
 

 

PRESIDENT’S VOICE 

The Role of Continuing 
Adjuncts  
Faculty-complement data shows an 
increasing proportion of Queen’s 
faculty are continuing adjuncts, but 
is this a good thing? 
 
By Elizabeth Hanson 
President, QUFA 
 
In last month’s column, I introduced 
the results of QUFA’s data project on 
faculty complement, which we 
undertook in the summer of 2019 in 
order to discover, with as much 
precision as we could, how the 
composition and distribution of 
faculty at Queen’s had changed over 
the previous decade. Again this 
month, we are attaching to this issue 
of QUFA Voices the slides showing the 
results of our collection and analysis 
to the faculty/school level. We 
performed the analysis to the 
department level for the Faculties of 
Arts and Science, and Engineering and 
Applied Science, and are happy to 
share that deeper analysis with any 
QUFA Member upon request.  
 
The provost has shared with QUFA 
data from the Office of Institutional 
and Research and Planning (OIRP) on 
faculty and student numbers for the 
past 20 years, and also for 2019. The 
OIRP report shows roughly the same 
picture as our data, though in a longer 
time frame and with the helpful (and 

ameliorating) addition of data for 
2019. Here are some key findings:  
 
• an increase in university-wide 

faculty/student ratio from 1:19.7 
in 1998 to 1:29.8 in 2019, down 
slightly from a high of 1:31.2 in 
2018. 

 
• a net increase in full-

responsibility faculty from 1998 
to 2019 of 88: sixteen (or 18% of 

the total increase) in Arts and 
Science (FAS), 33 (or 38% of total) 
in the Smith School of Business 
(SSB), 35 (or 40% of total) in 
Engineering and Applied Science 
(FEAS), 9 (10% of total) in Law, 
and 3 (3.5% of total) in Health 
Sciences (FHS). Education (FE) 
saw a net loss of 8.  

 
• FAS movement from a net loss of 

-6 in 2018 to a net gain of 16 in 
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This year’s QUFA Annual Lecture was delivered virtually by Dr Claire Brown 
of the University of California, Berkeley, who spoke about her institution’s 
efforts to divest from the fossil-fuel industry. For more photographs, please 
see p. 5. 
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2019, resulting from 22 
appointments in 2019. 

 
I will return in subsequent columns to 
the complicated questions about the 
mission of the university these 
distributions raise, as well as the more 
straightforward problem of the long-
term deterioration in faculty/student 
ratio. This month, I want to discuss 
another concerning finding of our 
research: the increased proportion of 
the Queen’s faculty complement who 
are continuing adjuncts.  
 
Let me preface this discussion with 
couple of caveats. First, in these 
columns, I am deliberately setting 
aside the pre-emptive question of 
costs in order to see clearly where we 
are now and why, as well as to create 
space for a vision of what a good 
university would look like before we 
confront the obstacles to achieving it. 
Second, “continuing adjunct” is a type 
of appointment, not a type of person. 
An increase in continuing adjuncts is 
deleterious to the university because 
it indicates insufficient support for 
faculty, not bad staffing.  
 
Caveats done, here’s the bottom line: 
In 2009-2010, 1 in 11 Queen’s faculty 
were continuing adjuncts; now, 1 in 6 
(roughly 23%) are (see slides 11-15).1 
The increase is almost entirely located 
in two faculties: FAS, which saw 69% 
of the university-wide total increase, 
and SSB, which saw 29%, a 
percentage that is particularly notable 
given SSB’s comparatively small size. 
The remaining 2% went to FEAS (slide 
15). While an obvious inference is that 
FAS and SSB must have the largest 
faculty/student ratios on campus, 
they are, in fact, tied for second place 
at 1:28. First prize goes to FEAS at 
1:29, suggesting that it relies on larger 
class sizes rather than adjunct 
instructors to cover teaching (slide 9). 
 
So why are continuing adjunct 
numbers increasing in these two 
faculties, and how should we think 
about it? The first point to be made is 
that a continuing adjunct is not made 

in a day. Unlike full-responsibility 
appointments, which come about 
through a single decision and letter of 
appointment, today’s continuing 
adjuncts are yesterday’s term 
adjuncts who have qualified for 
continuing appointments by being 
appointed to teach individual courses 
year after year until the number of 
full course equivalents (i.e., 1.0 
courses) taught, multiplied by years of 
service (the minimum is 6), equals 72. 
Therefore, the steadily increasing 
number of continuing adjunct 
appointments up to 2015 indicates an 
increasing reliance on term adjuncts 
that began a decade or so earlier.  

It’s hard to run a university without 
term adjuncts, and Article 35.1.3 of 
the collective agreement 
acknowledges the value of such 
appointments to the university, 
enumerating ten situations in which 
such appointments are appropriate. 
The first of these is to bring expertise 
to the university that can’t be 
provided by full-responsibility faculty. 
This occasion is likely to arise most 
often in professional faculties, where 
adjuncts might teach aspects of 
professional practice.2 It should 
almost never arise in FAS. The second 
of these is to cover teaching for full-
responsibility faculty who are on leave 

LETTER TO THE EDITOR 

Thanks to QUFA for Assembling Faculty Data 
 
The Editor: 
 
I would like to thank all at QUFA, and especially Elizabeth Hanson, for her article 
in the January 2020 issue of QUFA Voices introducing QUFA’s in-depth analysis of 
faculty complement at Queen’s over the last decade. Thanks as well to Member 
Services Officer Micheline Waring for her incredible work to produce the data. 
The project is indeed inspired and critical to understanding what is going on, 
especially as units in the Faculty of Arts and Science (FAS) are currently entering a 
sort of Shark Tank-like exercise to determine which one deserves a new position. 
This is the declared result of recent provincial cuts, but as your analysis indicates, 
there has been a steady erosion of faculty complement in the FAS for at least a 
decade, as student enrolments increase. And that is not taking into account the 
extra work involved in managing considerations and accommodations. 
 
In this excellent piece we have the facts: a university decrease of 5.2% in full-
responsibility faculty; a 78.6% increase in continuing adjunct faculty, and a 44.5% 
increase in the ratio of full-responsibility faculty to students (now at 1:40). And 
then comes the ghettoization of the FAS, where full-responsibility faculty has 
decreased by 32 members while the Smith School of Business has increased by 9 
members. And the FAS is about to lose considerably more faculty through 
retirement: 15% of FAS full-responsibility faculty are over 65, with 31% between 
55 and 64. In the Smith School, those numbers are 13% and 19% respectively. 
 
And we have analysis: “We frequently use ‘workload’ as a proxy for… 
complement…. Faculty complement is itself a good proxy for intellectual vitality 
of the environment, which in turn, along with reasonable compensation, is the 
most important of working conditions…. Decisions about where to appoint 
and/or replace full-responsibility faculty are in fact decisions about which of our 
Members and which kinds of knowledge will flourish.” 
 
Thank you. I hope those about to enter the Shark Tank take note! 
 
Annette Burfoot 
Professor and Head, Department of Sociology 
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or reduced responsibility, or who are 
engaged in extraordinary service. The 
third is to respond to “urgent or 
unforeseen circumstances.” In both 
cases, these are situations that will 
occur across the university. The other 
situations aren’t likely to lead to 
subsequent appointments for the 
same individual, and so wouldn’t give 
rise to continuing appointments.  
 
Notably, the list does not include 
“giving teaching to the spouse of a 
new hire where the spouse has all the 
qualifications for a full-responsibility 
position were one available,” nor 
“making new, or slightly arcane, or 
even bog-standard areas of study 
available to students that could be 
covered by full-responsibility faculty 
had we money to hire them,” in other 
words, responding to normally arising 
institutional needs with shreds and 
patches.  
 
With normally arising institutional 
needs in mind, however, lets also go 
back to circumstance two, leaves and 
buyouts, for a moment. When I was 
on a QUFA bargaining team for the 
first time in 1999 and we were 
building the excellent architecture of 
leaves—parental, sick, 
compassionate—that we now have, 
as well as rationalizing the procedures 
for service- and research-driven 
teaching reductions, I amused myself 
by thinking of the actuarial problem 
we were creating: the need to figure 
out, based on age, gender, and other 
characteristics of the faculty in each 
unit, how many more faculty we 
would need to hire to cover the 
absences we were permitting. This 
thought arose from my feminist 
perspective; the leaves aided the 
integration of childrearing and other 
caregiving (“women’s work”) into the 
traditionally male role of faculty and 
academic librarian. Unless we 
believed either that women’s work 
wasn’t real, or that we operated in a 
magic economy, then we would need 
more faculty to cover academic work 
because of the women’s work that 
faculty were now taking on. At the 

same time, Queen’s recognized that, 
as a research university, it needed to 
reduce normal course loads as well as 
teaching loads for new faculty. As 
with the family leaves, these decisions 
were necessary and appropriate. 
 
My point here is that, even if 
enrolment had not been increasing 
over the last twenty years (slides 3-7), 
growth in faculty complement—a 
reasonable cushion to meet new, 
normally arising institutional 
situations—would have been 
necessary in order to avoid increased 
reliance on adjunct labour. Instead, 
the FAS complement was actually 
withering while enrolment increased, 
and the SSB complement wasn’t 
growing fast enough to cover 
increased enrolment, leading to the 
repeated reliance on adjuncts so that 
patching became permanent 
structure.  
 
What does this increasing reliance on 
continuing adjunct labour mean, both 
for the university and for the 
individuals with these types of 
appointments? A colleague in the SSB 
observed to me this week that, by his 
calculations, full-responsibility faculty 
teach only about one third of the 
course sections in SSB, and that this is 
not appropriate in a research 
university. Let’s say he’s wrong and 
that it’s actually half of the course 
sections. The concern would remain 
because, either much of the students’ 
instruction isn’t informed by research 
practice, or a significant number of 
practitioners aren’t being paid for 
their research work. It’s also 
important to observe that it may not 
be necessary or even desirable for all 
instructors at the university to be 
researchers. The clarity of 
presentation and understanding of 
student challenges that an instructor 
who is entirely focused on teaching 
brings is undoubtedly preferable for 
some courses to the vision of 
researchers engaged with the 
problems of their field. 
 

As for continuing adjuncts 
themselves, obviously what their 
status means varies. Some have 100% 
full-time-equivalence, which means 
their salaries are good. Most don’t, 
and where compensation is lower, in 
FAS, a number have spoken to me 
about their inadequate pensions and 
their daunting retirement prospects. 
A few have told me that they are glad 
not to carry the full load of duties that 
their full-responsibility colleagues do.  
Mostly, though, what I’ve 
encountered in my adjunct colleagues 
is a justified sense that their 
contribution to the university has 
considerably exceeded either their 
recognition or their compensation. 
Their increasing numbers mark the 
widening gap between Queen’s 
aspirations and its reality. 
 
Notes 
 
 1In all our calculations we have 
counted continuing adjuncts as 1.0 
Members, regardless of their full-time 
equivalence (FTE). FTE varies 
considerably among continuing 
adjuncts, with some, especially in the 
sciences, carrying 100% FTE, which 
means they would teach double the 
normal load. Others might have only 
25% FTE, teaching 1.0 courses in a 
department where 2.0 is the normal 
course load. Thus, the fact that 23% of 
the complement are continuing 
adjuncts doesn’t mean that 23% of 
teaching is performed by them. We 
didn’t calculate the latter for this 
project; we know that, in the recent 
past, the percentage of teaching 
performed by all types of adjuncts has 
been significantly higher than 23%. 
 
2Our analysis focused on continuing 
adjuncts, and specifically increases in 
these types of appointments. 
Therefore, it doesn’t capture reliance 
on term adjuncts, or steady-state 
adjunct use in professional programs 
such as Nursing, Rehabilitation 
Medicine, or Law. 
 
Elizabeth Hanson can be reached at 
hansone@queensu.ca. 
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FYI 

What Can We Do About 
Campus Mental Health? 
Both students and faculty struggle 
with mental health issues, so what 
can be done to help? 
 
By Diane Beauchemin 
Equity Representative, QUFA 
 
In October 2019, I attended a meeting 
of the Status of Women and Equity 
Committee of the Ontario 
Confederation of University Faculty 
Associations. It included a workshop 
on mental health, which was 
facilitated by Jennifer Poole, an 
associate professor and co-graduate 
program director in the School of 
Social Work at Ryerson University, 
who is also a member of the 
grievance committee of the Ryerson 
University Faculty Association. The 
following is what I took home from 
the workshop. Whereas it is largely 
about Ryerson University, I suspect 
that the situation is likely similar at 
Queen’s. 
 
A national college health assessment 
produced the following concerning 
statistics about student mental health 
at Ryerson in 2016: 
 
• 49% felt so depressed that it was 

difficult to function, 
• 67% felt overwhelming anxiety, 
• 15% seriously considered suicide, 

and 
• 3% attempted suicide. 
 
In a 2018 study, the top ten barriers 
to student well-being on Ryerson 
campus emerged as: 
 
• not enough money to pay fees 

and rent, to buy groceries, and to 
get a transit pass, leading to food 
insecurity, hunger, and 
precarious housing; 

• overwhelming work schedules 
(because of 1); 

• caregiving responsibilities 
(children, parents); 

• “low-engagement” shaming by 
instructors (because of 1-3); 

• lack of cultural safety around race 
and oppressed identities because 
of microaggressions; 

• fear of asking for extensions and 
accommodations; 

• lack of control over class 
schedules and large class sizes; 

• singular, colonial modes of 
learning and assessment; 

• lack of online or virtual learning; 
• lack of formal supports on 

campus (waiting lists, price of 
care off campus, etc.). 

 
Among staff, mental health was the 
top claim type for both sick leave and 
long-term disability (LTD) in 2016 at 
Ryerson: 22% of approved sick leaves 
and 36% of approved LTD claims were 
owing to mental health. There has 
also been an incremental increase in 
the use of the Employee Assistance 
Program (EAP), with 19% of 
employees using Ryerson’s EAP in 
2016. 
 
A 2017 study of faculty members with 
mental health issues found that they 
disclosed their conditions selectively 
to trusted colleagues, but were less 
trusting of, and in fact got worse 
reactions from, staff members whose 
job was to help them.1 The problem is 
that, in settler-colonial spaces, mental 
health is thought of with fear and 
shame, through lenses of risk and 
liability, a medical model, 
individualism, capitalism, and 
management. Faculty members are 
thus under pressure to self-manage 
and even to lie about having mental 
health issues at work. 
 
Yet, according to the Ontario Human 
Rights Commission and the 
Accessibility for Ontarians with 
Disabilities Act, any invisible, 
temporary, or non-linear disability, 
such as “mental illness diagnosis,” 
must be accommodated. 
Furthermore, mental health 
“profiling” is a punishable human-
rights offense.2 So, faculty members 

need to educate themselves, know 
their rights, acknowledge experience 
and strengths, work against “sanism” 
(i.e., any form of oppression that 
makes it acceptable to pick on, make 
fun of, discriminate, reject, silence, 
ignore, give up on, kindly undermine, 
and/or commit violence against 
people labelled with or suspected of 
having mental health issues or 
histories), change language to 
increase inclusiveness, practice 
compassion, and create a collective 
response when appropriate.  
 
A resource guide by Margaret Price 
and Stephanie H. Kerschbaum about 
promoting supportive environments 
for faculty may be helpful.3 To talk to 
someone who is not affiliated with 
Queens, call Addictions and Mental 
Health Services, Kingston, Frontenac, 
Lennox, and Addington (AMHS-KFLA) 
at 613.544.4229 (or toll-free at 
1.866.616.6005). Although I have 
never tried it myself, I heard from 
several colleagues that meditation 
helps them maintain mental health.4 
Of course, everyone being different, 
this approach may work better for 
some than for others. QUFA Members 
are also welcome to contact the QUFA 
office for information about available 
collective-agreement and benefit-plan 
supports. 
 
Notes 
 
1https://www.insidehighered.com/ne
ws/2017/06/08/study-faculty-
members-mental-health-issues-finds-
mixattitudes-disclosing-and 
 
2http://www.ohrc.on.ca/en/mental-
health-profiling-fact-sheet 
 
3http://www.tucollaborative.org/sdm
_downloads/supportive-academic-
environments-for-faculty-with-
mental-illnesses/ 
 
4http://meditationforhealth.com/self-
help-resources/mindfulness-videos/ 
 
Diane Beauchemin can be reached at 
diane.beauchemin@queensu.ca. 
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QUFA IMAGES 

The QUFA Annual Lecture 2020 
This year’s QUFA Annual Lecture was delivered by Dr 
Claire Brown of the University of California, Berkeley, 
who spoke to QUFA Members virtually about the benefits 
and challenges of divesting from the fossil-fuel industry 
 
Clockwise from top-right: QUFA President Elizabeth Hanson 
introduces Dr Brown; approximately fifty QUFA Members 
and other Queen’s community members attended the 
virtual lecture at the University Club; Dr Brown addressed 
attendees virtually, to emphasize the large carbon footprint 
associated with air travel; QUFA PACC Chair Mary Louise 
Adams introduces respondent speakers from Queen’s; 
respondent speakers Dr Kyla Tienhaara and Dr Marcus 
Taylor. Photos by Robert G. May 
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ANNOUNCEMENT 

Nominations Now 
Open 
 
Nominations are now open for 
some Executive Committee 
positions. As well, the 
Nominations Committee is looking 
for two members who are not on 
QUFA Council or Executive to 
serve on the Committee and to 
help with contacting potential 
QUFA volunteers.  
 
Please contact QUFA Vice 
President Jordan Morelli at 
morelli@queensu.ca or QUFA 
Executive Director Leslie Jermyn 
at jermynl@queensu.ca for more 
information. 
 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

Benefits Deadline 
Approaching 
 
The deadline to submit an 
application for tuition support is 
28 February 2020. 
 
More information and the 
application form can be found on 
the Human Resources Web site:  
 
http://queensu.ca/humanresour

ces/wellness-
accessibility/employee-

benefits/tuition-support-plan 
 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

QUFA Spring General 
Meeting 
 
The QUFA Spring General Meeting 
will take place: 
 

Wednesday 22 April 2020 
1.15 p.m. 

The Auditorium, Ellis Hall 
 
Watch for formal notification and 
an agenda package by e-mail. 
 
 

 

QUFA VOICES February 2020 (Volume 15, Number 5, Issue 88) 
 
QUFA Voices is published by the Queen’s University Faculty Association 
(QUFA), 9 St Lawrence Avenue, Kingston, Ontario, K7L 3N6, Canada 
(qufa@queensu.ca). It is distributed electronically to all QUFA Members via 
the QUFA-NEWSLETTER-L listserv. Past issues are archived on the QUFA 
Web site at http://www.qufa.ca/publications/.  
 
QUFA Voices publishes QUFA-related news and information for QUFA 
Members and provides QUFA Members with a forum to express their QUFA-
related ideas and opinions. We want to hear from you! Please send your 
QUFA-related story ideas, news items, opinion pieces, letters to the editor, 
photographs, and other submissions to the editor. 
 
QUFA Voices is edited by Robert G. May. He can be reached at 
mayr@queensu.ca. 
 



Faculty Complement
2009-10 to 2018-19

Assumptions

Faculty Information – Based on data from monthly membership reports

Student Information – Based on Queen’s enrolment reports

Calculations up to end of the 2018-2019 academic year.  

Disclaimer: 

This data is meant to show overriding trends both university wide and within Faculties and 
Departments at Queen’s University and is calculated to the best of QUFA’s ability.  Please 

note that reporting methods, composition of units etc. have changed over time which may 
account for minor discrepancies. 

1

Points To Note

• For the purposes of this analysis, please note that Tenure, Tenure-Track,
Special and Non-Renewable appointments are designated as FR (Full
Responsibility) Faculty and Continuing Adjunct Faculty as CA Faculty.

• Jointly-appointed Full-Responsibility Faculty are weighted at .5 in each of
their respective Units.

• Continuing Adjuncts are each counted as an individual Member
irrespective of their FTE.
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Where Have We Come From? 
Fast Facts University Wide

2009-10 to 2018-19

u 1.8% overall increase in combined Full-Responsibility and Continuing Adjunct Faculty

u 5.2% overall decrease in Full-Responsibility Faculty (Tenure, Tenure-Track, Special, Non-Renewable)

u 78.6% overall increase in the number of Continuing Adjunct Faculty

u 9.2% overall increase in Librarians and Archivists

u 36.8% increase in Full-time enrolment at Queen’s (Total students including graduate students)

u 34.7% increase in Full-time enrolment at Queen’s (undergraduate students only)

u 32% increase in University Wide Undergraduate Student to Full-Responsibility & Continuing Adjunct
Faculty Ratio (34% increase in Total Student to Full-Responsibility & Continuing Adjunct)

u 42% increase in University Wide Undergraduate Student to Full-Responsibility Faculty Ratio (44.5%
increase in Total Student to Full-Responsibility Faculty Ratio)
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Year over Year University Wide 
Change in Appointment Types 

(as a percentage ) 
using 2009-10 as a base year
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Note: 
Increasing 
percentage of 
Continuing 
Adjuncts over 
time. 
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Y axis: 
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with an assigned 

value of 1.0
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percentage 
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Note:  the 
percentage 
decrease in initial 
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2010-11 to 2014-15 
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level of renewed 
tenured track 
appointments in 
2014-15 to 2018-19. 
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Continuing Adjuncts 
university wide 69% 

originate in FAS, 29% 
in Business and the 
final 2% from FEAS.
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34 and Under 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 and Over

Full-Responsibility Faculty by Age
University Wide

Full Responsibility Faculty

By Faculty 
Members aged 44 

and under

Health = 13%
FAS = 22%
FEAS = 26%
Library = 29%
Law = 44%
Business = 46%
Education = 48%

By Faculty
Members aged 55 and 

over

Health = 51%
FAS = 46.5%
FEAS = 45%
Library = 44%
Law = 33%
Business = 32%
Education = 35%
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By Faculty 
Members aged 60+

Health =34%
FAS = 29%
FEAS = 29%
Library = 34%
Law = 19%
Business = 20.5%
Education = 26%
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Librarians & Archivists
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Note: average 
actual salary 
equals  nominal 
salary X FTE
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Average Actual Salary - Continuing Adjuncts 

Education FAS Health Business

Note: Continuing Adjunct 
Salaries are lower in 
Education and FAS due 
to lower FTEs

Average FTEs 2018-19:

Education .52
FAS .5
Health .88
Business .74

Continuing Adjunct numbers too 
low for reporting in FEAS and Law

19Note: average 
actual salary 
equals nominal 
salary X FTE
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Overload and Executive Payments by Faculty 
(Aggregate Costs)
2009-10 to 2018-19 

FAS Edcuation Health Law Business FEAS Library

2018-19 Cost per Capita 
(for Full Responsibility and 

Continuing Adjunct faculty)

FAS $3422
Education $3416

Health $2385
Law $30501

Business $35076
FEAS $4225

Library $1951

Note: 

Costs include 
Executive payments 
(Heads, Directors, 
Advisors & Chairs) and 
Overload payments 
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Note: Not inclusive 
of all faculty costs

Includes information 
as per monthly 

membership reports 

Includes 
Average Actual 

Salary,  Per Capita 
Overload Payments 

& Executive 
Payments

University Wide 

Total Students
Full-Responsibility Faculty
Total Students/FR Faculty Ratio
Required FR Faculty (at 2009-10 
levels)
2018-19 Deficit* 
(*as defined by restoring full-responsibility faculty 
complement to 2009-10 levels) 

2009-10

18023
817.5
22 to 1

2018-19

24650
775
31.8 to 1
1120

(345)

University Wide – Total Students  
Full-Responsibility Faculty Deficit 
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FAS 2009-10 2018-19
Undergraduate Students
FR Faculty
Student/FR Faculty Ratio
Required FR Faculty (at 
2009-10 levels)
2018-19 Deficit

8480
470.5
18 to 1

12408
438.5
28 to 1
689

(250.5)
• Notes:
• Deficits defined as 

restoring the Faculty 
Complement to 2009-10 
ratios 

• Unable to draw deficit 
conclusions in Health 
Sciences due to it’s 
complex nature, 
changing departments 
and the accounting of 
School of Rehab Students 
as part of the School of 
Graduate Studies –
further study required

Education 
Undergraduate Students
FR Faculty
Student/FR Faculty Ratio
Required FR Faculty (at 2009-
10 levels)
2018-19 Deficit

2009-10
740
35
21 to 1

2018-19
597
23
26 to 1
28

(5)

Law
Undergraduate Students
FR Faculty
Student/FR Faculty Ratio
Required FR Faculty (at 2009-
10 levels)
2018-19 Deficit

2009-10
451
27.5
16.4 to 1

2018-19
612
31.5
19.49 to 1
37

(5.5)

FEAS 
Undergraduate Students
FR Faculty
Student/FR Faculty Ratio
Required FR Faculty (at 
2009-10 levels)
2018-19 Deficit

2009-10
2548
101
25 to 1

2018-19
3086
104
30 to 1
123

(19)

Smith School of Business 
(Commerce Only)
Undergraduate Students
FR Faculty
Student/FR Faculty Ratio
Required FR Faculty (at 2009-
10 levels)
2018-19 Deficit

2009-10

1121
59
19 to 1

2018-19

1888
68
28 to 1
99

(31)

Full-Responsibility Faculty Deficits by Faculty

Library
Undergraduate Students
Librarians and Archivists (L&A)
Student/L&A Faculty Ratio
Required L&A (at 2009-10 
levels)
2018-19 Deficit

2009-10
18023
38
474 to 1

2018-19
24650
41.5
594 to 1
52

(10.5)
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24
Faculty of Arts and Science –

Mini Breakdown
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Faculty of Arts & Science
Undergraduate Student Enrolment vs. Faculty 
(increase/decrease as a percentage using 2009-10 as a base year)

Student Enrolment FR Faculty FR & CA Faculty
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Full Responsibility Faculty –
Units with Growth

(over 10% growth) 
School of Environmental Studies - 38%

Geology and Geological Sciences - 11%
Physics - 15%

School of Kinesiology - 11%

Full Responsibility Faculty –
Units In Decline 
(over 10% decline)

Art (History, Conservation, BFA) – 24%
Classics -33%

Economics – 16%
French – 32%
History – 13%

Full Responsibility Faculty – Stagnant Units
(less than 10% growth or decline)

Biology 
Chemistry

English 
Film and Media
Gender Studies 

Global Development Studies
Mathematics and Statistics

Philosophy
Political Studies

Psychology
School of Computing

Sociology

Faculty of Arts and Science
Full- Responsibility Faculty 

Growth and Decline by Unit
2009-10 vs. 2018-19

Note: The Dan School, Geography, LLCU and Religion not 
included due to changing unit structures. 
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Increase in Continuing Adjunct Appointments

Faculty  of Arts and Science

When adding Tenure, Tenure Track, Special, Non-Renewable 

and Continuing Adjunct Faculty ….

u In 2009-10 …. 1 in 11 were Continuing Adjuncts

u In 2018-19 …. 1 in 6 were Continuing Adjuncts

u In 2028-29 … What will the ratio be? 
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