Louise
Brown, “U of T Hustles for Best Grads. Offers Sent Early to Top 10 Per Cent of Applicants” Toronto
Sar, 15 April 2003, A18.
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Harris’Eveslegecy, then, wasto ensure that record numbers of bright Ontarians would elect to choose to
study at univergties located outside the Province.

Another strategy emerged early on for some members of the double cohort. Even before
universties had made thar find admisson decisons, they sought rdief from the stress and anxiety
associated with the application processin 2003, and decided to returnto highschool. There were at least
three reasons cited for this course of action: namely, to avoid the fierce competition of 2003, to improve
their high-school average, and to earnmoneyto hep offset risng tuitionand other costs. The numberswho
followed this path were anything but inconsequentia — just over one-quarter of high school graduates
returned to high school in the Fall of 2003 in London’s ThamesVdley Didrict School Board, withfully 56
per cent returning inthe Toronto Digtrict School Board, up froman origind forecast of a40 per cent return
rate.>®

Space Shortage and Space Quality

For the lucky studentswho did get into the Ontario university of their choicein September of 2003,
a quaity experience did not dways meet them on arivd. The hard-to-predict admissions process left
severa universties with too few residence spaces. The U of T bought the Colony Hotel in downtown
Toronto, and converted it into a popular residence, though one with a premium price of about $2,000
above the norma U of T resdencerate. On some campuses, Singleroomswere converted to doubles, and
doubles were converted to triples, a Stuation described in one editorid as “Sardine U.” In the face of
sgnificant shortages, both McMaster and Wilfrid Laurier resorted to bribes to entice some to give up ther
spots. The incentives offered included bookstore credits, tuition credits, computers, and food credits.>®

%5 Marissa Nelson, “Grade 12s Return to High Schoolsin Droves,” London Free Press, 2
October 2003, B5; Krigtin Rushowy, “Haf of Double Cohort Staying Put: 56 Per Cent of Studentsin
Toronto Take Extra Y ear: Economics, Avoiding Competition, Upgrading Marks Cited,” Toronto Star,
1 October 2003, B1 and B4; Caroline Alphonso, “ Graduates Flock Back to Ontario Schools,” Globe
and Mail, 18 September 2003, A10; Kristin Rushowy, “Double Cohort Students Return to Schoal:
Toronto Board Expects 40 Per Cent Back,” Toronto Sar, 18 September 2003, A23; Louise Brown,
“ Students Pass on Double Cohort Rush: Some Plan to Return to High School after Graduating:
Polishing Marks, Earning Tuition Cited as Reasons,” Toronto Star, 19 April 2003, A4.

%6 Louise Brown, “ Students the Stars at This Grand Hotel: U of T Renovated Downtown
Colony as Overflow Dorms,” Toronto Star, 8 August 2003, E1; Louise Brown, “Will That Be
Residence, or a Free PC?:. Wilfrid Laurier 80 Rooms Short: Offers $2,500 in Goods to Vacate,”
Toronto Sar, 16 July 2003, A4; Caroline Alphonso, “Universties Give Gifts for Students Rooms,”
Globe and Mail, 16 July 2003, A1 and A8; “Don’'t-Move-In Condition,” editorid, Globe and Mail,
18 July 2003, A14; Welcometo Sardine U,” editorid, Toronto Star, 18 July 2003, A22; Jennifer
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Crowding became aredlity for many sudentsin2003. They faced longlineupsfor avariety of on-
campus services, and classroom crowding was widely reported.  On a number of campuses residences,
cafeterias, and evenlibrarieswere not ready for occupancy/use until severa weeks after the start of the fal
semedter. At Ryerson Universty, many students attended lectures in an old, off-campus multiplex movie
theatre, whilethose at McMaster sat in portable lecture hdls, and those at the U of T were morelikdy than
ever to have aclassin the 1,500-seat Convocation Hall. Not al of these innovations were well received
by students.®’

Furthermore, graduate students on severa campuses were complaining about the increased
workloads associated with their duties as teaching assistants in the face of the double cohort. At the
University of Guelph, their union, CUPE, launched a study into the Situation. 1n some subjects, especialy
mathematics, specid tutorids were needed to ensure that thosewho had graduated fromthe new four-year
curriculumwere at the same level asther Grade 13 classmates. Without doubt, thisremedid effort added
to the workload of teaching assistantsand faculty. All hoped it would be ashort-termglitch.®® At thesame

Hamilton-McCharles, “ Student Housing in Demand: More than 300 in Search of Off-Campus
Housing,” North Bay Nugget, 12 July 2003, A1l.

57 Wendy Glauser, “ Studying at Frustration U.,” Toronto Sar, 6 January 2004, C3; Joe
Castddo and Andrea Jezavit, “Prof Sparks Carlton Inspection: Registrar’ s Office to Inspect Theatre 9
after Prof Sams Bad Lighting and Limited Seeting,” The Ryersonian, 17 September 2003, 3; Elysse
Zarek, “Solution Does't Sit Well,” The Eyeopener, 17 September 2003, 5; Louise Brown,
“Notepad, Pen . . . Popcorn, Drink: Classes Held at Carlton Cinema: Space Crunch Irks Ryerson
Students,” Toronto Star, 16 September 2003, A1 and A4; Louise Brown, “ Student Cohort to Cram
Clases Vagt U of T Hdl Will See Heavy Use: Students Race to Register Onling,” Toronto Star, 24
July 2003, B3; Louise Brown and Krigtin Rushowy, “Almost All University Applicants to Get Spots:
Double-Cohort Y ear Sees Over 71,000 Accepted: But Critics Warn of Crowding, Lineups, Scarcer
Resources,” Toronto Sar, 19 June 2003, A7; Caroline Alphonso, “Universty Students Scramble for
Classes,” Globe and Mail, 23 July 2003, A6; Caroline Alphonso, “Fact: Lineups Part of College Life:
Double-Cohort Classto Strain Services, Even Washroom Space a a Premium,” Globe and Mail, 7
February 2003, A7; Sarah Schmidt, “Universitiesto Hold Classesin Portables: U of T and
McMaster,” National Post, 9 October 2002, A1 and AG6.

%8 Jon Willing, “Teaching Assstants Workload Surveyed: Impact of Double Cohort Checked
by Union a Univergty of Gueph,” Guelph Mercury, 26 November 2003, A4; Caroline Alphonso,
“Univergty TAsto Face Chdlenging School Year,” Globe and Mail, 10 September 2003, A7; Tess
Kainowski and Kristin Rushowy, “Grad Students Face New Woes. Double Cohort Increases
Workload, Teaching Assstants Say: Shortage of Professors Limits Supervisors for Their Research,”
Toronto Star, 28 July 2003, B5; Louise Brown, “Firg-Y ear Universty Students Can't Do the Math,
Profs Say: Tutorids Added to help Them Catch Up: New Curriculum Blamed for Gaps,” Toronto
Sar, 13 November, 2003, A17.
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time, Ontario universities were scrambling to hire faculty to both offset losses due to retirements and
resignations and to kegp up withthe demands associated withrisng student numbers.> Lack of adequate
preparation by the Harris’/Eves governments to provide the means to ded with soaring enrolment meant
that the quality of an undergraduate education in Ontario univergties deteriorated even more in 2003,

The Maclean’s Rankings

The deteriorationin Ontario universties, at least from a Canadian perspective, canreadily be seen
through an andlysis of thar performanceinthe annua Canadian university rankings published inMaclean’s
magazine. Begunin 1991 and, like many Canadian initiatives, based upon amodified American template-
the annua university rankings conducted by U.S. News & World Report,® the Maclean’ s versionhas not
been without its critics® Even today, severd universities, especialy in Quebec, refuse to participate; but

%9 Tess Kdinowski, “Universties Scrambling for Professors: Huge Retirement Bulge Looming
in Next Decade,” Toronto Star, 12 March 2003, A22; OCUFA, LessIsn't More: Ontario’s
Faculty Shortage Crisis, Research Report 1-4 (Toronto: OCUFA, 2001). For more than a decade,
OCUFA has supported the dimination of mandatory retirement for university faculty and academic
librarians. It now seemslikely that legidation to ded with thisissue will be tabled in the near future.
The dimination of mandatory retirement, however, will not end retirements by universty academic steff,
though it will delay retirement for some individuals. In jurisdictions where mandatory retirement has
been diminated, the average age of retirement for university faculty is between 62 and 63. Thus, the
replacement of retired faculty and academic librarians will remain an important concern for OCUFA
and its members.

% The rankings for US universities have been published annualy in aFal issue of US News &
World Report since 1987. Rankings were aso published in 1983 and 1985. Maclean’s now issuesa
second publication, Maclean’ s Guide to Canadian Universities, each February. Thisisan expanded
verson of the annua rankings that is intended to be of assstance in choosing a universty, with the 2003
edition running to 256 pages.

61 Seg, for example, Pauline Tam, “ Carleton Ad Disputes Low Ranking: University Takes
Issue with How Maclean’ s Judges Criteria,” Ottawa Citizen, 1 December 2003, B1 and B3; Robin
Summerfied, “Universties Gang Up on Maclean’s: Grade Rankings Not Fair, Three Alberta Schools
Say,” National Post, 7 November 2003, A5; Ken Pagan, “Nipissng Officid Questions Magazine
Ranking Criteria” North Bay Nugget, 12 November 2003, A3; Don Fraser, “Brock’ s Higher Rating
Still Ignores Redlity: University Presdent Says Maclean’s Survey Puts School in Wrong Category,” St.
Catharines Sandard, 10 November 2003, A1-A2; Y channes Edemariam, “Maclean’s Survey
Skewed,” The Ryersonian, 12 November 2003, 7; Jeffrey Simpson, “Wipe That Grin Off Y our
Face,” Globe and Mail, 12 November 2003, A29.

27



the adminigtrators of thar Ontario counterparts have held their noses and sent the requested data to the
magazine each year, Sometimes massaging it to paint their inditution in the most favourable possible light.
Recently, animpressive piece of investigative journdism by Sarah Schmidt of the CanWest News Service
has uncovered the lengths to which at least one universty, UBC, was prepared to go to improve its
gandings in the annua rankings® For its part, Maclean’s views the exercise as a “work in progress.”
Neverthel ess, the mid-November number featuring the annua university rankings remains one of the most
widely-read issues of the magazine each year.®® Throughout the HarrigEvesyears, 17 Ontario universities
were ranked by Maclean’s. Mos of these ingtitutions have worked hard to put a positive spin on what,
for many senior adminigirators, is an annua dose of bad news, withmeany finding solace intheir placement
on the “reputationa” ranking measures whenever the harder data portray a sorrier tale.®

Maclean’'s divides Canadian univerdties into three categories. Primaily Undergraduate,
Comprehensive, and Medica/Doctoral.  With only a few notable exceptions, Ontario universities
performed increasingly poorly inthe annua Maclean’ srankings during the Harris’Evesera. On the pogitive
dde, the Univergty of Toronto has been at the top of the Medical/Doctoral category for adecade, the only
inditution to maintain the same high rank for such a long period. Founded in 1827, it is the oldest and
largest university in Ontario, and the one with, far and away, both the largest endowment and the largest
library. Also onthe plus Side, the University of Gue phhas beenthe top-ranked Comprehensive University
sgnce 2002, and Waterloo University came second in this category during this same period (though it was
firgt in 2001).

62 Sarah Schmidit, “ Schools ‘Massage Maclean’s Data for Best Result,” Kingston Whig-
Sandard, 10 November 2003, 11; “UBC Rigs Class Size to Boost Rank: Documents,” National
Post, 31 January 2004, A1 and A8; “Moveto Cut Class Size Followed Ratings,” National Post, 31
January 2004, A8; “Maclean’s Calls Shots, Profs Warn: Schools Being Warped?,” National Post, 2
February 2004, A4; Chad Skelton, “UBC Denies Maclean’s Influences Class-Size Cuts,” National
Post, 4 February 2004, A13. See dso Heather Sokoloff, “ Schools Reach for the Top: University
Rankings Are Useful — For Colleges and Parents If Not for Students Themselves,” National Post, 22
October 2003, A19.

63 “University Rankings Seen as Work in Progress. Maclean's; After 13 Y ears, Methodology
Still Questioned by Many Adminigtrators” Windsor Star, 10 November 2003, D5.

% The reputationa rankings are based upon survey data which then are gpplied to four
categories: Highest Quality, Most Innovative, Leaders of Tomorrow, and Best Overall. For the 2003
edition, 11,612 surveys were sent out to avariety of individuas, and just 13.2%, or 1,533 surveys,
were returned, with the highest response rate (43.6%) from universty officias. Response ratesfor the
other groups surveyed were: guidance counsdllors (11.3%), high school principals (9.5%), CEOs
(10.0%), corporate recruiters (10.3%), and heads of organizations (11.4%).
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Between 1995 and 2003, however, only 4 Ontario universtiesimproved inrank ontheMaclean’s
lists - Brock went from 13" to 12" among the Primarily Undergraduate group, Guelph improved from 4"
to 1% and Waterloo moved from 3 to 2" in the Comprehensive category, and Westernrose from 7" to
atiefor 3 among the Medica/Doctora universities®® Ryerson and the University of Toronto remained
at the same rank in both 1995 and 2003, 18" and 1% respectively. All of the other eleven Ontario
universtiesfel in rank during this period, with six fdling by at least three ranks (Table 1).

Strictly speaking, it is not appropriate to calculate averages for ordinal or ranked datasuchasthe
annual scores produced by Maclean’s. It ishard, however, to resist the enticement to do so, and | have
succumbed to thistemptation. Statistica purists, therefore, are urged to skip this paragraph. What the
average ranking cdculaions show is that within each universty category, Ontario’s public universities
dipped, on “average,” by about one full rank between 1995 and 2003. No doubt, some of this was due
to changes in the number of participants in each category over the years, but Sgnificant dippage remans
even if the time period becomes shortened in order to obtain a consistert number of participants by
category. There seems little doubt, then, that Ontario’s universities lost ground in comparison to their
counterpartsinother provinces, at least onthe measures used by Maclean’s, during the HarrisEvesyears.
It largely came down to afalureto properly fund the province' ssystemof public universties. Asthe COU
has observed:

iN1991-92, provincid operating grantsinOntario represented 74.1% of operating income
versus 78.9% inthe other nine provinces (fifth highest among provinces). In1996-97, the
[Harris] government appointed the Advisory Panel onFutureDirectionsfor Postsecondary
Education, amnong whose recommendations wastoincrease provincia government funding
to the nationd average. By that time (1996-97), the provincia contribution to operating
income had dipped to 59.4%, well below the nationa average to ninth in the country. In
2001-02, the last year for which we have comparable atistics, Ontario had dropped to
10" place at 50.6% of operating income.®®

In the face of dedining provincia contributions to their operating budgets, Ontario’s universities
have become increasngly reliant on tuitionfees. In Blueprint, ther platform document for the 1999
provincia election, the Tories argued that: “to restore the balance in funding for colleges and universties,
we brought tuitionfeesback to the reasonable and affordable 35% level.”®” No public debate took place

® The data presented in the various issues of Maclean’ s have been taken at their face value.
Where averages have been computed, they have not been weighted unless so noted.

% Council of Ontario Universties, Briefing Notes, October 2003, section 2.1.

7 PC Party of Ontario, Blueprint: Mike Harris Plan to Keep Ontario on the Right Track
(Toronto: PC Party of Ontario, 1999), 44. During their timein opposition, the Tories had argued that
“tuition fees should be alowed to rise, over afour year period, to 25 per cent of the operating costs.”
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to determine what a“ reasonable and affordable’ student contributionmight be, and in the absence of such
debate, tuitionfeesroseto new levels. Infact, even in the so-caled regulated programsthey climbed from
$2,4511n1995 to $4,165 in 2003, an increase of 69.9 per cent, and well above the 17.2 per cent rate of
inflation over the same period. In the face of the fiscd intransigence of the provincid government, more
and more of the Ontario univergities operating budgets were being derived from tuition and related fees.
By 1999/2000 tuitionfee revenue had begun to account for more than 40 per cent of operating revenues
across the Ontario university system, and were gpproaching 50 per cent on afew campuses, figures that
were wdl in excess of the Tories “reasonable and affordable 35%.” Student debt had become amagjor
concern, even for some Ontario universty presidents. By 2002, for those graduating from Ontario
universities with a student debt, the average figure was on the order of $25,000.%

The Maclean’s rankings, flawed as they might be, dill manage to capture a stark redlity for
Ontario’ suniveraty students, especidly those at the undergraduatelevd; namdy, their escdatingtuitionfees
are purchasng less and less qudity with each passing year. Thisis unlikely to change until the Ontario
Government does something about its contribution to university operating budgets to at least move grant
levelsto the nationd average. Without that, the student/faculty ratio will continueto worsen, and Ontario’s
universties will remain uncompetitive in what is about to become a fiercdy competitive market for new
faculty throughout much of the developed world. For example, the battleto recruit PhD students, themain
sourcefor new faculty, aready was hesting up in 2003, with generous new support packages announced
fromAlberta and British Columbia that more than matched the best such offersfrom Ontario universities®

Throughout this report, it has been suggested that conditions have deteriorated at Ontario’s
universties snce 1995. While the overdl changes inthe Maclean’ srankings support this contention, it is
asoimportant to examine the trends in pecific measures, both over time and incomparisonwith patterns
exhibited by Canadian universtiessituated outside Ontario. Here, our attention isfocussed on five student-
related issues: who teaches first-year classes, the incidence of large classesin both first and second year
and inthird and four year, the proportion of universty budgets devoted to sudent services, the proportion

See PC Party of Ontario, New Directions 11 (Toronto: PC Party of Ontario, 1992).

% TessKadinowski, “U of T Head Cdlsfor More Student Loans: Middle Class Shut Out of
OSAPAId,” Toronto Star, 7 February 2003, A24; Caroline Alphonso, “ Student Loan Help Remains
at 1994 Levels” Globe and Mail, 22 March 2003, A22; OCUFA, Brief to the Sanding Committee
on Finance and Economic Affairs. Pre-Budget Consultations (Toronto: OCUFA, 2001), 8.

% Heather Sokoloff and Chris Waitif, “ Alberta Spends Big to Draw PhD Students: Free of
Money Pressures,” National Post, 22 October 2003, A17; Julie Smyth, “UBC Waives PhD Tuition
‘to Attract World s Best’: Competition for Students Grows,” National Post, 25 March 2003, A13. In
2001, the U of T guaranteed aminimum funding level of $12,000 and free tuition and fees for its PhD
students for aperiod of up to five years.
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devoted to scholarships and bursaries, and the proportion of the budget devoted to the library. As might
be expected, patterns are complex, but sldom point to quality improvements.

Turmning firg to a congderation of those teaching firs-year classes, it is generdly assumed that it is
preferable to use tenured and tenure-stream (or probationary) faculty for this purpose. The experiencefor
Ontario undergraduates on this measure was mixed, but largely postive, during the HarrigEves years
(Table 2). Between 1995 and 2003, the proportion of first-year classestaught by tenured or tenure-stream
faculty rose on 10 campuses, and fdl on the other seven. Overdl, it rose for both Ontario’s primarily
undergraduate and medica/doctord universities, but declined within the comprehensive group. Whilethe
percentages remained in the low 60sineach case, nevertheless, by 2003, the Ontario figures were higher
than those for other Canadian universitiesin al threecategories. The reasonsfor theseimprovementsare
not clear, but may be due to such factors as a strengthening of faculty collective agreements and the
certification of faculty associations on three Ontario campuses — Brock, Queen’s, and Western. These
relatively amdl, but postive changes, certainly were not a result of improved funding from the Ontario
Government.

On the matter of class Sze, the picture isfar less poditive. Unfortunately, comparable figures are
not available for the entireHarrigEves erafor this varigble. Until 2002, Maclean’ s asked universities for
the percentage of classes containing certain groupings of students; since2002, it has requested information
onthe percentage of students in various szes of classes. The two time periodswill be treated separately
in this andlyd's, but the definition of a large class — one with more than 100 students — remains constant
throughout the exercise (Tables 3 and 4).

Large classes havebeenaway of life for undergraduatesinther early yearsfor sometime. Ontario
universties, however, lead the way in Canada on the employment of this strategy. In all three of the
university groupings employed by Maclean’s, Ontario universtiesdisplayed agreater use of large classes
than did their counterparts in the rest of Canada (Table 3). While there was some improvement amongst
the Primaily Undergraduate group between 1995 and 2001, the Stuation deteriorated for Ontario
univergtiesin both the Comprehensive and Medica/Doctora categories. Furthermore, the gap widened
between Ontario schools and those in the rest of Canada in the latter two categories. In 1995, 14 of
Ontario’s 17 univerdties (82 per cent) offered first- and/or second-year classes containing at least 250
students. At that time, Ontario was home to 43 per cent of Canada s universities, but contained 56 per
cent of the univerdties with such very large classes. By 2001, Ontario housed 37 per cent of Canada's
universities, but claimed exactly hdf of the total of 30 offering classes containing a least 250 students. At
that time, ataggering 88 per cent of Ontario universties(dl but Nipissng and Laurentian) featured classes
of thissze. Furthermore, Ontario universitiesaccounted for two-thirds of the Sx Canadian universitieswith
classes larger than 500 in 1995, and till clamed four of the nine with classes of thissize in 2001.

In theory, large classesin the first two undergraduate years are supposed to be offset by smaller

onesinthe upper years. To alarge extent, thisistrue. Once again, however, Ontario’s universities have
beenmore prone thantheir Canadian counterparts to employ large classes in third and fourth year (Table
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3). Aswith the andyds of the Stuation for the lower years, patternsin Ontario universties pointed to an
increased use of larger classes at this level on the campuses of the provinces Comprehensive and
Medical/Doctoral schools, and modest improvementsamong the Primarily Undergraduategroup. Happily,
no Canadianuniversity used classes of morethan500 at thisleve in 2001 (though the U of T did in1995).
Nevertheless, Ontario was home to three of the eight Canadian universities with classes of more than 250
in 1995, and six of the eleven doing so in 2001.

Turning to the morerecent data concerning the percentage of sudentsin large classes, once again
Ontario univergties fare poorly in comparison to thosein the rest of Canada; and, for the most part, the
trend linesare movinginthe wrong direction (Table 4). Inboth 2002 and 2003, aout hdf of the firs- and
second-year studentsat Ontario’s Comprehensve and Medica/Doctord universtieswere in classes of a
least 100. At comparable schools outside Ontario, the figures were between 10 and 20 per cent lower.
While the proportions were lower for students attending Ontario’s Primarily Undergraduate universities,
less than 30 per cent in both years, the gap between Ontario and the rest of Canada still exceeded 15 per
cent.

The most recent data for the senior undergraduate years are no more encouraging. While fewer
dudents St in large dlasses a thislevel, Ontario universties remain well in the vanguard on the use of this
teaching/learning format regardiess of university type. Moreover, the percentage of upper year sudents
in large classes increased between 2002 and 2003 at Ontario’s Primarily Undergraduate and
Medicd/Doctora universties. It did decline, however, a its Comprehengve universities. Nevertheess,
the use of larger classes in the senior years in 2003 remained subgtantialy higher in Ontario’s universities
thanin other Canadianinditutions— 191 per cent higher for the Primarily Undergraduate group, 80 per cent
higher for the Comprehensive schools, and 64 per cent higher among Medica/Doctora universities.
Furthermore, in 2002, Ontario was home to five of the ten Canadian universities offering classes of more
than 250 a thislevd, and five of the twelve doing so in 2003.

Duringthe Harris’/Eves years, the proportion of the operating budget devoted to the provisonof
student servicesrose on 15 of the 17 Ontario univerdty campuses (it stayed the same at Waterloo and
declined at Windsor) (Table 5). On average, it rose by 2.1 per cent at the Primarily Undergraduate
universties and by 1 per cent and 1.3 per cent, respectively, a the Province's Comprehensive and
Medica/Doctora schools. On this measure, Ontario’ s Primarily Undergraduate indtitutions continued to
lagbehind their Canadian counterparts, but itsuniverstieswere ahead of them in the other two categories,
though the gap did close between 1995 and 2003. Perhaps this increased spending on student services
was intended as evidence that universities were now being run like businesses. On some campuses, the
search certainly wasonfor “best practices,” and studentsweresometimesregarded ascustomersor clients,
which must have brought some joy to the members of the Tory government.

Not surprigngly, given the mandated 30 per cent set asde associated with tuition increases in

Ontario after 1998, the proportion of Ontario universty operating budgets devoted to scholarships and
bursaries rose at dl 17 of the province' s univeraties between 1995 and 2003 (Table 6). In the former
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year, Ontario universties lagged behind their Canadian counterpartsin dl three categories. By the latter
year, Ontario universities were devoting at least 2.4 per cent more of their operating budgetsto thistype
of expenditureinevery universty category. While it is tempting to argue that Ontario studentswere better
off because of thistrend, it must be remembered that these increases had been self-funded by those very
same students because of the required “levy” on ther increased tuition fees. Indeed, the bulk of the
increases in the proportion of Ontario university operating budgets devoted to scholarships and bursaries
took place between 1998 and 1999, or precisaly when the mandated set aside came in to effect.”

If proportional spending was up for some linesin Ontario university operating budgets, those gans
had to come from one or more other lines. Sadly, one of the negative lines was associated with the
proportion of their operating budgets devoted to universty libraries(Table 7). Duringthe Harris’Evesera,
only the Universty of Windsor and the University of Toronto increased the proportion of the budget
devotedto suchexpenditures. Theother 15 universtiesreduced their relative expenditureson thislineitem.
Between 1995 and 2003, the proportional reductions were 1.2 per cent, 0.6 per cent, and 0.8 per cent,
respectively, for Ontario’'s Primarily Undergraduate, Comprehensive, and Medica/Doctord universties.
In 1995, Ontario universties had led their Canadian counterparts on this measurein al three university
categories, by 2003, they had falen behind in the first two and were even in the third. Given that many
library purchases are made in foreign currencies, inflationary pressures often are even more voldile for
these expenditures, making any reductions, either aosolute or relative, in library budgets a qudity issue for
both students and faculty.™

Ontario univerdty presidents should not expect to seeany improvement inther Maclean’ srankings
in the short term.  Given the massve enrolment increases in the Fal of 2003, it might not be too early for

0 Between 1998 and 1999, the proportion of the operating budget for Ontario universities
devoted to scholarships and bursariesincreased as follows: Primarily Undergraduate - from 3.7% to
5.2%; Comprehensive - from 4.3% to 5.3%, and Medica/Doctora - from 6.6% to 7.3%. For non-
Ontario universties, the increases for this period were much more modest except for the
Medica/Doctoral schools, and were, respectively, from 2.5% to 2.9%, from 3.8% to 4.4%, and from
5.0% t0 6.1%.

™ According to the annua index produced by the Washington-based Association of Research
Libraries, the libraries at Ontario’s largest universities fdl in stature during the HarrisEves era. Using a
sophigticated index based on five data eements — number of volumes held, number of volumes added,
number of current serias received, tota operating expenditures, and number of professond and
support staff — six of the seven Ontario universities who are members of the ARL fel in rank between
1994 and 2002, with the exception being the University of Toronto which rose from 6™ to 4™ over this
period. Western fdl from 71% to 939, Y ork from 78" to 85", Queen’s from 85" to 108", McMaster
from 99" to 112", Waterloo from 105" to 113", and Guelph from 108" to 114™. In 1994, the ARL
had 108 members and it had 114 membersin 2002. Information on these ranking was accessed from
www.arl.org in February of 2004.
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them to put their campus spin doctor to work on the interpretative message that will be used to greet the
publicationof the 2004 rankings. AsAnn Dowsett Johnston, the ediitor responsiblefor theannua rankings
told Paula Todd, host of TVO's nightly current affairs show Studio 2 on the evening of the release of the
2003 rankings.

[2002/03] wasadifficult year [for Ontario’ suniversties]. Morethan haf of theuniversities
fdl [in the annua Maclean’ srankings], 9 out of 17, only 2 rose, and the remaining 5 held
their own. [It was] avery, very tough year. Y ou're seeing the universties taking a huge
number of students [without recalving] the proper kind of funding, giving that kind of
pressure. And thisyear that we' re measuring isthe one before the large part of the double
cohort camein, so it will be redlly interesting to see what happens next year.

Furthermore, when Ms. Todd asked: “Y our prediction obvioudy is that we are going to see real
downward pressure on the quality of the universties?’, Ms. Dowsett Johnston suggested:

| think we're going to.  Just to give you a quick snapshot: in the country [there were]
50,000 new undergrads last year, and absolutely no movement to speak of in terms of
faculty.”™

Future Prospects

The datistical and anecdota evidence cited earlier in this report strongly suggests that the
adminigratorsat Ontario’ spublic universtieshave muchto fear inthe Maclean’ srankings for the next few
years. According to some sources, the situation is “past critical,” and the chalenges are numerous —
continued enrolment increases, the need for research infrastructure, alooming faculty shortage criss, and
the ticking time-bombs of deferred maintenance and the capital debt associated with the SuperBuild
program. At the nationd leve, it has been estimated that Canadian universties will need $6.2 billion more
annudly inoperating revenuesand $6.4 billioninresearch fundsby 2011, withabsolutely no assurance that

2 These comments were made during an interview with co-host Paula Todd on TVO's Sudio
2, 10 November 2003, which was the day that Maclean’ s university rankings issue hit the newsstands.
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such sumswill be available™ Thereis good reason, therefore, for concern. As Bernard Shapiro, former
Principa of McGill University, recently argued:

weare, however, right to continue to worry. We should worry about the relative collapse
of public (i.e. government) support for the core funding of the university. In recent years,
we have had massive new government (primerily federa) support programs for Canada’' s
universties Every federa budget in recent years has brought hundreds of millions of
dollars for universty inditutions. Each of these programsis, however, carefully targeted
to paticular and very current government priorities rather than to the longer-term
requirements, not only of the universitiesinparticular, but aso of civil and civilized society
more generdly. . . . If, however, Canada is redly to launch itsdf into a secure and
rewarding future, Canadians and Canadian universities will have to find waysto get over
our exclusive focus on science, medicine, and engineering in order to make room for the
arts, the humanities, and the socid sciences.”

In Ontario, the type of interference Shapiro associated with federal programs was further
exacerbated by a host of provincia programs — related to capital projects, research and research
infragtructure, and even student aid — that forced universities to seek corporate partners and/or private
donors. Not surprisngly, this has skewed curricular design and researchdirection in our universities. As
aresult, the needs of the largest group of university gpplicants, the more than 40 per cent seeking access
to socid sciences and humanities programs, often have been ignored under such scenarios.

Indeed, in both 2002 and 2003, morethan 40.5 per cent of direct high-school university entrants
registered infirgt-year Arts programs in Ontario’ s universities, whichwas virtualy identical to the combined
first-year regigraions in science, busness adminigtration, and engineering programs in both years. While
Arts regigrations by direct high-school entrants increased by 42.6 per cent between 2002 and 2003,
dightly above the overdl increase of 42.0 per cent in this category of registrants, business administration
regigrations grew by only 35.9 per cent, with engineering increasing by just 30.3 per cent. Science
registrantsincreased by 47.8 per cent over thisperiod, but those in mathematicsprograms rose by just 16.7
per cent. Some of the largest year-over-year regidration gains, in fact, occurred in programs that were
very closdly related to the socid sciences and humanities fine and applied arts - 117.2 per cent, family and
consumer studies - 76.4 per cent, journadism - 70.3 per cent, and socia work - 65.8 per cent. Overall,
the demand for Arts and Arts-related programs surpassed the surge in firg-year registrations in 2003.

" Sgrah Schmidt, “University Overcrowding Past Critical: Bigger Classes, Fewer Resources
Hurting Qudity of Education,” National Post, 2 September 2003, A7; Robert J. Giroux, “Looking
Down the Road by the Numbers. Chalengesto Universitiesin the Next 10 Years” Policy Options 24
(September 2003), 10-14.

> Bernard Shapiro, “Canada s Universities; Quantitative Success, Qudlitative Concerns,”
Policy Options 24 (September 2003), 16.
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Unfortunatdy, this redity did not accord with the ideol ogicaly-driven scenario envisioned and funded by
the Harris’'Eves governments.

Clearly, the expectations generated by the investment directions associated with such programs as
SuperBuild, the Ontario Research and Development Challenge Fund, the Access to Opportunities Fund,
and the Ontario Innovation Trugt, withther heavy emphasis on business, engineering, and high-tech fields,
were not well synchronized with the postsecondary educational aspirations of Ontario’s double cohort
members.”® Not only had the Harris/Eves governments miscal cul ated the demand for university placesthat
would emerge in 2003, but they a so had employed an accommodation strategy that was not well tailored
to the educationa choices those students would make. A more balanced approach would have alowed
Ontario’s universities to better accommodate the interests of double cohort students.

During the enrdlment  surge in the 1960s that was sparked by the maturation of the baby-boom
generation, the Ontario Tory government of the day built, equipped, and staffed seven new, broadly-based
univergties, severa of which specidized in humanities and socid science educationand research. Inthose
days, full grants were provided for each and every student in the syssem. Moreover, they established the
system of community colleges across the Provinceat thet time. The Tory responseto thelatest, and much
larger, enrolment growth was the poorly-timed and inadequately-funded SuperBuild initiative, late and
seemingly reluctant payment of grants for the new enrolment, the approva of applied degrees for
community colleges, the congtructionof one new and very-narrowly focussed inditution, the University of
Ontario Ingtitute of Technology in Oshawa, and the establishment of the Northern Ontario Medical School
to be shared by Laurentian and Lakehead Universities, and set to open to students in 2005. Ontario
deserved better, and the Province' s electorate spoke loudly on 2 October 2003.”

TheLiberal Platform

The HarrisEveslegacy inthe area of postsecondary educationis not one in which much pride can
be taken. It istime, therefore, for the new Provincia Government, under the leedership of Premier Daton
McGuinty and Minigter of Training, Colleges, and Universities Mary Anne Chambers, to plan a strategy

6 On the skewed funding emanating from these programs see Heather-jane Robertson, David
McGrane, and Erika Shaker, For Cash and Future Considerations. Ontario Universities and
Public-Private Partnerships (Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, 2003), 34-43.

" The University of Ontario Indtitute of Technology was given astart up grant of $60 millionin
the 2001 Ontario Budget and opened its doors to some 933 studentsin the Fall of 2003. On the shaky
nature of its expansion plans see lan Urquhart, “ Oshawa Ingtitute Plan for Growth on Hold: $140 M
Expanson Loan Questioned,” Toronto Sar, 1 February 2004, A1 and A7.

36



to enable Ontario’ spublic universtiesto escapether current sorry position at the bottom of the Canadian
postsecondary hierarchy, whether measured by Maclean’s or other bodies.

The dection platform employed by the Liberds during the 2003 campaign was entitied Choose
Change. In a section dedling with the Economy, the Liberds linked higher education with higher
productivity, thus stressing its importance to the future prosperity of Ontario. Their platform outlined a
number of promises related to postsecondary education, induding: 1) the creation of spaces for 50,000
more students at public collegesand universties, dlowing the inditutions to hire thousands more academic
daff and reduce student/faculty ratios; 2) a tuition freeze for two years, but with compensation of $103
millionto universities and colleges for the lost revenue; 3) a 50 per cent increaseingraduate scholarships,
4) improvements to the student financid aid system by expanding digibility and increasng loan amounts,
5) tuitionwaiversfor the neediest 10 per cent of students; 6) the establishment of afaculty recruitment fund
to attract up to 800 “star” faculty; and 7) the establishment of atuition savings program.” Furthermore,
during the 1999 dection campaign, Dalton M cGuinty had Sgned a pledge to bring university funding up to
the nationa average during hisfirst mandate as Premier. It remains to be seen how many of these noble
promises will be kept, and how long their implementation will take.

The economic future of the Province depends on a heathy public universty sysem, one thet is
based upon qudity, opportunity, and affordability. Quick action was taken by the Liberas on the latter
issue; for it was announced in the Throne Speech delivered on20 November 2003 that tuitionfeeswould
be frozen for two years while the government “put in place along-term plan that ensures the qudity and
accesshility of higher education for generations to come.” Unfortunately, the phrase “compensatory
funding” was not to be found anywhereinthe text of the Throne Speech.” Modest asthe tuition increases
in regulated programs had become, universities, nonethel ess, had factored them into their long-term fiscal
planning, with the overal tuitionincreasefor dl types of programs equal to 5.5 per cent for 2002/03.%° A
tuitionfreeze without compensationfromthe provincia government, therefore, would only place university
finances in an even more precarious position, with the shortfdl for the first year of the freeze estimated at

8 Ontario Libera Party, Achieving Our Potential: The Ontario Liberal Plan for Economic
Growth (Toronto: Ontario Liberd Party, 2003), 8-10. McGuinty promised the $103 millionin
compensatory funding during an address to the OCUFA Board on 8 February 2003. The COU has
estimated that the required compensation would be $151 million for the first two years of afreeze. See
letter from lan Clark, COU President to Daton McGuinty, 9 October 2003.

" The most common fiscal phrasein the 2003 Throne Speech was “inherited deficit,” a
repeated reference to the $5.6 billion deficit the Liberds claimed the Tories had |eft astheir parting gift.

8 Krigtin Rushowy, “Tuition Increase of 5.5% Kegps Ontario’s Universities Among the
Codtliest,” Toronto Star, 13 August 2003, A4.
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$73 million. Fearful of this, Wilfrid Laurier University had rushed passage of a motion to deregulate its
business program, and increased fees by $1,500, in order to beat the imposition of any tuition freeze®

In the 2003 Throne Speech, Ontario’s colleges, universties, and kills traning programs were
characterized as “critical to creating prosperity.”® Increased funding, as dways, remains the key if
Ontario’ s univerdties are to come anywhere near their potentid in that vital agpect of their misson within
the Province.®® OCUFA and the other stakehol der groups eagerly await the detail s concerning the planning
exercise announced inthe Speech from the Throne. One wonders, however, how many morestudiesare
needed to reveal the core problemfaced by Ontario’ suniversties. namdy, afundamentd shortage of funds
to enable themto carry out their missontothedtizensand taxpayers of Ontario. AsMaclean’ seditor Ann
Dowsett Johnston observed in 2002:

real preparation demands asgnificant boost to operating funds. money to maintainand hire
faculty, equip labs, resourcelibraries, pay for heatingand lighting. But in recent years, per-
student funding [in Canada] has amounted to chump change. Let's dothe math: in1977,
funding averaged $13,400 per student; in 1990, $10,500. Today? An embarrassing
$8,350. Just enough, as one registrar says, to keep the wheds from faling off the bus.
Sort of 3

Ultimately, the Harris’Eves legacy was to leave Ontario’s system of public universties tenth and
dead lagtinCanada ontoo many critical measures of qudity, opportunity, and accessibility. If comparisons
are extended to American public universities, Ontario looks even worse. The Province deserves better,
s0 the new Libera government will need to be seento be moving forward during itsfird mandate to ensure
both the Province s future prosperity and the continued support of the eectorate.

8 Barbara Aggerholm, “Worried about Possible Tuition Cap, WLU Backs[$1,500] Jumpin
BusinessFees,” Kitchener-Waterloo Record, 2 October 2003, B2; Barbara Aggerholm, “WLU
Movesto Deregulate Fees. Senate Votes 35-19 to Raise Tuition [by $1,500 per year] for Honours
Business Students,” Kitchener-Waterloo Record, 23 September 2003, B1-B2; April Lindgren,
“Colleges, Universities Fear $83 M Shortfal: Indtitutions Plead for Grantsto Make Up for Tuition
Freeze,” Ottawa Citizen, 10 January 2004, A3.

82 Government of Ontario, Speech from the Throne: Strengthening the Foundation for
Change (Toronto: Government of Ontario, 2003), 12.

8 For some reasonable targets for the new government see OCUFA, Benchmarks: A
Prescription for a Healthy Public University System (Toronto: OCUFA, 2003).

8 Ann Dowsett Johnston, “The Crisisin Quality,” Maclean’s 115 (10 June 2002), 36.
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It is time to break free from the Harris’/Eves legacy in postsecondary education. The new
government’ sfirst red opportunity to signd this pivota change indirectionwill comeinitsinitia budget to
be presented to the Legidature in the Spring of 2004.  1n the 2003 eection campaign, Daton McGuinty
and his Libera colleagues urged Ontarians to “Choose Change.” They followed his advice dl over the
Province, but especidly in the 22 ridings that contain univergties. In those congtituencies, Libera
candidates captured amost 48 per cent of the votes cast and claimed 17, or 77.3 per cent, of those seats.®
Having chosen change, Ontarians now expect the Liberalsto deliver ontheir promises. Intheir early days
in government, however, a fixation with the “inherited deficit” seemed to parayse them. Like other
interested parties, OCUFA will be urging the Liberds to choose change themsdlves so that the hedlth of
the Province' s vita system of public universities can be restored as quickly as possible.®®

8 Michad J. Doucet, “A New Day Dawns: Andysis of VVoter Behaviour in University
Ridings” OCUFA Forum (Fall 2003), 3-7.

8 “Didn’t Ontario Choose Change?’, editorid, Toronto Sar, 10 January 2004, F6.
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Ontario Universities and theMaclean’s Rankings: The Harris/Eves Y ear s, 1995-2003

Avera

Categ ge
University ory 2003| 2002| 2001| 2000 1999| 1998] 1997| 1996 1995|Rank
Trent U 5 6 3 4 3 4 3 3 2 3.7
Wilfrid Laurier U 6 5 7 5 5 5 5 4 4 5.1
Brock U 12 14 12 15 19 17 14 14 13 144
Lakehead U 17 17 13 21 20 18 15 17 16 17.1
Ryerson U 18 16 19 19 17 19 19 19 18 18.2
Laurentian U 19 18 18 17 15 16 17 18 17( 17.2
Nipissing U 20 19 17 14 18 21 20 16 15 17.8
Total Rankings 97 95 89 95 97 100 93 91 85
Average Ranking 13.9| 13.6f 12.7) 13.6| 139| 14.3] 13.3| 13.0f 121
No. of
Undergraduate
Universities 21 21 21 21 21 21 23 19 19
Guelph C 1 3 2 1 2 2 4 4 2.2
Waterloo C 2 1 3 2 3 4 2 3 24
York C 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.6
Carleton C 10 9 8 8 7 7 7 9 8 8.1
Windsor C 11 11 9 7 8 8 8 7 7 8.4
Total Rankings 32 29 27 25 23 25| 26 27 27
Average Ranking 6.4 5.8 5.4 5 4.6 5 5.2 5.4 5.4
No. of
Comprehensive
Universities 11 11 11 11 12 12 13 11 9
Toronto M/D 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1.0
Queen's M/D 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2.3
Western M/D 6 5 5 5 9 6 7 5.4
McMaster M/D 11 10 8 7 6 6 5 5 5 7.0
Ottawa M/D 12 9 10 9 12 11 11 10 9| 10.3
Total Rankings 30 25 28 25 26 25| 28 24 24
Average Ranking 6 5 5.6 5 5.2 5 5.6 4.8 4.8
No. of
Medical/Doctoral
Universities 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 13 11
Overall Totals 159 149 144 145 146 150 147 142 136
Average Ranking -
All 9.4 8.8 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.8 8.6 8.4 8.0




Table?2
Per Cent of First-Year Classes Taught
by Tenured or Tenure-Track Faculty
University % 1995 % 2003

Primarily Undergraduate:

Brock 61.0 66.1
Lakehead 57.9 70.2
Laurentian 59.7 64.8
Nipissing 61.0 68.3
Ryerson 67.0 65.4
Trent 60.4 715
Wilfrid Laurier 41.4 36.0
Ontario Average 58.3 63.2
Non-Ontario Average 67.4 62.9
Comprehensive:
Carleton 48.5 35.8
Gueph 65.7 74.1
Waterloo 52.8 80.0
Windsor 67.9 56.7
York 86.7 61.9
Ontario Average 64.3 61.7
Non-Ontario Average 50.3 49.7
M edical/Doctoral:
McMaster 75.9 55.1
Ottawa 62.9 52.6
Queen's 41.0 58.1
Toronto 62.1 71.9
Western 65.8 72.8
Ontario Average 61.5 62.1
Non-Ontario Average 60.1 56.2

Sour ce: Maclean’'s annua rankings for 1995 and 2003.
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Table3
Per centage of Classeswith >100 Students
1995 and 2001

University First-Year and Second-Year Third-Year and Fourth-Year
% 1995 % 2001 %1995 % 2001

Primarily Undergraduate

Brock 15.7* 11.9* 0.0 0.2
Lakehead 12.4* 7.0* 1.1 05
Laurentian 6.2* 2.8 05 0.3
Nipissing 4.3 31 0.0 0.0
Ryerson 3.7 7.4* 11 1.2
Trent 4.7* 3.8* 0.2 0.0
Wilfrid Laurier 4.8 9.9* 0.2 0.0
Ontario Average 7.4 6.4 04 0.3
Non-Ontario Avg. 3.3 34 0.1 0.3
Comprehensive

Carleton 16.6* 19.4* 1.4 2.6*
Gueph 17.2* 16.8* 3.8 5.4*
Weaterloo 19.6* 8.9* 1.7* 1.6*
Windsor 14.9* 22.7* 04 0.9
York 18.6* 22.2* 1.6* 1.8*
Ontario Average 174 18.0 18 25
Non-Ontario Avg. 10.0 8.1 11 0.8

M edical/Doctor al

McMaster 27.4* 29.8* 2.0 2.7
Ottawa 12.9* 11.8* 0.6 1.2
Queen's 12.4* 16.4* 2.2 1.9*
Toronto 14.2* 17.0* 2.6* 2.7*
Western 13.1* 6.8* 0.8 1.3
Ontario Average 16.0 16.4 1.6 2.0
Non-Ontario Avg. 12.7 11.3 21 14

* indicates universties with classes of >250 & this level
Sour ce: Maclean’'s annua rankings for 1995 and 2001.
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Table4
Per centage of Studentsin Classes of >100
2002 and 2003

University First-Year and Second-Year Third-Year and Fourth-Year
% 2002 % 2003 % 2002 % 2003

Primarily Undergraduate:

Brock 42.5* 46.7* 4.2 8.0
Lakehead 28.2* 30.9* 4.6 1.1
Laurentian 15.9 23.5* 0.0 2.3
Nipissng 19.6 20.7 0.0 0.0
Ryerson 21.7* 24.5* 7.1 9.7
Trent 19.9* 21.6* 0.0 0.0
Wilfrid Laurier 35.6* 32.5* 2.0 1.0
Ontario Average 26.2 28.6 2.6 3.2
Non-Ontario Avg. 10.9 10.5 0.7 11
Comprehensive:

Carleton 48.9* 51.8* 19.1* 17.1*
Gueph 45.8* 43.6* 14.7* 13.3*
Waterloo 29.2* 29.2* 9.9* 9.9*
Windsor 59.5* 53.3* 7.4 59
York 59.5* 63.2* 111 12.1
Ontario Average 48.6 48.2 124 11.7
Non-Ontario Avg. 29.0 28.7 4.7 6.5
M edical/Doctoral:

McMaster 69.6* 68.0* 21.0 27.2
Ottawa 34.3* 38.2* 8.1 8.9
Queen's 53.7* 60.7* 19.1* 21.0*
Toronto 62.2* 63.3* 16.1* 13.4*
Western 29.2* 29.2* 7.1 52
Ontario Average 49.8 51.9 14.3 15.1
Non-Ontario Avg. 38.4 379 9.8 9.2

* indicates universties with classes of >250 & this level
Sour ce: Maclean’'s annua rankings for 2002 and 2003.

43



Table5
Per centage of the Operating Budget Devoted to
Student Services, 1995 and 2003
University % 1995 % 2003

Primarily Undergraduate:

Brock 3.7 7.1
L akehead 4.3 54
Laurentian 3.2 45
Nipissng 55 5.8
Ryerson 3.0 6.4
Trent 4.5 5.7
Wilfrid Laurier 3.7 7.7
Ontario Average 4.0 6.1
Non-Ontario Average 5.3 6.9
Comprehensive:

Carleton 52 5.7
Guelph 4.7 7.2
Waterloo 52 52
Windsor 5.8 5.3
York 4.3 6.5
Ontario Average 5.0 6.0
Non-Ontario Average 3.3 4.4
Medical/Doctoral:

McMaster 29 4.4
Ottawa 4.5 55
Queen’'s 4.2 4.4
Toronto 5.0 7.2
Western 3.8 54
Ontario Average 4.1 54
Non-Ontario Average 3.2 4.7

Sour ce: Maclean’'s annua rankings for 1995 and 2003.



Table6
Per centage of the Operating Budget Devoted to
Scholar ships and Bursaries, 1995 and 2003
University % 1995 % 2003

Primarily Undergraduate:

Brock 11 6.0
L akehead 2.3 8.3
Laurentian 0.8 8.1
Nipissng 21 6.7
Ryerson 0.6 51
Trent 1.9 9.7
Wilfrid Laurier 2.3 9.0
Ontario Average 1.6 7.6
Non-Ontario Average 2.2 39
Comprehensive:

Carleton 2.6 111
Guelph 2.0 7.5
Waterloo 2.7 8.8
Windsor 17 6.5
York 2.6 9.6
Ontario Average 2.3 8.7
Non-Ontario Average 3.0 5.8
Medical/Doctoral:

McMaster 2.6 8.2
Ottawa 4.4 8.8
Queen’'s 7.0 145
Toronto 1.7 12.7
Western 31 135
Ontario Average 5.0 115
Non-Ontario Average 4.2 9.1

Sour ce: Maclean’'s annua rankings for 1995 and 2003.
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Table7
Per centage of the Operating Budget Devoted to
Library Services, 1995 and 2003
University % 1995 % 2003

Primarily Undergraduate:

Brock 6.9 5.8
L akehead 59 5.7
Laurentian 6.2 49
Nipissng 6.8 4.1
Ryerson 3.8 3.6
Trent 7.9 55
Wilfrid Laurier 6.0 5.7
Ontario Average 6.2 5.0
Non-Ontario Average 6.1 55
Comprehensive:

Carleton 75 6.6
Guelph 6.1 5.8
Waterloo 6.7 55
Windsor 6.3 6.4
York 5.8 54
Ontario Average 6.5 5.9
Non-Ontario Average 6.4 6.1
Medical/Doctoral:

McMaster 6.8 4.7
Ottawa 6.2 49
Queen’'s 7.5 7.0
Toronto 8.6 8.9
Western 14 7.2
Ontario Average 7.3 6.5
Non-Ontario Average 6.4 6.5

Sour ce: Maclean’'s annua rankings for 1995 and 2003.
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Figure 1: Ontario University Operating Grants, 1395-2003

2000

1500 1 N

1000 — —

500 T

A

D11

Ay

85 S8 57 58

ZAMMIRT..

£
59 2000 O

—

Operating Grant ($ Millions)

Z
02

03

Source: MTCU data, variousyears

Figure 2: Enrolment in Ontario Universities, 1955-2002
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Figure 2: Full-Time Faculty, Ontarip Universities, 4933-2000
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Figure 4: % Contribution to Univercity Dperating Budpats

by the Frovincial Government, 1595-2001
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Figure 3; Applicants and Registrants, Ontario Universities, 19935-2002
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Figure 6: Ontario Undergraduate Tuition Feeg, 1595-2003
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