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The Manitoba Organization of Faculty AssociatiokFA) represents approximately 1,600
teachers and researchers employed by Manitobatsapyipublic universities. MOFA'’s central
concern is the quality of university teaching aesearch in the province. To a considerable
degree, the achievement of high quality teachirtjrasearch in Manitoba, and their numerous
ancillary benefits, depend on Federal financialpsupthrough a combination of transfer
payments and targeted funding for post-secondargagbn.

MOFA believes that these two avenues for Federalifig of universities are vital to the well-
being of our institutions and Canadian society atale. Investment in the teaching and
research functions of universities has demonstiadtefits for society, including a well-
educated and employable populace, the generatinevoknowledge that benefits individuals
and organizations, and an overall enriched quafitife for Canadians. This type of investment
is particularly important to address goals reldtedconomic and social development in what is
likely to be a period of slow and protracted ecormracovery from the recession of 2008-09.
We trust that the next Federal budget will acknalgkethese and other benefits and will include
appropriate increases in support of universityhearand scholarship.

More specifically, MOFA encourages the Federal goweent to fund universities in ways that
benefit all Canadians, no matter what their gedgajpcation. Evidence indicates that Federal
funds for universities distributed through a variet targeted programs (e.g., granting councils,
research chairs, undergraduate and graduate sshipsuiand loans, infrastructure programs) do
not serve provinces like Manitoba well, and indeegllikely to exacerbate existing regional
disparities in university and research funding.afTi, rich institutions gain disproportionately
from these programs at the expense of less wetheed institutions. Here we concentrate on
disparities involving Manitoba.

The central issue for MOFA is that Manitoba receigenuch lower percentage of funds from
these funding sources than warranted by the prelsmroportion of the Canadian population,
undergraduate students, and faculty. The attaiztidels document the shortfall. Despite having
about 3.7% of Canada’s population, Manitoba ingstits historically have received less than 3%
of funds from the three main granting councils (8bSciences and Humanities Research
Council of Canada, Natural Sciences and Engine&eggarch Council, and Canadian Institutes
for Health Research) and from the Canadian Foumad#&tir Innovation (slides 1, 2, 3, and 4). In
the case of CFI funds, Manitoba has received of%olof its disbursements, far less than half of
what its allocation would be if based on populati@ur examination of specific programs

within the granting councils (e.g., individual agidup grants, scholarships and fellowships)
demonstrates the general nature of the under-fgndiith very few exceptions.



This shortfall across major sources of Federal stidpr university teaching and research makes
it challenging to provide high quality teaching &tudents in Manitoba, and to conduct the
quality of scholarship upon which contemporary stycand business are so dependent. Given
that much research and even teaching activity gesvservices to the region in which they are
carried out (e.g., evaluations of the effectiversedsmedical treatment, research relevant to
industry, practicum courses, arts-based scholaslk)ythe shortfall means diminished support
for Manitoba citizens, organizations, and busingsseliverse domains. Manitoba residents,
relative to other Canadians, are likely to havedieapportunities to participate in research-based
programs for the treatment of physical and mergalth difficulties, Manitoba businesses would
have reduced access to industry-related scholamshigpoManitoba citizens would receive fewer
cultural benefits from scholarly work in the artslehumanities.

Despite the complex nature of funding for universgtaching and research in Canada, the
Federal government is clearly in the best positioensure that all Canadian citizens and
businesses have equal access to quality univeesiburces, and that the badly-needed but scarce
resources represented by university students aeerehers are not squandered by inadequate
and uneven support. Certainly it seems inapprogpfa the Federal government to allocate
funds to universities in ways that worsen regiahsparities. This is particularly clear in
provinces like Manitoba where levels of industrydied research also tend to be extremely low.
A recent Statistics Canada report covering IndaisResearch and Development for 2007
reported that only 1.2% of the dollar value of suetearch was conducted in Manitoba. Such
inequitable funding, both public and private, & tlery least demonstrates a less than optimal
use of large numbers of university students andltiagvho happen to be located in geographic
regions not currently well served by Federal fugdanograms or by private investment.

In addition to an overall increase in funding foiversities, therefore, MOFA would like to see
policies and procedures that ensure adequate anidlgle funding for students and researchers
in all parts of Canada. We see at least two wagsthe current situation can be improved.

One approach to ensuring equitable funding of Ciamaghiversities in all parts of the country
would be to strengthen transfer payments for pestisdary education, in terms of both the
amount of money available and the manner in whictd$ are distributed. With respect to the
latter, funds for post-secondary education andwuarsocial programs are currently co-mingled
in the Canada Social Transfer (CST), which comptsaccountability by various levels of
government and in particular makes it difficult fbe Federal government to ensure funds go
where they are intended and needed (e.g., unisrsind other post-secondary institutions). We
strongly encourage a separation of post-seconaatrgacial program funding, building perhaps
on a Post-Secondary Education Act like that propdisethe Canadian Association of University
Teachers (selettp://www.caut.ca/uploads/pseact-2007.pdf).

A second approach to equitable funding is to adogathanisms to correct regional inequities in



targeted Federal programs. A first step couldobexamine Federal programs to identify funding
criteria or other elements that bias distributioriavour of certain institutions or regions of the
country. Historical funding records may providemsoinsights; for example, over 63% of the
$281M in CIHR funds used for clinical trials hasheallocated to Ontario, versus a mere 1% to
Manitoba. A second step would be to develop progrike those of the National Science
Foundation in the USA designed to deal with gedgi@pnd other disparities in scholarly
funding. In essence NSF allocates funds spedifiéal programs that strive to ameliorate and
reduce regional disparities observed in NSF’s prynpaograms (e.g., competition funds specific
to under-served regions and institutions).

MOFA also suggests that Members of Parliament atyangdy increased funding to narrow
research agendas. Last year, supplementary SSutiRlih§ was made available only to
business-related projects, although Canadianstenddonomy would have benefitted as much
or more from increased funding in other domaine.illlistrate, research on changing people’s
attitudes about commercial products would have lheeted but not research on health-related
attitudes that have serious economic consequemcase importantly, basic research on
understanding the nature of attitudes and theirifcation. Such basic research tends to be far
more dependent on government programs than apeléearch; Statistics Canada recently
reported that only 4.5% of all Industrial Reseaanold Development funds spent by business in
2007 was for activities classified as basic redeafnd yet basic research promises the greatest
returns to society from a long-term perspective tués implications for diverse areas of
concern.

In conclusion, MOFA strongly encourages the Fedgoakernment to increase support for our
universities, students, and faculty through unfettencreases both to transfer payments for post-
secondary education and to diverse Federal progifzem$und university teaching and
scholarship. Moreover, the Federal budget shaulksto improve parity in the allocation of
funds to different parts of the country and toelnt institutions. Parity serves to make optimal
use of university students and scholars througti@itountry and to ensure that the benefits of
university teaching and research are enjoyed gghwlall Canadians.

James M. Clark
President, MOFA
j.clark@uwinnipeg.ca




SSHRC - All Programs (1998-2008)

Province N — 5 5 ot 4 Average Award (§)
Ablantic

Newfoundland and Labrador M43 1.06% 10,898,190.49 1.17% 3,31684
Prince Edward lsland 4 0.13% 1171338.00 0.13% 2862134
Hova Scotia 962 293% 25,444 30564 273% 2644938
New Brunawick 508 1.55% 1295168343 1.39% 2545544
Sub-total: Atlantic 1,862 56T 50,465,518.56 542% 27,102.86
nue?lice'bec 8245 25.10% 237,409487.71 25.50% 26,794.36
Sub-total: Quebec 8,245 5.10% 237,409,497.71 25.50% 28,794.36
OmaUr:tarm 13226 40.26% 377,703 903.88 40.57% 28,5768
Sub-total: Ontario 13,226 40.26% 377,703,903.98 405 28,557.68
Pr”’ﬁnnﬂba 695 212% 15,804,056 40 213% « 2848505
Saskatchewan 581 177% 17431 21214 187% w024
Alberta 2379 7.24% 66,083 42267 710% e
Substotal: Prairies 3,655 1.14% 103,324,691.21 1.10% 28,269.41

British Columbia
British Columbia 4m 12.85% 128,708 806.26 13.82% 3048275
Sub-total: British Columbia 4221 12.85% 126,709,906.26 13.82% 3049275
Nm“Vukun 3 0.02% 333831.00 0.04% 55,638.50
Horthwest Terrtories 5 0.02% 75,000.00 001% 15,000.00
Sub-total: North i 0.03% 408,831.00 0.08% 3716645
mhef;t‘r:eﬁnﬂ:ldﬂ:ada 102 214% 15,543 876.00 167% 21en
Sub-total: Other in Canada 702 214% 15,543,876.00 1.67% 2214207

Outside Canada
Outside Canada 9% 282% 17508 24277 1.88% 1890555
Sub-total: Outside Canada 926 282% 17,506,542.77 1.88% 18,905.55
Total 32,848 100.00% 931,072,767.49 100.00% 28,344.88
2

NSERC — All Programs (1991-2008)
Number Amount
Frovince Average Award §
N % § %

Briish Columba 16,604 f165% §361438 1330 241
e 14691 S0 HEATAN §10% Pt
Seskechenan (3 1k 103992 561 21T Pt
Wantob 44 21t VLY 1451 ALK
Ontaio 5% 9% 1407387 558 $ith Pyl
(uhee 1862 A37% 085739 564 200% B35
lew Brunsiick 31% 1.96% kAL 148% 18610
Nz Scot bi 196% 128 562 748 3T 03%
Prnce Edvad lsand i 1% 5081 (1% 12508
Newfoundland and Latrador P {424 HIBgE th Pzl
Ot 16,682 10.35% HEA0L 8 §10% 16,506
Tod ey IR 14 JEE Ug6




CIHR — All Programs (up to 2009-2010)

Unknown | Unknown LI 2% 4602918 06%  SM5E02
Canada A 5] 08%  S0168473  08%| 275295
Canada |Ontaro 995 6% 52895506938 400% 5292623
CanadaNew Brunsick L9 04% 103266 01% 511143
Canada Newfoundland and Labrador M9 09% UIBMT| 06% 5174403
Canada  Québec o TER2 291%  S202984362 289% S23E2
Canada |Nova Scota T 2% SIG90MS9  23%  S23667
Canada  |Manitaba ) atw steoont| 28% 4%
Canada | Alberta %62 100%  STROGS3ME 105%| 5285745
Canada |Saskatchewan AT 8% SBTBET2 13%|  S227H
Canada | Bitish Columbia MY 1% SBE339) 118%  S73AR
Canada  Prince Edward Island % 02% 56808038 01%  S12172
ol 2609 100%  ST233172989)  100% 27482

Canada

# Awards

Manitoba

% MB

6308

3.9%

CFl — up to 2009

$4,248,073,863

$65,583,941

1.5%




