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Abstract

With the establishment of higher education indtig in the 17th century in both Canada and théddni
States, concerns over what should be the levelrafifig for higher education, and who should pritgari
be responsible for providing it has been a longditempublic policy debate. The critical pivot pofiot
each country has been the varying roles of the stad the individual in funding higher educatioomH
these roles were defined in each country framedisieeof philanthropy in higher education. This @ap
will trace the role of philanthropy in the develogmt of higher education in Canada and the UnitateSt

Introduction

The aim of this paper is to present the currenesifiphilanthropy in higher education in Canadd tre
United States against the background of the hisibdontext of the foundation of higher educatiofoth
countries. Philanthropy is defined here as thefoiaking a charitable gift, for the sustenancealleges
and universities, and should not be confused watimsorship revenue. Deriving from the author' swies
a university-based fundraiser, it is concluded that there is a poor understanding by both fuiséraiand
the general public of the historical antecedentshifanthropy for universities. As Temper & Campbel
(2000) argue, “the relatively new pursuit of phtlaropic studies as an area of teaching and resgeeh
recent, rapid growth of the independent sectorgnafit, charitable, civic, and philanthropic
organizations), scandals and a demand for greateuatability, devolution of government servicasj a
fear of the decline of civil society, all have plé spotlight on the ‘third sector™ (p. 3). Moreay there is
little research in Canada on university fundraisirgisting this paper as a worthy contributiorttte
understanding of philanthropy in the Canadian higitkication sector. Thus, this paper will introdthoe
historical context of the higher education fundrajssector with the aim of providing the current
challenges for the sector moving towards 2010. &dmparison of Canada with the United States is
especially relevant, as there are some large diffas yet also some interesting and surprisindagities
between them. Furthermore, the U.S. is widely askedged as the benchmark for higher education
philanthropy, both in operations and in resultss@sh, a comparison is important to understandjteater
environment of philanthropy in North America, withS. policy, laws, and practices being quickly agdp
in Canada. Thus, this paper traces the role ofptiitopy in the development of higher education in
Canada and the United States in order to extendbcppolicy dialogue on issues and practice.

Background

With the establishment of higher education insting in the 1% century in the United States the
immediate policy question over what should be gwel of funding provided for higher education, avttb
should primarily be responsible for providing ibge. How these questions were historically answened
continue to be debated, has framed the developafidngher education in both the U.S. and Canada and
the concomitant role of philanthropy. As Delane§@2) succinctly points out, “educational policyals
about values and the allocation of resources hn#né€ial and human, resources of which there aveme
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enough to go around” (p. 97). Indeed, any discussidiigher education philanthropy needs to takeel
within the context of the funding of universiti@e critical pivot point for each country’s pubpolicy on
higher education, therefore, has been the theatetssumptions about the appropriate roles fostie
and for the individual in funding higher educatiéior university administrators, the long strugghs lbeen
to best determine how to play a significant roléhia expansion of higher education while simultarsp
avoiding excessive dependence on government fur{@iagson, 1983). Bercuson, Bothwell & Granatstein
(1997) argue that ultimately, unlike the Unitedt&sa Canada chose not to “develop a variety ofarsity
types; in particular, it did not develop universgiwith large endowments” (p. 31). One popular
explanation for this difference in typology is thla¢ United States has a more robust private eiduneeht
philanthropy tradition than in Canada, which iswgrded in the “latent function of American private
colleges: the production of people who will supgb# institution throughout their lives” (Srebrn2Q00,
p.172).

However, Canada’s first university administratostugely came to the conclusion that governmenttgran
and tuition fees provided sufficient funding to yallow a university to operate at a minimum basis.
Consequently, endowment income came to be seemabtirgy a university restricted to marginal resesrc
to seek some form of peer-acknowledged excelleanmue as “the only hope of real financial indepen@énc
(Gibson, 1983, p. 365). Thus, the role of individua supporting Canadian institutions of higherténg
through philanthropy emerged almost as quicklyhasinstitutions themselves, as well as the need to
provide institutional resources to support fundrgigampaigns.

A cross-border illustration provides greater insiigio the differences between Canada and the tnite
States with respect to the funding of private anblip higher education institution. In the acadeyear of
2007-08, tuition fees accounted for 41 percentpafrating revenues at Queen’s University, a public
Canadian institution (Williams, 2008) whereas tuitfees accounted for only 19 percent of operating
revenues at Princeton, a private American univwe(Bitinceton University, 2009). Thus, despite hgvin
tuition fees that are more thaix timeshigher than its Canadian counterpart, Princettumedly relies far
less on its tuition fees than Queen’s does to firdts operating budget. This is because investinentne
from its endowment provided 45 percent of Princetaperating budget. At Queen’s the Ontario
government provided 48 percent of its operatinggetildvhereas investment income from its endowment
provided only 4 percent of its operating budgetttrermore, whereas charitable gifts provided 1@getr
of Princeton’s operating budget, philanthropy pded just 1 percent of Queen’s operating budgetisTh
can be quickly understood that the vagaries of gouent policy on university funding considerably
affects Queen’s operating budget whereas the \@gjafithe financial market considerably affect the
operating budget at Princeton. Both types of instins, and their peer institutions, are susceptiblthese
specific external forces largely beyond their coltand so are looking more and more to the ona are
where they can exert a matter of influence: reveritem private philanthropy.

Common Space: Comparing Canada and the United States

The National Center for Education Statistics (20@g)orts that there were 4,314 degree-granting
institutions in the United States in 2007, compgsa mix of two-year and four-year degree insiitasi and
with nearly 40 percent being public and the baldriag private institutions. Total enrollment aSU.
degree-granting institutions by fall 2007 was 18,000 students (National Centre for Education Siafi,
2008). By contrast there were 1,080,000 studentdled at Canada’s 94 degree-granting institutions
2006 (Association of University and Colleges of &da, 2007). Now, the choice of these two counfdes
comparison is quite deliberate. As will be demaatsil in this paper, the first Canadian institutiohs
higher learning were founded largely in oppositioithe colleges of the United States, and a dé&sire
transplant the ancient schools of England, Scoflan&rance to the new country in form and purpose.
Furthermore, from a cursory review of annual repariost research-intensive universities in Canada
benchmark their performance across a wide arraiystifutional metrics against public and private
American universities.

Additional concern seen in public discourse in @Genfrequently revolves around worry of the
“Americanization” of Canadian universities—a terrhieh is commonly interpreted to mean privatization
(Tudiver, 1999). A striking difference between Cdaand the United States is the extent of for-pesfd
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non-profit private higher education institutiongttire latter. This paper assumes that, “privateVersities
or colleges can be typically understood to haverirl control over the setting of tuition fees, &hion
policies, and other forms of governance, and terataw little or no operating funds from the state,
whereas “public” universities/colleges can be tgflicunderstood as those where the primary cowtver
tuition fees, and the majority of their operatingds, come from the state.

However, the distinction between “private” and “pabuniversities is becoming less clear. Som&8.U.
private universities may receive up to 30 percénheir operating revenue from direct and indirect
government subsidies (Hwang, 2000) and Canadialicpufiversities may receive up to 10 percent of
operating revenue from private grants, donationd,amncillary businesses. Additionallje factoprivate
entities currently operate within Canada’s publgversities. For example, in 2007, 83 percent ef th
operating budget at the school of business of tiigy-funded Queen’s University came from private
sources such as tuition fees, donations, and enéotvimcome (Queen’s School of Business, 2008).
Similarly, the Richard Ivey School of Business (2pat the publicly-funded University of Western
Ontario reported that 88 percent of its operatawgnues came from private sources in 2007. Gibson
(1983) reports that it wasn't until the 1960s tGanadian universities became largely dependent upon
public support. McGill, for instance, was a prilgiteperated university, with no assistance fromditg
province, or federal government from its foundind.B21 right up to 1960 (Rybczynski, 1991). Iroflica
any so-called “Americanization” of Canadian univiées would be a return to their original privatots.
For a deeper comparison, in the next two sectioasise of higher education institutions in the tedi
States and Canada will be traced, and will dematesthe role philanthropy came to play in their
development and sustenance.

American History of Higher Education Philanthroy660-1900)

The tradition of American higher education philaothy began with those who crossed the Atlantic to
begin a new enterprise in self-government. Deeglgious, the Pilgrims held fast to the idea tet pious
and wealthy have a responsibility to aid the lesgihate. In hi€ssays to do Good 710), Cotton Mather
espoused a particularly influential argument faumtary contributions to one’s society that woudtker
come to signify the American form of philanthroBrémner, 1988) George Whitefield, an English
evangelist, toured the U.S. in thé™@&ntury preaching and extolling the virtues ofiguthropy. He raised
money and books for the struggling colonial colegéHarvard, Dartmouth, Princeton, and the Unitgrs
of Pennsylvania (Bremner, 1988). Guided by thalglef limited government and freedom of expression
states, religious communities, and individuals leihed a range of higher education institutiond an
strove to protect them from government control. €hpéhning the desire for a limited government ks
the fervent belief that diversity and high qualitsts best achieved through competition rather than
centralized planning (Eckel & King, 2004). Inteiegty, with the exception of the Morrill Land GraAtt
of 1862, which donated federal territory to theeseor the establishment of public universitibg U.S.
federal government played almost no role in higigkrcation until the middle of the 2@entury.

The first institution of higher learning in the Wmil States was Harvard College, a private entigbtished

in 1636 (Bush, 2007). Many other private institaavere then founded throughout th& &nd 1

centuries. However, the rapid development of Anaribigher education occurred after the 1819 lankmar
legal casdrustees of Dartmouth College v. Woodwardvhich “the legal foundation for private contiafl
higher education was formalized” (Newfield, 20032f). The importance of this case cannot be oaterdt
because it established universities as corporatesyponsible for the control of “the managemergrofate
property, according to the will of the donors” (Ni@id, 2003, p. 22). The linkage between privateliests
and institutional interests was thus firmly estsiidid, allowing for the development of new univégsit
based on philanthropic contributions.

For the first two-hundred years of American higeducation, most institutions were created and stip@go
by private individuals and organizations, mostsawll to sustain funding. Also, until the secondary
school system solidified in the Northeast and Mistiwe the 1870s, there was no reliable “pipeline” o
college-bound students. As a result, 700 colleligsppeared during the 1850s (Newfield, 2003, jp. B
1861 various denominations had covered the UnitateSwith colleges (Srebrnik, 2000), mostly prévat
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catering to parish children and governed throughrdi® of trustees, much like the governance of the
emerging business corporations.

Many U.S. colleges (including Harvard, Yale, Pritoce Columbia, Bowdoin, Williams, Rutgers, and
Ambherst) depended on support from both private fagba@rs and governments for their survival, and the
search for such private support was perpetual (Mdiyf2003). The American public universities, begu
under the aforementioned Morrill Act of 1862, hdtld control over their sources of funding, whethe
from state governments, alumni or other privategfectors. Furthermore, the growth of America'’s
research universities in the 1870s led to the &urtborporatization” of the university, with an reased
management staff who harbored a “systematic foausidraising and funds” (Newfield, 2003, p. 29). |
1899, the state legislatures provided 90 percebinbfersity of Wisconsin’s and 95 percent of Unksigy
of California’s budgets respectively. As for prigatonations, they were largely erratic and oftestricted
to match a donor’s specific interests, which migbit match the institution’s needs (Newfield, 2003)us,
the institutionalization of fundraising began asluniversities looked earnestly for private futmls
provide some level of security.

Canadian History of Higher Education Philanthrogy600-1900)

The beginnings of higher education in Canada candoed to 1635 when the Jesuits established egeoll

in Quebec City for French children that offeredssiaal studies ihettresandPhilosophie A few years

later, in 1663, Bishop Laval establishiesl Grand Seminaire du Quebeehich provided advanced studies
in theology. TheSeminairesventually received a royal charter from Queertdria and become Université
Laval in 1853. A second campus of Laval was opéndd@78 in Montreal and later renamed Université de
Montreal (Université Laval, 2009).

Canada'’s first English universities were privatdeges established by Presbyterians, Methodists,
Anglicans, Baptists, and Roman Catholics. The tirsglish institution of higher education in Canadss
King's College at Fredericton, New Brunswick. ItsM@unded in 1787 by Anglicans, who would found
another King’s College at Windsor, Nova Scotia 89, and then a third King’s College at York, Oidar
(later Toronto) in 1827. Having the colleges calléthg's” was no accident since the Anglicans were
fervent Loyalists with a deep distrust of the Uditetates. The Anglicans were motivated by a fearith
they did not establish educational institutiongjitlyouth would have to be sent abroad to Europe tre
U.S. (Harris, 1976). Jacob Mountain, the first Aogh Bishop of Quebec, wrote to the colonial sexyet
in London stating, “You will see no doubt, Sir, tile mischiefs that may arise of sending our ydaoith
education to the schools of Foreign America” (Rymski, 1991, p.12). The implication was that Caaadi
youth would be subjected to what was then perceiwdik undesirable teachings and values of the new
Republic.

In a move similar to Thomas Jefferson’s 1779 praptmr the State of Virginia, where the educational
system would have a university as the apex anabgatled by the state, a Canadian legislative cdun
published a report in 1790 calldteans for Promoting Educatiofhe report called for free schools in
each county town and for a state-controlled “cadlginstitution for cultivating the liberal artac
sciences usually taught in the European UnivesSi(idarris, 1976, p. 17). The reality of a publidiynded
education did not fully emerge until the 1840shwiey legislative acts in each country leadinghi® t
development of publicly funded primary and secopdahooling. Legislation such as Ontari§shool
Act of 1846‘encouraged the formation of and growth of puklitcation” (McKendry, 1995, p. 151)
through state control and funding.

Canadian higher education would be dominated bgttuggle amongst competing religious
denominations over the next century and a halthAtroot of the sectarian struggle and rhetoric stemng
opposition to the entrenched privileges of Anglsaend the proposed establishment of an exclusive
Church of England university (Osborne & Swains®88). With the notable exception of the first pabli
university, the University of Toronto in 1850, Cdia& pre-Confederation universities were private
institutions. They were primarily under the contoblchurch-affiliated boards of trustees, receivigds
from private sources (such as tuition and dona}iaasvell as government grants. Most were
denominational in character and purpose. With ateri@ion in 1867, however, government grants to
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denominationally-controlled institutions essenyiaéased, and in order to survive these collegeplygi
had little choice but to eventually abandon tiesttarches and accept greater provincial oversigbtder
to receive any public grants (Calvin, 1941; Neatt$78). The political struggle over the support of
denominational colleges versus public institutioame to a head in 1883, with Queen’s College Ryalci
George Munro Grant, arguing that it was unfair #iizens who had established colleges like Queka’s
taxed to support the provincial university, Uningref Toronto. Grant proposed that either the
government let Toronto appeal to its friends aa@itmni constituency as the other provincial geke
did, or establish “widely-planned funding” (Calvit®41, p. 101) to all colleges. Alas, Queen’s, e
other Ontario institutions, would have to wait He&5 years for such provincially allocated formpler-
student funding would not be introduced until tat=11960s (Ontario Council of University Affair@).
More than ever, solicitations for private suppartomgst the colleges’ respective graduates, friesals,
parishes were necessary if Canada’s nascent uitiegrsould survive.

However, there was little enthusiasm for Canadattyéhigher education institutions; thus, they tstgled
along with meager resources and their survivalarday be explained by the dedication of individual
professors and sacrifices of citizens” (Somers£19629). Lack of financial resources proved t@be
limiting factor in Canadian higher education uttié 1950s (Harris, 1976). Not surprisingly, onlyotw
Canadian universities had been named after benesaddcGill and McMaster. Emerging Canadian
colleges thus differed little from their America8™century counterparts, who also had suffered from a
paucity of funds.

By 1890, Dalhousie, McGill, and Queen’s had recgisebstantial private donations to establish endowe
professors and buildings (Harris, 1976), but th@skanthropic acts appear to have been exceptmas t
continued state of institutional poverty amongsh&i#a’s institutions of higher learning. Endowment
campaigns were only palliative — the costs thdbfeéd from natural growth always outran the inceghs
income (Calvin, 1941).

Canadian and American Universities: Emerging TreimdBhilanthropy (1900-2000)

At the turn of the century universities considenerys to increase other sources of income, espgciall
revenue from philanthropy. Yet, by 1921, the commbiendowments of Acadia, Dalhousie, King’s, Mount
Allison, and St. Francis Xavier were “substantidélgs than angneof three New England colleges,
Amherst, Bowdoin, and Williams” (Harris, 1976, @.3). This demonstrated that there was a lack of
extensive private support — whether individual airidation —within Canada.

There were few notable exceptions in Canadian higecation philanthropy and they were almost atvay
at the older institutions. In the 1920s, McGill wadde to raise substantial private gifts througieatenary
campaign, largely as a result of its advantagedipnsn Montreal, which was Canada’s largest and
wealthiest city at the time. As well, students ahdnni of the University of British Columbia spbheaded

a major campaign for a permanent campus (Harrigg)19In the 1930s, beneficent “angels” in the farin
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of hiegcand the Rockefeller Foundation awarded grants
to Canadian universities (Harris, 1976). Overlogkirational borders, these two philanthropic fouioatest
supported a wide variety of institutional developtiseand saved some universities.

In the United States, one of the most significastiiutional developments was the creation oAanual
Giving Programby Princeton in 1940, which not only asked alutoersubscribe to making annual
donations but also asked them to recruit high dcstodents to Princeton. By 1959, more than 72qugrc
of Princeton alumni were donating funds on an ahbasis, the highest of any college in the Unitéates
or Canada (Karabel, 2005). In 1946, Harvard’s endent was valued at $160 million and Yale’s was at
$108 million, ranking number one and two respetjivierinceton’s endowment was valued at $34.9
million, placing it 12" in the nation, and at a major disadvantage agamsto closest rivals (Karabel,
2005). Meanwhile, in Canada, Queen’s endowmentwaheed at $4.0 million by 1940, much less than its
rival schools of Toronto and McGill, and it establed an Alumni Fund in 1949 to try and inculcate a
culture of philanthropy amongst its graduates (Gityd.983).
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Another key development was the introduction of‘tegacy admission” where an institution gives
preference to children of its alumni. A controvalgiractice, legacy admissions favour those stisdent
whose academic credentials would not necessarityagimittance, but who are attractive due to the
potential of family members donating (Jaschik, 2088 Karabel (2005) points out, one of the main
arguments by institutions in favour of legacy adsitias was that private institutions “depended Hgan

the largesse of their alumni” (p. 551). Indeedg@ort released entitled “Altruism and the Childe@yof
Alumni Giving” (Meer & Rosen, 2007) contends thiaisia common practice for alumni to make donations
to their alma mater when their children are abowgply. In her review of this report forside Higher Ed
Jennifer Epstein (2007) writes that the authorsifota close relationship between alumni giving el

age and college aspirations of their legacy chiftifpara.3).

Furthermore, the 1950s was the first time Canadiaversities received unprecedented public supgert
well as unprecedented private benefaction and gavent grants (Gibson, 1983). By 1953, Queen’s
alumni donor participation rate was 18 percentkirapnfifteenth among the 302 U.S. and Canadian
universities (Gibson, 1983). By 1960, McGill's emduent reached $60 million (Harris, 1976), and
Queen’s endowment was worth $12.4 million, bothhakead of their national peers. The Ontario
Committee on University Affairs examined Queenigaficial position in 1960, and found that its net
endowment income was more than three times gréserWestern, McMaster, Carleton, Windsor and
Ottawa combined. The conclusion was that Queens“atremely well endowed” (Gibson, 1983, p. 364).
Looking to their southern counterparts, howevere€us and McGill considered themselves poor
relations.

Additionally, Canadian universities were being treated morepaghc good in much the same way that
health care in Canada had been—provided by govertsnire a manner determined by public policy
(Skolnik, 2005). Governments in the 1950s and 1960k a more utilitarian view of universities, segi
them as providing skilled technicians to run theremmy (Gibson, 1983). However, over subsequent
decades, increased emphasis on the knowledge egptemhnological change, and globalization led to
increased focus on economic contribution of edooatibove all other educational objectives as higher
education became “increasingly considergulizate good that benefits primarily the individual”
(Rosenstone, 2004, p. 57). Consequently, the idexdbshift that the individual is the primary béiciry

of education has resulted in further dramatic tmigovernment support for education. In 1977,
government grants accounted for 72 percent of Ganguliblic university operating funds and 15 petcen
of American public university operating funds. B39 government grants accounted for only 57 percent
and 12 percent respectively. Universities onceralpaiked to tuition and private support to makethg
difference, and began lobbying their respectiveegoments for both increased funding and the aliiity
autonomously set tuition rates.

Campaign Promises (2000 Onwards)

Under President Nathan M. Pusey (1953-1971), Hdrtrgpled its endowment through what was then the
largest fundraising campaign in American higheraadion, raising $82.5 million. Harvard had a larger
campaign under the leadership of Bok, which raf&sb million by 1985 (Harvard College, 2007). In
1974, Yale launched a $370 million campaign (Kaka2@05), and then in 1992 set a record by laurgchin
a $1.5 billion fundraising drive (Karabel, 2005y e end of 2007 some 65 U.S. universities had
launched fundraising campaigns of at least $11@bjlwith nearly half being at public institutiofShea,
2008).

For Canadian universities, such massive capitapaigns were simply unheard of until 1991 when
University of Toronto raised $125 million (Tudiver999). This was followed by the University of st
Columbia raising $262 million by 1995, McGill raigj $205 million by 1996, and Queen’s raising $262
million by 2002. Setting yet another milestone, th@versity of Toronto completed a nine-year cargpai
in 2004 having raised $1 billion. These successes] much to changes in Canadian tax treatment of
charitable giving, which lagged behind the Unite¢dt& (Emberley, 1996). For example, it was naot unt
2006 that a change to the treatment of gifts ofisgées allowed Canadians to transfer publicly-edd
securities to registered charities, thus foregeintirely the capital gains tax and getting a chhté tax
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receipt for the full market value. Such tax advget long available to American donors, finally
positioned Canadian universities positively to ptitd private donors.

In 1996, philanthropic contributions to Americaglmér education totaled $14.2 billion (Srebrnik, @00
The Council for Aid to Education (2008) reportstthg 2007, philanthropic contributions were estiathat
at $29.75 billion, with the donations from foundais (28.6%), alumni (27.8%), non-alumni (19.0%),
corporations (16.1%), other organizations (7.2%Ql eeligious organizations (1.3%). What is striking
about the figures is that two percent of the ursitiess raised 26 percent of the total contributj@anting
to the reality of philanthropic elite amongst Uirgtitutions. Moreover, the top two American furidiag
universities (Stanford and Harvard) raised $1.4bhiin one year, more than all Canadian univeesit
combined.

Explanations for this incredible performance lieaggressive campaigns by both private and public
institutions, the latter facing declining publigggort through state grants. Furthermore, donatibesrfor
U.S. state universities could be up to 30 percéttimalumni population but are typically around 15
percent. The private vy League institutions (Hadya'ale, Princeton, Pennsylvania, Brown, Columbia,
Cornell and Dartmouth) demonstrated levels of ahgiwing which placed them amongst the most
effective fundraising operations in the world: thtest statistics for Princeton reveal an alumwingj rate
of 61 percent while Yale, Harvard and Stanford hae®rded figures of 45, 44 and 39 percent respagti
(The Sutton Trust, 2006).

In 2007 Canada’s 93 universities reported haviegived $1.120 billion in donations (Canadian
Assaociation of Business Officers, 2008). Yet, tiye 5 fundraising institutions (Calgary, Toronto¢®ill,
McMaster, and Montreal) raised $450.52 million eotlvely, or 40 percent of the total fundraisingcamt,
demonstrating a considerable imbalance in fundrgiperformance to the benefit of a few institutiohs
include the next best 5 fundraising results (AlagWestern, UBC, Queen’s, and Dalhousie) with the
previous five, the total raised by the top 10 fuaising institutions in 2007 was $684.79 million 6dr
percent of the national total.

As for endowments—capital investments held oveglperiods of time or in perpetuity— the 2007 net
market value of 780 American university endowmevds a staggering $406 billion (National Association
of College and University Business Officers 200R)t instance, the top five endowments (HarvardeYal
Stanford, Princeton, and Texas) were $105.72 hillio other words, less than 1 percent of univessit
held 26 percent of the endowment value. The meghalowment value was $91 million, and 76
universities had an endowment of over $1 billioheTeality is that “fewer than 400 of the rough/$@0
colleges and universities in the United Stateséhash $100 million in endowments in the fiscal yeeat
ended in June [2007]. Most had less than $10 mill{&renson, 2008, para.3). In comparison, as of
December 2006, the net market value of all of Caisa@3 university endowment funds stood at $10.4
billion (Tam, 2007). This is a considerable inceeitdm $6.43 billion in 2002, indicating an increasle
of philanthropy at our universities. Only Torontachan endowment over $1 billion. Still, the topefiv
Canadian endowments (Toronto, McGill, UBC, Albegad Queen’s) comprised $3.16 billion.
Comparable to the U.S., less than 1 percent of @anainiversities held 30 percent of the counttgisl
university endowment value, suggesting that a setgct group of institutions has aggressively pas#d
themselves as market leaders in philanthropic nesgn

Thus, in their respective countries, the top finévarsity endowments point to a considerable
differentiation in university resources. Whileioaglly competitive, leading Canadian researchrisitee
universities find themselves in a difficult positias they relentlessly compete for faculty, stuslesmid
researchers with their American peers—both pubjiaald privately—that receive substantially more-pe
student funding. The National Association of Calemnd University Business Officers 2007 listing/ 86
American and Canadian university endowments in daBars ranks the top five Canadian endowments as
follows: Toronto (#37), UBC (#75), McGill (#88), Bérta (#99), and Queen’s (#122). Definite
philanthropic gaps are appearing in both counteesy philanthropically elite cadre of institutioasse the
lion’s share of private and amass enormous endoanen
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A 2007 survey of 50 American colleges and univagsitvith endowments worth $1 billion or more found
these institutions reported a median return of p&rgent (Di Mento & Gose, 2008). It is therefoot n
surprising that ongoing capital campaigns have brsklepticism that the very wealthy universities ar
seeking to become wealthier. This argument is &rrthelled by the fact that most universities tytlic
limit the rate of spending on endowments to a figa@@nservative 5 percent of the funds (Freedman,
2003). As a result universities are under a comalile amount of public scrutiny around the investime
and usage of these funds. In February 2008, the&éBate Finance Committee demanded detailed
financial information from 136 colleges with endoemts of $500 million or higher to assess the
universities’ endowment and financial aid spendiftgere are now U.S. Congressional proposals to
regulate university spending rates and curb tuitg@s (Schworm, 2008). Ontario’s ombudsman
demanded, in July 2008, an investigation of theated “MUSH" (municipalities, universities, scheol
and hospitals) sector claiming that these publiapizations are without oversight (Campbell, 2008).

However, the current global financial crisis hagfpundly affected university endowments, with Iasse
ranging in the hundreds of millions. Harvard, thealthiest university in the world, issued a stateintieat
the private institution needs “to be prepared teoab unprecedented endowment losses and plan for a
period of greater financial restraint” (Associafess, 2008, para.4). Even Canadian universitiesiehw
barely rely on their endowments for overall openasi— “could be forced to cut student aid, schoiassh
and funding for various programs” (Church & Wald2@08, para.l). The crisis has also affected donors
who are taking a cautious approach, meaning thaetsities have to adjust their fundraising pradjeas
and objectives. In their provocative paper “OnBnmk”, Usher & Dunn (2009) speculate that due to
rising demand for postsecondary education, decrgassources, and increasing costs Canada’s
universities have little choice but to lobby gowaents for freedom from Revenue Canada endowment
spending rules, autonomy to impose higher tuiterels and a drastically reconfigured enrolment fiagd
formula.

Current Issues in Higher Education Philanthropy

Affected by many factors, the three-century ide@abstruggle over who should ultimately be resjioles
for funding higher education continues. As Howéeitl Ramesh (2003) point out, “the context of satiet
state, and international institutions, and the @dhese institutions embody condition how a probiem
defined, facilitate the adoption of certain solado it, and prohibit or inhibit the choice of eth
solutions” (p. 16). Currently, in Canada, provihgavernments have effective control over 91 peroén
public universities’ operating fund revenues, sibhoth grants and tuition fee increase levels agislated
by government policy (Canadian Association of Uréity Business Officers, 2008).

While education is a provincial jurisdiction in Gata, the federal government does support higher
education through research and student aid funéiogiever, as Finnie and Usher (2006) note, “the
federal government seems to have a growing preferenuse tax credits as a major instrument ofaboci
economic policy” (p. 163). Public university adnstrators thus face the daunting challenge of magagi
their financial resources and budget planning wisiifting policy parameters. As Gilbert (2000) tesi,
“universities must be sufficiently emancipated fridm vagaries of government not to flounder when
public policy goes awry” (p. 35). However, dudroreased lobbying by the private sector and mognti
concern over accessibility, Canadian provincialeggoments began to authorize the establishment of
private universities in Ontario (2000), British @oibia (2002) and Alberta (2003), adding new
institutional players to what is viewed as an alseerowded sector.

In a climate of increased public scrutiny Canadaiersities are in a dubious position: taxpayeastw
more accountability and results but are not williogaddress substantial funding constraints. Anaeric
public universities will face the additional chalge of ever-dwindling state funding. A June 20Q&ore

by the National Governors Association and Natigkedociation of State Budget Officers proposed a
meager 1-percent increase in general-fund sperfidir2p09 (Perry, 2008). Moreover, as Newfield (2003
astutely points out, the paradox facing today'ssersity administrators is that higher tuition inases have
damaged popular support for higher education witlatually covering steadily increasing costs. Thus
Usher and Dunn (2009) point out, “the questionlieether governments are goingwantto abandon
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tuition freezes since they appear to be reasonmigylar” (p.16). With little maneuvering room, Cda&s
universities are forced to pander to the domingehminman capital view of education—that the value of
education is best measured through the outputolliaand economic benefit—to try and influence ubl
policy. Recently, the Association of Colleges amidvdrsity of Canada (2008) sent a briefing to thaefral
minister of finance arguing that investments in iaying university infrastructure and supporting
university research would act as an economic stimfdr dozens of Canadian communities and ensure
longer-term knowledge and entrepreneurial advastégeCanada. Simultaneously, a handful of
institutions are launching ambitious campaignsttenapt to increase private donations. The worrgahe
is that such a push for private revenues will ferttlisadvantage institutions with less-developed
fundraising capacity and inadvertently signal tovimcial leaders that operating funding from the
government is less of a priority.

For American universities the biggest hurdles foitgmthropy will be ongoing and considerable
demographic shifts. The American population surpa$0 million in 2008, doubling since 1950. Witlia
Frey (2008) argues that the United States has redrjtio three regions based on distinctive culéume
demography: the Melting Pot (attracts immigratidh New Sunbelt (attracts domestic in-migrati@mgl
the Heartland (attracts neither immigration nomiigration). Pulley (2008) concludes that since ¢hes
emerging regions reflect such differing lifestybewl values, “education institutions can no longsuane
that they know their audiences. Traditional methofdzdvancing institutional interests won't worktasy
have in the past” (p.32).

Conclusion

Differences of opinion on the appropriate roleted government and the individual in funding higher
education continues to be at the centre of thepdlebates in both Canada and the United Statasm@ilo
of Ontario Universities, 2005). As Tempel and Caglp(2000) state, “public policy and philanthrogigo
are increasingly intertwined. More must be knowawhihe nonprofit sector if policymakers are to
formulate effective responses to issues such adwuten of federal services through local governtsdn
local charities” (p. 3).Within the nexus of thisntested domain sits the public university, facethwi
decreasing state funding and increasing competiiainst other public and private institutions for
resources, stature, students, and faculty. Notisurgly the lure of fundraising has never been enaotent
for universities. Income from gifts provide mucteded revenue for major building projects and other
academic activities, as well as boosting endowremls so institutions can be less reliant on fogdi
from government in the long term (The Sutton Tr2806). In the middle of the cacophonous debate
about how best to fund higher education, univessitiave long sought to provide some stability and
direction through private benefaction. This papas shown the that history of our universities ithithe
United States and Canada demonstrates privatengiitgpy and private interests have long played an
intrinsic role in institutional survival and develment at both public and private institutions afttér
learning and will most certainly have to continaelb so in the years ahead.
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