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Summary* .

[N

¢ -

Using the most current national data available,.a study wds con-
ducted.to investigate the level of Ontario's contributions to its

' university system in Yelation‘to the other nine Canadian provinces.
The approach that was utlllzed in th1s comparison was to trace
" the student enrolment flgures and prov1nc1al contrlbutions to

operat1ng revenues from 1971-72 until 1973-74 in order .to see

cye

whaE’the levels of support on a per student bwsis had been. All

-of the basic data weré generated and reported by Stat1st1cs

t

Canad§4.but some corr¥ections had to be made to these figures.

It should be noted that the provincia) cbntributions utilized in
.this study may not be\completely accprate because of changes in the
. ¢ ) . .

réporting frrmat from yeagrto—year; however, it is unligely that

the relative standings of provirces would be affected by tHe
-~
ﬁnaccuradles ’

‘ ' . ‘ + ‘ 4 .
N j‘
The results of the study showed a dramatic decreasing position for

N

Ontarlo ih its fund1ng on -a per student basis when qpmpared to the
, other’ provinces- In 1971972 and "1972-73 Ontarlo s per stpdend
contriSutions were above the national average by $55, and é64 res-

pectively and ranked th1rd 1n Canada, while 'in 1973-74 Ontario's:

per student contrlbutlon was $45 sbelow thg national average and

the province ranked sixth in the nation.. The preliminary data

for 1974-75 indicate a contlnued deteriorating pOSlth for
-Ontarjo, falling even further behind the national average and

having a lower rank order. position, .t
- I ‘

.S .

‘ ~ 1
_~Relativ:ly speaking, in 1973-74, Ontario would have had to con-*

~ fribute agproximately $12.4 million in order to match the per
SJudent contr1but10n average of the other provinces

- the prellminary data indicéte that the gap*between Ontari




grown to $47 miilion.- As another pojnt of comparlson, the

dlfference between British Columpla s per student contrlbutlons

“ and that of Ontario has been of large proportlon during each C

& . M * ' ' <
comparative year and ifn 1973-74 alone the funds/needed gg Ontarlo

X

e Ty

. —to-matth British Goluimbia's level of per student comtributions— =~ ~-—-- ——— =
, was approximately $91 miltion. The f1nan01 1 estlmates for E ot
1975 76- show that the gap between Ontario and/the nat1?nal ’ /: ‘ //
‘2 average has grown larger. . . ~ . v .
) . ‘ ' . \ o

The xesuﬁts.of this study de¢”not substantiate recént'statements
oo ‘that impiy that OntasfG universities have been fun@eg on a per . "
l student, basis moTe generously than universities in‘ail otner
& \ provinces,# The opposite is the case when looking at per student
contr'outiens, especially when one recognizes that-Ontario univer-
. g¥ties educate a disproportionately large share of graduate N ] .

studepts. < ) . -

N

v
~

’ ¢ . . B . < .

X In a letter to the editor of _thg Hamilton Spectaton Wednesdaysy > :
January 8, 1975, page six, Mr. Auld, Minister .of Colleges and .
Universities stated that, "...the laEest figures (1971-72) from R
Statistics Canada 1nd1cate that Ontario has the hlghest rate of r
per-student expend\ tures in Canada. The province's total contri- -
bution to universities' operatlng expendituras, 1nclud1ng funds
for a551sted research, was $2,805.36 per student as compared to .

s ) ngures of $2,627.81 for Western Canada, $2,139, 71 for Quebec’ and.

© $1,999.12 for the Magltlmes Statistics Canada's flgures for
+ spending on hlgher education on a per capita ba51eﬁ§nd as a

percentage of gross provincial expenditures also s io's
’ , support to be greater than any/bther region of Canada. / N .
AN . .
!
’ Not only has Canada led the world in spending on\ 1g ér educatlon,- . ’
"

but Ontario has led Canada". ..

.

] ! A ¢

.-

- . L4

. Q . l \\’ ) - F ) ‘ . :
ERIC . \ o : ¢ . :
, T . ' . . . - .

.




¥

. Research Design . .

N

A time perlod was selected £of‘Th¢s stqﬂ? based on tg. ava11ab111ty

_of consistent and reliable: financial data from Statistics Canada

v

. and the Canadian,Association of University Business$ Offlcers S&nce
__this ]01nt _venture was onI§'Begun“f6f'the 1971-72 flscal'}ear, and,
the data were just completed for 1973-74, the perlod of time to be .
covered for the study was defined by this llmit of usable data. .
S ’ These f1nanc1al figures are. basically comparable because the '
reporting format standardireé‘revenée.and income, the same derin—‘

\ .
ortifig institution. This is especially . ‘/<

i &<\ ‘= itioms being used by each r
important since revenue for ¢a tal purposes and;anc;llary enter-
- NS

prlses hastbeen separated from operatlng revenue. However, the

. CAUBO data ‘had to be changed because some of the Ontario 1nst1tut10ns ¢

wére not included in:1971- 72 and 1972-73. It does appear, however, °

+ that the 1973- 74 reportlng is accurate for all of the provinces ¢
4

- )
_Enrolment data came from the Statistics Canada publicatlons that

f covered'the same period of time. Although ‘compléte standardization
s of studént statistics is virtually impossible becauser of the

3d1fferent definitions used by Canad1an un1versities, these data

. . . are beldieved to be of sufflcxent quhllty to 1dentify trends in

- \ levels of ~support by the provinces. v
It was also décided that enrolment ﬁigures should be compared as ’ ‘\
‘to full- t1me/part time enrolments and undergraduate/graduate enrol-
ments for each of the provinces duning the same period ef time. o
<*  Another analys1s was'done concerning provincial contributions to

\\ »~  student financial aid programmes. Since tuition and™fee income

' provides another source of revenue ﬁor universities, the impact of | s
» .

“\ these sources of funds was also eprored in the study.
S . . . e .
. ) . . ! . P
. Though tihere may be technical arguments about the standardization

' - . ,
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and Canada as a wholz 4 There were only 82 more. graduate students i13~ . s
in Ontario in 1973-74 than in 1971%73. The larger 1ncreases 1n ;; ]
" graduate student enrolmenﬁs have occurred-in the part-time ey e
'categor}, but even so the Qntarie~growth in‘real numbers has‘ u -
RY A *

used by Statistics Canada, the final results make it clear that - .

there were substantlal dlsparltles between/fegels of support
' ) - .
contributed by the d1£ferent prov&nges. . .- . -

%

Enrolpent Data v . . o
. ‘. : R i . -
Table 1 reports the number of full-time and part time students J .« ¥

both at undergraduate and gradﬁﬁte levels that’were enrolled in ,
each province during the three—vear period (l97l—73) “iThis table

also shows the percentage of Students enrolled in each province “ ,_. «
4% each category £or the three dlfferent academic years. The
‘tabulation show that Ontarlo had eonsistently educated at least
40% gof the Canadlan umiversity ‘students. 'Since Ontario's
population accounts for approximately 35/ of Canada s population,
Ontario.enrolls a relatlvely larger share of "an ian un1ver51tx
students. “These figured do not take into account the students
who are enrolled 1n Grade 13 1n Ontarlo, and of cdurse the,number

pd
of students ‘in thls proggramme adds to the commltmeht of theﬁB£9¥1nce -

to prov1de ‘another 'level of educatlonal dpportungt%es and/x ¢reases N XJ{
the relative_education burdeft to the prOV1nc& \~//’ ) . -

NG o ‘ o - - -
, -7 "//'/ o

'Table 1 also demonstrates that the absolute/number of full-time

" graduate students has remained relativel/'stable'for both»Ontarlo . T

. just kept relative pace with the rest of Canada. . Enrolment
. . ) . . .
growth has bgen occurring in undergraduate stuflent enrolifie

fof both Ontario and the rest of the country.

-

s ] v
Table 2 shows the total full-timd, part;timesand full~time (! k
equ1valent stddyﬁt; for all of the prov1nces. Aft the conVer— er- . "
si6n of part- -tIhe students 1nto full -t ime equiva ent studpnts, : a ﬂTf
Dy ?. T
N * - e J
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Table 1 and 2, the pAttexn of change for Ontario's ungtéff;'
rolm/gp/fzgures is \

Canad . Even though thefé has been an increase- durlng the three-

perlod of 7,054 full-time students, 8A5b3 pért tlme students;

and/ 9,483 full-time equivalent studenpts, thls.growth ha€ been T
’e comparablé to the rest of'the country, since Qntario s student

‘enrolment perceﬂfage of Canadian university eQrolments has remalned

“stable. - N . \
N .
\\\\ \

. ¢ \
/<\‘ Provincial Grants per FTE' Student

T S ' / /- \\ | .
[} > ) / . . . .
The €¢ntributions of provincial funds/ to un sity operating .

._ revenue is Feportiy in Table 3. The results :ﬁg;\;ﬁaf\&s\gbe' o

\;- ) .;'
.

\ . )
largest and wealthiest province, Ontario contrlbute the greatest

amount in‘totaL«doLlars to qnlver51t1es. ) ™ *

' o ”»
/ ”Ihﬂwrésuiéﬁ of Table 4 demonstrate how the relatlve position of

Ontario iversitiés in Canada has deteriorated durlng the years

. ’ *

A under investigation. 'In this threesyear comparison, Ontario has ,

\ . ..
fallen from third in the nation as f@f as per student contributions
. 7

are concerned to sixth in the natj
1971-72, OntarE’/wa; a%oye the tigﬂsl'év rage by $55 per Student, .

was again above the national average by $64 in 1972-73, and dropped . “

n./,At the beginning year of

to $45 per student below the nathnal average in 1973-74. When
Ontario's per student support is compared to Bnltlsh Columbia's S
. for the same period, we find dlfferences of $662 $555 and $573

per student respectlyely . :
.. o ) ]
s . @ \ .

For purposes of illustrationjeit was decided to translate these\ - * —

"~

per—stuiig; discrepancies into ‘dollar-ammounts that Ontario would

“ - o ‘ . 2 /

" ./ ) . A A . . %
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to its lefel of appropriations far uniyersities

in order to match Lhe nat 1on i\average or British Columbla S level

‘\ 73~ 74 and 1974 75 (see Table 5). The ralculation used to
7
generate~the requirod funds required the computatidn of the average

*

" Simply

national contribution per student.by excluding Ontarﬁq.

¢ ~
using the nationa

verage with'Ontgrio in the ahaiysis wéuld have

still resulted in Ontario being helow :the national average.
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Table 5 ~ -

- h?heoEetical Fund increases Needed for Ontari®

to Equalize per Student Contributgon" .
A N

4 ’ ’

o .. T (in $ millions) s .
. . o . . i .
B . i - . v
v/{, . sNational Average .National Average Brit#h Columbia {*
-/', . ’ - (Ontario 1ncluded) (apart from:Ontario) : .
s 4
11993274 S 7.2 12.4 £ 91.2
1974-75%% | \\?ﬁ\9 e 467 o 105.5 .
) , : y 'Y
1** using preliminarv figyres. . S '{$ )
Py ; Y — Y

o

¢ {
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> P 1" ’ ) \‘
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. in order td check the validity of thl§ per sv\é§2§>comparisoﬁ; A
\\Jg;trlbutlons per student were also ca]culated WO aiterpétive fg;

m@des* . .

~

* Using 1<tUal FTE students reported by/CAUBO,. the dollar values per
student were sllghtly lower because the-~ FTEs were higher, This ‘com~_
parison showed that Ontario rankdd sixth; was below tHe national
average by $139 per student; and was below British Columbia by
$586 per student. Also, g calqulation was-made’ us;ng lBJB full-

time enrolment figures only. TNhis comparlson for 1973-74 showed
that Ontario ranked sixth 1n the nation; was below the na iional
average by $86 per student; and was below Britigh Columb%g by
$572. A . e S
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‘Also it/ should be noted that the prellmlnarv data for ,1974- 75

| 2

points drédhatically‘to the fact that Ontario's level of contri-
)bqtdpn has fallen -even further behind than during the period
of this study. These prellmlnary flgures for 1934 75 are
repofted ih Table 6. As reported in Tabie 5 we find that 0ntar10

15 1974-75 would have had to contribute $46.7 mi1110n to match

the average of the’other prov1nces and $105.5 mllllon to keep

+

« —— .

pace with British Columbia's per student contrlbquon. Also, '
its rank position fe11 from sixth to seventh in Canada.
) "‘ R (
v o, . /\ -
' | N ' ‘
* | Table 6 & | ‘

Provincial Contributions per Student Using 1974-75 P

Provincial- : €ontribution ,
R . E€ontributions FTE . per = ¥
in $000 °©  Enrolments Student

\

. Y

iminary D

a}a*

* Source:

3
- -
e

Statistics Canada, estimated data.

Newfound land $ 28,679 7,011 ¥ $4,090 %
Prince Edward Tslapd 4,450 1,637 29,8,
Nova Scotia 54,500 18,867 2,889 »
New,Brunswick .. . " 36,300 11,740 3,092
Québec  , \ ' 295, ésrf " 89,557 L 3,300 .}
[Ontario . 542,600 169,372 - xe,ozs
.Manitoba 64,648 20,271 3,189
 Saskatchewan n 45,500 15,421 2,951
Alberta - 109,400 32,459 " 3,370

| _British Columbia 119,140 '32,6izm‘ 3,652 .
" :\j « " o ‘
Canada . ' $1,270,797 398,957 > $3,185




PrOJections for 1975-76 show tkat the. p051t10n of Ontario uni‘Verv'_ .
,\ - N\ 0
‘sities w1}l slip even rther bekind w1th a rank order of nine and\

behind the average %f ‘they's ther pryvinces by $Z,50 per ‘_student. The

1974-75 figures reported a diPference of $276 With Ontario in- , -'._‘
cluded in the national avefage the e pectlve dlfferences are $20 S:“*‘é
per Student in 1915-26 and *5159 per Studeqt in 1974-75. ’
. ) 2l
_ Tuition atd Fee Incomes . ' ’ ‘ o ~ . " , |
Table*\T r.eports tui ‘n and feé income l;iy ‘province, percentage of )
‘operatlng reye fiue thit "these flgures represenf ank order position
and compdres the rank to thel"i)revmusly Iepd ted ranks for operating
’ ' nts per student .(see Table,,l&),, It #§ eV1dent that\ fhere is an S S /‘;’
.1nverse reletiopship between the J€Vel of tuition and fees and pre- Y
V1nc1al contrlbutlons..aac stum.’, i.e. prOVJ.nces which contribute . ) //
- r Table 7 . , <
" Tuition and Fe€ Income as & Percentage of Canadian Uruversﬂ:,/ ! \
" ?g Operating Inceme for 1973 74 ‘ < T ,
R\ . . .
K Tuition & Fee = Percent . Per Student :;
7. Income « of Operating Con ributi\pn ) ""
I in $000 __Reveénue " Rank . Ranlf : S
Ne“wfolt.:ndland S $ 4,488 ) 13.7 R N A 2 \\-
Prince Edvard Island 20.1 . o1 E 10 i .
Nova Scotia\' X L. 9,821 15.3 3 8 ﬂ )
New Brunswick. 6,381 3 9
Quebec - 48,327 7 15, Ty T s . '
Jontario | 107,881 15.2 ~s___ 6] )
Manitobd . - 9,581 11.7 .8 ~ 7
Siskatchewan © 7,915 15.6 . 2 N \A '
Alberta -, * 16,357 11.1 9 3 \
British Columbia 15,947 7 - 10.3 / 10 L .
vc.anada \\ $227,804 \\13.7 _ AN .
_source: CAuBo, 1}3—77.\ . N
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(////,,——thaf'tﬁ' hlgher percentége of operat1ng revenue generated by -
N .
tuition and fees translates *into the f0110w1ng “dollar amounts:

. o 13- N
* e 1
. . Q P , ]
higher (operating ;upport on a per étudent basis charge 1ower ’ Yo >
tu1t10n/énd £ eﬁi Although Ontario's, contributions per: student '
. £
are dower han the average for Canada, tuition and* fees ‘paid by jr

. .
% . .
/;//ét;;e {s are above tﬁe\nateonal average. . -
/ .7 - ' N - -
\\\\\\\E:ij

¥
Because of this, it was decidedfts;investigate the amount of .
4 13

Qoperating revenue that was generates\fsr universities_ from tuition .
and fee income. - Table 7 showed that the range of the percentage

of tuition and fees of- operatlng revenue was from 10.3% to. 20 17,
From the earlier c0mpar1son of operatlng grants needed to match

British Colimbda and the national average (see Table 5), we find

. o

3 ~ &£
1) Increasea income for Ontario as compared
. X 0.6 million
to national average (Ontario included) . gN& . S .
» * ~—
Increased income for Ontario. universities - 1

ompared to the hational average $17.7 million

(apart from Ontario) ' .
3) Increased income for Ontarlo universfties $35..0 million . ‘
as compared to British Columbia ) . .
- /
These Elndings “then eljminate the diffel/ences repdtted in Table 5 i

between Ontario and the national average. British Columbia's 1eve1 .

of cog§ﬁ%Put10n would require $56.2 million vs. $91.2 million.

This analysis then shows that the higher amounts of income generated

\By\tuitign\inidiees do affect the gaps reported for t973-74 and ]
eliminate the fference between, Ontario and the national average ]
even though there, stsl}: is a large difference between Ontario and

British Columbia. T "
Py ’ R 3 ;
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since Ontario has decided not to ingrease tuition and “fees

. -

However,
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for 1974-45 apd 1975-/6, tuition and fees as a percentage of - . vl
. \ n '
\operating.rev?nuelwill grow smaller for Ontario. Remepbering the -
findings that Ontario was below the national average oé per'student X

(contriﬁutipns by only $45 per squdent¢in.1973—74 (Table \4); is -
expected to be below by $159 in 1974-75 (Table 6); and bdlow the
projectqd value of the national average by $260 per studewt in. -
1975-76, - the tuition'and fke income will not conpensate for the
expected ditferences between Ontario and‘the national‘average in ]
1974-75 or 1975-76. ' g . :

[
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Student Financidl Assistance Programmes

1

-

Since provineial contributions to studéﬁ& financial assistance pro-.
grammes represent another kind of f1nbnc1al contrlbut1on to univer-
sity education, it was-dec1ded to seelif any conclu51ons could be
drawn from the available data. Unfortunately, the iormattlng %f

- the reports issed bv Statistics Cat%da make it impossible to com-

- .

pare these contributions from an inter- prov1nc1al perspective.
Fundlng has either been reported as tofal awards to post- secondary ~

educatlon without differentidting between un1vers1t1es and -com- ' . 4

munity colleges, or the report has combined federal -and prﬁvingial v

contributions together. - <

\

R \
. . - -

) " There was neverthless an observable trend prese s.jn these data . f

, which seemed to.warrapt further investféation. It abp
Ontarro's programme in total %ollar amounts represented about
of the funds spent on supﬁ.proérammes throughout the nation. ’Sineé
that percentage was the same as Ontario's share of university
students in Canada, it was decided to ‘investigdte the, possibility : ’
of there belng a correlatlon between student énrolmént and total -

do{iars contrlbuted by Ontar10 to student financial aid. The

.
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results of this compari on are reported in Table 8.' ., A A
: L / \ 0~ . 'o‘ \\
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A A 1 ‘ Table 8 %) (
- ' ¥
. Financial Assistance Grants per FTE Students in Ontario %
R}
PO ' ' ) ‘- )
: Amount in* - . . Grants' per® |
-$000 | FTE Students FTE k% - %{
T _—— L N "y
° * Ke1dmd
. * .
1971~72 , 60,152 150,834 ‘ $400 ¥ g
. . / ]
1972-73 . ., 64,472 152,691 422%% |+
1973-74 . 67,389 . 160,317 \ +420 . % -§
. < ' she R3]
. ’ . . ) =Y
* Funds Gere reported in the Ministry Of Colleges and Universities |« N
Statistical Summary for the respective years 1 ﬁ hl:%
) . A B !
- . AR .
%% Tuition was increased $100 per student this year. .. , : gu“*ﬁ
. . j " . , ’ A cE "
/ ’ o ve - v " } . N
, v ' : T o " 3 ’ !
2 g PR
. . o e - P
v . @ 0 . e v ! 3 «
Table 8 indicates that there 1s a correlation between studqpt Sy
C v B T
. enrolment and the total dollars allocated by Ontario for student "+ * R
~ - ¢ N e N ) :,
assistance. This result justifies the conclusion that even " ‘ i
N though Ontario has the, largest financial aid 9£ogramme: it has . @% ) ‘
)' not grown disproportionately in relation to en#;ﬁnént growth, . Vo .
A forthcoming rveport from Statistics Canada on financial S " é . f
assistance gprogrammes in Canada may shed more light on this :
, topic. ‘ ™ : ) ./ . ,
. - ¢ . . " ;)
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Concluding Remarks

. , i
» ( -;s ’J‘
Tablé 9 reports the number of FTE students in both tpé under- . .

graduate and graduake‘programmes. As mentioned earlier, the

"number of graduate students has grown at a muchégiower pace than ’ ’
undergraduates, but the relative burdén of—graduéfﬁ education is
higher for Ontario than its burden o% undergraduate education.
‘ -~ ~ iy £ /
Ontarioﬂs universities have provided educatt%?&f“experien?g for
the citizéhs of Ontario, despite the’ more detandin§ mix‘of stu-
dents, at a lower level of government funding Jir student than ' .
\{?e'nationa{ average and at a mdch lowef level of goveﬁnment
funding per student than some other prowincial universitv systems.
\ . L3 - ) ?
. Table 9
L FTE Undgxgradyate and Graduate Enrolments for 1973-74
. FIE ' FTE | "
Undergraduates (Ag Graduates % o
Newfoundland . , * 47,0 2.1 433 0.9 ) <o
Prince Edward Island , - 1,7f§_ 0.5 .
Nova Scotia 15,996 ‘ ¢ 4.7 1,290 2‘9 ‘\xg _}
New Brunswick L 1,367 3.3 s46 1.2 :
Quebec , 72,433 21.5 11,409 ©26.3
[ontario . 140,978 41.9 19,340 - 44.6]
Manitoba S v 17,996 _/‘ 5.3 N\ 2,003 4.6
Saskatchewan _ N2 . 4.2 - 792 1.8
Alberta 27,624 8.2 ' T 3,643 8.4
British columbia .- 26,421 7.8 3,900 8.9
Canada . 335,701 ° 100.0 g 43,356 100.0
| VIR - -
~ R _“ e . LN
. ) - ¢
. ’ )
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February 27, 1976." . >




