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Professor S. Gilbert 

This thesis is a .  investigation of the risMg corn of tmivasity attendance on students i b n  

modest backgrounds, Two surveys are examine& The hcoming Stadent S m e y  (ISS) provides 

data about the social class background of entenng students. The Admitted Student Questionnaire 

(ASQ) provides information about the class background of studcnts admitted to Guelph (whether 

or not they chose to attend) and their feelings about the cost of attendin6 uniVCtSity- Thcse daîa 

suggest that students fkom modest backgrounds are more likely to take cm debt, wony about 

paying for îheir educaîion, be sensitive to cost of aîtending University, and are less likely to attend 

the University of Guelph in ment years, compared to their higher-SES counterparts. Qualitative 

interviews illustrate that studenîs fiom modest backgrounds are apprehensive about debt, and diat 

Iack of money is a source of stress, which negatively affects îheir academic perfommce, 
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RWXODUCTION 

University atteaâance has taken on increasing importance in Canadîau Societyty A 

imiversity degree bas talm the place ofa high school diplorna as the base cpdificabon for 

increasing numbefs of " g d  jobs. It is forecart tbat new jobs ta be crrated o n r  the n a  few 

decades wül increasuigS require workers to have m e  pst-seconday education- Those who do 

not attend unïversity are predicted to eam lower îmomes, and generally enjoy a Iower standard of 

duable curze~lcy in the uncertain economic c W e  of the 1990s and beyond- As a U1liversity 

degree is important to an individuai's chances to secure a good firhire, it is important that aii 

groups in society have equal access to miiversity- 

If Canada c l a h  to be a tnily meritomtic society, then each citizen should have e q d  

chances to compete for unequai rewatds. As a univefsity degree is a primary means to economic 

success, individuaïs should have equal opportlmity to attend univefsity. This concept of equality 

of opportunityI a central ideal for Western nations, amounts to socidjustice, Go- suggests 

that not attendhg universiîy is =an intolerable -al and economic barrk to advancement in 

Canada" (1987,49). What Harvey and Lennards wrote in 1973 is no less relevant today: 

In an industrial society, where Merences m reward rest pnmarihl on ocCup8tional 
position and where placement within the occupational structure is greatiy d d e d  by 
educational attainment, the educational system becornes a major instrument for promothg 
social justice. EQnality of opportunity requires, in effcct, equality of educational 
opportunity (1973,61). 

AUowing for ail individuals who have the capacity and desire to attend University is not only in the 

best interests of individuals, but of society at large: 

Where those who survive to the upper levels of the educational systern are less 
able than many who drop out of it the inwstment in educatioa..is king wasted 
and the most valuable resource of human talent is king squanderd A d e t y  
which r e k s  to remove barriers to educational opPortMity is fàibg short ofthe 
democratic ideai (Porter 1965,167)- 



In short, a univefsity degree is a crucial factor in an individuaïs chances for occupational and 

other forms of success. 

W I I a î  Hqpened in the 1960s 

It was recognized in the 1960s that much needed to be done in order to ensiue equality of 

educationd opporttmity in Ontano- Universiies were crea!ed and expanded in order to make 

them more accessible. While student fees such as tuïtion rates rose, university enroiments 

Uxcreased draaürticaüy9 by 15 1% between 1960 and 1969 (Statistics Canada 1980)- Women, 

Francophones and older students increased die& pdcipation m higher edudon, whiIe other 

background factors such as socio-economic statusi (SES) remained related to educatid 

aftainment In the 1960s' greater numbers of snidents than ever attendeci ULLiversity, and they were 

more Likely to have corne fkom emnomically and educationally privileged backgrounds (Guppy 

How Cliwtges Ui the 1960s were Intqpeted 

The public perceived increases in Miversity enrohent as an mdication that Ontario 

universities were dciemtiy accessible, and tbat equality of educationai opportunity had been 

achieved. High participation of young people in University was seen by many as evidence that 

rmiversity was now open to aii students, including women, visfile minorities, and (due to 

bursaries, gants and Ontario's loan program) those fkom low-mcome families, This assumption is 

articulated by the President of King's CoUege in Halifax, who assecfed that in light of the financial 

aid a v a l e  to Canadians: 

1 do not bclieve that tfiere is an 18 year old m the country who has both the ambition and 
the talent to go to University and is c-tly king denied a place..h short, the case for 
auy signifiant increase in accessfiility to Canadian Miversities at the present moment is a 
weak one (Godfrey 1987,52). 

"Socio-economic status" or SES is defined as "one's geueral status within an economic 
hierarchy, baseù on incorne, &cation and occupation" (Krahn 1995,228)- 



CONZEXT: Wh& Arrs Happenedsince the 196& 

How have things cbmged Smce the 196ûs? F h t  of all, in the 1990s, goveznments assume 

Iess financial respomîbility for universities tfian they did in the 1%0s, Since the 1970% both the 

federal and provincial govemments have been contri'buting l e s  and Iess to imlversitles (rjttIe 

1997). Secondly, students shouider a greatex portion of the bancial burden of attendhg 

University in the 1990s. Tuition fees and other costs ofattendance have been increasing gredy; 

by an average of 11% yearly in the 1990s (Staîisîics Canada, Ebucation Qumteriy Review- 0 2 ,  

1998,57)- As weU, household hcomes have not been increasing qnickIy enough to keep pace 

with these changes to the cost of unïversiw, since 1980, tuition fees in Canada have risen by 

1 15'%$ while average family incorne has grown by only 1% (Clark 1998; Statlstics Canada 11- 

008). Bursaries and grant. were eliminated in the early L990s, as sîudent assistance shifted fiom 

'"non-repayable" government sources, to student Ioans. Students' reliance on loans, and 

subsequent debt, has increased substantially (CIark 1998). 

The proportion of young people in the population has been declining for years, yet until 

now, an increasing proportion of young people have ken attending imiversity. After decades of 

steady growdi, fW-time enrolments have feveiled off. In tenns of part-time studies, enrolments 

have been declining since 1992. This fact is particdariy signifïcant, because-part-time programs 

were speciflcalIy designed to encourage non-traditional students, women, older students, etc., to 

participate in universityty Thus, does the decrease in numbers of those participating in university 

part-the indicate that accessibility to uni'versiîy is declining? 

ûverall, the climatte surrounding University attendance in îhe 1990s difliers sigdicantly 

fiom that of the 1960s; govemments are contnbuîïng less to uuiversities, students are paSng 

more, have higher debt-loads, whiie fiiil-the enrolrnents have leveiled off. This decline in 

enrobent is not happening across the nation, however. Between 1997-98 and 1998-99, Onwo, 
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whiçh had the highest average un- arts tuiîion increase of gfl the provinces, experîenced 

a 1.4% decline in enrobent, whiie British Columbia, with the lowest tuition increase, had a 15% 

increase in W-time enrolment (Statistics Canada The Dai&- lof 1 V98)- 

Hou Changes since the 196th h v e  &m Interpreted 

Rismg student fees, the abolition of g m t s  and the wiîhdrawal o f g o v m a t  hancial 

support to universities have prompted widespread demonstdons and protest fiom d e n t  groups 

and others, These groups claim that rising taition rates wlll prevent students (particufariy those 

fiom low-incorne families) fîom attending Universityty Without data, these groups are assehg  

that accessïbility is king threatened How can we test out this proposition? 

1Rather than interpreting rising participation rates o d  as evidence that a system is more 

open, we need instead to look at how well the composition of a student body reflects the larger 

society- if we only look to emolment n m h ,  we do not receive an accurate assessrnent of how 

representative the institution is. To detennine whether an institution is becoming more or less 

accessible, it is necessaiy to measure how weil the members of that institution mirror the diversity 

of general society. hczeases in the npmbers ofpeople who attend miiversity say nothing about the 

composition of incoming cohoris of students. For Ïnstance, Ontario may wiiness increasing 

enrolment numbers in the 1990s, but these students may be overwhelming drawn firom the highest 

income bracket, which redts  iu a more exclusive, less accessible system- 

Having determined that it is necessary to examine the compositi011 of uaiversities, which 

variables are the most important ones to compare incoming cohorts with? Rattier than insisting on 

equal representation of di groups in society (Le. it is rare that those in their 50s and 6ûs aîtend 

University; we do not expect universities to draw fiom al1 age brackets; instead, they draw mainiy 

fiom îhe 18-24 age group) universities shodd be representative in tenns of socid background 



variables such as gender, race, and social class. 

What zae the implications of a unlversity being substantially over-represented by a certain 

group, such as having two thirds ofits undergraduate body as female? Uithate~, any signifiant 

over or under-representation of certain races, social classes or gender, suggests that the institution 

in question is more aüractive or even accessible to certain groups in society and not to others. For 

instance, if haif the population of Ontano was A ù o r i ~  and only 5% of d e n t s  at the 

University of Guelph were Aborimnal_ we would sospect thatthere ex& barners of some sort to 

prevent the fuiI participation of Aepinrrl sûuients- Thas, any dewiatim of the composiîïm of 

incoming University student cohorts fiom the generd population of Ontano should make us 

suspect that the instituîkm in qyestion is not acces~~'b1e. In other wonls, eq-lity of o p p o d t y  

can only be achieved ifthe composition, in tenns of social background factors such as gender, 

race and SES, of Ïucoming d e n t  cohorîs in Ontario MnItmiües, is representative of the Ontario 

population in general. The reasons for any under or over-representattim m y  be due to several 

factors: financiai, a t t i t d d ,  cdtaral, etc.. 

Since the 1960s, Ontario has witnessed a change in the c W e  tamounding University 

atpmdance and risirtg tuition rates. In light of these changes, we cannot assume anything about the 

composition of incoming student cohorts. It is crucial to h o w  the composition ofuniversities 

today, in tenns of social background characteristics of students. Who is attending imiversity in the 

Iate 1990s? Why have fdl-time enrolments stopped nsing after decades ofgrowth? Are 

universities becoming more exclusive over time? With clramstic mcreases in tuition, are students 

fkom low-incorne fiundies attending University in fewer numbers? We aim to address these 

questions by examining the composition of one Ontario imiversity. 



Two schoois of tûopght can be outlined with respect to ducation in g e n d :  stnicansl 

functionalism anâ c d c t  theory. Stnictural hctionalism claims that edudon is a fàir and 

meritocratic proçess where individiiiils art smhd and p'ogress through the system acmrding to 

merit and talent, Altemately, conflïct theory posits that the education system serves as a 

rnechanism of status transmission, throm which chss structure is reprodud This section will 

examine these two theories: how they explain social sbatification, and how schoois or mivudies 

function in society. FrmcttioaList th- bol& that schmls shordd be rneritocrsfic qstems which 

aiiocate status soleiy on the basis of achievement Ifthis is true7 then universities catainly wodd 

be accessibIe institutions providiag opportmity for dl who have the talent and desire to attend 

University. Conflict theory suggests that schools serve as mechanisms of dass aruismission; 

students t?om disadvafltaged f a d e s  would be 1east Eely to attend hers i ty  at the best of tùnes. 

The nsing finacial cost of attending university, according to this view, prescn'bes that university 

will increasingiy become the preserve of the middle- and upper-classes. These two perspectives 

offer ditXering hypotheses related to the research question at hand. Sûucturai hctinalisa 

assumes a weak correlation between students' enrolment in University7 and their social class. 

Conflict theory assumes a stn,ng relationship between students7 m * a l  c h s  and their e d U C 8 t i d  

atfainment, meaning that universities perpeniate the existing class structure. 

InequaIity and Opportunity in Societies 

Ail societies can be conceived of as being based on two hdamental charactcristi~s: 

inequality and oppmmity. Societies diffa in the degree to *ch inaplïty and opportunity 

shape individual's Iives. 'Inequality" is ineqaaiity of condition, where there are nnequal rewards 

in terms of income, wealth, poweq prestige, etc- for différent individuab within a group or gtoups 



within a society. It is "a constant featme of the himian condition"'. For example, the most 

advantaged 2W of households receive over 4û% of all income in Caxunda, while the most 

dîsadvantaged 20% of househoIds eam ody 5% ofcanadian income (Knh 1995,15). 

"Opportrmity" is defined as the iikeiihood or chance for advancement, or to change one's position 

either up or down in a hierarchy of social status. For example, an individual who does not have a 

high school diploma, or is fimthaüy illiterate, has less o p p o ~ t y  to a* a weii-paying job 

thao a person with credentials such as a uaiversity degrec 

Different societies cm be uniqueIy identified in tenns of tfre extent to which their 

members enjoy high or low Ievels of ineqaaIity and opportunir, In other words, ascn'bed 

characteristics (such as socio-economic status or SES, race or gender) are correlated with 

achievement to varying degrees in different societies, In order to place issues ofinequaiity and 

opportunity in conte* it is bel@ to use an "ideal-srpicai" typology of how societies diffw in 

tenus of inequaliîy and opportunity- This typology illustrates four âîfferent "ideal types3*, based 

intersections of ineqnality a d  opportunity on a hi&-low scale: 

Marshali, Gordon, ed- The Co 
- . * 

nase Orcford Dictionaw of S o c i o ~ .  Mord: Mord 
University Press, 1994. 



Table 1. Inequaiity and Opportudty in Hitent Types of Sodctid 

OPPORlvïwlY 

As seen in Table 1, a ' kner i tdc ' '  society is one in *ch îhere is both high inewty, 

Low 

and hi& ~pportunity~ In such a Society* there can be large Merences m status or standard of 

High 

living. However, these différences are based on individuais' individuai talents or achievements, as 

there is high opportunity for advancement- Ascnied characteristics, such as SES or gendcr* are 

generaiiy mcon'elated with achievement in a meritocmcy- 

A microcosm of a mexitocraîic competition can be seen in the form of the Olympic 

games3. An athlete may be wealthy and priviieged in his or h a  home society, but these 

char-acteristics do not matter in the Olympiics- Olympic competition hss traditionally been based 

on individual achievemen~ not background characteristics as the basis for statu. TypicaUy, each 

athlete has an equal chance to win the race. In the example of the lOOm dash, each m e r  starts 

on the same track, and the best individual wins. The winner is amarded the highest st- symbol, 

the gold medai. In this example, there is ineQualiîy, as only one athlete cari be awarded the gold 

Stratind 
(asmïd characteristics are 
correlaîed with achievement, 
differences in standard of 
W g )  

Source: Gilw Sid and Hugh A. McRoberts, 1975- 

3 

Merïtucracy - .  (8scn'bed c-cs are 
uncorrelateci with acbievement; 
cliflierences in standard of 
living) 

Communal 
flow opprtunity for social 
advancement, with simifar 
standard of living) 

Some athletes' use of pufiice-enhancing dmgs, and rcccnt ailegations of bn'bcry and 
corruption on the part of some International Olympic Committee members notwithstandiug. 

Eealitarian 
(hi* opporhmity7 but sunilar 
standard of living for all  
members) 



mecial. There is dso hïgh opporttmiiy, as each athlete lias an expal c h c e  to contpete for the 

gold medaL Thus, the OIympics are an example ofa mentocratic competitio~~ 

Canada stnves to be a mexitocracy, where an individuai's staîus is based on achievement 

alone, as opposed to ascriid charactenstics such as sociai class, gender or race- There is a high 

degree of inequality Ïn Canndian society, For instance, in Canada, bank presidents eam 

substantiaiiy large salaries. At the other end of the spectnmi, homeless peopIe generally rely an 

spare change or soup kitchens in order to eat However, Canadian society espouses equal 

opporhmity for ail members of Society- For instanceI the Suprtme Court bases legai decisiims on 

ttie Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which denounces dhxhination based on a s m i i d  

charactenstics4. One might irifér iÏom the existence of this document that in reality, ail people in 

Canada enjoy equal rights and opporhmities for success, For instance, it states in the Charter that 

aU people, regardless of their gender, are to be treated @yy 

A "stratined" society (see Table 1) is one where there is high inequality and low 

opportunity- In this society, ascriid characte&ics sach as SES, gen&r or race, be 

sttongly conelated with achievement. For instance, traditionally "fernale" jobs tend to be 

undervalued in society- Specindy, women's groups are stiU battiing for equal gay for work of 

equal value. While recognized by law as equai, women do not enjoy some of the same 

opporhinities in Canadian suciety that men do. Iaequality is a fimdamentai aspect of straiSed 

societies. Whiie inequaiity also exists in meritocratic societies, in a straeed sociefy, there is low 

opportunity for individuais to improve their station in Life- 

In a stratified society, strata are relative@ permanent. Social stratincation is defineci as 

"persistent pattemu of social inequality within a society, perpetuated by the mamer in which 

wedth, power and prestige are distn'buîed and passed on h m  one gencfation to the n e f l  (lhhn 

-- 

4~ossible exceptions hclude dïsahimîïon based on age, i-e. mandatory rrtirement at age 65. 

9 



1995,28). Krahn suggests thaî the nature of stratification is the "comerstone" of sociology, and 

that studies of Canadian society which do not d e r  to its stratified stmcture would be mis1eadh.g 

and inadequate (Krahn 1995,28). One example of a stratiiïed society wouid be a %aste" system, 

as has exkted m India- A ucaste" is one of severai strata in a society mto whkh people are b01n 

The caste system is a closexi stratification system with ngid d e s  regardhg the type of work that 

members of diffetent castes can pediom (Krahn 1995). 

A society with both low opporûrnity and low iuequality is a "corxnnmial" one. In such a 

society, inequality is low. People have similar strinis and standards ofiÏving There is also low 

opportunity for social mobility or advancement. For instance, a communal society might be a 

malI awan tnial society, where resources are shared between aU members. Lady, an 

"egahtarian" society is one where people enjoy a simiiar sîandard of living, and ineqpality is low. 

In an egalitarian society opportunîty is high, but there are no diffefentid rewards for achievement, 

as the level of ineqyality in this society remains Iow- An exampie of an e@tatïan society might 

be a socialkt one, where people have wilimited opportlmity to p e r f i  a -ety of tasks. 

However, regardless of what role Individuais play, their status or standard of living would remain 

relatively the same. For instance, in such a society, any individual can perform a highly valued 

role, such as that of a surgeon, However, in theory, this surgeon would not enjoy a standard of 

living difkrent h m  that of a garbage collecter. 

The "In heritance of Disadvantagem in Stratified Societies 

There are several bases of comparison and cornpetition in Society; matenal, intellectual, 

culturai, etc.. Parents use their resources to best eqWp their chïidren to compte in society. Some 

families have pater material resources than others. Of ta  their children i n h d  tbis wealth. 

Parents not only pass on h i .  own material wealth or capital, but "inteiiectd capital", or values, 



attitudes and behaviours. Financial resomces are* one aspect of the home enviranment of 

students. Although parents fim di incorne chses value higher educatim for the chiltiren, 

middle-class parents may have higher edmation $iemse1ves7 and can "speak both endmsiastidiy 

and knowledgeably abouî the ins and outs of coiiege dimiversity He'' (-e 1995,21)- 

Middle and higherducation parents might be more LikeIy to support and encourage their children 

in school resist negative labeIling, and enrich their children's scbool experiences with exposure to 

museuILLs, film and travei (Gomme 1995,21)- Lower-incorne parents, altemately, may rely on 

teachers to educate their children, ThW organizational strategies, language skills and dues might 

be less compati'ble with the schod than are those ofmiddieslass perwts (Gomme 1995,20-21). 

The literature suggests that social classes Mer not oniy in the material resources they c m  pass on 

to their children, but value systems, attitudes and preferences. 

Anisef et d. (1985) desmi the CCinheritance of disadvautage", prevaient in stratidïed 

societies as the ''tteadency for fhdies  to pass on social and cconomic advantages (or 

disadvantages) to their children w c h ]  d e s  tùe provision of eqaality of oppotuaiSty 

problemtic'' (Anisef et al. 1985,9). Thus, this ùiherited privïlege contradicts the m e r i t d c  

prhcipte, that aii individuais begin in Me with e@ chances for success. 

Structural Functionalism 

The discussion now turns to theories of how ascribed and achieved variables are seen as 

weighted, or co~ected to an individual's atcainment Stnictural hnctionalism, which arose in 

reaction to the îheories of Marx and Weber, emphasizes order and consensus in society (Krahn 

1995,9). Reflecting post-WWL optimism, it seeks to explain social mstittutions in terms of theu 

function for sociey (Krahn 1995,9). To fllnctioaafists, because social inequalïty exk& it is a 

necessary aspect of society. Inequality is intended to fimction as an incentive or motivation for 



indîviduals to use thek talents to improve their station in mee For instance, a young cbild may see 

a homeless person panhzmdLing for moncy, and a wealtby business executive waïkhg down the 

Street, and decide that to prevent being homeless and to ensure a cornfortable Iifestyie; they will 

work hard to be self-sufEcientt 

A second aspect of a society for ~ c t i o d i s t s  is a peâect oppornmity fw  social mobilitty 

(either üp or down the socia l  hierarchy) for individualS. Functionalist theory is based on the 

premises that ideally, inequality hctions as incenive, and tbî the= shoulld be perfkct 

opporîunity for in&& to achieve social mobility- F m d d  th- sees society as ideaüy 

meriitucratzcy 7@h-statns positions shodd be achieved on the bask of merit rather than passed on 

fiom parent to chiIdn (Hm 1993,45). This ideaïistic view of socieîy as meritocfatic has 

important implications for how structurai fimctïOIL8liSm conceives of higher education in a 

mtified society. 

Davis and Moore (1945) argue that Society has an way of diveme occupational d e s  to 

be filleci, some Iess pleasant and more kital than others, In order to recrnit the most determined 

and capable Ïndividuats, society uses dinereatial rewards (k prestige, incorne) to compensate 

individuals who spend necessanly more time and effort training for their position According to 

functionalist theory, this reward system is marked by shared values and consensus, as  ail members 

of society endorse t .  hierarchy, and feel that it is fair (Krahn 1995, 10). 

According to structural fiinctionalism, schools idedy fimction to foster equaiity of 

opportunity, as a sorting mechanism, where ability and merit, d e r  tban ascri'bed characteristics 

determine a personYs status (Hum 1993,43). Hum notes that 

... the fhctionai paradigm views the close relationship between schooiing and 
fiinire stanis in contempomy society as an essentldy rational process of 
adaption: a process where the needs of the increasingiy cornplex society for 
talented and expert personnel are met by outputs fkom the educational system in 
the fonn of cognitive skills and the selection oftalented individuals (Hum 1993, 
47)- 



In other wordç, functionaliists hold that the ehcation system shodd f'miction to prepare the most 

capable individuaïs to perfonn the most importaat roies ia Society. Thus, the fbnctiOfl8liSt pomt of 

Mew sees schools i d d y  as  accessi'bk, open systems, where d e n t s  of dl background have 

equai access to attend imiversity- 

Human capital theory is an extension of structural fimctionalism, Gomme (1995) 

desmies this as "the theory that investing resomces in people's e d d u n  and training, as 

opposed to simpIy pumping money into plants and machinery, will c~nnl'bute substantially to 

economic growth'' (1995, 12.30)- This perspective is directlyrelevant to our research cancernikg 

whether or not imiversities serve to reproduce the class siructme of socieiy. 

Economists, nsing the human capital theory, hold that d e n t s  chmse whether or not to 

attend University in terms of a 6ccost-h&t" anaiiysis, based on the finaciai retnnrs that a 

University degree provides (Hlm 1993,48). This view sees prospective unïversity stndenk as 

rational actors, with fidl knowledge of the job market and the occupational optîom îhat await 

them. With respect to tuition rates, human capital theory predicts that as long as the long-terni 

benefits of attending University outweigh the short-tenn costs of tuition fees and foregone 

ea-gs, students wil l  continue to attend UILiverSity. Stager (1994), for exampie, predicts tbat 

changes in tuition fees would have a minimal effect on the overall positive rates of retum 

associated with attendhg University: 

... a ciramatic increase in niition fees would have a limited effeçt on rates of r e m .  
Doubling tuition fees would reduce the prk îe  rate of retum for males by 
approximately 1.5 per cent. Eluninating tuition fees increases the rate of retum 
by only two per cent. ..tuition fces couid be increased sabstantially before a 
declining rate of r e m  codd be expected to have an effect on emohent (1994, 
2)- 

As higher education is becoming increasingly important, or even necessary to secure a good 

standard of living, hmnan capital thmq holds that as a University degree becomes potentially 

more lucrative, students wiîï gladly pay greater and greater amounts of tuition to obtain îhis 



In addition to pre-g indMduals to perfomi tasks in Society, fimctionalists argue diat 

schools "erase barriers to the mobility ofailent" as the expaasion of schwIlng increased e@ty 

of opportunity, m d g  the numbers of "poor but talented students who reach hi&-status 

positions" (Hum 1993,47), The stnidud fimctionalist view holcls that with &cational 

credentials acting as society's dommant method ofattnbuting status, fair, imiversal methods of 

testing and other evaiuation ensure that the education system is accessible, and tbat hi@-status 

parents do not pass on th& status to their chilâren: 

...as adult status kcreasingiy depends on saccess m school these reiative 
ûdvantages shouid nimini.sh... îaîented and energetic children f i a  disadvantaged 
backgrounds wïîi be more successful than mtalented or lazy children fiom more 
prïviieged backgrounds @uni 1993,108). 

Overall, functiodst thmry predicts that M y ,  both the conelation between parents' social status 

and their children's, and the conrelation between parents' social status and th& children's 

educational achievement, will decrease over time (Hum 1993,109)- Secondly, the conelation 

between educational and occupational staîus will increase over tirne (Hum 1993, 109)- We will 

explore whether students act as r a t i d  econornic players- W e  wiil examine the extent to which 

the education system serves to reproduce the existing class s$ructure by lwking at the changing 

social class composition of one University and the possible role of increasmg twtion fees. 

Contüct Theory 

Rather than emphasizing integration, cornensus and order in society, as structural 

fUnctionaiism does, coaflict theory sees "conflict or the potentiai for conflict as normal, and 

permeaîing ail aspects oflife ... socid peace is merely a continuation of war by other means" 

(Menzies 1995,9). Hum (1993) notes diat-. 

Ethe fiinctionsl paradigm sees schools as more or less efncient mechrmisms for 



sorting and selecting talenîed people and for producing cogdÏve skilis* the 
conflict paradigm sees schoob as serving the mterests ofelïtcs, as reinforcing 
eràsting ineqpalities, and as prhcing attitudes haî foster acceptance ofîhis 
status quo (1993,56). 

Conflict theory sees schools as umneritdc, and perpetuating inequaIity of opportimity m 

society. Conflict th- ûditionaliy takes its cues fiom Mm& theon'es which stress the conflict 

between groups in SOCI:ety, Le, those who own the meaas of production have more economic 

power than the proletariat (Krahn 1995,7)- Weber saw a more complex stratification system, 

fiom the increasingiy cornplex occtrpational structure dirriag his Metmie- He, Iike Manc, stressed 

the economic bases of social inequality, and emphasized the differential life chances that dIffetent 

positions in the occupational stnicture o f f a d  (Krahn 19958). 

Social reproduction theories are more recent connict theory models which stn've to 

explain the "mechanisms h t  keeq inequality intact over them (Hurst 1995,242). Rather tnan 

trying to examine the origins of inequality, these theones seek to exphin how social institutions 

perpetuate inequalities, how the class stmcture is reproduced over generaîîons (Hurst 1995,249). 

Bowles and Gintis' (1976) landmark study, heavily influenced by Manost theories, saggests that 

the educational system: 

-..is best mderstwd as an iastinition which serves to perpetuate the social 
relationships of economic Life through which these patterns are set, by faciiitating 
a smooth integration of youth into the labor forcercerce.Schools foster legïtimate 
inequaiity through the ostensïbly meritocratic manu- by which they reward and 
promote students ...Ttiey create and reinforce patterns of social class, racial and 
sexual identification mong students which aUow them to date "properly" to 
their eventuai standing in the hierarchy ofauthority and status in the production 
process (1976, 11)- 

In other words, &ead of promothg genuine social mobility and equality of opportunity, the 

education system, nm by those in power, serves to reproâuce the existing class structure in the 

United States. 

Bowles and Gintis (1976) propose that schools in the United States fimiction to prepare 



sbidents for their positions as labourers for the econorny, h u g h  finmeliing stridents h m  

diffaeut classes into the streams which will prepare them for their respective positions in the 

occupationai hierarchy @urst 1995,252). 

How does this relate to om question about whether or not universïties in Ontario serve to 

reproduce the existing class stnictme? Uaiversity students would presumably have srrçcessfiilly 

passed through the clasç-biassed school system diat Bowles and Gintis characterk. Accordhg to 

Bowles aad Gintis' theory, workïng cIass students have very Little hope of reaching unhesity; 

ody  students &OIU highesbstatns fâmifies wodd mely attend unïverdy- How accurate wodd 

this prediction of the social background ofunivmîty students be? We will mvestigaîe whether 

this theory is sirpported by empirid data We wiU then see if the actual social class composition 

of universities is as Bowles and Gintis (1976) suggest 

in Canada, Clement (1975) theorka that educatiod systems perpetuate inequality, 

arguiag that "the working class hardly ever get into unïversity, having been screened out in 

secondary school" (1975,267). For their part, universities act as a filter, screening out Iow- 

incorne students from high-status positions (Murphy 1979, 1 10). Clement argues that private 

schools and universities are breeding grounds which allow for ''the f o d m  of eLite connections, 

Iasting associatiom, and therefore social networks" which serve the interests of the upper classes 

in Canada (Murphy 1979,110)- We will investigate the extent to which Clement's suggestions 

that Ontario universities are composed of"elite" students, are supported by empïrical data 

Both Clemeat (L975) and Collins (1979) see educational credentials as social exclusion 

mechanisms, and education "as a means of promoting solîdarity and a shareâ cuiture among 

members of a status group" (Murphy 1979,116). Collins (1979) argues that rather than proving 

necessary to pdorm most jobs in society, educational CfedentiaIs, Wre a university undergraduate 

degree determine access to increasing numbers of jobs in society (Hiun 1993,64). While 



individu& may suspect duit the information theyglean fkm th& studies is iargeJy inelevant fm 

perfonning a job later in Hie' to compete with others' diqr must gain educatioad credentials, 

iargeiy to impress 0th- and obtain a desirable job (Hum 1993,65). Educators and tmiversities, 

awrding to this theory, have a strong stake in promoting the necessity of schooling (Hum 1993, 

65). Neariy twenty years der Collins articulateci this theory' it suggests that edudonal systems 

reproduce inequallt-ty. According to C o b T  rather than &ectively teaching cognitive &Us7 

schools most &ciently inCuIcate middle-class culture and values, if Collins' theory is accurate, 

many students fiom iow-incomc families are exposed to the domhant group's promotion of 

higher education, but due to a lack of "inteilecaial capital", îhe inability to finance this endeavorir, 

or other reasom (i-e. class-baseci attitudes, preferences and values), they will select themselves out 

of the process. 

If structurai functionalist theory is accurate, we would expect to find a weak correlation 

between parents' &tus and their children's educational achievement. In other words, if Ontario 

universities do not reproduce the eràsting class system, hose who attend university shodd be 

dravm equally h m  al1 backgrouads. If  confzict theory is accutate, we would expect to fïnd a 

strong correlation between parents' status and their children's achievement, illustrsting that 

universities do act to perpetuate erristing class structures. 

Empirically, it is imlike1y that our fidings wi i i  CO- either of the abow theoreticai 

extremes, This Ieaves us with a dilemma; how should we iaterpret our results if the correlation 

between parents' status a .  their children's educat id  achievement is located approximrrfely in 

the middle of the extremes that fimctiondism and conflict theory predict? What would it mean to 

the question of accessibility if there was a correlation of .3, or .5? UitSmntely, achieved and 

ascribed characteristics, taken togeîher, may not be siifncient to explain the comp1cxity of social 

relations. It m y  be neccssary to investigate the extent to whi& othcr variables affect students' 

educational attahmmt 
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UTERATURE REKEW 

The literature of the L%Os demonsfrates the optùnism with which tmiversities were seen 

as capable of providmg e@ty ofeducstional oppottunity- b a t i o n  was seen as a viable 

vehicle whereby Canadians wodd coliectively reap the benefits of the potential skill ofCanadian 

youth. The prevailllig perspective in the li- seemed to be that Xmiwmïties were more 

accessible, students who were previously unlikely to attend wodd enter unïvasity and thrive 

In the iate 199ûs, universities are simggling financiaUv, Tuition rates are m d g  

dramatically7 while W-tnae enroIments have IeveUed oE(Little 1997). The most recent literafure 

of the 1990s focuses on who is attending imiversity, and the conceni tbat universities are not 

safficiently accessible. The fiterahne aiso outlines the debate about who (Le. d e n t s ,  

govemments, taxpayers, etc.) should pay for UILiversityty There are attempts to idenifl reasons 

why students do or do not attend university, to deteanine what role financial costs play in this 

decision. Having outlined tbe two very diffêrent contexts which surrod lIILnrenity education in 

the 1960s and the 1990s, we now move to a review of the literature, and how it was inteqreted, 

over the past 30 or so years. 

196% 

During the 1960s enrolments rose 192% (Statistics Canada 8 1-229, 1972)- There was 

also a dramatic rise in Canadian expenditures on educatïon. In 1950,2.4% of Canada's GNP was 

spent on education, compared to 9% by 1970 (Gilbert 1989, 107). 

in Ontario in 19606 1, 1û% of those aged 18-21 aîtended university at the undergraduate 

level. By 1969-70, this number had nearly doubied, to 1% (Statistics Canada 81-229, 1972, 

402). In the 1%0s, women were nearly one and a halftimes Iess likely than men to be attending 

school at the pst-secondary level in Canada For instance, in 1%1,0.9% of women aged 15-24, 



compared with 1.3% of men held a uniwdy degree (Guppy and Davies 1998,85). Between 

1%5 and 1%9, there was ody a minimai increase in tuïîïon for arts and science students in 

Ontario, h m  Sf6û-480 (Statistics Canada 8 1-2 19)- 

Fleming (1971) argues that the prevaillng attitude among Ontario UnnrefSity officiais 

during the early 1960s was that "any student who was woxthy of admission was worthy of 

support" (1971,412). It was believed that for any student who was talented and motivatd 

enough to attend imiversity, a place should be made available. 

The irnplementaîïon of e@ty of opportunïty wcts approached at the educationai 
policy IeveI as a question of accessiiiiity. Prov ind  goYeRllIlents c d e d  
themselves to ensuriag that a place would exkt a University for every quaMed 
*dent (Giibert 1989, 107-8). 

There was mouuthg concern that financial baniers had prevented students fiom attendhg 

~niversity~ In 1964 Ontario based its operatnig grants on the premise that tuition fees would rise 

that year by $50 per student (Fleming 1971). At this tirnet the Ontario universities' Conmittee of 

Presidents, ' W e  accepting the necessity for such an increase..-expressed concem about the social 

effects of raising the &ady forbidding financial banier to higher education" (Fleming 1971, 

To fbnce theY education, students m the 1960s relied on money fiom their families, 

work earnuigs, or student aid that was either repayable or non-repayable (Association of 

U'niversities and CoUeges 1%5,33)- The Association perceived that students shouId receive more 

support fiom student aià, to prevent them fiom having to 'Ydl back too heavily" on parents and 

eanüngs f?om work (Association of Universities and Coileges 1965,33). The Association placed 

responsibility for snidents' financiai support on the f e d d  govemment: 

... to achieve the enroiment which most Canadians seem to accept as a reasonable 
objective will reqnire very large sums of money. We have argued that Canada 
can &ord these sums, and even that Canada cannot afford not to invest these 
sums (Association of Colleges and Univemities 1%5,63). 



The trend was toward student aid in the fonn of loans; in 1957-58, one third of govetnment 

- - student aid was in the fonn of loans, while in 1964-65, this figure was two thirds (Association of 

Colleges and Universities L%5,32)- 

University students in Canada have traditlonally come fiom excInSi. backgroundsc For 

instance, between 1920-1950, hatfof Newfoundand University stdents came fhm the 1W of 

f d e s  who comprised tfie highest sociwconomic statiis (SES) category in the province 

(Axelrod and Reid 1989). F d e  University students in partidar were more Lice& to come fiom 

high-incorne fbdies (AxeInid and Reid 1989). In the eariy twentieîh centuqr, fernale students 

at Queen's University, much more than males, tended to come fkom wedthier backgrounds 

(Axelrod and Reid 1989). The same phenornenon was found at Dalhousie University in the Iate 

nineteenth century, where fathers o f f d e  students were most likely members of the cl=, or 

businessmen (Axelrod and Reid 1989). 

Ln The VeticaI MusMc (1965)' Porter outlined the Canadian view of access to University 

as an ntiinformed one. The prevsiling view was that nniversity is available to aU who are willing 

to work dilring the summers and be thrifty in their spending (1%5,4), However, Porter pointed 

out that there are socio-economic barriers tu low-income students' partic@ation in miiversity- He 

stressed that higher educaîion in Canada had aiways been "prohiiitively expensive'' (Porter 1965, 

168). Porter suggested thaî Canada's record of improving students' chances for educaîionai 

achievement was wealr, '7h Canada Iittle has been done to remove the barriers imposed by social 

conditions on the individual's educational opportimitf' (1965, 173). 

Porter suggested that both social and psychologid barriers inhibit students' participation 

in post-secondary education (1965). Sacial baniers such as SES, region of origin, or religion, 

were "bdt into the social structure as it has developed" (Porter 1%5,168). 

Psychological barriers are "the attitudes and values which individuais have and the motives with 



which they are eiîher endowed or inculcated to becume eclucated?' porter 1965,168)- Social 

barriers are more easily i d d e d  and addtessed than psychologid ones (Porter 1965). Porter 

found the desire to stay in schod to be strongiy related to class backgrom6 

En the 1%0s, -dents were ~ o p o r t i o ~ m t e l y  drawn f h n  middle to upper-class white, 

AngloSaxon backgrounds (Gilbert 1989, 108). in their study of 8,700 Ontario high schooI 

students, Fallis and Kent (1969) found SES to be related to e d u c a t i d  attainment. Compared 

with Iiigher-incorne students, lower-incorne students tended to have lower ambitions in terms of 

educational achievement, and lave schooI d e r  (Fatlis and Kent 1%9; Pike 1970)- Low- 

income students were aIso less likeiy to enter the "Grade 13" streamL necessary to enter rmiVefSitY 

(Fallis and Kent 1%9), 

The of SES were felt much earlier than the last year of high school. Rather than 

this class effect "detemiining whether a student goes on to a post-secondary education appearing 

at the end of bigh school, it appeared at the bepinning" (F-s and Kent 1%9,58)* Low-income 

students were perceiveci to be most at-risk for making decisions which would hamper their 

chances of succeeding in hi@ school in Grade 9 (F'allis and Kent 1969,58). 

Those fow-income students who did reach Grade 13 did not differ significantiy fiom dieir 

higher-incorne cornterparts in terms of ambition and ability: "These students are cfearly the ones 

who have made if' pallis and Kent 1%9,56). The authors stressed the difficulty of recruiting 

high-ability, fow-income students to not only compfete high school but attend nniversity: "Only 

the very brightest, &@y motivated Iowa chus studentw @ailis and Kent 1969, x) tended to 

progress througé Grade 13, and on to university. However, the authors suggested that student aid 

codd have a "signifiant e f f d  on this srnail number of students (Fallis and Kent 1969, x). 

- 

1 

Successfully completing Grade 12 resulted in a high school dipioma, and was &cient for 
entering a community college in Ontario. However, completkm of Graâe 13 was a pre-requisite 
for king admitted to Ontario universifies. 



Porter, Porter and Blishen (1973,1979), using data fiom thw 1971 "Survey of  Oateno 

Students' Aspirations" fomd a relatlollship between class and snidents' educational errpectzitioas. 

They f o d  that the "educational and ocaptï~nal horizons of Ontario high schooI students are 

bomded by the class structure ofthe society in which they live" (Porter, Porter and Biishen 1979, 

xvii). Students' family income was closely associated with til2i.r -011s and aspirations 

(Porter, Porter and Btishen 1979)- 

Low-incorne students were more iücely to aspire to Ieave school after corngIethg Grade 

12 (Porter, Porter and Blishen 1982). This decision was reIated to the occupa-oaal sÉatrrs ofthe 

studentsy fathers (Porter, Porter and Blïshen 1982,57), Taose whose fathers had lowest 

occupational s t a t u  aspired to texminaîe their education at Grade 12, compared wifh those whose 

fathers had bigher occupationai status (Porter, Porter and BIishen 1982). The authors fomd the 

Ontario school system "reasonably meritocratic", as mental ability was more Important than social 

class in students' educational decision-making (Porter, Porter and Blishen 1982,3 13)- 

Hou Changes in the 1960s were fnterpreted 

The prevailing perspective in the 1960s seemed to be that much could be done to mcrease 

students' pariicipation in university- Universities perceived it as the gove~nment's responsi'bility 

to provide fiinding to build new universities across the province. h o ,  it was seen as the 

responsibility of governrnents to fùmish bursaries and grants to enable students to attend these 

new univerdies (Associations of Colleges and Universities 1965). The onus in the 1960s was 

M y  placed on government bodies to clear a path for shrdents to attend rmiversity (Association 

of Universities and ColIeges of Canada 1%5; Porter 1965). This was to be done by providing 

financial support to studemts. There was a hesitancy to expect stodents to rely "too heaviff' on 

their parents, and SUL111ner or part-time wodc as a source of revenue. 



In 1%5, the Association of Universities and CoIleges recognized the need far greater 

in areas of provmciaijurisdiction, the Association cited the federal goverment as a somce of 

revenue (1965,7). The authors predicted th& more money wouid be needed to emm access to 

UZLiversity for young CannAi811~: 

We expect the amounts of goverment gants needed per student to c h u e  to 
rise duriug the corning decade because the incmased earuimenis in C d a n  
universities must mean an increase in the proportion of d e n t s  coming fkom the 
lower incorne groups. Ris@ incomes wiii only partialiy o s e t  this trend, W e  
cm see the average amomts needed per student fiom all sources &hg..-provided 
that M o n  fees rise no more rapldly than do personai incomes (Association of 
Universities and Coileges l%S, 34)- 

For their part, aniversities were to be parniers with goveniments in dohg ail they c d d  to 

remove barriers to students' attendance. Universities inteqreted studerit fees as potential barriers 

to attendance, They saw themselves as responsible for providing education at the lowest cost to 

A policy of universal accessi'bility was seen as the best way to involve as many Canadians 

as possible in po*secondary education. Repayable student aid (ide. loans) was considered a 

potential barrier to access, and was to be avoided. In 1958, when Ontano created the "Provincial 

Student-Aïd Loan Fund", there was considerable opposition voiced in the province @lemhg 

197 1,409). Ontano rmiversity officiais fek that 'loans should be used o d y  for emergencies" 

(Fleming 197 1,412)- 

Loans, it was argued, couid not e@ educationai opporrtunity. There was fear h t  if 

students had to rely on loans, accessibiliîy would be threatened. For instance, those considering 

graduate school might be hesitant to take on increased debt levels (Association of Universities and 

h m  student debt, which constituted a "negative do-, mahg females Iess a#ractive to 



prospective maniage partna (Pike 1970, Il 1; FIemhg 1971,409). 

With respect to d e n t  a i 4  Fallis and Kent (1969) argued m favour of a "salary scheme" 

aid programme to encourage students to aîtend mîversity. Such a plan was to wver ali living and 

tuition costs for d e n t s  (Fallis aad Kent 1%9). This method was fâvoured as it prevented low- 

income students fiom having to incm debt as a resdt ofattendiag University- The authors 

contended that "students from low income backgromds shouid not have to endure hardshïps to 

attain their education that upper income stridents do not" (Fallis and Kent 1%9, xi), The 

scheme" was f o d  to be most effective (as opposed to the other methods, **ch ùivolved strident 

loans) in encoumghg Grade 9 and 10 -dents, the ones most vuinerabte to school-leaving, to 

continue their education (F'affis a d  Kent 1%9). 

Through his landmnrt study, The Vertical Mosaic, Porter drew aîîenîïon to the urgency of 

aîtending to problems of access in the educstion system. He portrayed pst-secondary edwation 

in Canada as king mic;managed: 

... where those who survive to the uppa levels of the edacational system arc: Iess 
able than many who drop ont of if the invesbnent in educationai plant is being 
wasted and the most valuable resource of human dent  is beiag squandered, A 
society which refises to remove b8mers to educational opportunity is falling 
short of the democratic ideai (167)..No society in the modem period can Hord 
to ignore the ability which lies in the lower social strata (Porter I%5, 197). 

Radier than perceived as insurmountable, barnbarners to students' participation in pst-secondary 

education were seen as manageable, with co~operation on the part of goveniments For iastance, 

Porter optimistically argued that increased govemment fîmds codd actually remove the economic 

barriers to University that some dents face (1965, 194-5)- 



19709 - 
Diiring the 1970% the trends witnessed in the 1960s contmued. Eiin,Iments mcreased; m 

Oatario in 1970-7 1,20% of those aged 18-21 attended dversity at the deqpüuate level. 

Attendance rose to 22% of the 18-2 1 age group by 1979 (Statistics Canada 8 1-229,198 1, 124). 

Tn the 1970s, women were still less likely than men (by a factor of 1.3) to be attending school at 

the poost-secondary level in Canada In 1971,2.8% of women aged 15-24 md 3.6% of men held a 

University degree (Gnppy and Davies 1998,85). In 1976, women eamed 46% of all 

undergraduate degrees awarded in Canada (Statistics Canada 81-229)- 

During the 1970s, Onûirio pst-secondary institutions reIied more heavily on provincial 

govermnents, and less on the federal govemment than they did a decade earlier (Staiistics Canada 

8 1-229). The &are of total federal governent expenditures allotted to education declined h m  a 

peak of 22% in 1%8 to 17% by the end of the 1970s (Gilbert 1989; Statistics Canada 1982). As 

well, whiIe 9% ofthe GNP was devoted to edncation in 1970, by 1980, this n ~ z b e r  had dropped 

to 7.5% (Statistics Canada 1985). 

hstitutions dso relied less on student fees chiring dis period as a source of fimds for 

expenditures. In 1970-7 1, Ontario student f e s  were a source of 9% of expenditures on pst- 

secondary education, compared with 5% in 1979-80 (Statistics Canada 8 1-229, 1981, 183). 

Between 1970 and 1979, tuition increased approximately =O0 (40%) for Ontario undergraduate 

arts students (Statistics Canada 8 1-2 19) 

The province of Ontario published the Wright Report in 1972- This document illustrated 

the Govemment of Ontario's cornmitment to accessibility- It documented the shift in emphasis 

fiom providing hancial support based on academic achievemenf to mpport based on need. The 

Wright Commission recommended that student aid be based on a Yrealistic consideration'' of 

studeots' needs (1972,146). This change in emphasis was motivated by the desire to increase 



accessl'bility to Ontario rmiversities me Wright Commission 1972,146)- S p e c i f ï d î y ,  this 

change was intended to target Iow-incorne students whose marks were high tmough to warrant 

admission to imiversity, but not necessady high enough to secm academic scholarships. It was 

suggested that 

The guiding principle of the proMnce's policy of finmcing pst-secondaq 
educaîion should continue to be universal access to appropriate educatiOnal 
services for ail who wish d are able to benefit fiom them. All hancial banjers 
to accessiiility shodd be progressive@ abolished (The Wright Commission 1972, 
147)- 

This document stressed the importance ofachieving the g d  of equaüty of edacatiod 

opportimity in îhe fonn of access to Ontario's univefsities 

Ontario's Fisher Commission (198 1) emphasized the areas where the goal ofaccess had 

not been met by the 1970s. It recognized that "much remains to be accomplished" in terms of 

access to University in Ontantano (1981, 11). The Commission stressed that while accessibility was 

stüi a priority of the provincial goveftllIlent, "access to rmiversity education remains fm fiom 

equal across al1 social and economic groups in the province" (198 1,ll)-  

The Fisher Commission drew a direct correiaboa betweefl tnition l d s  and access to 

university. It suggested economic e e t s  may prevent those who live in Northem Ontario fiom 

attendkg uuïversity. It recommended that free tuition for Northem Ontario residents be offered at 

Ontario's two northe~ll~lost universities, in an attempt to bqmve their participation in imiversity 

(The Fier Commission 198 1, 12). 

The Fisher Commission recommended t b t  accessibility could ais0 be Ïmproved by 

increasing govemment resources a d a b l e  to the universities (1981). For instancey the universities 

could devote resources to remîthg certain under-represented groups, such as Franco-Ontmians 

and those fiom Northern Ontario (The Fisher Commission 198 1). Howevery this optimism was 

tempered by an emphasis on the limitations of such initiatives. Govexnment and imiversity 



...wiU not guarantee that aü social and economic groups wïil be adequately 
represented among the snidents enrolied in our miversities- bterest in unïversity 
education is affiid by mriny atatudhi and motivational factors that canuot 
directly be innuenced by the UnIYeTSitîes, These incIude f d y  attitudes, peer 
group pressure, adeqaacy of eady scho0Ii.g. .. (The Fisha Commission 1981, 1 1- 
12). 

WhiIe sîressing that the province of Ontario stiU held accessii'iliity to aniversity as a 

Wority, the Fisher Commission (198 1) recognized the necessity of tuiticm increases, wen wWe 

Ontario's tui*tion was ammg the highest in Canada (The Fisher Commission 1981,24), However, 

the Commission Mckly pointed out h t  student fees represent 15% of total University revenue, 

which is far less than the proportion of the cost of University that students paid 20 years earIier 

(The Fisher Commission 198 1,24). The Commission seemed resigned to the fact that tuition fees 

would Ilse. Instead of opposing this rise, the Fisher Commission's only suggestion was that 

student aid would complement impending tuition increases: 

Koperating grants do not meet necessary increases in operaihg costs, tuition fees 
may have to rise. Such fee increases should be o s e t  by increased student 
assistance (The Fisher Commission 198 1,24). 

In spite of insuilicient fiamcial resources, accessibility remained a prime concem for 

Uzwersities. For instance, when tbe provincial government raised the yearly standard fee for 

graduate students by 5% 

... the UniYeTSities, believing such a fee to be nnreaso~ble and ~ ~ t i v e ,  chose not 
to charge the increase to the students. Instead, in spite of being financidy hard- 
pressed, they have absorbed the loss (Council of Ontario Universities 1976,2). 

The COU demonstrated a d e d  uneasiness about Msing dong universities' own nnluiciai 

hardship onto students- It illustrated a serious apprehension agahst students canyhg a 

disproportionate share of the total cost of attending University- 

Any increase in tuition fees, the COU (1976) stresseci, should be coupled with a similar 

increase in non-repayable &nt aid: 'Whatever changes occur in tuition fees, government should 



maintain its effective level of constaut douar gmt sppport per student at no less than presenf" 

(COU 1976,6). The COU expressed concera that even if fee increases were offset by student aid 

increases, this might be a CCdisincentiven for students to attend universities (1976,4). They 

mggested that students disadvantaged fnmilies might be partlculmly hesitant to undertake 

student debt (1976,Q). Overall, in theSr consideration of tuition fees and access to tmiversity, the 

COU concluded: 

To the extent that able students opt not to attend univefsity because of higher fees, 
sach fées wodd defeat the PaiverSities' and the province's çommitment to 
improved accessiaility (COU 1976,4), 

It stressed that in setting fees, 

... the primary consideration should be acce~sibility~ not future financialretums, or 
the institutional costs ofparticular programmes (COU 1976,8), 

The goal of accessiiility was clearly set out. The COU reafked the necessity for changes m the 

cost of University to students. However, it insisted that a .  increise in student fees be consistent 

with the universities' overall goal of accessibility (1976,8), 

The literatui.e ofthe 1970s iliustrates that educational aminment is related to studenâs' 

social class. von Zur-Muehlen (1978) found that parents' education had a positive effect on 

students' educational attainment Between L%8-1975, Canadian University student.' parents were 

more likely to be university-educated themselves (von Zm-Mueblm 1978). This effect grew 

stronger over tirne, between 1974-75 compafed with 1968-69 (von Zur-Muelen 1978). When 

compared with the Canadian population, parents ofuni'versity students were found to be 

substantially more educated For instance, 19% of fathers of University d e n t s  had o d y  an 

elementaty school education, compared with 47% ofthe generai population aged 45-64 (von Zur- 

Muehlen 1978,46), 

Parents of University snidents tended to be sigdicantly more educated than parents of 

cornmimity coiiege students (von Zur-Muehien L978,46). The educational achievement of 



college students' parents more close& matched that ofthose m tûe g e n d  population (von Zur; 

Muehlen 1978,46; Selleck 1980; Anise$ et al. 1980)- von Zur-Muehlen snggested that while 

-ter access to pst-secondaqr edacation had not been reallzed at the unnrersity leve!, it setmed 

to have occuned in the co~lllllmiity coiIege sector (l978,56)- 

Pascal and Kanowitch (1979) found h t  students who wiîhdrew h m  Unmersity were 

more likely to have fiathers with Iow levels of ducation, compared with those who stayed in 

school(I979,27). Many students were withdrawing fiom Canadian univerdies due to financial 

reasons Though financiai conceni did not appear as the top reason piven for stadent withdrawsfl, 

"it did appear in many studies as a major factor contriiuting to student withdrawal* (Pascal and 

Kanowitch 1979,24-5). 

In the 197Os, parents' incorne had a positive effect on students' edudonal attainmeent 

Those students fkom Iower-incorne homes were less likely to attend UILiVersity ( S e b k  1980, 

Anisef et d. 1980). Pike (1970) and the OFS (198 1) found îhat d e n t s  fiom low-lncome 

families were under-represented at Ontario aniversities. In the late 1970s, those fkom iower- 

income £h i l i es  expenenced a decline in University enroiment (OFS 1981, 14-15). The OFS cited 

a study which found that 14% of Carleton students come h m  homes with a M y  incorne of less 

than $10,000, while 36% of Canadian families earned this amount (OFS 1981, 15). Shidies 

conducted at University of Western Ontario and Waterloo University also reported that th& 

students were disproportionately cira= firom upper and middle-incorne families (OFS 198 1, 16- 

17). 

In the 1970% women were less likely than men to participate in university (Guppy and 

Pendakur 1989). Women who did attend unïversity in the 1970s were more Likely than thek male 

counterparts to corne fiom more highly-educated families. Beîween 1971 and 1981, women made 

si@cant gains in temu of University attendance (OFS 198 1). However, thZs increase in 



women's participation did not signal a move toward iacreased access for low-income students; 

those women who attendecl University tended to corne h m  wealttry backgn,un& (OFS 1981)- 

Post-secondaq educaiional attendance varied across the province in the 1970s. 

Attendance was highest in larger cities, and lowest in rurai areas (Anisef et al, 1980,110; Seileck 

1980). Rural inhabitants tended to be disproportionately drawn fiom the lowest SES groups, 

creatiug a "double hardship" bwards ganiing açcess to pst-secondary educaficm (Anisef et al. 

1980, 1 10). LastLy, rural students were more dependent on fhaacial aid than th& h a n  

counterparts, suggesting that good paying summer jobs were more scarce M rumi meas (Anisef et 

al. 1980, 110). 

Students in lower-SES groups were fond to be more reliant on financial ai& Ch average, 

the main source of financial support for all groups was summer eamings, folIowed by parental 

support, then hancial aid (Anisef et al- 1980,120). Among low-income students, 204.5% relied 

on OSAP or a Canada Student Loan as th& most important source of fimding (Anisef et al. 1980, 

121). Stridents in the lowest SES groups reported receiving more finanMa1 aid ftom govemment 

sources than fiom theu parents (Anisef et al. 1980, 121). 

Pike wamed against assuming tbat if student aid is simpiy available to students, then 

financiai barriers to University wouid be thereby eliminated (1970)- He stressed the limited ability 

of student aid to solve problems of edacatiod ineqdty (Pike 1970). htead, Pike argued for 

the need to address non-financiai barriers to uuiversity attendance, sach as values and aîtitudes. 

Pike suggested that instead of financial barriers acting to prevent low-income students fiom 

attendhg University, the 

-..old stereotype of University as "a place for rich people's kidsn may weli remain 
a psychoIogicai obstacle for some groqs of dents,  even if enough stadent aid 
is avdable to el* COS& as a major economic obstacle (Pike 1970, 113). 



H m  Cllanges in lllre 1970s were Interpreted 

During the 1970s that the relaîionship between SES and education attaùunent was made 

cIear. Pike suggested that "class differentials in c h c e s  of access to the uaiversities wodd 

appear, îherefiore, to be more remadcable for their dogged persisteme than for th& diminutkm 

over timen (1970,58). Similady, von Zur-MuehIen reported that 

The compatison 0fstudents7 parents with the general popdation seems to indicate 
that hopes of achieving greater equality m educational opporhmities have not 
been realized; sm*d b h e r s  seem to have been more fonnidabfe than on'gmdy 
anticipated (1978,51)- 

Several authors noted that while college students were not disproportionately dram fiom 

exclusive backgr0~11ds, UaiVersity students are. This seemed to be interpreted as a sign that like 

coIleges, universities could be made more access1iIe. 

Accessi'bility to imiversity was championed as a prime concern for goveniments and 

universities duting the 1970s. Access was considered more Unportant than dversities' bancial 

retums (COU 1976). Throughout the literature, ~ t i o n  fees seemed to be considered as 

'Cpimitive", or a disincentive for attending university. Authors viewed the University participation 

rate as somewhat precarious, as ifenrohents would suddenly decline ifuniversities wete to 

request students to pay more for their education. 

Barriers to access seemed to be interpreted mriinIy as financial barriers, Authors in the 

1970s emphasized student aid as the prjmary route by which to achieve access to universities. 

This emphasis demonstrates the fact that barriers to education were perceived as social 

@articularly hancial), rather than attitudinsl or psychologid Student aid seemed to be 

considered the intervening which would ensure accessiiIity to nniversities, even with 

imminent tuition increases- 

Pike (1970) rcfuted the prevailIng view during îhe 1970s that snident aid was the paoaçea 

to the problem of access. He stressed the limitations of govefnment initiatives such as inmeashg 



-dent aib As weii, he suggested that saident aid programmes may not be publicized weii 

enough for students to be able to take advantage ofthem (1970,107)- Mtemateiy, not al1 s t d a t s  

may be willing to accept student aid (1970). 

1980s - 
In the 1980s, Canadian fidi-time University enroiments increased by 38% (Little 1997)- 

University enrohents coatinued to rise in Ontario, The proportion of 18-2 1 year olds in Ontario 

who were attending imiversity rose from 21% m 1980 to 34% in 1990 (Statistics Canada 81-229)- 

By the 1980ç, women's participation in University m Canada had surpassed that of men's. For 

exampIe, in 198 1,3 -5% of women aged 13-24 had a UtUverSity degree, compared with 3.1% of 

men (Guppy and Davies 1998,85)- In 1980, women earned 50% of undergradnate degrees 

awarded in Canada; in 1986, they earned 53% (Statistics Canada 81-229). 

Tuition fees increased by 7% across canada during the 1980s (Little 1997). Ontario 

tuition fees increased fiom approximately $700 in 1980 to $l,3 14 in 1988 (Statistics Canada 81- 

2 19). Govemment grants to Canadian universities bcreased by ody 1 1% during this the,  white 

universities eqxrienced a 17% increase in operathg expenses a i l e  1997). This increase would 

normaily have put uni-versities in a tight economic position However, much of this shortfau was 

balanced by the increase in enrolments, tuition fees and the proportion of revenues derived fiom 

student fees (Little 1997, 12). Overail, imiversities in the 1980s relied Iess on govemment 

sources, and more on student fees as sources ofrevenue- 

ûntario released the Bovey Report (Ontmu Uiersities: Options and Futures) in 19W 

In this document, the goal of access to University was presented as less vital than it had been 

championed in previous years. Instead, the need for U11iversities to strive for excellence and 

quality was considered paramornt m e  Bovey Commission 1984). The ability of Ontano 



miversifies to ôe adaptive and conq~& intemationally (in terms of researcb, etc)  with otha 

institutions was given prïOnty over meeting the goal of access (The Bovey Commission t9û4)- 

The Commission perceived the goal ofaccessï%iüty as king at odds with the goal ofguality: 

-. reaching an ioteniationally competitive level of excelience. ..set against the 
reiatively broad access already achieved, reqyires a strategy whicb ia the 
immediate future gives pnonty to quality and adaptability ovtr the further 
enhaucernent of a~cessiifity (The Bovey Commission 1984,5). 

This document marked a tumllig point in the urgency with which the goal of access was seen by 

the provincial govemment The goal of access for Ontario miversities seemed to have been 

eclipsed by the govanment's emphasis on îhe need for mïversities to strive for Inteniationaiiy 

recognized "excellence". 

The Bovey Commission recognized that the goal of accessibility had not yet been met, It 

stressed the need to involve nomtraditional students, such as those over age 25, AboriginaIs, and 

those in remote regiom of Ontario. Overall, however, it reported that Ontario had done an 

adequate job of attempting to be accessible: 

... although there are areas where accessibility requires improvemenf it is 
nonetheless the case that in cornparison with other provinces, Ontario is meeting 
the general accessi'bilty objective more adeqyately ttian any other province 
(1984, 17). 

The Bovey Commission expressed satisfaction with "adequately" meeting the açcessibility 

objective. 

The Bovey Commission (1984) sent a clear message that students should be made to bear 

a greater financial respomibility for their education It recommended that "a Iarger proportion of 

total costs to be borne .by tuition fees in recognition of the added personal benefits that users 

receive" (The Bovey Commission 1984, 17). It recommended raishg tuition fees over a five year 

period- This increase would r e d t  in 16Y0 to 25% increase in the cost ofeducation to be paid by 

d e n t s  (Stokes 1988,41). 



The relationship between SES and students' educaîid attainmemt, docmnented M the 

1960s and 1970~~ was large& maïntahed tbroughout the L980s. Guppy (1984) fomid that 

universities became only marginally more accessiile than in the past, There was very lïttle 

progress in making universities more tepresentative in ternis of social class (Guppy I984,82). 

For instance, Guppy and Pendakur (1989) reported thaî students with highly educated parents 

were more iikely to attend imivefsity tfian those whose parents had low education levels (1989,59, 

55)- 

Parents' incorne was found to be xelated to students' ed21C8tid aitainment in the 1980s- 

In her study of accessîbility to Ontario universities, Davis (1984) foimd financial issues had a - 

moderate impact on students' decisions whether or not to attend miiversity. Of those who had 

been accepted to Ontario universities, 22% of respondents reported that they "could not ao rd  to 

go" as a factor in their decision @avis 1984, 12). Thirty-seven per cent of respondents rated 

'%ances" as a very important reason why they made the educational choice not to attend 

University (Davis 1984, 18)- 

SeUeck noted a lack of accurate data on those %ho are prevented fiom attending 

University simply because they cannot afTord if' (1980, 11). Selleck siressed that it is difflcuit to 

determine the point (if there is only one) at which financial baniers to ULLI[Versity attendance deter 

students. For instance, the cost offoregone mcome and M o n  fees are obstacles which occur at 

the point of entrance to universïty- Other hùidrances are more indirect, affecting students earlier 

in their lives (Le. the lack of an adeQuate place to stuây in the home) (SeUeck 1980,9-10). 

In the 1980s, the gender gap in University enroLment disappeared (Guppy 1984; Guppy 

and Pendakur 1989,55;  for^ 1987% 5)- Fortin suggested that Crrnada has won <'the batîle of 

numbersY7, but that 'bve have not silcceeded to the level where ai l  groups, regardless of their origin 

or characteristics, enjoy equal access to post-secondaxy educaiion and its advantagesy' (1987b, 71). 



H m  Changes ih the l98& were Infeqprettd 

Ditring the 1980s, mqny auîhors argued for the i m m c e  of ahieviag the goal of 

acçess (Guppy 19û4; Gaskeii 1985; Fortin 19Wa). However, it seems as ifgovemments and 

miversity officiais lost interest in this goal. Rising rates of participation in imiversity seemed to 

be interpreted by the provincial govenunent as evidence that access has been "adepteif' 

achieved (Bovey Commission 1984)- 

The Bovey Commission (1984) documents the point at which the prhacy of the goal o f  

access is eclipsed ùy a new goal of "excellence" and uadapta'onn. It also marks the begÏxming of  

a clear philosophical division between the people and govemment of M o .  Anisef (1985) 

notes that the reactions to the Bovey Commission among the public were largely negative. During 

the 1980s, public support for increased spending on education increased substantidyY In 1980, 

less than one thud of Ontarians favoured a d inmase in government spending for universkies. 

By 1990, over haif of the population fiivoured such an increase (Hart and Livingstone 1993,120). 

The Canadian Association of Teachers considered it Ontario's attempt to reduce access to 

urüversity (Anisef 1985,87). Anisef argued that the Bovey Commission, wiîh its stress on 

increascd tuition, would reduce access, c>particulady for the socially and economically 

disadvantaged" (Anisef 1985,91). 

Detenorating finances ptovoked universities in the late 1980s to seek ways to bolster their 

fiinancial health. The Council of Ontario Universities 'Taunched a sustained publicïty campaign to 

alert the public to the 'underfiinding' crisis" (Hart and LMngstoe 1993, 124). By 1990, two 

dllrds of Ontario residents cited either lack of  h d m g  or *on fees as the most important 

problem fadg  Ontario universities (Hart and Livingstone 1993, 124). This perception of Outario 

miversities as flotindexhg nnimciaily may be responsible for the public's incfea~ed support for 

govemment spending to benefit miversities @kt and Livingstone 1943, 137). 



By the 1980s, it was g e n d y  accepted by universities and governments that tuïtion fees, 

and students' s h  of the cost of university, shodd mcrease- Student loans were seen as a viable 

route by which all students could participaîe in imiversïty. The goveniment seemed to consider 

the methods (i.e- providing student aid) they had employed to fight unequal access to date as 

appropriate. Student aid was championed as the solntion to ally outstanding issues of barriers to 

access. This asslimption was articutated by the President of King's College m Halifax, who 

asserted that in Iight of the financial aid available to Canadiaas: 

1 do not believe that there is an 18 year old m the comky wfio bas both the 
ambition and the talent to go to wersity and is currentiy king denied a 
p1ace.h short, the case for any si@cant increase in accessïbility to Canadian 
universities at the prese~t moment is a weak one (Godfky 1987,52). 

Tt seemed g e n d y  accepted throughout the litmture of the 1980s diat tuition fees must 

rise, in order to ensure universities' financial health, Stokes (1988) conîrasted the growth in 

University enrolmeats and expenditures in the f%Os with the situation by the late 1980s: %e fear 

of under-invesûnent in pst-secondary education in the early 1%0s was replaced by an 

apprehension about the declining rate of retm on educational investmeat" (1988,39). Canadian 

critics ofthe educational system in the 1980s questioned the rishg cost of maintaining the 

educational systm (Fortin 1987a). These critics questioned "the necessity and usefiùness of a 

policy of openness and accessibilitf', unlike those in the 1960s who sought to develop and 

expand post-secondary education Fortin 1987a, 1 1). 

Not ail authors interpreted the rising enrolments of the 1960s-1980s as evidence that 

universities in Ontario were dciently accessible. The lit- demonstrateci the recognition 

that in spite of all efforts to mate an accessiile imiversity system, the goal of access had not been 

met in Canada, Guppy interpreted the development ofpost-secmâmy education as a m e r  

entrenchment of exclusiviîy, radier than access. He suggested that the effects ofhigher 

educational expansion during this centiny "wodd seem to have operated to preserve the place of 



piviiege at the university Ied" (I9%4,89). Guppy insistesi thaî the educational g a .  nude 

during this centmy were preauious, and could be threatened by -cial cutbacks by univenities 

under pressure fiorn govenrments (I984,89), 

ûaskeil(1985) iaterpreted women's îraditionally lower parbcipation rate in Canadian 

universities as evidence that the mUversity was a potentiaüy uncornfortable place for women, She 

wrote that imiversity facuky mate a 'khilly climate" for women when they either consciously or 

inadvertently treat male and f d e  studenîs diffërently (1985,52). Sexism in the classroom 

occurred when fernale students' work is devalueci and when language whiçh "excludes women's 

expenence" is used (Gaskell 1985,52). The absence of female teachers can discourage women 

fiom entering such prograrns, while numbers of women enrolied in a program can encourage or 

discourage women nom attending school: 

The existence of a critical mass of women changes the interpersonal dynamics of 
the classroom, as it does io the workplace. Achieving this shotdd be a primary 
objective of poliçy. (Gaskell 1985,52). 

Lady, there is some discussion about the appropriate share of the cost of education that 

students shodd pay. h the 1960s, it was generally accepted duit govemmenk should bear the 

brunt of the hancial cost of students' MivefSity attendance. Conversely, m the 1980s, there is a 

debate about the shifting of fiaancial responsîbility fiom the "public" pme, or goveznments, to 

the "private", whereby students are seen as Iargely financidy responsible, Forth notes that there 

has been no consensus on the 'Tair share'' tbat students shotdd pay for their education (1987a ,l5). 

Fortin points out that tuition fees only represent the most Msi'ble portion of the totai cost to 

students, and that rising tuition rates may deter students fiom low-income families (1987% 15). 

Seiieck interprets low tuition rates, and higher taxpayers' subsidization of students' 

education as disadv811tageous to lower-incorne families. She notes the contradiction in the debate 

surromiâing the appropriate level for tui-tion fees (Selleck 1980; Stokes, 1988). Low-income 



d e n t s  are fomd to be more sensitive to imiversiîy @ce changes (Selleck 1980). Middle and 

higher-hcome students overwhelxningiy participate in imiversity- As niition rates increase, low- 

income students are more likely to opt not to attend miiversity. Those fiom higher-income 

f d e s  are less likely to be deterred fiom attending imiversify due to rising shident fees (Selleck 

1980). This means that low tuition rates dîsproportionately benefit *ddle and higher-incorne 

families, as their children overwhelmingly use this public service (1980, 15): 

... raisîng hntion is justified because at prcsent low-mcome tax payers support a 
system that benefits middleclass stiidents, who can &ord to pay more 
and wilI attend anyway- fiom Iow-income famrlifamrlies don't Qike actventage 
of higher education even with subçidized tuitioe Improved finrnicid aid shouId 
persuade more poor students to attend, but because the selection process begïm 
long More high school graduation, the effectiveness of aid at the point of 
University entrance is in doubt (Selleck 1980,24). 

Unlike the relative consensus which we witnessed in the 1960s (i.e, a policy of universal 

access was wideiy accepted), discussion in the 1980s embodied a higher degree of contro~ersy~ 

Accessibility was stili a goal of the proviace and iniivetsities of Ontario. However, the prim;icy of 

this goal was eclipsed by the goal of universities s h g  for international "excellence". Some 

authors perceived rising enrohents as evidence that accessibüity had been suf3icient.y attained. 

Yet, other researchers Iamented the extent to which Ontario had fden short of the goal of 

accessibility. While tuition fees were genefally accepted, the degree to which they should be 

increased was debated. Some authors cited rismg tuition fees as a barrier to low-income students' 

attendance, white others argued that higher M o n  fees would r e d t  in a more e-le system of 

contriiuting to students' education- Overaii, changes in enroiment, tuition leveis and governent 

fimding of the 1980s were not interpreted unifody, leaving many debates nnresolved by the 

close of the decade. 



Undergraduate enroiment at Canadian UDEVersities rose steadily for 17 years (independent o f  

population size or demographics), tben stopped m 1993 (Little l997). Between 1992-93 and 

1997-98, undergraduate iÙU-time enrohents remained stagnant at approximaîely 497,000 across 

Canada (Statistics Cannrlri 1998)- There was a 0.6% increase m the fiill-time participation rate of 

18-24 year olds in Canada between 1992-93 and 1997-98 (Statistics Canada 1998). The 

participation rate of 18-24 year olds rose sLi@tly nom 142% in 1992-93 to 14.8% in 1997-98 

(Statistics Canada 1998). By the L990s, women in Canada were n e d y  one and a halftimes more 

likely than men to aîte~d uni'vemty. Specifïcally, 5.3% of women aged 15-24, and 39% of men 

held University degrees in 1991 (Guppy and Davies 1998,85). In 1995, women m e d  64% of  

undergraduate degrees in Canada (Statistics Canada 81-229)- 

Fuil-the enroIments have actually declined in Ontario. Ia 1992-93,230,600 students 

were enroiled fuil-time in Ontario dversities, In 1997-98, this number dropped by over 0.1% to 

227,200 (Staîistiçs Ca& 1998)- In Ontario, between l m 9 1  and 1995-96 the proportion of 

18-2 1 year olds attending University fiill-time at the undergraduate Ievel remained constant at 

approxünately 34% (Statistics Canada 8 1-229, 1997). 

Tuition fees and other costs of  attendance have been increasing by an average of 11% 

yearly in the 1!Bûs (Statistics Canada Education Quarterly Review7 02, 1998,57). Average 

undergraduate arts tuition fees in Canada for 1997-98 stand at approximately $3, LOO (Statistics 

Canada The Da@, 25/8/97). Tuition is highest in Nova Scotia, at $3,737- Tuition in Nova 

Scotia had nsen nearly 7% since 19%-97 (Statistics Canada The Dai&, 25/8/97). Tuition is 



Iowest in Queûec2, at $1,726, Quebec is the ody  Canadian proviince where îuïtim rates did not 

increase between 1996-97 and 1997-98 (Statistics CrmrrAa The Da& 25/8/97), Statistics Canada 

Tuitioa fees have soareà in every province since 1985, fâr ouîpacing tbe rate of 
inflation as detwmined by the Constuner Rice Index (CPQ Between 1985/86 and 
1995/% (the Iatest year academic year for wbich data is available for the CH), 
tuition fees in arts programs have more than doubled, while ihe cost of living has 
bcreased by 3 7% (Statistics Canada The Da@, 25/8/97). 

Ontario experienced a 1% tnition between 1996-97 and 1997-98, the second 

highest hcrease of ail the provinces (Stathics Canada T k  D d y ,  2518I97). The 1990s signalled 

the fbst t h e  tuition fees in Ontario met or exceeded the previoas post-WWII peak set in the mid- 

1960s (Advisory Panel of Future Directions for Post-Secondary Education 19%, 26). Ontario's 

average tuition stands at $3,234 for 1997-98 (Statistics Canada The h i&,  25/8/97). However, 

tuition is not the only fee students must pay. Taking into account the cos6 of fa s  for athietics, 

heaith services, student associatlom, other compuisory fees and university residence costs, Ontario 

students c m  pay $8,000-10,000 to attend University for one year (Statistics Canada Tite M y ,  

With respect to financial sppport ofpost-secondaq education, Ontario is "aî or near the 

bottom of the rankings of Canadian provinces" (Advisory Panel of Future Directions for Post- 

Secondary Educatim 19%, 25). The portion that the government sets aside for pst-secondary 

expeaditures has declined over the years- It bas dropped fiom 8% in 1977-78, to approximately 

5% in 1996-97 (Advisoty Panel of Future Directions for Post-Secondary Education 1996,25). 

Universities are iomasingiy relying on tuition fees as a source of revenue. Student fees 

covered 24% of UIÙversities' operating costs in 1995, compared to rougbly 16% in both 1985 and 

Quebec universities charge out-of-province students a differenial fee. F d - t h e  d e n t s  pay an 
a d d i t i d  $1,200, for a total of$2,9ûO for 1997-98, This brings costs roughly in line with fees in 
the rest of Canada (Staîistics Canada The Daily, 25/8/97). 



1975 (Little 1997,ll)- As in Canada overa& the Proportion of Ontario nniversities' operathg 

revenue derived h m  tuiticm fees has increased sigtùfïcantfy over thne. In 1986-87, saident fees 

accounted for 18% of total operatin8 grant and tniticm fee revenue for imiversities, compared to 

33% in 1996-97 (Advkoty Panel of Future Directions for Post-Secondary Fxhcation l9%,26), - 

In the 1990s it has become more expensive for univefsities to educate students (Little 

1997, 13). Between 1990 and 1995, Canadian anivedies experienced a 15% rise in operathg 

costs, while enrohents only grew by half this figure (Little L997,13). Govanment grants 

increased by only 4O/a, Ieaving universities shnigghg to contend with higheroperating costs, and a 

shortfall with respect to decliaiiig goveaunent &rants (Little 1997). 

This trend of higher operating costs paired with diminishing govemmemt grants continues 

in the late 1990s. To -ce their daily opemtions, Canadian imivefsities rely primarily on 

governent grants. In 1992-93, UILiversities received $9,074 in govemment grants per full-time 

student (Statistics Canada 1998). By 1996-97, imiversities received only $7,674 per W - t h e  

student fiom govenunent gants (Statistics Canada 1998). Little suggests that "-..Eve.n a h  

allowing for higher u n i v e  operaikg costs ... stridents are now paying more for their rmiversity 

education primarily because governments are paying less" (Little 1997, 14). 

It has become increasingly difïïcuit for Canadian f@es to offer financial asskûmce to 

students. Average famiy incomes in Cananll have risen 1% since 1980, white tuition raies hsve 

increased 1 15% drrring this t h e  (Clark 1998). Due to the recession of the e d y  199ûs, the 

average Canadian famiiy's income deched by 5% between 1989 and 1994, while tuition rates 

inaeased by 52% during this time (Little 1997,17), 

Between 1989 to 1994, the proportion ofthe average family income needed to pay one 

student" fees increased h m  3.1Y0 to 4.9% (Little 1997,17). In 1975, the average family needed 

to devote 3.6% of their earnMgs in order to nnsince one University stadent In 1982, families had 



to Save 2.9% of th& yearly incorne for tüe same result (Litde 1997,17), Lïttïe remarks, "By the 

mid 1990s' student fes were therefore less affiordable for an average fhdy than at any time 

h g  the previous 20 years" (Littie 1997, 18). Students who are unable to tum to family 

members for fïnmcïai assistance mnst compete for scarce employment, a d o r  uuderfake large 

debts in order to finance their education (Little 1997, 18). 

In the 1!39ûs, there is general acceptance of the principIe that students bear more of 

the financial costs associated with post-secondary education (Advisory Panel on Future Directions 

for Post-Secondary Education 19%,3 1)- The i n&M ben&& of obtainmg pst-secondary 

education are we11-documentecl, and the govenunent of Ostano takes these benefits mto account 

when determining niition fee policy (Advisory Panel on Future Directions for Post-Secondary 

Education 19%,3 1)- 

However, the goal of accessiiility to Ontario universities has not been abandoned. The 

Panel advocates 

... a healthy balance between the need to help ensure accessibility for students 
f?om ail economlc and social backgrounds and the need to aüow iastiîutions to set 
their fees at a level that wiil help promote excelience (AdMsory Panel on Future 
Directions for Post4econdary Educaîion 19%,33). 

Tuition fee policy in Ontario, while guided by the desire for acce~sïbility~ is currently based on the 

notion that it is studeats', not the govemment's responsi'bility to *ce University education 

(Advisory Panel on Future Directions for Post-Secondary Education 1996). 

As in previous decades, fiterature in the 1990s reports a relationship between students' 

social dass and educational attainment- International research indicates thaî t h e  has been Iittle 

change over time m the relationship between educationai attaimnent and SES (Guppy and Davies 

1998, L 17). Guppy and Davies (1998) describe the reiationship ktween parents' SES and their 

chilâren's educational d e n t  as an "enduring liaB' (1998,117)- For instance, those hose  

fathers were eittier in f8fflZiflg, or undcilied jobs were much less Wrely to attend University: 



..fathers' occupation has a signifiant beaüng on the likelihood ofhis chiIdren 
stodyiug at the MivefSity levd These differences fhr outweigh nlly effects of sex 
or ethaicity (Guppy and Davies 1998,119)- 

As mothers' e d d o n  levek increase, their daughters are much more likely to have pst- 

secondary education (Guppy and Davies 1998,117). This relationshÏp appears to be cftminishran . - -  - 

over the. For example, 30 years ago, daughters oftmiversityduaited mothen were ten times 

more likely to have post-secmdaxy education diemselves, compared with those whose mothers 

had ody elementary education (Guppy and Davies 1998,117). By 1994, daqhters ofuniversity- 

educated mothers were only twice as Uely to have pst-secondary educafîon, compared with 

those with elementary-educated mothers (Guppy and Davies 1998, 118). In other words, the 

effect of mothers' education on their daughteis' educational attaùiment seems to be declinhg over 

tirne- However, îhe same is not tnie for fathers and sons; the dects of fathers' status (as 

measured by either education or occupation) on tbeir sons' educational attainment have not 

declined over time (Guppy and Davies 1998, 118). 

Parents' education has an impact on their ciüidren's experïences with taking on student 

loans. For instance, Canadian students' participation in student loan programs decreases as their 

parents' education mcreases (Clark 1998). Those whose fathers had less than a hi& school 

education were more likely to borrow (56%) than those whose fders had a graduate degree 

(43%) (Clark 1998,25). Canada was one of 1 1 industrislized nations where individuals' 

educational attanmient was positiwly and strongly conelated with their parents' educational 

attainment (de Broucker and Underwd 1998,35). In Canada, those whose parents had pst- 

secondary education were two and a halftimes more likeIy to attain this level themselves than if 

their parents had not completed high school (de Broucker and Underwood 1998,38). However, 

the authors found the 

... a parent with iittle formal schooling but a hi& socbeconomic staais 
occupation can also see bis children earn high level educationai 



qnalificaîions~.-parents provide a sound leaniing environment for their children - 
extracmicdar activiîies, books, tessons and so on - ifthey can afEord to do so 
(de Bmucker and h d e e  1998,28), 

The children of fathers with low levels of edacation wexe more lïke1y to have lower edacstioaal 

attainment, However, if fathers with iittie education had relatively high status occupatiolls, their 

children tended to achieve higher levels of education (de Broder and Lavalee 1998). 

Parental mcome is stiU found to be linked to their children's educatid attainment in the 

1940s. York University in Toronto found that the proportion of enrofled students fhm families 

eaniing less than $20,000 feii fiom 17% to IV?% between 1991 and 1994 (Carey 1997). 

Similarly, Guppy and Arc (1993) found that students fiom bIue-cok backgrounds were l e s  

likely than theïr white-coilar couterparts to proceed through successive stages of sch00Ling 

(-y and Arai 1993). 

According to Delaney (1998), iow-incorne students are more concemed about the 

haacial cost of University. She noted significant Merences in the criteria on which bigh and 

low-incorne American d e n t s  base their decisions to attend college. For instance, students fiom 

higher incorne backgrounds were more c o n d  wîth the surromdings of a University, while 

low-income students were more concerned with the hancial cost of attending University, and the 

oppohties for paid inteniships once enmlied in Miversity (1998,6). Differences were also 

found betwem enrollhg and non-enrolling students (Delaney 1998, 10)- 

The Maritime Provinces Higher Education Commission (MPHEC) fomd that the real cost 

of participahg in post-secondary education has been stew escalating for the last decade and a 

haIf(1997, 18). Participation rates in the Maritimes have been clunbing since the late 1980s. 

However, students are wonying about their prospects of attending University (1997,18)- When 

graduating high school students (who intendeci to continue on to pst-secondary education) were 

m e y e d ,  76% teported being '%e# or'%omewhat" collcemed about their ability to pay for th& 



friture edudon WHEC 199?,19), 

MPHEC suggests that the rlsing cost of mllversity is having a particuiariy negative &ect 

on those fiom low-SES f a d e s :  

... there are clear indications of systexuic social ineqoality a E i i g  accessibiiity, 
with students fiom lower socio-economic backgrounds being disadvantageà m 
their abIlity to meet the financial demands of attendhg p o * s e c o n ~  msatutions 
(MPHEC 1997,17)- 

OveraU, 45% of parents of  high school students expressed some mervafions about îhe wst of 

attendhg colIege or imiversity QMPHEC f 997,19), However, low-Mcome sWents and pareuts 

expressed signiflcantly more resezv8tioxs about the cost of education, Halfof Iower-mcome 

students reported thaî they were Yvery concerned" about finFuicing their education, compared with 

one in five higher-income d e n t s  (MPHEC 1997,19). 

Students h m  low-income families tend to borrow more money in terms of students loans 

than those fkom higher-income backgrounds (MPHEC 1997). Not surprisingly, bigh school 

students fiom low-income families express greater conceni about the amount of studeat debt they 

wili Iikely incm- Twenty-eigtit per cent of low-incorne high school stadents reported that they 

t)iink "all the timen a b a t  how mach debt they will have at the end of tben studies (MPHEC 1997, 

36). Comparatively, 12% of high incorne students expressed this levei of  conceni about student 

debt (JUPHEC 1997,36). 

MPHEC reports that overail, students seem resïgned to taking on student debt in order to 

participate in pst-secondary education- Moreover, they suggest that because stuâents associate 

pst-secondary education with personal aspirations for fiminciai stabizity, students are unlikely to 

forego University due to lack of money (MPHEC 1997,39), Ofthose who hesitaîed about 

attending college or University because 'Yhey did not have enough money", 82% reported that 

%ey would be more likely to change îheir mid and continue th& saidies if* couid get 

enough fhanMal aid to do son (MPHEC 1997,12). 
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Amenencan parents' WillMgness to pay for heir chiidren's post-secondaxy &cation 

increases wiîh their SES (Steelman and Poweli 199 1). Parents with higher incornes are more 

likely to feel it was their dnty to help their children with school (Steelmm and Poweli 1991, 

15 17)- T'ose parents %th more educaîion, greater educationai aspitritloûs, and fewer childnen 

are more lïkely to befieve that children should be relieved of fmwicial responsi'bility" for theh 

education ( S t e e k  and Powell 1991, 15 17). 

Parents who are manieil, with more incorne and education, and fewer cbildren rire more 

wtlIing to go into de& tbemselves to h c e  theh childrents educatlcm ( S t e e h  and Powell 

1991, 1520). Those parents who themselves received hancial help from îheir parents not only 

saved more moaey for th& children's education, but were more willing to contriinte to their 

children's schooling (Steelman and Poweli 199 1,1505). This suggests some continuity over 

generations. Parents were less confident about their daughters' ability to pay for pst-secondaq 

school than they were about their sons', which may be due to the fâct that women c m  reslisticaily 

expect to earn Iess &an men throughout their Iifeîimes (Steel- and Powell199 1,1525-6). 

Stager (1994) uses a cost-benefit mode1 to expIain changes in irniversity enrohents. He 

reports that since the mid-1980s, students have been experiencing increases in indMdPal rates of 

retum to University education. Stager argues that -ations in enrobent are best explained by 

changes in the rate of individual rem for rmiversity education (1994). He daims that it is the 

rate of r e m  for students, more so than changes in tuition fees or family incorne, h t  is 

respom7,le for fluctuations in enrobent (Stager 1994). For example, Stager argues that the 

enroiment boom ofthe 1960s is more a product of rising rates ofretum tban the swelling of the 

University-aged popdation in Chtario (Stager 1994,3). 

AccordEag to Stager, students could withstand an substantial cost increase before Ontario 

would see declinmg enroIment as a =suit (Stager -4, 11). For instance, doubling of tuition fees 



would inmme the pzivate share that individu& pay to Wh of the "total direct cost", which 

wodd place an individuai's private rate of return after uoiversity between 10-200h for most 

academic programs (Stager 1994, IL). Conversely, the abolition oftuition fees wodd have a very 

muiimaI impact on enrohents, mc&g the rate of private retum by o d y  2% (Staga L994,lL). 

Rates of r e m  are higher for women than men. In 1990, women averaged a 17.6% rem for ali 

bachelor progmns, while for men this number is 13 -8% (Stagcr 1994)- 

Heller (1997) reports that tuiîion has grown at rates diat have outpaced Amerî~811 studeats 

and the* families' abWy to pay for mhrsity- H d e r  reports an inverse relaîidp between 

tuitioa and enrobent rates. On average, a $100 rise in tuition is met with a drop in enrobent of 

between % and I percentage point (1997). 

Students fcom low-income families are more sensitive than higher-income students to 

tuîtion increases (HeiIer 1997)- Instead of systematicaiiy plotting out their EUianciai choices, 

students are not aiways rational economic actors. Heller found îhat -dents may react diffe~ently 

to various forms of hancial  aid and tuition changes, even if the dollar figure is the same (1997). 

For instance, taking on loans to of ie t  nsing tuition levels is not always appealing, particularly to 

low-incorne snideats ( H e k  1997)- 

Those graduatïng in the 1990s seem to be more advefsely afZected by student debt than 

those who graduaîed in the 1980s (Hiscott 1996; Clark 1998; COU 1999). Since financial 

assistance shifted fiom grants to loans m 1992-93, average student debt leveis in Ontario have 

doubled (COU 1999). Hiscott (1996') found that those who graduated in 1990 reported 

substantially higher debt loads compared to an eariier cohort, who graduated in 1986. Hiscott 

attributes this to the fact diat 1990 graduates faced an econornic recessioa upon Ieaving schooi, as 

shown in the prevalene of lower employment and higher underemployment of 1990 graduates 

(1996,4142). As weli, L990 graduates were additionaliy disadvantaged, compared witb the 1986 
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cohorf as tuition rates rose appn,ximate1y 60% between 198546 and 1989-90 (Hkcott 19%, 42- 

43). Compared with the ciass of 1982, the class of 1995 owed 1 W h  Cafter a d l g  for mflation) 

more to goverxunent student loans by the time they graduated (Clark 1998,25). 

Clark (1998) reports that uuiversity stridents owe more money to saident Ioan progrems 

than in the past The class of 1995 bonowed more h m  student loau programs than any group of 

graduates in the past 15 years (Clark 1998,28). As weiî, nniversity students in 1995 tended to 

owe more than their college comterparts- University studmts reiy hea- on loan pn>gram~- 

Forty-mo ger cent of 1995 imiversity graduates Iisted d e n t  10- as th& p r h q  sources of 

fMds (Clatk 1998,2425)- 

H m  Changes in the 1990s me m g  Inîmpreted 

In the 199ûs, the relationship between social class and educationai attainrnent is 

repeatedly c o h e d  As weU, the rising cost of University attendance, and the levelhg-off of 

fûU-time enrohents are weiLdocumented- A negative relationship between tuition and emohent 

leveis is noted meiler 1997). These factors are interpreted by some authors as evidence that 

accessi'bility is threatened, particdatly for those fkom low-SES backgrounds (MPHEC 1997). 

The tone of the literature fkom the 1990s contrasts with the unfettered optimism of the 

1960s. In the 1 9 9 0 ~ ~  the prevailing perception is that govemments and universities have no choice 

but to have students pay a greater share of their education Some d o r s  argue that 

"postsecondary education m o t  and should not be supported by the public prirse'' (Advisory 

Panel on Future Directions for Post-Secondary Eâucaîion 19%, 3 1)- Authors such as Stajger 

(1994) stress that it is the students', not the govefnment's responsi'bility to pay for the cost of 

university- Stager (1994) emphasizes the eventnal financial r e m  that individuals denire f?om 

attendhg University as a justification for mdents taking on increasing finrincial responsi%ility for 



their educatioa Thus, higher tuition fees and nsing stadeat debt are seen as the stridents' nnwicid 

investment in th& fiitnre (Stager 1994; MPHEC 1997), ratier than an assault on access- 

Stager contends that draniatic tuition fee increases wodd have a limited effect on 

students' rates of retmn on theù mvestment in thek M o n  (1994,2)- Stager admcates an 

increase in private costs to individuai d e n t s ,  as "tuition fees could be increased nibstantially 

before a declining rate of retum codd be expected to have an &ect on enroiment" (Stager 1994, 

2)- Stager suggests that "the recent high emoiments of female students may be attn'buted in part 

to the higher expected rates of r e m  for women than for men in most pmgrams" (Stager 1994,8). 

Stager argues that wMe investment in Miversity is wise for both proviacial and federal 

governments and individuals, %is does not necessanly mean that the cunent sharing ofcosts 

between students and taxpayers is at the appropriate level" (1994, 11). Stager proposes that 

tuition fees are such a minimal segment ofa student's cost of attending University, aad that 

because "major changes in tuition fees have little &i t  on the rate of retum,.a major change in 

the level of fees wodd likdy have very littie impact on enrobent" (1994, 12). 

Wiîbin the Siterature of  the 1990s' there are coirflictiag interpretations of the shifting of 

financiai respomiility for education fiom governments to snidents, Not ail authors consider 

student fees as appropriate "educational investments", In contrast to Stager's (1994) argument 

outiined above, AUen (1997) suggests that students are not overly subsidized, even though they 

are o h  perceived as a heavily subsidized group. Thc curent discussion suuounding post- 

secondary educaticm encourages a shifting of the fiuancial burden f?om taxpayers to students 

through raising tnition fees (Auen 1997)- After gtadiinting &om universi, &dents tend to earn 

more than those who do not attend University, and subsequently, pay hîgher taxes (AUen 1997)- 

Therefore, M m  conclndes, "sîudents more than pay for their educaîion'' (Men 1997, 1). 

Alien (1997) argues that the ecmomic growth whkh results fÎom having an educated 



popnlace exceeds the l e 4  of gcowth ttiat would have occuued if the moaey alloc8ted to 

universities had beea used eisewhere in the ecomy (1997,3)- A I I a  (1997) also points out that 

University graduates are less lïkely to be miemployed, and more likely to earn more money than 

their counterparts who have oniy a high school diploma (1 997,6)- As a dt, stuâents pay much 

more for their education than their degrees cost, and tuition fees are an additional tax which 

students must gay in order to graduate, eani higher *es, and thdore,  contril'bute more in 

taxes chan their non-miversiîy educated cornterparts (Allen 1997). 

Discussions of who shodd pay for the cost of miYerSity, or the question of the "f'an 

&are" oftfieir education that students should pay overIooks the fiict that dl students may not be 

able to pay more for their education. Acquiring a imiversity degree may be a good financial 

investment in one's future. However, are low-incorne students able to make this financiaï 

investment? Unlike higher-income students, Iow-uicome d e n t s  are unable to reiy on their 

families as a prlmary source of incorne. Thus, the question is not whether ail students should pay 

more or Iess for their education. Instead, the question is one of access. Are low-income studeats 

in a position to attend university, given the financial cost involved? Faced with the prospect of 

taking on increasing amounts of debt, as the cost of attendiug rmiversity increases, low-income 

students may not be able to make the "investment" m their fiture that higher-income students 

d e .  The major question of tbis study is that m light of the ciramatic costs of attending 

oniversity in recent years, are stadents îkom low-SES backgrounds are attendhg University in 

fewer numbers over the? 



This thesis uses bot- exidng secondary data and qualitative data- This snidy draws on 

three data sources, two ofwhich are quantitative m e y s :  the "Incoming Student Survey", and the 

''Admitied Student Questionnaire"'- The third data source is comprised of personal mterviews 

with undergraduate studenk These interviews were conducted specifically for this project 

Lady, data fiom the hconiing Student Survey provide for a cornparison of the University of 

Guelph with a smaü number of seiected Ontario mivefsities. 

The Lncoming Student Survey 

The Incomùlg Student Survey (ISS) is an interna1 survey conducted by the University of 

Guelph. Tt has been Iirbninistered each year since 1987. Entering students cornpiete the ISS once, 

on registration day of their nrst year. The survey produces large samples of 1 100-1400 responses, 

with a response rate of approximately 50%- 

The ISS questions students about a varîety of topics. Students are asked about their high 

school grades, the highest academic degree they intend to achieve, how far their home comrmmity 

is fiom the University of Guelph, where they prefer to live diinng the school year, and the 

probability that they wiU work part-time durhg the school yeac Students are also asked to 

indicate their age, gender, mother tongue, citizenship and race- These data funiifuniish the University 

of Guelph with information about some of the background characteristics ofthe popdaiïon fiom 

which they draw theu students- 

The ISS &O provides infornation about studenk' social class. For instance, the s m e y  

1 

Data fiom both m e y s  were tested for statistid si@cance nsing c6 i  square. S & d y  
siPnif'icant @ c -05) cross-tabulations are identified (in the appendix) by an astedc. 



asks students about their parents' educaticm and incorne- These data d o w  an analysis of the 

socbeconomic status (SES) of incorning cohorts of d e n t s -  Instead ofproviding only one 

masure of SES (Le- parents' income), the ISS provides thme measures: father's edhon, 

mother's educaîion, and parental incorne, Some rmi'versity students may not h o w  their parents' 

combined yearly income. Students who repliecl 'Von't Know" when asked for their parents' 

income level were excludeci. Students are more likely to know their parents' highest level of 

schooling than parental income, making these measmes somedat more diable. Reliance on 

three traditional measures of SES allows for greater confidence in students' assessrnent of tfieir 

social class background2. 

The m e y  also asks students about the sources of their educationd fiuiding, and the 

extent to which they are concemed about financing the* education. These responses were 

analysed, conîrolling for students' social class. h other words, students' responses about the 

degree to which they are worried were cross-tabulated against socio-economic variables such as 

father's education, in order to determine wheîher responses differ accordhg to social class. WhiIe 

this information is conoidential, the s w e y  is not anonymous and students can be liaked through 

their student identifkation numbers to their grades, registration and completion status. 

Depending on the year, fiom 4 to 6 Ontario universitie? conducted the ISS (the 

universities vary from year to year) on th& incoming students. These data are available for 

comparative purposes. These data allow for a cornparison of the composition ofuicoming cohorts 

of students at the University Guelph, compared to a limïted number of other Ontario uuivefsities. 

"Low-incorne" is dehed for the parposes of the study as a combined parental income of less than 
$40,000 yearly, 

Nipissing University, the University of Westem Ontano, University of ûüawa, Brock University 
Lamentian University, King's Coilege and the University of Toronto conbcted the ISS in 1994 
and/or 1995, 



The Admitted Student Questionnaire 

The Admltted Student Questionnaire (ASQ) is anotber internai smvey conducteci at 

Guelph It was admhistered in 1993 and 19% to students who were adm&ed to the MLiversity, 

whether they enrolled or not. Response rates are high for enrolled students (67%) and Iower for 

those who do not enroi (48%). 

The ASQ questions sniâents about tbeir impressions ofGuelph, compared to îhe other 

UnBrersities that offered arlmittance, Students are asked to identify what attributes made the 

University of Guelph attractive to them. They are asked to rank qualïties they associate with 

Guelph in tenns of how important these quaüties are to them, compared to other miivefsities. 

Respondents are queried about how they have açquired their lmowledge of the University of 

Guelph (Le. through a campus visit, talking to aliimni_ etc-), and are asked to rate Guelph in terms 

of reptation and academic quaiïty. Respondents also evaluae the other univedies that offered 

them admittance, 

The ASQ provides data on the background characteristics of admitted students. Students 

are asked to indicate ttieir gender and race. The ASQ is not as thorough as the ISS in gathering 

information on students' background characteristics. For example, the ASQ does not inchde 

questions about students' mother tongue or citizenship status. 

The ASQ also provides Monmition about snidents' social class background, nameiy, their 

parents' income. Parental incorne is the o d y  SES variable inciuded in the questionnaire. Unlike 

the ISS, the ASQ does not include questions about the educaiional background of respondents' 

parents. C~nsequeritly~ this allows for a more limited anaiysis of students' social class 

background than the ISS offers. 

The ASQ asks students to rate the University of Guelph in terms of its cost of attendance, 

specincaUy, its total and net costs- Shidents are aslced whether they see the University of Guelph 



as uexpensive", and how t3mciai aid figures in thW decision to attend a certain mStitirtiun, As 

with the ISS, these respoILSeS were analysed, controllhg for students' sociai class. Students' 

responses about how they rated the cost of atteadiag Guelph, and whether they saw Guelph as 

expensive were cross-tabulated against students' parental &me. This was to a s c d  whether 

students saw the cost of attending differenly, or were more "cost-sensitive", depending on theiir 

social class background- The questionuaire aUows for cornparison ofthose students who chose to 

enrol at Guelph with those who opted not to mol.  This information is helptul in d iscedg  

whetfieer students 60rn modest backgrounds decide not to attend Guelph, based on )niancial 

reasons- 

Qualitative Interviews 

The registrar's office selected approximately 40 undergraduate students fim low-SES 

backgrounds, ushg data fkom students' idormation mes. Students were sent a letta on March 17, 

1999 to their on-campus mailboxes4. These letters invited students to participate in either a 

personal interview or a focus group, to discuss their educatiod experiences in lïght of financial 

resources and the cost of attending University- Students were asked to wmmmicate their interest 

through e-mail or by phone- 

AU of the students took part in one-on-one personal interview$. interviews took place at 

the Caire for Educational Research and Assesment, on the university campus. The respondents 

were al l  over age 18, and gave Wfiften, informed consent. Students were asked questions relating 

to how they were able to finance their education, financial assistance, how they cope with the costs 

AU undergraduate students at the University of GueIph, whether they live on-campus or elsewhere, 
are assigned a student mailbox These mailboxes are the universityls primary means of 
commUIYlcating with d e n t s -  

*Quotes fiom these interviews are iacluded in appendix 2. 



of attendance, and wheîher heir fiaancial situation has caused them sîress, or Hècted their 

studies- Respondents were also asked if they had to &e any physi& social or otfier 

adjilsnnents (Le. working for pay) due to their financial situation. Studenîs were also asked to 

offer advice for potenial uuiversity snidents, Students' responses were then cumpiied mund 

certain themes (i-e. wony about carrying student debt) which emerged h m  the interMew process. 



m m G S  

What has traditiondly been the composition, in terms of socid class and other 

background characterktics, of stdents at the University of Guelph? Secondiyy has this social 

class composition changed over h e ?  Are Gueîph students more or less representative of the 

general population? Can we atbniute any changes in the social class background of students over 

time to tultion and othex financial costs of attendance? F S y ,  with respect to being 

representative of the g e n d  population, how does ihe Univexsiv of Guelph compare to other 

Ontano universities? How do these findings at the University of Guelph and other Ontano 

universities compare with what is happening in the UILiversity system across Canada? 

I - Incoming Student Survey 

The Incomiag Student Survey provides information about the social class and background 

characteristics of students entering the University of Guelph- It provides several measures of 

ethnicity, such as students' mother tongue, citizenship and visible minority it also asks 

students their parents' highest level of education, ând their parents' combined incorne, These 

measures aiiow for a fair@ thorough outline of students' ethnic and social class background The 

swvey also questions audents about their sources of educational h d i n g  (i.er parents, OSAP), and 

the degree to whiçh they are womed about their ability to finance thek University education This 

survey has been given to all new, entering students since 1987. The following section wiu report 

the traditional composition of students at the University of Guelph, how this composition has 

changed over the ,  and the current composition of entering &dents at the University of Guelph- 



STUDENTS 

The student popdation at the University of Guelph is vcly ethnically homogenous. The 

proportion of visible minorities, non-çeiadians and those whose mother tongue is neither Englirh 

nor French has traditionally been low at Guelph, In 1987, on& 4a/0 of -dents entering the 

University of Guelph repmted that they wae not Canodian citizens'. In 1986,6% of Odnno 

residents were not Canadian citizens (Statistics Canada, 1986 census), Based on these figures, 

non-Canadian students were sornewhat under-represented, compared to the proportion of non- 

Canadian Ontario residents in 1987 (Table 5.3; Fig 5.1). 

There has been msfmnal improvernent in the ethnic composition of students at the 

University of Guelph over h e .  Visible minonties, non-CIlneAians and those whose mother 

tongue is neither English nor French are stiU under-represented in 1996, compared to the 

proportion of visible minority, non-Canadian and non-EngiisWFrench speakers in the general 

population in Oatario. University of Guelph students are under-represented by factors of l.6,2.0 

and 3.0 for visible minonty, non-English/French and non-Canadian students, respective& in 1997 

(Table 5.1-5.3). For instance, in 1997,3% of entering students at the University of Guelph were 

not Canadian citizens, compared to 9% of Ontario residents ir: 1996 (Statistics Canada, 1996 

census). Therefore, the University of Guelph wodd have needed three times as many non- 

Canadian students in 1997, in order for it to be representative of the proportion of non-lanadians 

in Ontario's g e n d  population. While there bas been marginal improvement in the etbnic 

composition of Guelph students over time, the proportion of visible minoriîies, non-Canadiaas 

and those whose mother tongue is neither English nor French at Guelph has also increased in 

Ontario overall. Conseqpently, the University of Guelph has not become more representative of 



Fig 5.1: Per Cent of Non-Canadian Students Entering the 
University of Guelph Cornparrd to Per Cent of  NomCanadian 

Ontano Residexm 

Source: Guelph Cnc0mi.g Student Survey 1987,1992 and 1996; 1986, 
1991 and 19% census, Statistics Canada 

Fig 5.2: Per Cent of Mdes E n t e ~ g  the 
University of ûuelph Compared to 

Per Cent of Ontaritario Males aged 18-24 

Source: Guelph Incoming Student Survey; Postcensal AaouaL Estimates 
of Population and A n n d  Demographic Statitatistics, Statistics Canada 



the generai population over time- 

In terms ofthe gender composition of students, Guelph stridents have traditiondy been 

more likely to be f d e  than male- la 1987,4L% of incomiug students were male, compared to 

5 1% of Ontario residents aged 18-24 (Statistics Canada, Postcensal Annuai Estimates of 

Population, 1987)- Male *dents were therefore under-tepresented by LOO!- This under- 

representation has doubled over the.  In 1997, only 300/0 of entering students are d e ,  compared 

to 5 1% of males aged 18-24 in Ontario (Table 5-4; Fig 5.2). 

In tems of social class, it appe8rs that fewer students h m  modest backgn,unds have 

been attendhg the University of Gueiph over time. This pattem is secn based on saidents' fiither's 

education, mother's education, and parental incorne. Substantial numôers of students at the 

University of Guelph were & a m  f?om modest backgioimds in 1987. For example, in 1987'52% 

of entering audents came from low-education2 families @ a d  on father's education). In Ontario 

in 1987,56% of d e s  aged 45-64 had low education levels or high school or less3 (SÉatistics 

Canada, 1986 census)- Therefore, studenstudeats fiom low-education families (based on father's 

education) entering the University of Guelph were under-represented by oniy 4% in 1987- 

In 1997, the proportion of students fiom modest backgrounds entering the University of 

Guelph was dramatically lower than a decade earIier- For example, students fiom low-e!ducaîion 

families (based on father's education) went h m  being under-represented €y 4% in 1987, to 19% 

in 1997. Levels of educational attahment rose in the general population between 1986 and 19%; 

2 For our purposes, a cclow" level of education means high schwl or les .  
3 

The propodon of Ontario residents between the ages of 45-64 with hi& school &cation or less 
were used to compare the educational levels of rnothers and fithers of G d p h  saidents. 



in 1996, half of Ontario males aged 4 5 a 4  had low leveis of ehcation (Statistics Canada, 1996 

census). In 1997, only 3 1% of entering students at the University of Guelph had fathers with low 

levels of education (Table 5.5; Fig 5.3). 

The under-repmsentation of students fiom l ow-eddon  families (based on mother's 

education) increased fiom 13% in 1987 to 28% 1997 (Table 5-6). In 19%, 60% of Ontario 

f d e s  aged 45-64 had low levels of education (Statistics Cansda, 19% census). In otha words, 

in 1997, Guelph would have needed nearly twice as many entering students whose mothers have 

low levels of edncation, for the mivefSity to be representative of the general population in 

Ontario. The same pattern is evident in terms of parental income- Studenîs fiom low-incorne 

families' went fiom king over-represented by IO!% at the University of Guelph in 1987, to m g  

under-represented by Ph by 1997, compared to Ontario low-income families headed by 

iadividuals aged 45-64 (Table 5.7; Fig 5.4). 

To Summanze, students attending the University of Guelph have traditionally been white, 

English, Canadian, and female. In terms of social c h ,  students fiom modest backgrounds have 

traditionaliy been slightly under-represented, compared with the class composition of Chtario 

families in the late 1980s- This social class composition has changed dramatically over tirne. 

Guelph d e n t s  are Iess representative of the general population in terms of their fathers' and 

mothers' education, and their parents' income. ûver time, the gap between the socio-economic 

In order to compare the socio-economiç composition of University of Guelph students with the 
overall population in Ontario, parents of Guelph students are compared (in terms of edudonal 
attainment and yearfy income) with Ontario redents aged 45-64. It is assumeci that this 45-64 
age group most cIoseIy matches the average ages of parents of university-aged children 

For our purposes, we categorize famiües with a yearly income of l e s  than $40,000 as "low- 
income". "Parental incorne'' tends to be a less reliable measmement of socio-economic status than 
fathers' or mothers' education, as respondents nmy be misnre of theù parents' combhed income, 
but they are more likdy to know tbeir parents' highest 1-1 of education 



Fig 5.3: Per Cent of Students fiom Low-&cati011 
Backgrounds* Enterhg the University of Guelph Cornparrd 

to Per Cent of Ontano Residents with Low Education 

Source: Guelph Incoming Sadent S w e y  1987,1992 and 19%; 1%. 1991 and 1996 
rensus, Statistics Canada (Ontario males aged 45-64 with high school edtsaîïoa or les )  

Fig 5.4: Per Cent of Students from Low-hcome 
Backgrounds* Entering the Universi@ of Guelph Compsred 

to Per Cent of Low-Incorne Families in Ontario 

a Ontario .U.fCII 

*“Law-incorne" reférs to parental incorne of less ttuui $40,000 
Source: Gueiph Incomuig Sndent Survey; General Social Survey, SEatistics Caaada 
(Ontario families with age of head 45-64 with incorne of l e s  than $40,000) 



composition of incoming cohorts of dudents and the socio-economic composition of the g e n d  

population in Ontario has widend substantiail~~ Speci6.caUy, in 1997, d e n t s  h m  modest 

backgrounds are drasticdy under-reptesented, compared to tbese groups in the Ontario 

population. 

STUDENTS FROM MODEST BACKGROUNDS: TAKING ON DEBT AND WORRYING 

ABOUT COSTS 

C m  we attriute these changes in the social class background of enterhg students over 

time to tuition and other costs of attendance? In addition to students' background characteristics, 

the Incoming Student Survey includes queries about students' sources ofeducationd fimding, and 

the degree to which they are concemed about fhncing their education. This m e y  uncovered 

substantial differences in the aîtitudinal and educational eXpenences of Iow and high socio- 

economic status (SES) -dents- Students fiom modest backgrounds who are unable to reiy on 

their parents as a prhary source of hancial support must be wiuiag to take on student debt in 

order to attend university, In other words, Iow-SES students who are not w i b g  to take on debt in 

the form of student loans as a prerequisite for attendhg unîversity, may not attend at di- Thus, 

access to university may be blocked for those students who are unwilIing to take on hi& levels of 

student debt 

Students' Sources of Educational Funding 

Clear Merences exist by social class m students' reliance on parents versus OSAP as a 

source of educational h c i n g .  Students fiom modest backgrouuds are much less iikeiy than 

their hi@-SES counterparts to receive money fiom their parents to cover educational expenses 

This pattern is seen based on mother's educaiioa, fhther's &cation and parentai hcome. In 



1992,28% of studenîs nom low-income families received more than $3,000 f h n  their parents, 

compared to 59% o f h i g h - m e  students. Low-incorne students were haif as WEely, compared to 

their high-incorne counterparts, to receive more than $3,000 h m  their parents. Iu 1997, this gap 

widened. Twenty-nine per cent of low-income studenîs, compared to 69% ofhigh-incorne 

students received more than $3,000 fkom th& parents Cïable 5.8; Fig 5.5). Unlike low-incorne 

students, high-incorne students are much more Iikely to receive more than $3,000 fiom th& 

parents over tirne, 

ûver the, hi&-nicorne parents are more likely than low-incorne parents to contn'buîe to 

their children's educatioa, In 1992, low-incorne students were nedy three times more likely to 

receive no money fiom their parents, compared with hi@-income students. This gap had 

increased slightly by 1997, SimElar patterns are seen based on both fatha's and mother's 

education. 

Overali, students fkom modest backgrounds do not seem to be more likely to receive 

money fÏom their pments over t h e -  Students fhm higher soci~conomic backgromds are 

considerably more likely to receive financial assistance fiom their parents, It appears as if those 

parents who can afTord to help their cbildren fÏnanciaUy, are doing so pable 5-8-5-10). 

Given that they receive less money fiom their parents than their higher-SES counterparts, 

it is not surprishg that low-SES students rely more heady on OSAP loans to finance their 

education. In 1992,23% of low-income students and 5% of hi&-income students received OSAP 

compared to 52% and 14% respectively in 1997 (Table 5-1 1; Fig 5.6). In other words, in 1992, 

low-income students were nearly five times more like1y to receive OSAP, compareci to hi&- 

- - 
income students. In 1997, it appeared as ifthis gap i s  diminishing somewhat, as low-income 

students were nearly four times as like1y to receive OSAP, compared to high-income students- 

This is evident with respect to mother s and father's education Cfable S.l2-5.13), 

63 



Fig 5.5: Pu Cent of Students Entering the University of 
Guelph who Received more than $3,000 fiom Parents to 

Cover Edwational Costs By Parental Incame* 

C'Zow-income** = under $40,000; 'CHigh-income" = S40,Oûû or over 
Source: Guelph Incoming Student S m e y ;  resuits sipifkant at -05 

Fig 5.6: Per Cent of Students Entering the 
University of Guelph who 

Received OSAP By Pafental hcome* 

*'20w-income" = under $40,000; "Hïgh-&me" = $40,000 or over 
Source: Guelph Incoming Student Sutvey; redîs signinccant at p< .O5 



Low-incorne studenîs differ by gaider in their d a n c e  on OSAP- In 1992,26% of low- 

income females relied on OSAP as a primas. source of educatiod fimdiog. Low-incorne d e s  

in 1992 were half as likely to do so. This gap has nearly disappeared over time, as males have 

been increasingly likely to rely on OSAP W l e  5. IQ; Fig 5.7). AU students were more likely to 

rely on OSAP as a source of educational fimding in 1997, compared with 1992. While students 

from modest backgrounds were twice as likely to rely on OSAP in 1997, compared to 1992, high- 

SES students were nearly thme times as likeiy to do so (Table 5.1 1-5- 14)- 

Students' Class-Based Conceru about Financing Their Education 

T h e  are substautial sociai class differences in how d e n t s  worry about their ability to 

hance their education, Students f?om modest backgrounds are considerably more Iikeiy to bsve 

serious concems about paying for thir education, compared with hi@-SES studenîs. Whether 

based on parental home, father's education or motber's education, low-SES students were 

roughly twice as likely, compared to high-SES students to have ''ma.joP c o n c m  about fjnal~cing 

their education in both 1992 and 1997 (Table 5.15-5.18). Specincaiiy, in 1997,39% of low- 

income students in 1997 reported having "major" concerns abouî fïnancing their education, 

compared with 16% of hi&-incorne students (Table 5.15; Fig 5.8). 

Between 1992 and 1997, students fiom dl social cIass backgrounds became increasingly 

worried about fïnancing their education6. Hi&-SES students (based on fathas education) were 

more than one and a half times more likeiy to have major worries in 1997 (at 16%) as they were 

five years earlier (1W) (Table 5-16), Compared with hlgh-SES students, those fiom modest 

backgrcunds are consistentiy more wommed Students fiom modest backgrounds (based on 

Low-income females tend to w o q  more than Iow-ixtcome d e s  &out f inanhg their education- 
This trend is decreasing as low-incorne females appear ta be becoming Iess woded over the- 



Fig 5.7: Per Cait of Students Enterkg the 
University of Guelph who 

ReceivedOSAP By Gender 

Source: Guelph riicomîng Student Survey; 
1992 results signifiaut at gc -05; 1997 redts statistically insigdicant 

Fig 5.8: P a  Cent ofstudents Enteriag the University of 
Guelph who had "Major" Conccnis about 

Financing their Education By Parental hcome* 

*“Law-income" = under !§40,000; c'High-income" = $40,000 or over 
Source: ûuelph Incoming Student Swey; resuIts sigoificant at .O5 



parental income, mother's or father's educaîion) are COllSiStentiy ïess likeIy, compared with hi&- 

SES couterparts, to have no womes about fhmces, 

In summary, between 1987 and 1997, the social class composition of students entering the 

University of Guelph changed dramaticdyY By 1997, the proportion oflow-SES students had 

decreased considerably over the. Overall, students fiom modest backgrounds were less likely to 

attend Guelph in L997, than they did a decade eariier- The situation is bleak for those low-SES 

students who do attend, Compared to higher-SES sîudents, low-SES students are less likely to 

receive money fiom tbeU parents- This gap has wïdened since 1992, As a conseQuence, low4ES 

students rely more on OSAP than higher-SES studenîs, and are more concerned about their ability 

to pay for their education. Oved, data fiom the ES suggest that not only are fewer students 

fiom modest backgrounds attending Guelph, but those that do attend are iikely to be resilient and 

detennined, ia order not to be deterred by the rising costs of attendance. 



II - The Admitttd Student Questionnaire 

The Admitted Student Questionnaire provides infoxmation about t&e social class and 

background charaçtetistics of d e n t s  altmitted to the University of ûueIph It a h  questions 

students about their impressions about the cost of atttadiag University at the University of Guelph, 

compared to otha Ontario univefsities- This sanrey was given to ail stnderits who were admitted 

to the University of Guelph in 1993 and 1996, whether or not they rcgistered at the University o f  

Guelph. 

OF GUELPH STL~DENTS 

Redts about the social class backgrounds of d e n t s  ridmitted to the University of 

Guelph are consistent with those reported in the Incoming Student Survey. Visible minonty, 

male, and low-income studeats are under-represented, compared with the proportions of these 

groups in the Ontario population'. 

Compared with the g e n d  population, admitted students became less racially 

representative between 1993 and 1996 (Table 5.19; Fig 5.9). Admitted visible minority students 

were roughiy representative of the proportions of visible minorities in Ontario in 1993. This was 

not the case three years later- In 1996, 12% aAmitted students were members of a visible 

mhority. In Ontario in 1996, 16% of residents were rnembers of a visible minority (Statistics 

Canada, 1996 census). In other words, visibie minority students admitted to the University of 

Guelph were underrepresented (compared to the generai popdation) by a factor of 1.3 in 1996. 

The Admitted Student Questionnaire asks only about three background characteRstics: race, 
gender and social class Social chus is measurcd by parental income, with "lowincome" referring 
to a yearly income of $40,000 or lower. 



Fig 5.9: Per Cent ofVisli3f.e Mînority Students Admitted to 
the University of Guelph C o m p d  to Per Cent of Visi'ble 

Minority Ontario Residens 

Source: Guelph Admitted Student Questio~aiie 1993 and 1996; 
1991 and 19% census, Statlstics Canaâa 

Fig 5.10: Per Cent of Males Admitted to the 
University of Guelph Compared to 

Per Cent of Ontario Males aged 18-24 

Source: Guelph Admitted Student Questionaein; Annual Dcmopphic 
Statistics, Statistics Canada 



Twenty-ine per cent of admitteci students were males in 1996, mabg them mder-represented by 

more than 2% compared to the proportion of males in the general popuIation Fable 520; Fig 

5.10)- 

in tenns of social class, admitted students fiom low-income backgrounds were slightly 

undet-represented, compared to the proportion oflow-income families in Ontario- In 1993,22% 

of admitted students came fiom low-income backgrounds, compared to 25% of ûnîario low- 

income families headed by someone aged 45-64. In 19%, this patteni had not changed 

considerably, with 2 1'3'0 wmpared to 23% (Table 5-21; Fig 5-1 1)- AdmItted d e n t s  are 

therefore somewhat mder-represented in tenns of students fiom modest backgrounds (based on 

parental income). 

Students from Modest Backgrounds Sensitive to Total Cost of University 

Sensitivity to the cost of University varies with social class background. Low-income 

students are more sensitive than their hi@-income counterparts to the cost of attending Uniyersity 

(Table 5.25-5.27). iu 1993,470/0 oflow-income and 30'36 of hi&-incorne students rated aid or 

cost as a significant factor in their decision to enrol in imEversityty By 1996, this gap had widened; 

55% of admitted low-income students reported that either aid or cost was a sigdicant factor, 

compared with 33% of dmitted hi@-uicome students (Table 5.25; Fig 5.12)- In other words, 

low-income students were 1.7 times more likely in 1996, compared to high-income students, to 

see aid or cost as si@cant. In 1993, low-incume d e n t s  were 1.3 times more likely than îheir 

hi&-income counterparts to rate the net cost of attendance as 'tery important". This diaerence 

increased by 1996, when low-incorne studenîs were neady one and a haiftimes more Likely than 

high-income students to rate the net cost of attendance as ' k r y  important? (Table 526). 

When asked &ut the characteristics they associate with the University of Guelph, htxe 



Fig 5-1 1 : Per Cent of Students h m  Low-Incorne 
Backgrounds* Admidmitted to the University of Guelph 

Compared to Per Cent of Low-hwme FamiIÏes in Ontano 

1993 1- 

'2ow-incorne" diers to parental income of l e s  t b  $40,000 
Source: Guelph Admitted Shdent Questionnaire, Gaiaal Social S m ,  Statistics 
Canada (Ontario feIies with of head 45-64 wiîh mcome of Iess than W~000) 

Fig S. 12: Per Cent of Students Admitted to the University of 
Guelph who Rated Either Financial Aid or 

Cost of Attendhg as a SiSnifIcant Factor in theu 
Decision to Attend University by Parental Income* 

1993 1996 

C'Zow-inçome''= under $40,000; ' ~ ~ i n c o m e " =  $40,000 or over; 
Source: Guelph Admitted Student Questionnaire; significant at pc -05 



were no social class diffezeoces in tbe proportion of students who saw Guelph as uexpemive" in 

1993; 7% of admited students &om ali incorne groups felt Guelph wes uexpensive", By 1996, 

there were snbstantiai social class differences; 22% of low-income d e n t s  saw Guelph as 

"expensive" compared with 16% of hi@-incorne d e n t s  (Table 527; Fig 5J3)- By 19% low- 

income students were neariy one ancl a balf t he s  more likely to vïew Guelph as expensive, 

compaced with theh high-hcome counterparts. 

When students were asked about the net costs of attending Guelph, there were no apparent 

differences between social classes- In 1993, roughiy fû% of aU ahnitted students, regardless of 

their social class background, rated the net cost of attending Guelph as hi& In 1996, students 

were more likely to respond in tbis way, but low-incorne snidents did not rate the net costs of 

attmding GueIph differently than did their higher-incorne counterparts. For instance, 16% of 

admitted students fiom a low-incorne background rated Guelph costs as "very hi&" compared to 

17% of hi&-incorne students, Fifteen per cent compared to 13% rated net costs as <Cpoor/f# 

(Table 5.28-5.29). These results are relevant to the o v d  question of accessibility. Students 

fiom modest backgrounds are more sensitive to the overail costs of attending university t h  are 

hi&-incorne students. Yef if low-income students are offered student &d, this sensitivity 

disappears; if aid is made avdable to low-incorne students, the issue of  "cost" is no longer more 

signincant than it is for hi@-incorne students. 

In summary, low-income stadents are more UeIy than âigh-income students see the 

University of Guelph's tolai costs as expensive (compared to odicr Ontario universities)- This 

class-based clifference in students' responses disappears when students rate the net cos& of 

attending the University of G d p h  In other words, low-incorne students seem sensitive to the 

overail cos& of attendhg university, but in te- of the net costs (after sub6racting finruicial aid 

offers) of attendhg students of all incorne backgrounds rate the University of Guelph similady. 



Fig 5.13: Pa Cent of Students Admïtted to the 
University of Guelph who Raîed 

Guelph as '%xpensive" By Parentai I n c d  

19#3 1- 

*"Law-incorne" = mder W,000; "High-incorne" = $40,000 or over 
So- Guelph Admitted Student QueStiomaixe; 
19% resuits signincant at p< -05; 1993 results statisticaiiy insigdcant 

Fig 5.14: Per Cent of Visible Minority Students 
Admitted to the University of Guelph 

By Registration S m  

1W3 

Source: Guelph Admittted Student Questionmixe 



Students h m  moâest backgmmds who, if offered scholarships and b d e s  wodd gladly attend 

the University of Guelph, might otherwise be deterred by the gros or total costs of attending 

Guelph, In other worâs, d e n t  aid is one solutio11= iflow-incorne students are off& aid at the 

University of Guelph, then cost is no longer a b&, or even an issue, 

Gueiph Registranîs more Tolerant to Costs; Non-Reghtrants Cost-Scasitive 

By controlling for registration status, the Admiîted Student Questionnaire can diff'entiate 

between the characteristics of those students who were admitted aud later aüended the Uniwdty 

of Guelph, and those who were admitted, but did wt attend or enrol at Guelph- Focussing on 

those students who opt not to attend the University of GueIph can help to e d e  reasons why 

students from modest backgrounds might be deterred h m  attending- 

Those who did not register at the University of Guelph differ in terxns of race, h m  those 

who register. More students who did not emol at Guelph were visible minonty students (12% in 

1993 and 14% in 1996) than those who registered at Guelph (8% in 1993 and 90/0 in 1996) (Table 

5.23; Fig 5-14). 

Those who do not mol  at Guelph, or "non-registrants" are more sensitive to the cost of 

imiversïty than those who register- For instance, in l996,4l% of n~~registrants cited %id or 

cost" as sigaincam in their decision to attend, compared with 3 1% ofregistrants8. Non-registtants 

were also more likely than registrants to see the University of Guelph as "expensive". When 

admitted students were asked to rate the net? costs of attending Guelph thae were no diffaences 

based on registration status. WhiIe non-regis~rants seemed more sensitive to ttie overail cost of 

" Net" costs refer to the amount that students must pay afkr subtracting financiai aid off= fkom 
the total cost of attending; in other words, total costs less financiai aid offers. 



attending Guelph, aü admittted students rated the net costs ofattending Guelph &niMy, whaher 

they enrolled or not. 

Low-Income Non-Registrrrnts most Cost-Sensitive 

By holding both social ciass and registration stetus constant, we can compare the 

responses of low-income students who later attended the University of Guelph, with those who did 

not attend The foiiowuig section reMews the responses of low-incorne sîudents on&- The data 

W e s t  that among low-income students? there are considerable dinerences between those wbo 

enroi, and those who do not. 

Low-income non-registnrnts tend to be more sensitive to the cost of University tban 

registrants. Non-registrants were more likely tham regktmnts to rate Guelph as expensi~e'~, and 

aid or cost as important (Table 5.30-5.32). Low-income non-registrants were also more likely in 

1996" to choose a specific UIUversity because the cost of attending was Iowa. Non-registrants 

were four times more likely than registwitts to attend a specfic Miversity because the coçts of 

attending were lower there. Eleven per cent of non-registrants, compared to 3% of registrants 

reported that they would attend the University h t  was theu fïrst choice because costs were lower 

there (Fig S. 15). Similarly, non-registrants were nearly three times more likeiy, at 3 3% to attend 

a university thaî was not their first choice, if the cost of attending was lower, compared with 12% 

of regis~rants (Table 5.35) 

Compared to low-incorne registrants, non-registrants were more sensitive to both total and 

net costs of attendhg University. In 1993, 14% of non-regisîrants rated the net cost of attendance 

'ms pattern was not present in 1993. 
11 

Data for questions regarding students' decision whether or not to attend a s p d c  imiversity 
because of ''lower cost" were not available for 1993. 



Fig 5.15 : Pet Cent of Students fiom Low-Incorne 
Backgrounds* Admitted to the University ofGuelph who 
Cited "Lowa Cost" as Reason fbr Attending University 

which is their 1 st Choice 

1996 

*'Zow-incorne" refers to parental income of less than M0,000 
Source: Guelph ~ d m i t t e ~  Student Questionnaire; significaot at .O5 

Fig 5-16: Per Cent of Students fiom Low-Income 
Backgrounds* Admitted to the University of Guelph who 

Rated Net Cost as ''J?oor/Faii' By Registration Status 

e"Low-income" rdas to parental income of less than $40,000 
Source: Guelph Admitted Studcnt Questionnaire; sipnificant to .O5 



at the University of Guelph as "poorifair", compared to 6% o f r e ~ t s -  Nineteen per cent 

compared to 11% rated net cost 'wdfair" in 1996 (Table 5.33; Fig 5-16), Low-income non- 

regktrants appeared to be neady twice as sensitive, compared with regiskants, to net cos& of 

attendance, 

Overaiî, these data suggest that over the past decade, access to rmiversity educaticm is 

being threateaed- Students fiom low-income familes are wming to the University of Guelph in 

fewer nmbers, Low-mcome students are clearly at a disadvantage when it coma to fhucing 

their educaîion Compared with their higher-income counterparts, they cagnot tum as rcadiiy to 

their parents for money, and as a result must rely more heavily on OSAP as a meam for hanciog 

their education. As a consequence, they appear to be more worried over time about king able to 

pay for the cost of eversity. Low-income students appear tu be more than higher- 

incorne students to the cost of attending universiSr, Of students h m  modest backgrounds, those 

who opt not to attend the University of Guelph seem to be more sensitive to the cost of attending 

University, compared with those who m o l  at the University of Guelph. 



III - Qualitative Resuits 

The qualitative aspect oftûis study involves six personai interviews* with midergraduate 

studentd3 at the University of Guelph who corne fiom modest backgrounds. These stridents have 

made it to University. These respondents comprise not only a smaii sample s k ,  but a seK 

selected group, These qditative d t s  are not intended to generalize about the experieences of 

students fiom modest backgrounds. ][nstead, the pirrpose of includiag this material is to illustrate 

these six students' eXpenences, This idormation wiii be heJpfiil in complementing and enriching 

the quantitative resnits descriid above- 

The qualitative results suggest that students fiom modest backgrounds are concemed 

about the cost of University, and theü ability to finance these costs, Unable to rely on parents, 

respondents relied heaMIy on OSAP, and were uaeasy about the amount of student debt that they 

will incur, as a result of aftending University- While concemed about their ability to pay for 

university, they seemed determined not to let their financial situation deter them from fïnisbg. 

Urnese interviews were condocted spoîifically for this study- 

13 

Five of the students were in the* EVst year, while one student was in tbird year, Five of the 
students were f d e .  



Students' Relying on OSAP as Primary Source of Educatîonrl Fhrncing 

Five out of six students received OSAP, Haif of the respondents reiïed on OSAP as their 

primary source of educatiod ftmdiag- These students sîressed that without receiving OSAP, they 

would simply not be able to attend University: 

VI di& 't get O W ,  I couldh 't go to school, 

I don 't moke enough in the summer to finance the entite yem so I definiteiy rely 
on O W .  ..-1 needfifl O W  to go to school, k n  you 're awav ut school, you 
don 't make enough in the summer to pay for school, and ijfpople do, 1 rd l i k  to 
knowhowtheydoit, 

AU respondents were not able to rely on their parents for financial help- Another d e n t  

surmised, as she h e w  she wodd be responsible for paying for her education, that "I Rnew I 

coulch 't rely on that crutch,.monr 's not giving me money", Another student remarked "12 's every 

parent 's dream to send theri kids to university and n t y p r e n ~  can 'tfirl$I it'. 

Two respondents relied partially on OSAP and their own savings. One of these students 

worked full-time for one year between fbkhhg high school and starting University in order to 

save money. She expressed M o n  with the rishg costs essociated w i i  attending University, 

suggesting that students fiom modest backgrouuds have to go tu great lengths in order to d e  

ends meet: 

ThrS is no? fa?- lfrhey 're ençouragtnga unïvemity educatiorr, why are ihey 
inçreasing these fimdr? It Iimits so muny sîuctents. g1 diah 't take a year ofl 
there 's no way I could corne here. 

One respondent did not receive OSAP because she had saved enough money to cover her first 

year of University. Another respondent remarked that " S o m e h  1 covered it all, ami1 hate 

Respondents had generally received a $1,500 entrance scholarship fiom the University of 

Guelph, a scholarship that was based both on academic marks and need These studeats aiso 

applied for, and were awarded needs-based bursaties of $750 upon their arrivai at the University 



of Guelph. These burseries were made available to them the following Jmuary- Some students 

expressed frustration at the difliculties involveci with obÉaining financial assistence: "Ovemll, 

scho2mhips und bursmës are bloodj k r d  to get? Another respondent complauied that the 

process of applying for bursanes was a time-constaming one: "lr d e s  a lot of time to seamh 

rhrough andsee fyou qualz%y". Amther student felt thaî b d e s  were not publicized weli 

enough, and that ''ZOIS of slu&n& &n 't know" about how to apply for bucsaries. One respondent 

cited the process of applying for a bursary as one which helped h a  organize her finances, and 

estimate how much money she had to spend for the year. 

Respondents typicalIy worked fdl - the dinuig summers and part-time during the years 

pnor to University. One d e n t  report4 working fidl-time (between two Merent part-the jobs) 

during her last year of high school. Financial problems in her household prevented her fiom 

devoting this income to her education. Of the money she eamed in the previous year, she was 

only able to devote halfto paying for University. As her family was eXpenencing financial 

trouble, she devoted the other half of her eaniings to her famiy's household income. 

Respondents primarily are not able to rely on their parents for financial help. First-year 

students generdy came to UILn'ersity with s h g s  fiom summer and part-time jobs throughont 

high school. One student even delayed entering university for one year, in order to eam as much 

money as possible before attending- Nevertheless, respondents were rinable to shodder the 

economic burden of attending University? and had to reIy primarily on shident loans in the fonn of 

OSAP. Once attending the University of Guelph, respondents reported that bursaries and 

scholarships they received fiom the University helped to wver some of their costs. 



Students Underestimate Coats of Attcndimg University 

Stodents initiaily responded that unmrsity He, and its associated costs had more or iess 

turned out as they expected Two respondents were sulpxïsed that they had not rece id  more 

OSAP. One respondent said h t  she was generally not surpnsed by the costs associated with 

attending University: 

Books were more expellSiVep but I war kind ofprepured I have an older sister 
that went to miver~ity~ so 1 had an idea thar a textbook could cost $1 00. 

endeavour, they were siirpnsed by some of the costs of attendance. One d e n t  dÏd not take into 

accomt that the meal plan ody covered fint tenn, and that he would have to pay again for a new 

meal plan in term two. This student also responded that he was not aware of some of the extra 

fees, such as athletic fees, etc.: " m e n  Igor here, ail the pnCes went up". Other students echoed 

this sentiment: "1 was expecting it to cost a lot. ..I think generally university cost more than I was 

expectinf, "1 di& 't really know how much things are going to cost". 

One student responded that although he thougbt that he had enough OSAP money, he 

nearly tan out of money in his first term. Another student pointed out that whlle tuition rates are 

rising " O W  isn 't ut di". A t . d  year student expressed that while she knew that attending 

university wouId be expensive, it was not mtil she was actuaüy enroiied in and attending Guelph 

diat she M y  realized îhe financial expenditures involved: 

%ZO,O00 is the mmrber thut everyone h s  in their head to go to university and [Ne 
away fiom home. I di& 't thinR reaiisticaily about if. ..al1 of a su&n you get a 
bill for 84,000. 1 don 't think that I thoughr about it too realisticallj until I 
actually wrote the cheque- 

This student, who is in her third year of her nudergraduate program, had to make some substantial 

bonowing a d i e n t s  in her second year at University. That year, she had not received enough 

OSAP to cover her residence fees- She had only been able to secure IO weeks of work that 



summer? and had not been able to save very much money. As a result, she had to appeaf OSAP's 

loan decision This was a lengthy and time-cousuming process, but she was suçcessful in her 

appeal, The following year (ha thir4 and cment year), this student received enough money fiom 

OSAP to cover her costs, 

When asked whether or not imiversity Me and its associated costs had tumed out as they 

had expected, students nrst reported that the costs of attending uuiversity were in line with what 

they had expected Once they descriid their experiences, respcnidents nrimitted that some costs 

had caught them by surprke: on-campus med plans, books, etc.- Some respondents aQiiaed that 

overaii, attending imiversity had tumed out to be more expensive than they had anticipateci- 

Generally, respondents 'ûnder-estimated" the cost of attending University. 

Respondents Worried and Frustrrted about Cost o f  University 

i t  's inmitabl'y going to hclppen. The cos& are probabiy going to go up, so keep 
working and slug it out. 

Students expressed fnrstration and concem about the nsing cost of attendance. Some 

students cited speciflcaüy, the inmases in tuition rates: 

1 don'? understand why B.C. has u tuition fieeze, why c m  't we have that here? 

You feel Iike you 're getting robbed Tuition for sure is way too hi@ I r  m a h  
you wonder where the money 's going 

When asked if rising tudion rates might deter them, or cause them to cease attending school full- 

tirne? respondents did not seem to consider this (Le. taking t h e  off to wo* dropping down to 

part-time studies). Students seemed motivated and detennined to nnish their degree, while they 

recognized that cos& were increasing each year. When asked what she would do if she were 

denied OSAP, one student responded that she would malce some arrangements with the imiversity, 

rather than dropping d o m  to part-time studies, or leaving school temporarityY Another student, 



recogniPng the rising costs associated wiîh attendhg &efSity, wished to complete her stndies as 

soon as possible: 

At the rate of how expensive it is to come here, if1 could@ord if, I would siudy 
al1 through the sumrners to get out of here qukker- 

This student clearly articulated how the wst of University can be a considerable concem for 

berself, but a banier for 0 t h  students fiom modest backgrounds who may not attend mriversity 

due to thancial ressorts: 

VI don 't &et O W ,  I can 't come buck And t h  makes me reuZly upset And 
I 'm not the ody one, There are so many students out there who have the 
potential to do so many things. Becatlse of thh big resirictïorr offnancial 
support, it àbesn 't men give them the chance- 

Some respondents came fiom cities (Le- London, Toronto, Ottawa) where they could have 

stayed at home with their familes and attended University in their home communiîyty These 

students chose to attend Guelph, knowing that this wodd be a much more expensive endavour. 

One student admitted that, in llght of his finsincial situation, 'cSometimes 1 think I shortld h e  

gone to Western so 1 could have Iived at home". Another -dent repbed that her program was 

only available at Guelph, while another simply wanted to move away fiom home: 

i got a schoimhip from U of T and 1 still didn 't go, und ï could have lived at 
home and commured to school, which would saved a lot. It would have been a 
lot easfer tu s t q  ut home, but 1 wanted to go to GueZph, so 1 didn 't realty factor 
finimees in10 my decision 

However, this student admitted that if she were to obtain a second degree, her financial situation 

would dictate that she wouid have to Kve with her family in Toronto and attend York University 

or the University of Toronto, This suggests that the rishg cos& of attending University may hinder 

or prevent students fiom modest backgrounds fiom coatinuing on to graduate work. 

Respondents were h t e d  by the nsing cost of attendhg UILiversity- They were 

distressed about the cost of imiversity, particdarly because costs resulted in higher leveis of 

student debt for them. Students seemed resigned to accept the rising cost of attending univefsity. 



They seemed resilient, motivated and determhed not to let th& lack of tlnances deter tliem h m  

complethg their degrees, 

Students' Methods of Coping 

Students used various methods of coping with th& limited finances- One student 

purchased the d e s i  med plan available, as a way to save money. This student reported h t  if 

she had more money, she would have chosen a larger meal plae When asked if her eating habits 

wouId be ciiffiirent if she had more meal plan points, she replled: "Oh yeah, I'd eat rnorejhdts 

and vegembies"- To cope, she was "selective", chmsing side dishes, such as rke and vegetables, 

as substitutes for a main, more expensive dish, Other respondents also expressed concem about 

what they ùiterpreted as the high *ces of food in the campus cafeterias. One student has a 

brother who lives in Guelph, and sometimes shares meals with his brother, as a way to Save meal 

plan points. hother student's parents would sometimes h g  her food, as a cost-swing measure. 

Students empioyed various strategies to Save money. Generally, they curtailed their 

spendhg, Le. not eating out in restaurants, using e-mail rather than maknig long-distance phone 

cails. One student reported tbat she had "kept every single receiptfor every dolIcnS' that she had 

spent, which helped her cut down on her spending. 

I 'm ahvays hying to Save a buck here and there, ïike clipping coupons for 
things...BasicaiIy, I've 6een scnmping andsavïng..lt all cornes d m  to monq - 
any activity, how m c h  is it going to cosr me? 

I have to sit hem worryrng about next year. 1 cm 't spendJT2U th& semester when 
I kmw it might be the direrence for next semester.. J harcily go out-..ht 
prooably hum too. Igo for walh on campus, j k e  st@ 

How d 1 have at the start of the year h m  to last the entire year. nere 's 
ahuays 'Y want a new puir of jeam 7'7 but 1 know thaî 1 can 't buy larything untilZ 
start work in the summer. 

One student expressed that while she felt that she shouid decrease her spenduig, she wasn7t 



particuiady rigorous m that respect: 

I h n  't think i cur bock thar much 1 mearr, I have cable, 1 maRe long distance 
calk I iion 'r rhink I'm particuIariy good ut financing rnoney I could save a lot 
more ïfi t d . .  TowarA the end of the yem. 1 ?iave tu be carefül about what 1 
v e n d  Starting m d  Februmy or so, Ihove to make sure 1 have enmgh 

- mcaney to puy the phone bill- 

Other stmtegies students used were obtaining usedbooks, rather than new ones. Another 

student consïdexed m o d g  out of her on-campus resïdence. which required her to porchase a m a l  

plan, in order to Save mmey- 

Two of the s i x  d e n t s  inkmiewed worked part-time durlng the school year. Both of 

these students, wJde they enjoyed their jobs, responded that ifthey did not need the money for 

school, they would not have woxked dnring the school year, 

1 really wikh I didn 't have to work KMwing thatyou don 't have a choice makes 
il men worse ...it's another stress in Ive- 

The other four students expressed concem about king able to manage the demands of balancing 

workhg for pay with the academic work r-ed in University. One third-year student wished she 

had had a part-tune job earlier in her university career, both for extra money throughout the y- 

and tu build up some money to pay back her student loaa 

The three nrst year -dents who did not work part-time driring the school year seemed to 

have sfforded tùemselves one year to adjust to university Me. These students had foreseen that 

they would likeiy have to work the foUowing yeafls). ûne student remarked: 

I'm afiarki I 'm not going to get the amount 1 need in O W ,  or the scholur~hips~ 
andl wiZZ 6e force4 sometime m second year, to get a part-îîme jo&..Money 
such- There 's certain things that l have tu p h  myselfto ab- If it meam 
flippiïz' burgers, obviously I don? have a choice. 

Students expressed niistnition at the dilemmp of pittïng long-tem, careernlated 

experience against eaming money needed to attain the short-tenn goal of attending Unrversity. A 

third-year student expressed h a  ht ra t ion  at having to choose between government-sponsored 



jobs while giving her career-related eXpenence, do not pay as welZ as other jobs (Le. 

Govemmentjobs are great, because they are in myjie!d buf they oniypqy 
mminnnn wage. which will M n d  university tuihon I'd liRe to get some 
experïence, but 1 have to think about payrng for school, 

One fht-year student, who worked part-time at the University liifary diirllig the year expressed 

frustration at having to take a job which was unrelateci to her academic program. She remaLked 

that if she had not needed to work, she wodd have participateci in campus sports or inter-mmal 

teams, or volunîeered in the communïty. 'llüs student wodd have prefiied, ifshe codd have 

afforded it, to have volunteered in positions that might have given her experience relevant to her 

academic program, instead of wodâng for pay- She expressed hstmfion at how working part- 

t h e  had cuaailed her ability to become involved in other on-campus adVities: "There 'k tom of 

sW1 MSI2 1 could be doing if1 didn 't have io worE'. 

Respondents used creative and practical methods of saving money, once enrolied in 

university. Students' Iack of finances pervaded their eatùig habits, prompting them to choose the 

Ieast expensive meai plan, or relying on famiIy or fiends to share or bring food. Students 

generally pared down their spending, "clipping corrpons" and taking part in fiee social activities- 

Some respondents also worked part-time durhg the school year. 

Recognizing the plight of students fiom modest backgrounds, many Ontario universities 

offér '%ee food essentials and ... clothes to needy students" (Guelph Mercury "Sîudents top up with 

donated food" 8/2/99), The number of student food banks at Ontario mu'versities has grown h m  

roughly a dozen in 1994 to 29 in 1998 (Guelph Memry 8/2/99). The Canadian Federation of 

Students report that universitie in eveq province are helping needy students, thus makùig food 

banks a "campus institution" (Guelplz M e r m ~  8/2/99). WMe some of  the cost-saving measures 

reported by respondents codd be irksome and frustratmg, reiatively speaking, îhese measures art 



not as bad as can be ertpected, Researchers expected that fhancially stqped students may Msit 

food banks, steal food, or go without food Larger sample sizes of inaurse students fkom 

modest backgrounds might reved thaî Guelph students are hvhg to rely on more severe meth& 

of swing money, such as going without food, in orda to attend University. 

Lack of Fiances Negatively Affécts A c a d d c  Performance 

Na mcIfter how many srudents say t h  huving a job doesn 't Mectyour 
homework it &esS meiher they want tu adinit ir or not. 

The previous section outfined the eXpenences of students who worked part-the d h g  

the school year. These students expressed that tbey were having dîf3ïcuities balancing their d e s  

with working for pay. For instance, one student feIt tired after workuig for pay throughout the 

day, and found it difncult to motivate herself to work on school work: 

When I corne home Mer a &y of c h s  and work, I'm exhaccsted-- Working has 
definiteiy pur a cnrnch on school work 

This student felt that having a part-time job during the school helped her to "get fixmsed", and 

organize her time more &cientlyy Another student held a part-the job in her home commtmity, 

fifteen minutes away. This necessitated her maEaog a 20-miaute tnp back and forth to h a  home 

community each w e e k d  She felt that working each weekend took its toU on ber studies: Yî ' s  

hard A lot ofpeople get a lot of work &ne on rhe weekendr". This student felt îhat in generai, 

because she worked on the weekends, she was not as "productive" as she could have ken. 

Working for pay interfered with h a  ability to pedionn well in school: "You ccm 't concentrate on 

school, you don 't sleep, you think you should be workinf . 

Another respondent fdt that although she did not work for pay dirring the school year, her 

hancial situation had negatively affected her studies. This student had taken a year off to work 

fùll-the More starting imiversity. She found that tbis year-long break fiom attendhg school 



fidl-time mitigated against ha, msknig die transition fiom wodc to school a difficult one: 

I wouid corne stmightjbm high scirool ifi could 1 really hod to struggle- M y  
marks reject that- 

Another student related that she had intended to put her academic weil-beiag ahead of het 

finances- She had arranged a short-tenn Ioan fÎom her parents, in order to pay tuition for a 

summer course- She would then repay her par~~l ts  once she had started wodchg diiring the 

simmierr "1 c m  't really @ord IO pay to take thk summer coume I 'm taiRing but ï'm doing if 

anywayl. This student did recugnk tfrat there was a Kt to how fâr sbe c d d  progress* 

academically, given her fimucial situation, 

I 've been thinking about gmd school. and t h  wouid 6e where my-ial 
situation cumes into play, becme 1 aireadj have such a big l m  I &n 't know 
how high I wmt them to get- VIdid  go to grad school, 1 would have to Iive ut 
home and go to York or U of T, becme  I can % I &n 't want to keep 
aceumulatlng 10- Thcrt '3 where money p@ more of a factor, gmdschool. 
AJter Iget a degree, I don 't k m  ïfI'd be so wiiling to just Reep getting O W  to 
continue my siudies. 

Overa  studerits who worked during the year reported having difficulties bdmcing the 

demands of both school and work These students were clearly at a disadvantage, in in they had 

Iess time to devote to their studïes, and in the time they had allotteci to studying, they reported 

feeling "exhausteci", Mer taking amuiemk performance into account, & h . g  univerSity to 

work for pay was not fomid to be a good so1utïon to studaîs' economic troubles. Students who 

had taken time away fcom school to work fond the transition back to attending school fiill-the 

àif£icdt. In the long-te- high levels ofdebt that students must take on to complete th& 

undergraduate degree may hinder îheir chances for continuing their educatim at the graduate IeveL 

Respondents' comments suggest that d e n t s '  b c e s  cm have a negative impact, both on th& 

current and future studies, 



Students Hesitaat to Assume k b t  and Conceraed About Paying it Off 

Students seem to be somewhat "debt-averse", or apprehemk about takhg on student 

debt: 

It would have been nice if1 had mare money starh-ng out, I w~~lrlh ' t  have to 
borrow as much 

I'd mther workfir it now, and not have to pay it back later. 

Atfirst I d i h  't want to applyfôr O W ,  but why shuldIlet my temporary 
financial situation hold me backfiom what 1 c m  do? 

WhiIe king hesitant to take on debt, respondents teaiïze that taking on student 10811s is a means to 

an end. Students realize that ifthey want to attend University* they cannot avoid taking on debt 

1 knew that I wanted to be here, there was no other way mund ir, 

1 know i& going to get a whole lot worse before I c m  get out, but there 's no way 
I c m  cc0 wirhout it- 

A third-year stodent rematked that when she was makiag her decision to attend UILiVersity, 

she knew that she would be relying on OSAP. Howeva, she admitted that she did not give much 

consideration to the mount of debt thai she would incur throughout her d e s :  "1 jmt assumedi 

woula get OSAP. Irt high school 1 realiy didn 't think about the whole "have-to-pcl)"it-back" 

thing". Overall, studeots' concern about paying back their debt was a constant source of stress; 

they wony about how to pay back îheir debt: 

Ir reaily scares me, It 's mother stress factor and insemrïty 1 have- I 'nt not 
reaily thinking about it now becme 1'm &first year, but when I'm in 3rd or 4th 
and graduaring with a debt the pnce of 2 c m ,  Ït reaiiy scares me t h  Z have a 
debt tu pay wilh money i h n  't have. 

1 have an enonnous student Zorn to puy offwkn Igraduafe. 1 have this hanmg 
over my head, that 1 have a $25,000 loan to pay o s  It 'k m t  very reassuring to 
be stariing out with a huge han to pay offi I t h k  about it more now because 
I 'm going into my las? year, and 1 have to think ubmt how I 'm  going to puy it ofl 

This student felt that her student luan was having a p&e effect on her me. She adtnitted that 

she and her partner wouid like to get d e d ,  but that her nnaiicial situation made this next to 



impossible. Respondcnts genefauy accepted that they wodd need to go into debt m ofder to 

graduate. They were "debt-avetsef), or measy about tahg on debt Several respondents notcd 

that they would rather work and Save, in order to pay for their education upfiant, rather than 

accumuiating debt Conceni about theu abiüty to repay theù d e n t  loans seemed to increase as 

respondents' became closer to graduating. 

Students' Lack of Finances Source of Stress 

Respondents reported that taey felt tbt in addition to feeling anxioas about studeat de& 

in particular, they felt îhat their g e n d  financial situation was a constant source ofstress: 

Defintely. Especialiy for next yem I'm so @id. It 's ahuays in my heu4 m 
some shape or form, no matter where you go ... That 's a big stress in my Ife, the 
stress about ntoney, Thar shouldn 't even be a factor for sruaknts, bztt it 's only 
getting worse. 

It 's an rmderlylng stress t h ' s  ahuays there- It 's a real burcten and it k reufly 
ivorrisome to have to wory about money al1 the tirne- ï would have M a  much 
more reImingyear ifIdidt't have fo womy about monex-.Things seem to be 
going O@, but il's conrtmtly a burden, because i can 't rely on nty p e n t r  for 
anything- 

One student, who was in third year, seemed much more relaxed about her financial situation: 'Y 

just accept the fact t h  I need OSAP to go to universip. so I don? let if worry me ail t h t  much". 

However, tbis student adrnitted: Y think there 's a /or of stress based onfinances". 

Respondents ofkm express4 uneasiness, and a recognition that their hancial situation 

extended to other areas of their Ne: 'Yt Mec& you in more ways than you redite ... Youfiel iik 

you 're constmtly mooching o f l ~ e ~ ,  "The fhings you have to do to really srne c m  r e a b  ger 

you down sometimes". Students also expresseci worry not on& about the long-tenn effects of th& 

financial situation, but the day-to-day -on of copiïng with theK finances. For instance, one 

student, whose home commmity was Ottawa, felt that her Mted finluices were a constant source 

of stress. She was uneasy about mexpected expenses, such as the $1 18 train fare needed to see 



ber family in the event of a fàmily emergency: "WM 1 have enough? WiiL I be okay, jwt in cme 

sontethhg Itappem ot home, thrrr 1 c m  get a tmin home.?''. Another student remarked h t  her 

b c e s  prevented her h m  buying everyday items which would makc her H e  as a stadent mate 

p fessant "There 's a lot of simple things you 'd Zike to db or go out and btq  to make things emer, 

Iike an extra set of sheets, or more socks". 

Overaîi, respondents felt that ttieik fhmciai situation created stress for th- This stress 

took the fonn of a chronic concern about how to pay back the& d e n t  loans. As weli, this stress 

was more amte, as it took the form of a g e n d  -on about copiag &y-to-&y, with iimited 

financial resources. 

Advice for Potential University Students 

gyou cm get the money to corne here, that's haIfthe battIe- The marks are 
nothifig compmd fo gettifig the m o 9  together- 

When asked what advice they might have for potential University students, respondents 

were quick to suggest that lIILiversity candidates Save as much money as possible: 

Get as good a job rn you c m  work as many hours asyou c m  Tty to find a 
belter job t h  Tint Horton 'S. 

Get a job, a goodpqying job, 

S tm saving eariy, my mom always dnlled thar into me, bring up your marks and 
upply for sc?iolmhipsS 

Respondents also stressed that saving money was preferable to having to take out OSAP: 

Do as much to pay for it yourself: 1 would be a lot betler zypeople couldpay for 
it themselves, su they don 't hate thai extra worry of a ioan when they 
grahme--. Tiy and save up as much money m you c m  Tiy not to borrow as 
muchjhn OSAPc 

HodI not smed this much, 1 would have had tu gel more O W -  

Anodier student stressed that incoming students may not have an accurate idea of the actual costs 



involved in paying for imiversiîy: uThey don 't reaiize how much rnoney they need unt i I  they have 

to corne upfiont andpay it". Another respondent remadred that she found it helpfid to see her 

money in tenns ofthe amornits she needs to get by, living as a student 

Once you have a goal, you c m  equate thingr, Zike 8300 is 3 month of food for 
next year, and that sort of keeps you going 

Respondents suggested that potentid uuivefsity students get part-time jobs as early as they can (in 

high school), seek information on bunaries, budget their money7 and find a job on campus to 

work for pay part-time throughout the year once they are attendhg universïtyty Students also 

suggested that potential sîudeats shodd sen same of* betongings for extra money* and buy the 

d e s t  meal plan, as the '%dl'' meai plan can be "money rlown the hain". This student also 

suggested that students should buy used books if possible. 

Ovemil, wMe students experienced fnistration and stress due to thek finances, they 

seemed happy with their decision to attend the University of Guelph, and were optimistic about 

the &me: 

1 don 't waw to Zook buck on life d s a y  I wish 1 tuok the chance and went to 
Guelph. 

Thal's myplan, and nothing 's going to gel iit my way, aien though 1 don? have 
the money, I'Zl work q p l y  for bwsmanesr and I'll graduate and Iikiy do 
graduate work..Xven though Ihme fo work and have to Save, fhere 's gohg to be 
a rewardfor me ar the end 

Overail, students' responses resonated strongly with the general thernes which emerged 

fiom the Incoming Student Survey and the Admitted Student Questionnaire. Respondents were 

generaily not able to reiy on their parents for financial support, These fïndings were consistent 

with those taken fiom the Incoming Student S m e y 7  which suggested that students fiom modest 

backgrounds were much more likely, compared to tbeir hi@-SES counterparts, to receive no 

h a n c i  al help fiom th& parents. Iust as the Incomiug Student S m e y  reported that students fiom 



modest backgrounds Instead relied on OSAP for educatï~nal fimcbg, most studeats iatcmiewed 

relied pnmarily on OSAP as a source of ducationai fimding. WhELe those whose parents could 

ai5ord to fïnanciaüy assist their children did so, the parents of the snidents in te~ewed could not 

provide this help. The above re~pdnses illustrate the experiences of h s e  students fiom modest 

backgrounds who were unable to rdy on their parents and had to rely on OSAP in order to finance 

their education, 

The intenriews with students, suppcwted by the quantitative m e y s ,  suggest dut students 

fiom modest backgrounds relied on OSAP, and conseqaentiy, twk on debt În the form ofstadent 

Ioans. However, the qualitative i u t d e w s  revealed that while studenîs accepted the fact thaî they 

needed to receive OSAP in order to attend University, they were somewhat "debt-averse". As a 

result, the process of taking on debt seemed to be a stressfid one, Respondents were g e n d y  

confident about receiving OSAP, yet, they ultimately did not want to take on debt in order to 

thance their education14. This situation pIaced such students in a diflicult position; student loans 

seemed to be a "necessary eM1" that -dents fkom modest backgrounds must face in order to 

complete their education. Respondnts' determination to finich their degrees in the fise of rising 

costs was consistent with the results fhm the lncoming Student Sunrey, which reported that 

students fiom modest backgrounds were equally likely, compared to hi@-SES students, to finish 

their degrees. 

Consistent with the hdings of the Admitted Student Questionnaire, respondents viewed 

the total costs of attending Guelph as hi& or expensive. Several respondents came fiom ather 

It is not clear wheher students fiom modest backgrounds are any more or less "debt-averse" than 
students fiom higher-SES backgrom&. =@-SES students typic- can rely on their parents* 
and rarely tale on student loans. Conversely, students fiom modest backgrounds c a .  reiy on 
their parents for hancial help, and mast rely primanly on OSAP- In other words, compared to 
students fiom modest backgrounds, higbSES students do not g e n d y  h d  themselves in debt. 
If higher-SES stadents experienced saident debt as fiequcntly and severciy as do shidentts &om 
modest backgrounds, they may be just as "debt-averse?"' 



Ontario cities where universities were located- These stridents codd have chosen to k at home, 

and attend these universities in their home communities, which would have been a much more 

inexpensive endeavour than relocating to attend the University of Guelph, However, dl of these 

students knowùigly and willuigiy took on thk additional cost for personal rasons- In temis of the 

net costs of aîtendiag Guelph, respondents g e n d y  receved $2250 fiom the University of 

GueIph, in the fonn of non-repayable scholarships and bursaries. Respondents reported that this 

aid seemed to make a considerable diffefence in their quality oflife. This fktding is consistent 

with the suggestion fiom the Actmitted Student Questionnaire, that afker student aid offers are 

taken into account, students h m  modest backgrounds do not rate the net costs of attending 

Guelph dBerentIy than those fiom high-SES backgrounds. In summary, the results of the 

qualitative surveys were consistent with, and complemented the results ganiered from the 

Incornhg Student Survey and the Admitted Student Quedonnaire. 

A d d i t i d y ,  many themes emerged fiom the infemiews which did not appear in the 

qualitative surveys. The ISS and ASQ do not ask respondents speciticaily about their feelings 

about debt, the cost of tuition, finance-relaîed stress, or methods they employ to cope with limited 

finances. In short, the qyantitative data reveal very little about students h m  modest 

backgrounds' day-today quality of He. The Qualitative m e y s  dernoristrate that respondents 

seem to be coping, but that their financial situation is a source of stress, and i s  negatively affecting 

their academic performance. The quantitative surveys suggest that stuclents fkom modest 

backgrounds are concerned about their ability to h c e  their education, Students' întexvïew 

responses add to this knowledge, suggesting that students fkom modest backgrounds are 

apprehensive about taking on debt, and that their hck of money causes them aggravation and 

siress. 



IV - Other Ontario Universities; Systemic Changes in Accessibüity 

It appears as if accessibiIiîy is being threstened at the University of Guelph- Is this 

phenomnon unique to Guelph, or is h indicative ofwhat is happening to accessibility across 

Ontario, or Canada? The Incoming Student S m e y  is conducted not oaly at the University of 

Guelph, but at a d nnmber of o t k  Ontano universities, Although the specific identities of 

these institutions remain secref these data can be used to compare the University of Guelph to 

other Ontario universities. National data sources also suggest that changes in accessiiility to 

rmiversity are systemic, occUmng across Canada- 

Guelph vs. Other Ontario Uaiversities 

Do students who attend the University of Guelph diffa in terms of background 

characterïstics, from those who attend other Ontario universities? Certain" other Ontario 

universities have used the Incoming Student S m e y  to leam more about the characteristics of tiieir 

entering students. By comparing the results of the Inçoming Student Survey at the University of 

Guelph, to those conducted at otfrer Ontario universities, we can to a limited degree detennine 

whether Guelph students were representative of the "nord', or the 'caverage" d e n t  attending 

University in Ontario. The University of Guelph consistently had proportionally fewer snidents 

from modest backgrounds than other unïversities, whiIe the other universities had proportionally 

fewer students iiom modest backgrounds, compared to the proportion of low-income families in 

Ontario. 

Compared to students attending imivaities across Ontario, the data suggest that Guelph 

students tended to be white, English-speaking, and Canadian (Table 5.36-5.38)- For exampie, in 

Between 4 and 6 oîher Ontario universities participated in 1994 and 1995. Other Ontario 
universities also participated in 1993, but University of Guelph data for 1993 were mavailable. 



1995,3% of entering students at the University of Guelph were not Canadian citizens, Among 

those attending other Ontario naiversities on a m e ,  Y? were noxt-Canadian16 (Table 538; Fig 

5.17). In other words, entering Guelph studentts were three times less like1y to be non-Canadlan, 

compared with students at some other Ontario iiniversities. 

ln Ontario, 9% of residents were not Canndian citizens in 1996 (Statîstics Canada, 1996 

census). Compared to the proportion of non-Canridians in Ontano, non-Cnadisns entering 

GueIph w m  under-represented by a fâctor of 3 in 1995. Non-Canadïans were @&y 

represented at 0 t h  Chtario univefsities who particlpated in the ISS, compared to the proportion 

of non-Canadians in Ontario- These Ontario universities were roughly representative in tenns of 

the proportion of entering snidents whose mother tongue was neither English or French, and over- 

represented in terms of visible minority students, compared to the proportion of non- 

EngliWFrench and visible minoities in the Ontario population (Table 5.36-5.37). 

Students fiom &est backgrounds (in terms ofboth fathers' and mothers' education) 

were under-represented at both the University of Guelph, and certain Ontario utûversities on 

average. Zn both 1994 and 1995, students fkom low-education f d e s  were much more under- 

represented at the University of Guelph, compared to the othcr Ontario universities who 

participated in the ISS, on average. For instance, in 1995,32% of students entering the University 

of Guelph had fathers with low leveis of education, compared to 38% of students attending other 

Ontario imiversities (Table 5.39; Fig 5.18). In Ontario, 5W!4 of men aged 45-64 had low levels of 

education (Statistics Canada, census 19%)- In other words, compared to the proportion of men 

with Iow levels of education in the province, d e n t s  fiom modest backgrounds (based on father's 

education) entering Guelph and other Ontario universities were under-represented by a factor of 

1.6 and 1.3, respectiveiy. A ssimüar patteru îs found for motha's education (Table 5.40; Fig 

L 6 ~  s M i l a r  pattern is XBL m 1994. 



Fig 5-17: Per Cent of N 0 1 1 - ~ a n  Studcnts Enterhg the 
University of ûuelph and Certain Oiitano UniverslerSlties 

l 

I Compared to P a  Cent of Non-Cd-rn Ontario Residents 

Source: Gueph Incoming Student Siavey 1994 and 1995; 
19% census, Statistics Canada 

Fig 5.18: Per Cent of Stuclents nom Low-Education 
Backgrounds* Entering the University of Guelph and 

Certain Ontario Universities Compared to 
Per Cent of Ontario Residents with Low Education 

1awm 1mwas 
Based on facher's ducation, hi& school or less 

Source: Guelph hwming Sndent S w e y  1994 and 1995; 19% cmsus, Statistics C d  
(Ontario males aged 4564 with school M o n  or les) 



5-19). Overail, in terms of social class, students entering Ontario imiversites who participated 

in the ISS tend to come h m  exclusive backgrounds- This pattern is more dramaîic at the 

University of Guelph, 

Students enterhg the University of Guelph tend to come h m  more excIusive 

backgrounds, compared to students attending specific other Ontario mi-ties. For instance, 

18% of students entering the University of Guelph in 1995 came fiorn low-incorne frmiilies, 

compared to 27% of students at other Ontario MnrefSities who participated in the ISS (Table 5-41; 

Fig 5.20). Students e n t d g  the University ofGaelph were one and a halftimes fess likeiy to 

come fiom modes backgrounds, compared to students entering other UIUvefSities in the province. 

Other Ontario universities studied, on average, were representaîive in tenns of students fiom low- 

income f a d e s ,  compared to the proportion of these families in Ontario. For instance, in 1995, 

26% of Ontario families were low-incorne (Statistics Canada, General Social Smey, 1995). This 

figure is 1% lower t b  the proportion of low-incorne students entering those ûntario universities 

who particïpated in the ISS in 1995. The figure for Guelph is neady one and a halftimes Iower 

than the figure for low-income families in Ontario. 

OveraiI, the socio-economic composition of students at the University of Guelph saggests 

that accessibiliîy is king threatened there, more so than in specjfïc other Ontario universities. 

Compared to the proportion of low-income families in Ontario, universities other than Guelph 

seem to be somewhat representative of shrdents fiom m d s t  backgrounds in terms of parental 

incorne. Converseiy, with respect to fathers' and mothers' educaîion (which are typicaily more 

accurate measures of SES than parental income), ali institutions th& participateâ in the ES, both 

in 1994 and 1995, were shown to be f f i g  short in tenns of meeting the goal of access. h 

~ u ~ ~ ~ a r y ,  while other uilversities in Ontario seemed to be in a good position with respect to some 

background characteristics of their shidents (ie- etbaic backgmund), there is cause for concem 



Fig 5.19: Pa Cent of Students f h n  Law-Education 
Backgrounds* Entering the Univasity ofGuelph and 

Certain Ontario Universities C o m p d  to 
Per Cent of Ontario Residents with Low Emication 

Based on mothefs education, high schooI or less 
Source: Guelph Incuming Snident Survey 1994 and 1995; 1996 caisus, Statistics Canad 
[Ontario fernales aged 45-64 with high schoo1 edudoa or Less) 

Fig 5.20: Per Cent of Students fkom Low-Incorne 
Backgrounds* Entering the University of Guelph and 

Certain Ontano Universities Compd to 
Per Cent of Low-incorne F d e s  in Ontario 

1994 lm6 
+ "Low-incorne'' refers to parentai incorne of !es than $40,000 
Source: Guelph Incoming Studeit Survey; G e a d  Social Survey, Stati*stics Canada 
[Ontario f d e s  with age of head 45-64 with incorne of less than $40.000) 



Systemic Changes in Accessibility 

Several national surveys mdicate that the problem of access to mivefsity is not unique to 

Ontario. The Intemationai Adult Lit- Surveyy the Nationai Gtaduate Survey and the G e n d  

Social Survey aii conclude that since the late 1980~~ accessibility to post-secondary education for 

students fiom modest backgrounds bas nimininiminished Using the hternatiod Addt Literacy Survey 

(IALS), de Broucker and Underwood suggest thet in spite of increasing Ievels of educational 

attainment in Canada generally, Canada is errperiencing ",..an increased p o l ~ t i o n  of 

educational opportunities due mai* to the greater dÏflïcuity forthose with less-educated parente 

to rise to postsecondary achievements" (de Broucker and Underwood, St8îistics Canada, 1998: 

42)- The authors stress that while accessibility to university has not decreased for students fiom 

high-education backgrounds, it has decreased for students fiom low-education backgrounds (de 

Broucker and Underwooâ, Statistics Canada, 1998). The National Graduate Sunrey (NGS) 

suggests resuits which are consistent with the 1 . .  Across Canada, there are fewer graduates 

fkom low-education backgrounds over the,  compared to the proportion of individuais h m  low- 

education backgxounds in Canada overail. 

Similady, data fkom Statistics Canada's General Social S w e y  (GSS) suggest that 

students fkom middle-SES families were much more like1y to attend University between 1986 and 

1994''~ while the same was not tme for stridents fiom low-SES families. As a r d f  the gap 

between the imiversity participation rate for low-SES students and middle and high-SES students 

has widened coasiderably in the 1990s (Statistics Canada, GSS, 1986 and 1994). These results 

are consistent with those found by the Incoming Student S m e y  00th at @elph, and obier 

universities in Ontario) and the Admitted Student Questionnaire at the University of Guelph. 
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The uaiversity participation rate for students fiom the highest SES group were already quite hi* 



DISCUSSIONAI\II) CONCLUSION 

In the 199ûs7 tuition and 0 t h  costs of attendhg university have i n d  dramaticaliy. 

Conversely, Canadhn families' ability to pay the costs associaîed with attending imiversity has not 

increased, Students who cannot tmn to their fwnilies for thancial assistance must take on student 

debt in order to attend Unnrersity, This is due, in part becanse non-repayable foms of d e n t  

assistance (Le. grants) have been replaced by loans. Smce grants were replaced by 10- in 1992- 

93, average student debt levels have doubled (Council of Ontario Universities 1999)- In short, the 

convergence of these fictors creates a climate in which it may be mcreashgly dilEEidt for many 

students &om modest backgrounds to attend UDiVefSity in Canada 

Accessibility at the University of Guelph has been reduced in the past decade. Access has 

niminished at some Ontario universities, but this pattern is more evident at the University of 

Guelph. Students fiom modest backgrounds have k e n  coming to the University of Guelph in 

fewer numbers since the late 1980s. AU students have become more sensitive to, and worried 

about the total cost of attending riniversity in recent years. UIIslltpnsingiy7 students fiom modest 

backgrounds are more cost-sensitive and concerned about their abiiity to pay for Uuversity, 

compared to their higher-income counterparts- 

Students &om modest backgrounds are relying less on their parents, and more heaviIy on 

OSAP over time. While they are taking on more debt in the fomi of student loans, they are 

uneasy about carrying ît Scholarsbips and needs-based bursaries given by the University of 

Guelph do help to ameiiorate this situation. Students fiom modest backgrounds who are in 

attendance seem to be somewhat resilient, and determincd to continue in their studies- Among 

students fiom modest backgromds, the ones who do opt to attend the University of Guelph seem 

more tolerant of the cost of miversity, c o m p d  to those d e n t s  who opt to attend other 

universities. What implications do these hdings have? How do the fidings of this study fit with 



the two t r a d i t i d  theoreticai schooIs of thought (i-e- stmctud functionalism and conflict 

theory)? 

Ontario residents overwhelmingly see MivefSities as public resources which should be 

open to di who are acadernically quaîi6ed to attend (COU 1999)- A recent publicaiion by the 

Council of Ontario Universities sugge~s that 88% of Ontario residents feel that "any +ed 

student should be able to access university education" (COU 1999, If). Ontario residents feel thst 

Universities should be open institutions where d e n t s  ofalf backgrounds have eqpal access to 

attend, Structurai fimctionalism holds that educational systems shodd be rneûtocratic and 

accessiile (Hum 1993)- This view predicts that the correlation between parents' socid s t a t u  and 

thek children's educational achievemenf wi i i  decrease over tirne (Hm 1993, 109). The hdings 

of this study sugBest a difErent scenario than what structural fûnctiomfists would forecast- 

University of Guelph data suggest that access is being threatened, as the proportion of -dents 

fiom modest backgrounds has diminished considerably in recent years- In contrast to what 

siructural functionalists wouid predict, there does seem to be a (negative) co~ehtion between 

students' socio-economic status and theH conceni a b u t  and sensitivity to the cost of mùversity. 

In ment  years, this pattem has become more entrenched 

Human capitaI th- predicts that prospective University students Will conénue to attend 

University as long as the long-tenn benefits of a university education outweigh the short-tenu costs 

of attending (Le. foregone earnings, hution fees), This view holds that potential students make 

informe4 rationai decisions, based on a full howfedge of the costs of attending University, and 

their chances for employment following imiversity- According to human capital theory, as higher 

education becornes more vital to securing a good standard of living, students will gladly pay 

greater and greater amounts of tuition to "invest" in th& fritures- The Gndings of tbis study do 

not confirm this Mew. Students fiom modest backgrounds do recoguize the benefits that a 



University education wi l l  accrue- They do not have an in-depth knowledge or mderstanding about 

their chances for employment (and subsequent abiiity to repay substsntial stadent Ioaos) that 

human capital theory premises its claims npon, 

The general public, and unîversity students in partidar, are lugely maware ofthe 

prospects available to wers i ty  graduates, versus college graduates- The vast majority of 

respondents, 995% believing that ûade school or coiiege programs pvided potential students 

with the best chances for findhg employment, were mware that compared to non-University 

graduates, university graduates were the most likely to find employment (Angas Reid Group 

1999). Many respondents in a recent Angus Reid poll, even der being infolpled that UnEVemity 

graduates are lest likely to be unemployed, "uiewed the statistics with cynicism" (Angus Reid 

Group 1999, 14). The generai public, both students and non-studenîs alike, believe that 

immediately following graduation, "college and trade schml graduates will find employment with 

greater ease" compared to university graduates (Angus Reid Group 1999, 14). Potential rmiVerSity 

students may be among the large numbers of Ontario residmts who believe that çollege or trade 

school offers them the best chances of employment afkr graduation. Spedically, studenîs fiom 

modest backgromds, debt-averse and sensitive to the cost of university, -y opt to explore other 

avenues, rather tban attendhg university. 

The decision to attend University is not a sterile process, whereby students have all 

relevant information at th& fhgertips- Just as some students in this snidy clearly underestimated 

the hancial resources necessary to attend University, -dents fiom modest backgrounds may 

overestimate, or be deterreci fiom attendhg university by the total visible "stkker price" (Heller 

1997). Potentiai univefsity students do not aiways act as rationai economic players. Human 

capital theory assumes that potential d e n t s  fiom modest backgrounds, knowing that univefsity 

is ultimately a good investment, will not be "debt-aversen or reluctant to take on student debt 



Overall, human capitai th- is not &cieut to explain why the UniYQSity of Guelph has 

becorne less accessible, drrrlng a time when s mùversity degree has risen in value as a commodity- 

The structural hnctionalist view assumes open access, or a weak wrrelatiou betwten students' 

social class and their educational attainment Acccss to uai'versity is in worse shape at the 

University of Guelph than the structural fùnctionalists predict. Consequcnttly, fhdings &om the 

University of Guelph do not cod im the structural fimctiod& point of view. 

Conflict theory assumes an altemaîe explmation of the relationship between educational 

attainment md social class. This perspective does not see imiversities as meritocratic, but as 

serving the chil&m of the elite, and reinfoccing existing inequalities (Hum 1993). Bowles and 

Gintis (1976) assume that d e r  thrui promotùig eqaality of o p p ~ ~ t y ,  the e d d o n  sy~fem, 

bisrssed against dudents ftom modest backgrol~~lds, rcpduces the erQsting c h  structure. 

Students IÏom modest backgrounds would have very littie hope of reaching University, as the 

school system is organized for the benefit of the chil&en ofthe elite (Bowles and Gintis 1976). 

Clement (1975) held that "tiie working class hardly ever get into UniYerSity, having been screened 

out in secondary school" (1975,267). In other words, conflict theory assumes that there is a very 

strong correlation between parents' SES, and their cbi ldds  e d d o n a l  attainment. 

The fhdings fiom the University of Guelph do not confirm the conflict perspective. 

According to authors such as Bowles and Gintis (1976) and Clement (1975), students fiom 

modest backgrounds rarely, if ever, attend Miversityty This is simply not the case at the University 

of Guelph, in various Ontario Miversities, or in Canada overail. White access has deterioratecl m 

the past decade, in 1987-88, four out of ten entering stridents at the University of Guelph came 

fiom low-income families. At that the, students fhm low-incorne homes were ove~represented 

at the University of Guelph, compared to the proportion of low-home m e s  in ûnfario. E v a  

in the mid-1990s, students fiom low-incorne backgrounds were wtU-represented at specific 



Ontario imiversitiesL9 compared to the proportion of Iow-mcome fàmiiies in Ontario. Cooflict 

theory m o t  exphin tbese phenmena Ifthe d c t  petspective were accunite, preâomhafttly 

weaiîhy students wodd attend University, as students f hm modest backgn,un& would either 

terminate their education after high school, or opt for a less-e avenue, such as coiiege- 

While access has diminished at the University of Guelph, access at certain othet Ontario 

universities is better- In other words, things are not as bad in OntMo es the conflict tûeorists 

would predlct 

While the coaaict perspective is not perfdy able to explain the findings at the 

University of Guelph, some connict theonsts' Mews are confirmed by the University of Guelph 

data, For instance, Collins (1979) suggested that due to their inability to -ce University 

attendance, class-based or values, students h m  modest backgrounds will select 

themselves out of the Wuversity system. This is a f d y  accurate assessrnent of wbat has happened 

at the University of Guelph over the pst decade, As wsts rise' many d e n t s  firom &est 

backgrounds, due to their preferences and values (Le- king hesitant to take on &bt), will opt not 

to attend the University of Guelph, as it is a relatively hi&-cost institution, hstead, these students 

presumably choose to save money by attending University in theiïr home commety, if an 

institution exists îhere. Alternately, students fiom modest backgrounds may postpone enrobg in 

university after graduztting fkom high school in order to work to save money. 

Neitber st~cturai  fùnctionalism nor the connict perspective are wholly conhned by the 

hdings at the University of Guelph. if structurai f u n c t i ~ ~ s m  had been accurate, a weak 

correlation would have been foand between parents' statu and their children's educational 

achievement IfOntario universities do not reproduce the exïsting c1ass system, those d o  attend 

University wodd be dram eqgüy h m  aU backgrounds. This is ccmidy not the case, as 

%th the exception of the University of Guelph 
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d e n t s  at the University of Guelph were not drawn eqrially fiom ali social class backgrounds in 

the late 19ûOs, and the situation has worsened since then, I f c d c t  theory had been accuratet 

there would have been a very strong -.xrelation betweem parents' status and their chil-s 

achievement, illnstrating that rmiversities do indeed peqetwk m g  class s û u c ~ s -  Yet, the 

association between d e n t s '  SES and thejrmiiversity attendance has not been as strong as 

conflict theonsts might predict Saidents from modest backgrounds? while attcnding in fewer 

n u m h  in ment years, are attending the University of Guelph. Moreover, larga proportions of 

students 6.om rnockst backgrounds are attending certain otfier Ontario tmjyefsities, cornparcd to 

those at the University of Guelph. Conseqycntly, one cao conclude t h  neitber structurai 

functionalism, nor conflict theory is codimed by the fhdhgs on accessibiîity at the University of 

Guelph. 

If neither structural fimctionaiism nor connict theory are confimied by Eindings on 

accessiiility, then what is happening? Things are not as bleak as conflict theorists would assume. 

However, structurai fimctionalism7s assumption that access shodd not be in jeopardy is also fâise. 

There is cause for concern The situation at the University ofGuelph and certain other ûnîario 

tmiversities in the 1990s reflect the fears ofauthors writing in the 196ûs. The Canadian 

Association of Universities and Coileges, and the Council of Ontario Universities saw student fees 

as a barrïer to attendance. Authors wamed that increases in fees may act as a "disincentive" for 

potential university studmts to attend, and that studenîs should have access to grants and bursaries, 

to avoid having to rely ' b o  heady" on thek parents for financial support Authors also cautioned 

that students fiom modest backgrounds may be debt-averse, or hesitant to take on Ioans, 

particularly when it came to considering graduate schooL Pdcuiar con- was expressed for 

fernale -dents, as the perception in the 1%ûs was that student &bt wodd rcpresent a "negative 

dowry", m a h g  these women less attractive as potential mdage  partners. 



Findiags k m  the Uni-ty of Guelph suggest that what these authors forecast thirty 

yem ago, has o c c d  Fees do appear to be a potenial M e r ,  or udisincentivem for students 

fiom modest backgrounds- Students fiom modest backgrounds are simply not able to rely on their 

parents, and as a result, are r e m  on student loaas. While fernales a -  the University of Guelph 

do not report seeiog theù d e n t  debt as a "negative do-, students h m  modest backgrounds, 

as predicted, are hesitant to take on debt One student, when mtcrviewed, @dy exprcssed 

that while she would tike to attend graduate s c h e  she was hesitant to keep taking on debt to 

hance her education. 

In the MOs, authors such as Portn (1963) argued that b&ers to low-SES students' 

participation in higher education were either socio-economïc, having to do with money or value- 

based, having to do with motivation. Authors (Porter 1965; Fallis and Kent 1969; Porter, Porter 

and Blishen 1973) stressed tbat much could be done to eradicate economic barriers to access if 

non-repayable d e n t  aid were proviâed to students fiom modest backgrounds. Meanwhiie, 

authors such as Pike (1970) emphasized that such reforms would not improve psychoIogical 

barriers, stressing motivation as a banier to low-SES audents' auendance at Miversity- 

The fkdings fiom the University of Guelph are not broad enough in scope to address the 

question of to what extent money or motivation affect Iow-SES d e n t s '  decisions to aitend 

riniversity. This study does target students fiom modest backgrounds, in an attempt to detemine 

to what extent finances afEected dieV decision to attemd oniversity. It appears diat money is a 

problem for these studenîs, yet bey compensated for this by taking saident aid, in the fotm of 

loans. This saidy cannot provide information about those potential students who did not attend, 

due to linrincial rasons, or those snideats for whom motivation was a b d e r -  

If costs to students, sach as tuition fees and otkr costs of attendance wue suddcnly 

abolished, not aU academicaüy qualinied Ontano students would suddenly attend. The absence of 



students ftom lowSES backgrotmds has traditiodly been âue m part to some Mdividuals' iack of 

motivation (WiIlis 1977)- In the l W s ,  stildcnts were offered non-repayable studait ai& and 

generally did not have to incm &bt as a result ofattending uoi~ersity~ Qualined stadents who did 

not attend Miversity were assumed to have made îhek dtcisI*on based on attituAinal or 

psychological baaiers, such as a Iack of motivation (Pike 1970). In the 199ûs, we can assume that 

qualined high school students opt not to aîtend University for attitudEnal or motivaiional reasons- 

Uniike in the 1960s, students fkom modest backgrounds in 1990s bave to mm dcbt to attend 

University- Students fiom modest backgrounds ma~y a h  be d e t d  h m  aîtendiog University 

due not to a lack of motivation, but a lack ofmoney. In the 1990s, it appeazs as ifboth moncy 

and motivation affect Iow-SES d e n t s '  decisions whaher or not to attend Miversity. 

TO cornplkate matfers, "honef' and %otivdonm are not mutually exclusive cstegonts. 

While -dents may not have enough money to attend aniversity, tfiey do bave access to d e n t  

loans. They m y  choose, due to  the^ attitudes or values, not to take on student d e k  As a resuit, 

socio-economic and attituctinril barriers overiap. If stadent aid was offered in the fonn of non- 

repayable grants only, students for whom motivation or attitudes posed a barrier to attendance 

coulct be more clearly identitied. Currentiy, as aid is offered to students in the form of loans, the 

line between "economic" and "attinidinal" barxiers becomes blurred. For instance, it would be 

diflicult to classify potentiai studenîs who did not have the finances, but were a h  debt-averse (as 

students fiom modest backgrounds tend to be), as hindered by either economics or clriss-based 

values. By drawing on a ~e~se lec t ed  popnlation (students attending miversity), it is impossiile 

to giwer idonnation on those students for whom money ador  motivation was enough of a 

deterrent to prevent them h m  attending university- To circumvent this problem, friture research 

on accessibility shouid incorporate hi@ schwl students fiom all socid class backgrounds, to 

ascertain their views on University, and its associaid costs. Furthcr insight could be gaineci by 



detennining whether high school stadents' plans to a!tmd university are associattd widr their 

social class background. A longitudinal study, foliowing cohots of stildents through the bigb 

schoot systeai could detcrmine whether stridents follow through on their plans. 

In the 1ate 1980s, before tuition and 0th- COS& rose dramatidy, the proportim of 

incoming low-SES students at the University of Guelph was nearly representatlve of the 

proportion of low-SES fimilies m Ontario- Compared to the University of Guelph (a relatively 

hi&-cost institution), other Ontario institutions h a .  a larger proportion studcnts fkom modest 

backgrounds in attendance- WhEle class-based d u e s  carmot be discounted, these findüqs -est 

that it is money, or rather iacreasing costs which are posing a b& at the University of Guelph 

to Wents fiom modest backgrounds. Low-SES studeats may be more willing to attend 

imiversity ifthe cost of attendhg was lower. Specificaiiy, low-income d e n t s  tended to see the 

total cost of attendhg the University of ûuelph as high, cornpareci to higherincome students. 

When student aid offers were subtracîed fiom this total cost, low-income students were not more 

likely, compareci to higher-incorne students, to rate the net costs of attending Guelph as high. in 

other words, financial assistance, particularly scholarships and bursarïes offered by the University 

of Guelph2, are a great incentive for students frwi &est background& 

It would be in the University of Guelph's best interest to actively recnût academically 

qualifred students fiom modest backgrounds, to ensure that they are aware of the scholarships and 

To its credit, the University of Guelph has increased the amount of non-repayable d e n t  aid they 
offer to students. la 1992-93, the imiversity offered $3.2 million. In 1998-99, it offered $7.6 
million. Since 1995-96, increases in the University of Guelph's expenditures on student 
assistance have o u t p d  increases m niition rates (htîpYhwuw.uogueIph.ca). 

The question of why visible rninonty studenfs art more likely to ilttend Ontano universities othet 
than the University of Guelph remains yct to be q 1 d  Al=, gender differcnces in students' 
reIiance on OSAP and womes about fïnancing their education also warrant fiirther investigation- 
However, an in-depth saidy of issues reIrding to ethnicity and gcnder is bcyond tbe SCOF of this 
--b- 



bursaries available to th- once they are enro11e.d at Guelph, Moreover7 it would bc advisable to 

increase the mount of non-repayable tnrsnciai 8SSiStlMce available to students h m  modest 

backgrounds, and to mruket and publicize this ai& 

It is predicted that demand for ullfverSity in Ontario wil l  inmase in coming years. For 

instance, an increase in the "miiversity aged" popdation and changhg workplace requirements 

virtuaUy guarantee that demand fm University will increase by 40% by 20 10 (COU 1999,lS). 

Currently, Ontario residents perceive the cost of iiniversity to be a possiile M e r  to attendance; 

77% cited money/lack of  financial support or the cost of fuition as fâctors most iikeiy to deter 

potential studeats from attendmg miivemity (COU 1999,23)- As increasmg numbers ofyoung 

people in Ontario vie for increasingiy scarce ht-year spaces in undergraduate programs, studcnts 

fiom modest backgrounds are in a most diflticult situation, Low-SES students are alrcady "at- 

r i e ,  in that they are more likeiy to be deterred by the rising cost ofuniversity, compared to their 

higher-SES counterparts- The situation for students fkom modest backgrounds is a precatîous one. 

WbiIe those currently attendhg university appear to be resilient, not ail potential students may be 

willing to enter into debt in order to attend Universityty Students who are academicaiiy qualined, 

but do not bave the financial means m8y opt not to attend miversity- Faced with the prospect of 

not only taking on debt, but heightened cornpetition to secure themselves a place in an 

undergraduate program, potential students fiom modest backpunds may sidestep the ptocess 

entirely. Shouid academically q d e d  students opt not to aîtend uoïversity due to the financial 

cost involved, they wodd be placed at risk for insecure employment and a reduced standard of 

living over the ,  compared to miversity graduates- 
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Appendix 1: Data &om Ineoming Student Sprvey, 
Admitted Stadent Questionnaire 

rable 5.1: Per Cent of -ibk Minoritg Stridents (nu&) Entering the 
University of Guelph Cornpucd to Per Cent of Visibk Miaoritics in OnCPrio 

U. Guelph 
Ontario 

>e&h abm unavaidable befwe 1992; GueQh Nfor 1998 ttzmwilable; Most recent (1998)figirre for 
Juelph shown, correspo~ng &hrioj&tue tmawicable: b c e :  Guekh Incoming Stdènt Survey, 

rable 5.2: Per Cent of Entering Studenîs (number ) whose Mother Tongue U neithtr 
English nor French at the University of Guelph C o m p d  fo Per Cent of (hitario 
Residents whose Mother Tongue is ncithcr Eagbh nor French 

U- Guelph 4 5 (56) 9 (88) 
Ontario 11 (83-8) 18 (231-7) 18 (251.5) 

Guelph Ns mt clycnlable for 1987 and 1998; Guebh &a unavailable for 1986 and 1991: MW recent 
(D98)figure for GueQh shown, correqmding ûn~mofi'e umvaidable; SrOurce: Gue@h Incornmg 
Shrdént Smey .  1987, 1992. 1996 and 1998; 1986,199i and 1996 cennrs, S&&i-strstrcs C d  (Ontano 



rabk 5.3; Per Cent of Entering Sîudenb (n&uuber) at the University of Gudph who 
are not Canadian Citizens Camporcd to Pu Centof Ontario Residents who are not 
Canadian Cithas 

U. Guelph 4 4 (44) 3 (26) 
Ontario 6 (570-2) 9 (865- Q 9 (948-4) 

Table 5.4: Per Cent of Molc Stadma ( n u m k )  Entering tht University of Guelph 
Cornparcd to Per Cent of Ontario Maks aged 18-24 

U. Guelph 41 29 (349) 30 (309) 
Ontario 51 (543) Si (514.8) 51 (530.5) 



TabIc 5.5: Per Cent of Students (nu-) f h m  h-Education Backgrom&** 
Entering tbt University of Guelph Comprirrd to Per Cent of O n e  Rcsidenb with 
Low Education 

U. Guelph 52 38 (457) 31 (312) 27 
Ontario 56 (502.8) 57 (565.2) SO (566.7) 

* *Based on fatiter'i erlErcatr-ion. high s c b I  or l e s  
Guebh Ns U I Y I V ( I I ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~  fw 1987and 1998; Guelph & umamihble f i  1986and 1991,- M m  reçent 
(1998)figirrejor Gue@h siwnvn, correspondhg O n ~ o ~ g t a e  ulyly~~iabIe; Source: GueIph Imming 
Student Suntey, 1987, 1992,1996 und 1998; f986,1991 and 1996 ce=, S&tiransnsnm CanaciCr (Onrmro 
males aged 45-64 with high s c h l  eriiuuation or lesr) (Ontuno munbers in timmmdq) 

Table 5.6: Per Cent of Studenîs ( n u e )  M m  Low-Education Backgrounds** 
Entering the University of Guelph Compared to Pu Ccnt of Ontario Raidents witü 
Low Education 

U. ûuelph 54 4û (480) 32 (330) 30 
Ontario 67 (619) 69 (693-4) 60 (701- 3) 

**Based on mother's &canon, high schooi w l e s  
Gueiph Ns mavailable for 1987 and 1998; Guelph &ta unavailable for 1986 and 1991; M m  recent 
(1998)figure for Guelph showri, correpdriig Ontarno figure umvaiIabfe: Source: G e @ h  Imoming 
Student Stwey, 1987, 1992, 1996and 1998; f 986fP9f and 1996 cemm, Skzti~n-cs C d  (Ontana 
fernales aged 4544 with high school edrrcp110n or l a )  (Onfarro mmtbers in thnmm&) 



Table 5.7: Per Cent of Studenb (nuder )  ftom Low-Incorne B a c k g r o ~ d s * ~  Entering 
the University of Guelph Compared to Pei Cent of Lon-Incorne F a d k  in OnCario 

U. Guelph 40 27 (285) 16 (152) 16 
Ontario 33 (295.6) 24 (229-9) 23 (265-3) 

**"Law-income" refers to parenfaf incorne of hss thmr $40,000 
Guebh Ns mavailable for 1987 und 1998; Most recent (D98)figrae for Gue@h shown, cmeJpondmg 
thmioj?gure unmailable; Source: Guelph 11~:rningStudmt Simq, 1987. 1992,1996 and 1998,- 
General Social Stl~yey, 1987, 1992 d 1996, Stcrtistïcs Cana& (Ontan0 families with age of kad 
45-61 wirh incorne of l e s  than $40,000) (Onlano numbers m fhousm&) 

rable 5.8: Per Cent of Studenb (nrtmber ) Receiving Amount of Support fimm Parents 
By Parental Incomt 

1992* 1997" 
fis Univ HS Univ 

k r c e :  Guelph 1m:omi'ng Student S i  
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Table 5.10: Per Cent of Studenb ( n u m k )  Redving Amount of Support fkom P u c a b  
By Mother's Educrrtion 

lm* 19Mf 
HS Univ HS Wniv 

Table 5.11: Per Cent of Guelph Studenb ( n u m k )  Recciving OSAP By Parentai Incarne 

Source: Guelph Incoming Shrciént Survey 1 

Table 5.12: Pei Cent of Guelph Studenb (number) Rcceïving OSAP By Father's 
Education 

HS Univ 

Source: Guelph Incomzng Stu&nf S v  



rable 5.13: Per Cent of  Guelph StPdenîs [nnmber) Re-g OSAP By Mother's 
Educatîon 

rable 5.14: Per Cent of Guelph Low-hcome Studcnb** <nu&er) Rectivmg OSAP By 
Gender 

Male 

C*"Law-in~ome" refers fro prenlal hmme of less îhan 540,000 
Fource: Guekh Incornmg S&Z Swvey 

ïable 5.15: Per Cent of  Guelph Students (number) Concemed about F h c i n g  
Education By Prutaîal Incorne 

none 
some 
major 



Tablc 5.16: Per Cent of Guelph Students' (riunber) Concernad about Fhnciog 
Education By Father's Edocation 

none 
some 
major 

Table 5.17: Ptr Cent of Guelph Studenb' (number ) Concemed about F ' i c h g  
Education By Mother's Mucation 

1992* lm* 
HS Univ HS Univ 

none 22 (104) 29 (208) 19 (61) 31 (53) 
some (279) 62 (228) 58 (189) 53 (90) 
major 20 (97) 9 (32) 24 (78) 15 (26) 

rable 5.18: Per Cent of Guelph Low-Incorne Studentsff (number) Concerned about 
Financing Education By Gender 

1992* 1997+ 
Female Male Fernale Male 

none 10 (20) 13 (9) 19 O 32 (Y 
some 59 (Zia) 70 (SI) 58 (254) 51 (117) 
major 31 (62) 17 (12) 24 (105) 17 (40) 

t*"bw-nrConre" refers tupental  incorne of l e s  than $40.000 
Pource: Gueiph i ~ o m i n g  Student Survey 
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Table 5.19: Per Cent of Visibk Miaority Studenb ( n u m k )  Admitad td the Univemity 
of Guelph Cornpucd to Per Cent of W b l t  Minontics in Ontdo 

Admit @ G 10 (536) 12 (783) 
Ontario 11 (7-I)  16 (7-7) 

GueIph Ilata ~ ~ ~ a ~ T a b b l e  fm 1992; Source: ACanitted S-t Questlstlonnarie, 1993 and 1996; 1991 and 
1996 c e m .  Statrstics C m  (On-O rumbers in miIIions- 

Table 5.20: Per Cent of Male Studenb ( n u d k )  A d d W  to the University oCGuefph 
Compared to the Per Cent of Ontario Maies a g a  18-24 

Admit @ G 28 (1488) 29 (2010) 
Ontario 51 (5494) 51 (530-5) 

rable 5.21: Per Cent of Students (numaet) fiom Low-Incorne Backgrounds** Admitted 
to the University of Guelph Compareà to Per Cent of Low-Incorne F.müics in Ontario 

Admit @ G 22 (958) 21 (1185) 
Ontano 25 (257.2) 23 (265.3) 

k*"Luw-income " refers to pmen&~I imome of l e s  rhon $4O,OOO 
kmce: Guelph Ahitted S W n t  Questrstr0lllwnre, 1993 and 1996; 1993 and 1996 General Mal Stcnrey, 
~tatistics & n d z  ( M o  f d l i e s  with qge of kad4S64 with i l tc~me of lkss t h  $40,000) (Ontano 
nmrbers in thousands) 
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Cable 5.22: Per Cent o f  M.k Students Admifted to tbt University ofGuelph 
By Rcgistrotioa Stotus 

imce: Ahitted Sîudent QuestioItlMiTe 

rable 5.24: Per Cent of Students fiom Low-Incomt Backgrounds** Admittcd to 
he  University of Guelph By RegistiPtion Status 



Table 5.2% Per Cent of Stridents (number) Admiîtai to tbe Univtmity of Guelph wbo 
Reported thpt eithtr "Aid*v or "Cost" wis a Sirnificmt Factor ia th& Dccisioa to Enrol 
in University** By Parentai Incorne 

Table 5.26 Pu Cent of Studenb ( n u m k )  Admitted to the Univcnity of Guelph who 
Rateà Net Cost of Attendance as "Vtry Important**** By Parental bwme 

Table 5.27: Per Cent of Students (nu*) Admitid ta the University of Gutlph who 
Identifieci ''Ejrpensivel*** as a WideIy-Hdd Imrigt of Guelph by Parentai h o m e  



Tabk 5.28: Per Cent of Students (nu&) Admitcd to the Univemity o f  Gueipb who 
Ratcd Ne* Cost of Atimdmce as "Poor/Frir'** * By Porcnbl k m e  

Tabit 5.29: Per Cent of Studcats (nuncbe?) Admitted to the University of Gueiph who 
Ratd Net Cost of Attendance as "Very Eigh"** By Parentd Incorne 

**Questrstron: 'AAfer subtractingfiltcmciaf aid oHers. vany, pie- rate t k  cost of onedng e d  
universiîy" on a scale fiom 1-8,fiom 'Very Law" (I) to Very High (8): Snuce: A h i n e d  Stualénî 



rable 530: Per Cent of Studtnîs ( n u d e r )  tram Low-Xncome Backgrounds++ Admitad 
to the University of Guelph who Reporîed Eit&r "AU1' or "Cost" w u  r SipHkant 
Factor in their &&ion to Enml in uni ver si^*** By Regbbrtion Sdirtus 

Tabk 5.31: Per Cent of Studenb ( n u e )  firom Low-In~ome Backgroundsf* Admitteci 
to the University of Gudph who Rated Net Coet of Atttndiince as "Very Important"*** 
By RtgWtmtion Status 

* *"Low-i11corne" refers tu parental income of l e s  t h  %4O,OOO 
***Que~llOn: Impommce of "Cost of attendance - how much you LlllLiyour fami& w o d  haMe to pay 
@erfimmaaI aoid (if arq.) is applied tu tufaï mikrsiîy costsn; &nuce: Ahiîîed Sfurjénf QuesîiOYrnQIie 

Table 5.32: Fer Cent of Students (~numbet) trom Low-Incorne Backgrounds** Admittai 
to the University of GueIph who Rated Guelph as l'Expemive~'*f * By R-triition SWus 

**"Law-incorne" refers to pwerdal ilacome of l e s  t h  $40,000 
***Quesnsnan: Srucdents were asAed wkther "iqmsiw" is m e  of ?he masi wiWt&i)Lheuiimrrges of 
w universi&"; Source: Aainined StuaW Quesfrsfr'ie 



Table 5.33: Per Cent of Students (nu&) fkom Lon-Incorne Backgrom&** Admitted 
to the University of Guelph d o  Rat& Net Cost of Atandiaa rs "Poor/FUrV1* *+ By 
Rcgistratïon Status 

**"h-incorne" refers ro parenlal mcOme of I ; e s  t h  $40.000 
***Question: "Cost of affendQnce - how much p u  andyour wouGdhmne t o m  afiefimncial 
aid (if any) is -lied to t d  unàkmfty Shrce: Acartlcartlî&d Sticrlen;t pueStrPuestrmnuüe 

Table 5.34 Per Cent of Students (number) f i m  Low-hcome Backgroundsff Admitîed 
to the University of Guelph who Rattd Net Cost of Attmdance as "Very High"+++ By 
Registration Statw 

* *"--income" refers to pmenfal ihcome of less than $40,000 
***@estton: After su6tractingfimncrbI aid oflers, ifany, rate the cost of aiîending each uniwrsity 

a s d e f i o m  1-8, j b m  "Very Law" (1) to Very Hi& (8): *ce: Aàhitfed Shuht QuestiOIfnrnie 

rable 5.35: Per Cent of Shidenb (nu*) h m  Low-hcome Backgroundsf * Admitîed 
Io the University of Guelph who Ciad "Lower Cost" os Rcosoa for Attendhg University 

First Choice: Not First Choie: 

Registrant non-Reg& Registrcmt non-Regist 

1996* 3 (16) 11 (55) 12 ( Id )  33 (52) 

**"Law-incorne" refers to parenfol mCome of l e s  thm $40,000 
"First Choice" = Of rhosepulmrntgto aîtendunivlersity offir~l clioice, ~po~ortr*on who chse university 
because "cm of attendhg is lower"; "Nor Fi' Ctroice" = O f r h o s e p ~ g  io a t l d  a rmntersity t h î  

was not theirfist cisoie, those whs reqcn&dfeIf the musi rnrporrOnt rason wrrs, " c m  of atienrii'ng is 
lower"; no &rto fw 1993; Sburce: Aahified Sîdmt Questr-onmzire 
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I TPbk 5.36: Pet Cent of Visible Minorie Sîudcnb ( n u e )  Enaiiag the University of 
Gaelph C o m p d  to Cvrrin Onîwb UnivecWes and !he Per Ctnt of Minodtks in 

U* Guelph 
Other Us 
Ontario 

on& m-&blefor 1994 and 1995: Wce: Illcol~W Siicrdénr Shey 1994 d 1995; 1996 cerrsus, 

Table 5.32 Per Cent of Studtnb ( n u m k )  whae Mother Tongue U neitber Enplbh 
nor French Eutering the University of Gueiph Comprind 60 Ce- Chnbuio Uoivemih 
and the Fer Cent of (hitrino Rddents whost Mother Tongue b neiîher English 
nor French 

U. Guelph 
Otber Us 
Ontano 

Duta on& avaikble for 1994 ami 1995,- &me: Inconring S u n t  Survey 1994 and 1995; 1996 census, 



rable 5.38: Per Cent of Studenb ( n u e )  who are not Cluudimt CitCirrns Entering 
the University of GbtIph Compu#l to Certain Ontario Universitics and 8ùe Per Ccnt 
of Ontario Residenb who are not Cliudirn Citizuw 

U. Guelph 3 (32) 3 (34) 
Other Us 10 (641 ) 9 (348) 
Ontario 9 (948-4) 9 (9a.4) 

rable 5.39= Per Cent of Students fmm Lou-Education Backgrounds** Entering tht 
University of Guelph Compared to Certain Ontario Univemitics and the Per Cent 
)f Ontario RuHlcnb witû Low Education 

W. CUeIph 33 (386) 32 (336) 
Uther Us 43 (2509) 38 (1 464) 
Ontario SO (566- 7) SO (566- îJ 

@ *Based on falher's educatrcatron, high schtwl or Iess 
on& mailable for 1994 and 1995; W r c e :  Imoming Sruckerlt Survey 1994 and 1995; 1996 cennrs, 

jltatistr*~~ ~ a M l l i r  ( & t ~ i o  males aged 45-64 wiîh hrgh s c b f  eahcccrtrün or iess) (Ontano mmrbers in 



rable 5.40: Per Cent of Stridents h m  Lon-Eduation Backgroundsf * Enterhg the 
University ofGueiph Cornpucd fo P t i  Cent of Law-EducaÉion Shidents Enterhg Ce 
Ontario Unïvdties and tbe Per Cent of Ontario Reidmts with b w  Edacation 1 

U. GueIph 36 (424) 34 (358) 
Other Us 49 (2902 ) 46 (1 780 ) 
Ontario 60 (701.3) 60 (701-3) 

I 

* *Based on motkr's ecaC~4n~on, hgh school w /es * on& awQYClllirbi.e for 1994 a d  lBS; h c e :  I~t~omïng Slrrrdént Stmq 1994 and 1995; 1996 cenwx 
Stafiafisfisfics C m  (Ontmro fernales aged 45-64 with hi@ &moi edkcd-on or les) (Onkano mnnbers in 
i h d )  

rable 5.41: Per Cent of Studenb h m  Law-Incornt Backgrounh** Entering the 
University of Guclph Compared to Per Cent of Low-hcome Studcnîs Entering Ccrîain 
Ontario Universiîies and the Per Cent of Low-Income F a d h  in Ontario 

U. Guelph 15 (183) 18 (189) 
Other Us 25 (1466) 27 (1026) 
Ontario 26 (279.1 ) 26 (2864) 

* *"lm-income " refers tro parenfcli inCome of less t h  WO* 000 
abtu on& avaiCa6le for 1994 and 1995; &tuce: Iitcoming Sturdént Siuvey; Genera lk id  Survey 
1994 a d  1995, StatrSnës C d  (Ontano fmilies with age of heuci 45-64 with income of l e s  rhcm 
$40.000) (Ontano numbers in thusan&) 



Appendix 2 In-Depth Interview Comments By Aaonymous Respadeat # 

"Ifï diciit't get O W ,  1 couZcIit't go to school", (1) 
"Money is a stepstone that c m  be borrowed", (5) 
"Tt's every patent's &am to send their ki& to universiîy andmyporenis cunrtfir@lI itN- (2) 
"1 h v  1 coulhrt rely on t h  cnrtck..morn's not giving me money", (3) 
" OveruIl, scholmh @s and bursmës are bloocjl hard to get". (3) 
"This is nut fair- If thqfre encouraging a university education, why are they increa~ing these 
fi&? It Zimits so m q v  students. FI diciitrt take a year o s  there's no way I c d d  corne hemw. 
(5)  
"I don 't maRe enough in the summer to finance the entim year, so 1 definiteiy &y on O W  (6) 
"1 neetifil[ O W  $0 go fo schooln (6) 
" When you're awav ut school, p u  don? d e  enough in the summer to puy for se-, and Y 
people do, ïrd like to know how they ci0 it" (6) 
"I got a schoZarshrp~m U of T und ï still d-dit? go, and f c d  hate Zived at home and 
commcted to school, whch would saved a lot- Il wodd have been a lot earier to s w  at home, 
but I wanted to go to Guelph, so didn't miall'y factorjkmes into my &cisionn (6) 
V completely reiy on O W -  I just u s m e  thut 1 will hmte money to puy for schoor (6) 

Expectations of Univenity Life and Associiîed Coats: 

"Somehow i covered it ail, and Ihave chunip change f e r .  (5) 
"h ahvqys t p n g  to save a buck hem and fhere, iike clipping coupons for titings". (3)  
"Basicully, I "ve been scnïnping andsaving". (3) 
T v e  alwqs been apennypincher, if's the sante noww. (2) 
"Someone gave me used booh, which helped a lot". ( 1 )  
"1 didn't reully know how much things are going to cust". (3) 
" There's no way i c m  Mord these h a n e  pR'ces for textboob" (5) 
" When Z got hem, ail the ptices went up". (1) 
"1 was expecting it tu cost a lot.. J thinkgenendl'y university cast more t h  1 wos 1pecting" (6) 
"%10,000 is the d e r  thut everyone has in their head to go to university and ln>e awrryjhrn 
home. I dàdnrt think realistically about it. i knew that there w m  thut 510,000 , but 1 dih't really 
tthink abouî ifI and ail ofa su&n you get a bill for $4,000. 1 &n? think t k t  1 thought about it 
too realïstically until I actually wrote the chequew (6) 
"IjusC assumed 1 wodd get O W .  In high school 1 realiy di&? think about the wMe have-to- 
pay-it-back thing" (6) 
"Books were more expenstve, but 1 was h*nd ofprepred i have an ol&r sister that went to 
university, so ï had an i&a t h t  a te~lbook could cost $ZOOW (6) 



Food, Shelter, Clothing or Other Expeediture Adjuatmcats: 

"Oh yeah, IV eat morejiwits and vegetab2e.s" (5) 
"Even with foodIjhd myselfbeing very selective", (5) 
"1 wish I had more meal plcm points" (3) 
"1 didh't reaiize that the meat pïm WLLF only forErnt semester" (1) 
"I'm rnoving ofl-crnpt~s next year, part@ to save money". (3) 
" T o w ~  the end of the year, 1 have to be c m f i l  about what I spend Starting around February 
or so, 1 h e  to niake sure 1 have enougfr money to pay the phone bill" (6) 

Employment/ Work Adjustments= 

" There's tons of s W I  wrsh 1 couid be doing ifl di&? have to worK". (3) 
"i'm &%idl'm mt going to get the amount 1 need in OSAP. or the schoIîamhip, mrd1 wifl be 
force4 sumetirne in second year, to get a purf-time job", (5) 
"Money such- Them's cerrain things that I have to p h  myselfto cio. lfir means fr'ppin' 
burgers, obviously 1 don? have a choicefl. (5) 
"1 really wïsh 1 diah't have to work KruMring thut you don? have a choice makes it even 
worse.-. îtk another stress in Irlfe". (5) 
"Govemment jobs are great, because they are in @el4 but they onlypcly minimum wage, 
which will univemity tuition I'd like to get some expen'ence, but I have to think about 
payrng for schoo2" (6) 
"I'd ratherput school above work" (6) 
"1 lhought about getnilg a part-time job this year, for extm money" (6) 
f. she could do things Werently:] "1 would have gotten a part-tinte job &ring the year, to build 
up some money to pay back my student loan" (6) 

Students' Feelings about Debt: 

"lt reaily scares me. B's amther stress factor and imecunïy I have. I'm not really thinking about 
it now becme i'm injirst yeur, but when h in 3rd or 4th and prFuating with a debt the price 
of 2 cars, it really scares me that I have a debr to puy wirh money 1 don't have". (5)  
"I know i t ~  going to get a whole lot wome before I can get out, but there's no way 1 c m  do 
wirhout il". (4) , 
"1 knav that I ~vcmted to be here, there was no other wqv mund if". 
"Atjirst I di&'t want to app& for OSAP, but why should 1 let my temporaryfinancial situation 
hold me backfiom what I can do?" (5)  
"It would have been nice 171 had more money stmtng out. I wouiah't have to borrow as much" - 
(41 
"1 worry about how to puy it all back? (1) 
"Tuition is rîsing but OSAP isn't at all" (6) 
"1 have an emnnous stutènz loan to prs, offwhen IgraaUate- I have this hanpng over my kad 
rhat I have a $25,000 Ioan to pay ofl D's not very reassunng to be strrrnng out with a huge loan 
to pay o s  I think about it more now because I'm going into my lmt par, and 1 have to th* 
about how Ifm going to pay it off (6) 



"There's a lot of simple thntgsyou'd like to h or go out and buy to make thzngs carier, like an 
extra set of sheetr, or more socks". (3) 
"1 hove to sit here w0-g about nextyear. I can't spend $20 this semester when I brow it might 
be the dlrerence for next semester", (2) 
"I h a d y  go ou&..thatpmbably hurip too. I go fir walks on camprcs, j k e  sh#. (2) 
"Inread of going to the mail, we go for a walk thmugh the arboretunt imead". (4) 
"If Mec& you in more ways thanyou redize", (2) 
" Wi1I I have enough? Wfll I be o k y f  jwt in case sontethhg ippens ut home. that 1 c m  get a 
train home?", (5) 
nlt al1 comes down to money - any activityY how much is if going to cost me?" (3) 
" You fiel like you 're co11stanly moochmg offfien&". (2) 
"There'salways 1 w a ~ z t a n e w ~ o f j e a m ~  butIbtawthmIcmSbuyanythinguntllIstmtwork 
in the summer" (6) 
"1 don 't think 1 cut back that much. 1 mean, I have cable, f make long distance calIsS I hn't  think 
rrn pa~n~aZlafy good atflnancing money. 1 could save a lot more if.. trie& (6) 

Stress Caused by Finances: 

"Definite&. Especiam for next year- I'm so @raid". (5) 
" You don 't sleep, you h e p  thinking you should be working" (4) 
'*Ifs ahuqs in my heu4 in some shape or fonn, no maîter where you go-..That's a big stress in my 
Irey the stress about money. That shouljjl't even be afactor for studènts, but it's on& gening 
wome". (5) 
"Ir's an unàerfyïng stress t h ' s  ahuays there. It's a real & d e n  d ifs really womkme to have 
fo worry about money all the tirne. I would have had a much more reImcingyear if1 dihrt have 
to w o v  about money". (3)  
"The things you have to do tu reafiy Save c m  really getyou d m  sometimesl*- (3)  
"Things seem to be going okay, but il's constuntZy a because Ican't re& on mypurents 
for anything'. (3) 
"1 fhink there's a lot of stress bmed onfimces" (6) 
"i@st accept the fact that 1 need OSAP to go to univemityf so I &n 't let it wony me dl that 
ntuch" (6) 
"How much 1 have at the start of the year b to last the entire year" (6) 

Impact of Finanw on Academic Pedormance: 

"No matter how numy studens say that b i n g  a job h e m ?  Mectyour homework it does- 
?fRether they want to a h i t  if or not". (5) 
"1 would corne straightfiom high school if1 could f really haà to stnrggle. My marks reflecf 
thatw (5). 
" Working hm definitely pur a crunch on SC- work". (3) 
" You cm? concentmte on school" (4) 
"If takes a lot of time to search through and see i fym qual~w [for bunaries] (6) 
"i've been thntkntg about gmdschool, and thaz would be where nryfirianciaI situation cornes into 
play, because 1 alreacjt have such a big famr 1 don? know how high I w m ~  them to gei. VI did 
go to grad school, 1 wouldhave to lïve at home a d g o  to York or U of T, bec-e 1 can't. Ihn ' t  



want to h e p  accunniIating l0oltsOOltS Ilwt's where rnoneypiays more of a factor, gnrdschool- Afkt 
I ge f a degree? I cuin'r know if..'d be so wWIIIing to jüst keep getting O W  to continue my studiesw 
@9 
"1 can't reulij gord to puy tu toke this summer course Ym tahg but I'm k ing  it anyway" (6) 

Feelings about the Coat of University: 

"At the rate of how expenmVe it is to come hem, if1 could Mord it, I would stuc& all through the 
summers to get out ofhere ginëRern. (5) 
"YoujèeZ iike yod" gening robbed Tuition for sure is way too high it &s you wonder where 
the money's going"- (2) 
"What does Mordechai cl0 with Our money?" (5) 
Vfany wuy t h  this mtem-ew convinces ihe upperpeople hete at rhts University whai a hell 
situation it f i  for sîualents to have tlrikfilt~lt~iacll simation, then 1 cton't mi id  ut ail", (5) 
w r I  don't get O W ?  I can't come back And rhat mukes me reall) upset. And I'm nut the only 
one- There are so many stu&nts out the= who have the porential to do so many thingx Becme  
of rhis big restriction of,'inunciaZ support, it d o m  't even give t k m  the chancew. (5) 
"1 cfon't understand why B.C. has a tuitionjkeze? why cant we have t h  here?" (5) 

Advice for Potential University Students: 

"Get as good a job as you c m  work as many hours as you can". (1) 
"Get a job, a goodpqving job", (2) 
"Srort saving ea& bring up your ntarkr and clpplyfor schoIarshipsH. (3) 
"Try and save trp as much money as you can Tiy not to borrow as muchcfiom O W "  (6) 
"rfyou can get the money to come hem, t h ' s  haif the b d e .  The marks are nothing compared 
to getting the money togethe?'. (2). 
"Tm don7 reafjze how much money they need uniil they have to come up fiont ïmdpay it", (5) 
"Do as much to puy for ityourseK I would be a lot betîer gpeopie couldpqy for it themselves, 
su they don't have that extm worry of a l m  when they gradrruten (6) 
"Buy used books. First semester they suckyou in, because it 5 yourfirst rime, you go there and 
thznk yotr 're gettrTrg deals" (2) 




