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Meeting begins at 6:04 p.m. 
 
Facilitator 1: My name is _____ _____. Iʼm a staff member here at U of T with United 
Steelworkers Local 1998. 
 
Facilitator 2: My name is _____ _____. Iʼm with the ______ department, and with 
CUPE 3902. 
 
Facilitator 1: If there is anyone here in the capacity of law enforcement or surveillance, 
please leave. 
 
Welcome to the third U of T General Assembly. Our purpose is to build a new form of 
governance, since the current structures in place exclude us – students, staff, faculty 
and community members – the people who make this university what it is. When we are 
included in decision making processes, it is via false and very limited forms of 
representation. There is no clearer example of this than the recent Governing Council 
meeting of April 7th, when student representatives scheduled to speak against a motion 
to increase tuition fees were barred from entering the meeting by campus police. In 
addition, students, staff, faculty and allies, trying to observe the meeting after a rally 
protesting the increasing corporatization of our university, were barred from entry 
despite there being empty seats, a clear violation of Section 18 of the University of 
Toronto Act, which states that Governing Council meetings shall be open to the public.  
 
We are frustrated at being repeatedly excluded from decisions about our school that 
affect our lives. The purpose of this General Assembly is to create a space for us to 
work together, to resist this exclusion, and fight against what we feel is detrimental to U 
of T, as a public institution we all want to preserve. We want to build a new 
organizational and democratically representative structure that will hopefully allow us to 
one day have a university controlled by those of us who study, work and live here. 
Corporate interests and increasing tuition are just two of the issues weʼre facing.  After 
this introduction, weʼll give time to the General Assembly working groups to discuss 
these issues in more detail. We hope this will encourage the other working groups to 
start meeting and organizing. 
 
Facilitator 1 reads the agenda for meeting. 
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Facilitator 1: At the last General Assembly we adopted the Practices and Procedures, 
from which I will read the meeting rules. 
 
Facilitator 1 reads the rules approved at last meeting. 
 
Last time, the Steering Committee was tasked with drafting an anti-harassment policy. 
This will be posted on our website and distributed for comments. Weʼll discuss it at the 
next General Assembly and hopefully approve it then. 
 
The General Assembly Steering Committee would like us to consider the following, 
mostly related to how we can use our time in the summer. United Steelworkers Local 
1998 will be entering negotiations with the administration, as will be many other campus 
locals. Some of us may be in a strike position come September. Last summer, the 
administration introduced the Faculty of Arts & Science Academic Plan during the 
summer, when many people were away and not paying attention. So what happens in 
the summer can be very important.  
 
So the Steering Committee wants people to consider the following going forward into : 
the summer:  

- popular educational for outreach 
- coffeehouses (in the style of the Greater Toronto Workersʼ Assembly) 
- skills sharing to tighten organizing 
- planning for next yearʼs events and the next Assembly (which is tentatively 

planned to coincide with Disorientation events) 
- refining our materials to avoid scramble 
- improving and updating the website, 
- working group events over the summer (and during DisOrientation) 
- How to better encourage/welcome participation of those most marginalized by 

the university system. 
 
Facilitator 1 reads out Proposed Agenda 
 
Member: I donʼt know the rules of order for this assembly, but one would imagine that 
we would approve the agenda. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote on agenda. Many in favour; a few opposed. Agenda 
carries. 
 
Facilitator 1: Weʼll now turn it over to the anti-corporatization working group. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: We are made up of student, faculty, 
and worker activists who have come together because weʼre worried about the influence 
of corporations on campus. We see corporatization taking many avenues: governance 
becoming less democratic, more CEOs sitting as appointed governors, corporatization 
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of the universityʼs mandate away from a public-driven one and toward one based in 
corporate frameworks, the offloading of costs to students, and increasing trends toward 
large corporate contracts, such as the Munk contract. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: The Munk campaign started before 
the General Assembly, but our group has embraced it and worked on public education 
around the Munk contract. Part of that means calling it a “contract,” not a “donation,” 
because it commits U of T to accept a lot of money without approval by the governing 
bodies, and to found a Global Affairs school led by Peter Munk, head of the worldʼs 
largest mining company. There are things we object to: it didnʼt go through Governing 
Council for approval; it commits the Munk School of Global Affairs to housing a right-
wing think tank staffed by corporate elites; and the funding that Munk will be giving is 
conditional on approval by the Munk Foundation on a yearly basis. Coming from a 
company that now has several lawsuits against authors and others who have criticized 
it, we imagine that the academic climate in the school wonʼt be conducive to academic 
freedom. As an Anti-Corporatization committee we are committed to other issues, but 
the Munk contract is our priority. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: So far, we have done much 
organizing around the Munk agreement, including a rally at the Governing Council 
meeting a couple weeks ago. One student governor had raised a motion for Governing 
Council to look at the Munk contract again, and the Executive Committee wouldnʼt even 
let this appear on the agenda. So theyʼre stifling discussion on this problematic contract. 
We held a rally outside the meeting with many speakers, on the importance of public 
funding for education, as opposed to contracts like these that threaten academic 
freedom. Noam Chomsky also joined us for part of the rally. We were then barred from 
attending a public meeting by campus police, but we were able to get into Simcoe Hall 
and have our voices heard. It was inspiring to see so many come out, and it has driven 
the working group to look forward excitedly to the future. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: There are other anti-corporatization 
issues we can look at. Thereʼs also the Rotman School and other issues. Weʼre hoping 
people will come work with us so that we can expand our operations. Thereʼs an 
important event coming up called “Mining Injustice: Confronting Corporate Impunity,” 
May 7–8. This conference will have people from other universities in the region, and 
weʼre trying to network with other campuses. Information is available at 
www.solidarityresponse.net. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: People from other campuses are 
coming to Toronto to discuss this, so we should strategize on how to confront it. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: We have a petition up that is nearing 
600 signatures. Weʼre trying to get to 1000 to send a strong message. Itʼs at 
www.petitiononline.com/munkoff. 
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Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: Now weʼd like to have a broader 
discussion with people in this room. We also have a meeting next week, and an email 
will go out in a few days with updates. For now, do people have comments or feedback, 
on strategies, responses, or avenues of action on these issues? 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: So the point of this conversation is 
what the General Assembly thinks should be the goals of this working group, and the 
best way to achieve them. 
 
Member: Weʼre having a caucus on corporatization at the university and how mining 
companies are sending money into universities. In this caucus weʼre trying to network 
more broadly. At private conferences, weʼve had networks of anti-mining movements 
being networked together. Thereʼs a lot of energy there and a lot of movement. We 
should organize something productive for this caucus, such as a network of anti-
corporatization groups. 
 
Member: How large is your group? 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: More than 10, less than 100. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: Thereʼs a large email listserv, but the 
attendance at meetings varies, usually around 20. 
 
Member: My problem here is that 600 people have signed your petition out of 60,000 
students and 20,000 workers. Your cause isnʼt widely accepted by the university. Why is 
it given such a prominent position here? 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: The point of this discussion is for 
people involved in the General Assembly to generate productive ideas on strategy and 
mobilization. 
 
Member: Have you given thought to what youʼre going to do if you succeed in getting 
these donations blocked? Where will you make the money? The government isnʼt going 
to make it up, not when theyʼre running record deficits. So the university will have to 
raise tuition or cut services. Have you given any thought to the millions of dollars that 
will be lost? 
 
Member: The Munk School adds to the university, not subtracts from it. This wonʼt take 
any resources away from the university. Without the Munk School, the university would 
go on doing what it does right now. In fact, Munk will take $40 million away from other 
parts of the university. 
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Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Part of what weʼre opposing is that 
the administration has decided to fund the Munk School, circumventing the decision-
making procedures of the university, so that the universityʼs priorities become aligned 
with those decisions made behind closed doors. 
 
Member: Is your committee producing any research or posting your findings anywhere? 
Iʼm also wondering about other investments in the university, e.g. a new building being 
constructed near Bloor, on research in mining. Do you have any information on other 
corporate contracts at the university? 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: Our working group isnʼt yet in full 
research mode, but weʼre part of a larger campaign. Many people have been doing 
research on anti-Munk and anti-corporatization for a long time. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Thereʼs a website at 
munkoutofuoft.wordpress.com. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: Over the summer, hopefully there 
will be organizing, but that will be a good time for research as there wonʼt be as many 
people around. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: Although the Munk contract is being 
focused on now, we are hoping to broaden this to other issues. 
 
Member: Iʼm confused about the goal. Is it to block Peter Munk and all his donations? 
That would include the Global Affairs centre, but also the Cardiac Centre. Are you 
opposed to him donating money, or are you opposed to the influence? 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Part of the discourse of the austerity 
era right now is that public institutions have no choice but to accept funding cuts. We 
reject that discourse. No, we donʼt want to stop treating people for heart disease. 
 
Member: One thing to keep in mind is that students often read student newspapers, 
and there are keen writers who will gladly come interview you and write a story. If you 
contact those presses, theyʼre interested in content. You should take advantage of 
them. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: We agree. After the demonstration, 
the newspapers picked up on it and wrote positive, informative articles. Weʼll pursue 
that. 
 
Member: You mentioned that if we get rid of Munkʼs donation, weʼd be getting money 
from the government. Many elected officials are also involved in corporations. Should 
we create a group to include them? 
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Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: Yes. Good idea. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: This isnʼt about resources being 
made available to an already existing department. This is about creating a separate 
institution. If that stops, the rest of the university can continue to function. 
 
Member: Itʼs not just the Munk Centre thatʼs relying on donations. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: We want the university to be a public 
institution, not a corporate institution. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: We recognize itʼs a bigger problem 
than the School of Global Affairs. 
 
Member: Speaking of the School of Global Affairs, this is a place on campus, meaning 
that it has a clear space and place in our everyday architectural environment. People 
work there, study there, discuss there, have classes there. It funds workshops, 
colloquia, seminars, etc. It has a leadership, a directorship, faculty affiliated with 
different departments. This place is arguably now at the centre of these discussions. I 
would urge you to take initiative to try to have a discussion at the school, or to raise the 
possibility with those who work there and run the place. It may be high time that 
discussion of the contracts is displaced off of the highest administrative elite, and that 
power is dispersed and diffused in more banal, everyday things. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: Thatʼs the spirit of the General 
Assembly. Weʼre not here to ignore students or workers. We want to work with them to 
improve the situation. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: We know there are faculty talking 
about this. Weʼre networking with them. 
 
Member: I see a confusion about the intent of anti-corporatization. It doesnʼt mean that 
universities shouldnʼt accept donations from corporations. Itʼs against the privatization of 
public education. For some time we could distinguish between commercials and news. 
Increasingly, news is taking the form of advertising. We donʼt want our public education 
to become that. Students should be aware that theyʼre learning something impartial, 
objective, and that doesnʼt embody the interests of corporations in the name of 
education. Weʼre against the corporate takeover of the universities and turning public 
education into the service of corporations. To do that, we need to address two 
principles: (1) The notion of shared governance, by the members of the university 
community (students, faculty, staff, and many others) – I think the General Assembly is 
pursuing that principle. (2) Academic sovereignty – we must protect the sovereignty and 
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independence of the kind of education offered here from the corporate takeover of 
knowledge. 
 
Member: Is the U of T a public institution? Sort of. President Naylor has stopped calling 
it one. He now calls it a “publicly supported” university. Taxpayers, governments, have 
been putting less money into universities. Thatʼs why itʼs less of a public institution. Is 
being a public institution a guarantee of impartiality, etc.? No. There is no guarantee. If 
students, faculty, staff, etc., have input, thatʼs one check on it. If, on the other hand, 
thereʼs direct funding from a particular corporation with a strong global interest, then that 
pushes the other way. So thatʼs why we would rather go back to being more public, and 
therefore more democratic, both internally and in the province and country. 
 
Member: Going back to suggestions, especially on space and diffusion of issues across 
the university. In my own department, our colloquium committee takes money from the 
Munk Centre and has joined in conferences with them. We need to lobby our own 
departments to think about how weʼre all complicit. In the Anthropology department, 
there are student representatives in the colloquium committee discussions. You could 
all try to be part of those committees, and raise the importance of not collaborating with 
the Munk Centre. 
 
Member: What does “anti-mining” constitute? Are you opposed to the act of mining 
itself? 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: The gold industry is superfluous. We 
have more than enough. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: No, we are not against all mining. 
No. 
 
Member: He just said thereʼs a lot of superfluous gold mining. Many of my family 
members are employed as gold miners. They donʼt see things that way. Itʼs very easy 
for carpetbaggers from U of T to tell them what to think. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: Just because something is difficult to 
do isnʼt a reason to dismiss it entirely. We are not against workers. The point of this 
conversation is to discuss how we can work with workers. That doesnʼt mean that 
workers canʼt participate. You work with them to change those corporations. 
Superfluous mining is different from necessary mining. 
 
Member: Iʼm in science, where people come and donate money, and then we do what 
we want with it. If you look into donations into medical research, if somebody dies, they 
make a big donation in that personʼs name to fund disease research. They donʼt say, 
“You should do this,” etc. Maybe we should be learning from other departments that are 
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successful and donʼt have this kind of problem. If Munk had come, given money, and 
left, nobody would have a problem. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Corporate control can take many 
forms, and can be nefarious even when it doesnʼt seem to be happening. 
 
Member: It should be a law: we accept donations if you then leave. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Good suggestions. We should write 
a letter to the president. 
 
Member: I am of a few minds on this topic. First, Iʼm an International Relations student, 
and I love that we get lots of money now. I understand that, yes, by bypassing the 
normal donations processes, thereʼs a problem, but Iʼm curious as to why this is a 
democracy problem for the provincial and federal governments, which are much more 
legitimately governed than the university. The governments are clearly legitimate 
stakeholders in the decisions. Iʼm curious about the conflict thatʼs arising here. 
 
Facilitator 1: Please use the sign-up sheet to discuss. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 3: A member sitting near you already 
pointed out many of the issues with this. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Having an election every few years 
doesnʼt mean that we should let up on pressure. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 1: Other areas of study arenʼt getting 
money. 
 
Anti-Corporatization working group member 2: Yesterday was the Annual General 
Meeting of Barrick Gold. One activist who was a shareholder was barred from entering, 
which is illegal and undemocratic. Someone from Papua New Guinea came, and he has 
scars on his arm from security thugs and talks about women being raped at the mining 
sites. Itʼs an urgent situation for our public institution to be branded by the likes of Munk. 
This is urgent, dramatic, violent, and brutal. Itʼs like war for those people. 
 
Member: Point of order. You just said Munk was corrupt. This meeting supposedly has 
a no-harassment policy. 
 
Facilitator 1: Thatʼs not a point of order. Iʼll now turn it over to the Governance and 
Accountability working group. 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: At the last General 
Assembly in March, we put forward three motions that were approved. Since then, our 
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group has gone over them and tried to act on them. Iʼll put them forward to you here, 
and give updates on each. 
 
“1. Be it resolved that this group act as a watchdog of U of T governing bodies.” When 
we engage with those groups, we donʼt necessarily recognize that they are legitimate, 
but we do recognize that they have power. We started with an analysis of the Task 
Force on Governance report, which has to do with Governing Council. This report 
shows an increase in the power to the Governing Council executive. Weʼd also like to 
hold an information session on U of T governance in September or October. It would be 
good for first-year students. 
 
“2. Be it resolved that this group liaise with and support Governing Council members 
who are U of T General Assembly allies, and recruit, mentor, and elect more allies to 
governing bodies.” Weʼve done this for positions on the Academic, Business, and 
University Affairs Boards, all subgroups of Governing Council. I myself have applied for 
the Academic Board and will find out in May or June. We plan to continue providing 
guidance, support, and alternative views to those who sit on councils. Weʼre already 
communicating with Morgan Vanek and Maria Galvez. 
 
“3. Be it resolved that this group develop independent U of T General Assembly 
recommendations and position statements on major governance issues in order to 
inform allied governors of the U of T General Assemblyʼs position, and to begin the 
process of replacing/supplanting the Governing Council.” The broad aim here is to 
amend the University of Toronto Act. We also want to hold the university to account for 
the G20 campus closure; to amend or establish a protocol or policy regarding donations 
to U of T (this is linked with the Munk contract); and to draft an alternative U of T budget 
that is less wasteful and more in line with our needs. 
 
Those are the three motions. We need people to share the work. We have about 10 
people who show up. The tasks we need people to do are: combing through long 
documents; drafting proposals for the General Assembly; and event planning (I 
mentioned the September/October event that weʼd like to have to inform people on how 
Governing Council works). Now Iʼll take questions and comments. 
 
Member: What, if any, discussions has your group had on actions taken by the U of T 
General Assembly in response to the actions by the University of Toronto Studentsʼ 
Union in the elections this year, where they shut them down, disqualified the opposition, 
and disenfranchised the student body? 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: Thereʼs been no 
discussion on that topic. 
 
Member: Do the U of T General Assembly and your working group recognize the 
provincial and federal governments as legitimate stakeholders? 
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Governance and Accountability working group member 1: Not to my knowledge. 
 
Member: Governing Council is a different structure than at almost any other university, 
in that itʼs only one board, rather than having a second where faculty and students have 
more say. It might be a good idea to look into the history of how that happened. When 
the University of Toronto Act was amended in the 1970s to create the Governing 
Council, it was because of a campaign between students and faculty to amend the 
Governing Council to comprise one-third students, one-third faculty, and one-third staff, 
and to eliminate the Senate. Students, staff, and faculty were blocked from the process 
after having started it and done much work. It would be good for people to know that 
history, so that they can be more critical of Governing Council. 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: That will be included. 
 
Member: Iʼm with the G20 one-year anniversary. Weʼre having events on June 25. Itʼs 
all about the Charter rights and the stifling of dissent and democracy. I want to feature 
you on stage. We already have 5,000 people, and youʼll be a big part of this. 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: Join the listserv, come to 
meetings. 
 
Member: I suggest that this working group or people from the General Assembly work 
this summer on our own version of the university budget. This is a huge project, but it 
would be a very useful tool for our arguments and for understanding how we would 
restructure the university. 
 
Member: Governing Council appears very abstract if youʼve never been. But if you take 
someone whoʼs never been before, it immediately appears very illegitimate. Student 
governors work very hard to get their opinions heard, and are often silenced by the 
chair. One strategy would be to get people to come and witness Governing Council on a 
regular basis. 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: Thatʼs something weʼve 
circulated among ourselves. 
 
Member: Thereʼs an ongoing evolution of governance at the university. A committee will 
make recommendations, and the pros will decide what will become policy. So there will 
be large changes. Our group has to be very careful to keep its eyes open and be 
ongoing on these issues. Things really are changing as we speak. 
 
Member: I motion: Be it resolved that the U of T General Assembly, and specifically this 
working group, formally recognize the federal and provincial governments as legitimate 
stakeholders, given our desire to be a public institution. 
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Motion seconded. 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: Oh, I originally thought 
you asked if the governments see us as legitimate stakeholders. I want someone else to 
answer your question. 
 
Member: I donʼt understand the relevance of the question or what it has to do with this 
group. I donʼt want you to rule a question out of order, but we have rules about 
constructive comments, and there are many unconstructive suggestions, particularly 
from one corner of the room. What is the point of the vote? 
 
Facilitator 1: Iʼm going to move this issue to other business, and we can discuss it 
then. 
 
Governance and Accountability working group member 1: In sum, we have the 
listserv, meetings as often as possible, and weʼd love for you to come. I look forward to 
a productive summer and having something good to start with in September. 
 
Facilitator 1: A sign-up sheet for that group is going around. Next we have Student-
Worker Solidarity. 
 
Student-Worker Solidarity working group member 1: Iʼm speaking on behalf of the 
Student-Worker subcommittee, which was initiated at the first meeting of the General 
Assembly. Weʼve had one noteworthy forum where we invited members of different 
labour organizations on campus. The key issue was to meet and talk about our different 
working conditions at the U of T, what it has meant to work here, and the difficulties and 
frustrations of many of those conditions. A primary goal was to produce new knowledge 
of labour conditions on campus that are often ignored, unknown, or unheard. 
 
To quote the founding text of the subcommittee, we had four basic points of what we do. 
One was to bring different groups of workers into conversation, because we know that 
our subordination is linked, and it can be challenged more effectively when we work 
together. The boundaries between us must be demolished to create solidarities. 
Eventually, Iʼd like us to focus on UNITE HERE Local 75, representing food service 
workers on the U of T campus. But first, I want to frame why we think this work is 
important, and why weʼre appealing to you and to those not here today for participation. 
 
Different groups are linked. We have to recognize that U of T is a giant education 
factory, and like all factories, itʼs invested in making profits for its capitalist 
entrepreneurs and the state. That cannot but be its primary economic drive as an 
institution, and this directly shapes its management and policies. In a time of recession, 
the seemingly self-appointed and self-anointed administrative class cannot but think and 
act in ways that are restricted to protecting their investments in practices of making 
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profits for an increasingly smaller percentage of the total population. How do they try to 
make profits in a recession? Theyʼre in the red, so they cannot but yearn for large cash 
influxes to solve their crisis, to escape the recession. They yearn for a quick fix, 
preferably financial, so they can obtain liquidity. None of these exchanges and contracts 
come without strings attached. This explains, partially, why there is such a powerful 
drive to increase fees and flat tuition, as well as the U of Tʼs willingness to collaborate 
with financial corporations, while also disavowing how this money could never have 
existed unless it represented how capital exploits thousands of displaced workers 
around Barrick Goldʼs mines. U of T administrators have taken this money, even though 
they know it is stained with the blood, sweat, and deaths of subaltern workers in the 
global South. Iʼm no expert on gold mines, but I do know that the problems in Papua 
New Guinea began well before the gold mines were built: property grabs, 
displacements, separation from everyday life, driving populations into holes in bad 
conditions. These workers expend their energy for wages that often donʼt cover their 
subsistence. Their lives are often cut short prematurely. We can call this 
superexploitation, meaning that theyʼre paid below the value of their labour power. 
 
It would seem that weʼre on the other side of the world from this reality, but weʼre just 
one step away from their souls, who dance amidst us through financial contracts. We 
are being led to believe that the financial world isnʼt tied to what is misleadingly called 
the “real economy,” meaning non-financial production. One of the tasks is to dismantle 
this ideology of separation. This is indicative of how U of T runs like an education factory 
in a time of recession. This factory will seek to cut all kinds of costs in order to 
rationalize production. When lowering wages, cutting benefits, and shifting to part-time 
work isnʼt enough, they get fired, because this is more expedient than divesting from 
their old investments in decaying facilities. Their understanding of reality is so restricted 
to the commodity that they can only understand workers as commodities, disposable 
things, like other commodities. Even though human labour power is indispensable to 
any production process, bosses in recessions treat them as disposable. In fact, theyʼre 
disposing of the very source of their profits. 
 
This is a glaring contradiction, and a first step to organizing, for example with the 
workers in UNITE HERE Local 75. Through our meetings with them, weʼve learned from 
many workers with Aramark that in many places, intolerable labour practices have been 
ongoing but have been challenged by workers. Theyʼre demanding a radical change to 
their working schedule. Management has enforced split shifts, meaning that workers 
work from morning till noon, wait unpaid for several hours, before starting a dinner shift. 
In this two-hour break, theyʼre stranded on campus. Weʼve also learned about large 
penalties surrounding punch-in and punch-out times, and at least one case of a 
manager punching a worker. 
 
One clear direction that our group has taken is to shed light on this situation. Weʼd like 
to extend a concrete alliance to these workers, learn from them, and show our backing. 
We want to produce new knowledge on this situation in the summer, and produce a 
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pamphlet that we can hand out to students before bargaining begins in the fall. We want 
to empower UNITE HERE when it goes to bargain. 
 
This requires student involvement and support. One worker said that she and other 
workers want students to know more about the food theyʼre eating and the working 
conditions in the cafeteria. Itʼs unnatural not to want to know about your food, but this 
unnatural quality has become common sense. This idiotic common sense must be 
smashed. We need to create a new common sense simply by asking: What are we 
eating? Who is involved in preparing this food? What do they have to say about the food 
and their working conditions? Thatʼs one concrete way to get students involved. Itʼs very 
banal, but that banality has to be transformed. Others have comments. 
 
Member: May Day is coming up May 1, this Sunday. Two specific marches are starting 
in separate points, but eventually meeting: the No One Is Illegal march starting in 
Parkdale, and the May 1st Movement march starting in Christie Pitts. Both marches start 
at 1pm, and will meet in Dufferin Grove Park at 4:00. May Day is the historical workersʼ 
holiday, started to commemorate the eight-hour workday as well as the deaths of people 
in the Haymarket massacre in Chicago. Shortly after the creation of a May Day holiday, 
the government created Labour Day in an attempt to separate the historical workersʼ 
struggle, to erase the history, the memory of workersʼ struggles. Labour Day is a token 
gesture meant to create divisions within workersʼ struggles. There is an important 
reason for May Day, so hopefully we can all go. 
 
Member: One of the marches on Sunday is the No One Is Illegal “Status for All” march. 
The most precarious, vulnerable, and exploited workers are immigrants: non-status 
migrants, temporary foreign workers, etc. This march has been happening for six years. 
 
Status, we believe, is a technology used to divide the working class into two parts: those 
with access to freedoms and services, and those without. Any group subordinate to 
another is used to drive down the conditions of all workers. So weʼre opposed to status 
as a technology. Itʼs also part of a colonial project to force people from the global South 
to have their freedom denied and their labour exploited. When we talk about status for 
all, we mean building links – to organize practically, to win access to resources and 
safe, secure work, and a life of dignity for all people. 
 
Facilitator 1: Student-Worker Solidarity will be handing out leaflets at both rallies. 
 
Member: A great way to promote student-worker solidarity, and to raise awareness and 
debate, would be to get involved with the Hart House Social Justice Committee. We 
welcome democratic debate and think itʼs time for this to happen. I urge you to join me 
in promoting awareness. 
 
Member: Iʼm blown away by what you were saying. Are members of the campus police 
part of your organization? Is this all-encompassing? 
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Student-Worker Solidarity working group member 1: No, they havenʼt been. Itʼd be 
nice to get them on board, but there are issues. Theyʼre not involved. 
 
Member: Itʼs detrimental to the spirit of this Assembly that police members were barred 
from this meeting. I feel much safer walking down the streets knowing that police are on 
patrol. 
 
Member: Workers exploited now are exploited within the universityʼs rules and laws. 
The function of police is to maintain the status quo, to enforce law and order, the same 
law that exploits us and gets us fired without recourse. Thereʼs a fundamental 
contradiction between police and our struggles, so they canʼt be a part of it. 
 
Member: In my research of SWS, there doesnʼt seem to be a recognition of students 
themselves as workers. Do you talk about that? Itʼs important to change political 
dialogue to push the idea that students are workers and are paying to be workers. 
 
Member: While the university administrators are telling workers about the crisis as a 
justification for taking away money (benefits, full-time status, wages), the university 
claims in press releases that itʼs in a solid economic position. We need to identify that 
when it comes to workers, there is always going to be a crisis, and for administrators 
and investors, there will never be. 
 
Member: I want to refer to a previous speakerʼs comment. I am an immigrant; I donʼt 
have citizenship or resident status. Iʼm from Venezuela. I donʼt feel that I have suffered 
from any injustice. If anything, I have a lot of access in relation to a lot of countries. It 
was very easy to get citizenship here. There is no discrimination against immigrants, so 
I donʼt understand why weʼre demanding access. Second, I want cops in my 
neighbourhood. They keep the streets safe. Elsewhere, when cops are corrupt, people 
get kidnapped or killed. Also, as an immigrant, I have freedom to move within and 
outside of Canada. Itʼs easy to get a visa. Also, I havenʼt been oppressed by some evil 
corporation from a capitalist country. If thereʼs any oppression, itʼs from the socialist 
Venezuelan government. 
 
Member: I retired as a cook at 89 Chestnut Street. I have no Canadian papers. I 
travelled around the world, and was just hired. Iʼm good at crafts. I give my art to any 
buffet. I retired in 2006. I went through a lot of harassment. I was abused: racial 
harassment. I cried. So I vowed to continue to say that my heart is for the workers, 
public, and seniors. Iʼm very busy almost every day. My heart is with the workers. I 
cried. Iʼm going in tomorrow to beg the management. Itʼs not fair. These people are 
struggling so hard to win a meagre income. Theyʼre being harassed at work, and go 
home and throw their problems on their children. Iʼve always said, “I only wish I could 
get in touch with students.” So this is my dream come true. Workers are working hard 
behind an iron curtain, and being abused. 
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I made this octopus. The different colours represent workers from all over the world. We 
work hard here. One string belongs to hotels, one to food services. If companies are 
bad to the workers, we pull them up. We need your help and support. Our supervisors 
need to be sent to a special school to be trained how to handle workers. 
 
Member: Weʼre going to be doing work all summer to improve food services workersʼ 
conditions, and to move to something more radical in the imagination, e.g., instituting a 
horizontal workplace organization. The day the cops help to evict Aramark is the day we 
will stand with them. 
 
Facilitator 1: Weʼll move now to Fees, Funding, and Access. 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 1: Weʼre here to give a five-
minute overview of funding in post-secondary education and the implications for 
students. Everything we want to say has already been said. We can take this 
redundancy as indicative of the connections between the working groups. 
 
Naylor has asserted that we have a “publicly assisted” university. Public funding has 
decreased steadily for two decades. This September it will account for 45 percent of 
funding, down from 75 percent in the last 25 years. Private funding will account for a 
majority of the universityʼs budget. So Naylorʼs vision is now a reality. This university 
has become, by most measures, a private university that is publicly assisted. As we 
come to rely more on private funding, the universityʼs priorities become clearer. 
 
What are the governmentsʼ priorities? Two years ago, $40 million was given to 
expanding the Rotman School, $20 million to a school of mining and mineral 
engineering, $85 million to the construction of the Munk School of Global Affairs ($50 
million of which came from the provincial and federal governments). In the same breath, 
they manufacture a crisis and declare that there are no funds available for the Faculty of 
Arts and Sciences, the largest faculty. This faculty is subject to reorganization for the 
worse: flat fees, academic plans, etc. The Faculty of Medicine has $18,500 to spend per 
student; Law has $25,000 per student; Rotman Commerce has $60,000 per student. 
Arts and Sciences, the largest faculty, has a meagre $8,000 per student. As we move 
toward privatization, that disparity will only increase. 
 
As we move toward privatization, programs appealing to business interests are awarded 
what little money the university does get, leaving behind little for others like the 
humanities. It is no measure of health to be well-adjusted to a profoundly sick set of 
arrangements. Weʼre looking to transform those arrangements. 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 2: What do those financial 
realities look like for students trying to enter post-secondary education? We can look at 
the difference in funding – where it comes from. This year, 38 percent of U of Tʼs budget 
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comes from provincial grants, 40 percent from tuition fees. Within the Faculty of Arts 
and Sciences, the discrepancies between domestic and other students are large: 
domestic tuition is about $6,000, international tuition is $25,000. In Medicine, domestic 
tuition is $19,000; international tuition is $53,000. 
 
What does this have to do with our reality on the ground? If weʼre working to pay tuition, 
travel back and forth to our families, etc., the average cost is $20,000–$25,000 per year 
for a domestic student. OSAP, the Ontario Student Assistance Program, has a cap of 
$12,500. At a minimum-wage job, you have to work more than full-time each week to 
pay off your education. With that cap, thereʼs no way to make up the difference. So we 
end up living below the poverty line and have incredible debts when we graduate. 
 
Youth unemployment is now about 14 percent. Average household debt has reached 
the six-figure mark in Canada. Contrast this reality to larger classroom sizes (up to 1500 
students), less access to faculty and teaching assistants, students increasingly covering 
student services, and tests and papers marked by machines. What does this mean for 
quality? 
 
When we look at contributions from Munk and the government, we see $85 million 
coming to the Munk School, but freezing tuition would cost only $34 million. When we 
talk about priorities, that statistic is helpful. The university maintains its commitment to 
financial accessibility. We know that doesnʼt work. Where does that leave our working 
group? What can we do moving forward? 
 
The U of T Governing Council voted to increase undergraduate tuition by 5 percent, 
graduate tuition by 8 percent, and international tuition by 10 percent. This was at the 
meeting we werenʼt allowed to enter. Where do we go from here? 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 1: At previous General 
Assemblies, the idea of a campaign for free education has come up. Some discussion 
of tactics would be helpful. What are our objectives? These are the kinds of 
conversations we want to have. 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 2: How do we engage these 
various entry points, if at all? 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 1: On this campus, unlike 
others, we donʼt really talk about student strikes. If you look elsewhere, where tuition is 
lowest is where students have mobilized to protest capitalʼs drive to privatize education. 
So a conversation around student strikes would be welcome. 
 
Member: I donʼt think that free tuition is necessarily an achievable goal, or even 
desirable, because demand would far outstrip supply. I donʼt know if thatʼs the best way 
to prioritize enrolment. There is more merit in differential fees based on ability to pay. 
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Second, I donʼt know if a tuition freeze is realistic. If you do it, youʼll be tying tuition to 
inflation, robbing the university of resources.  Third, international fees. I see a 
justification for why they should be differentiated, insofar as education is subsidized by 
tax revenue and international students arenʼt contributing to that, and there isnʼt the 
same vested interest in having an educated society. Therefore, there is a greater 
rationale for differentiated fees. 
 
Member: Thank you to the various working group members for great presentations. 
Whatʼs come out is how closely these things are connected, and how we have to work 
across them. Whatʼs striking is the extent to which the university has become a class-
concentration project. The high tuition fees are a clear case of a class project, and thatʼs 
really what the university is becoming. The Munk School is precisely about training 
management and bureaucrats from the global South and getting them to pay staggering 
fees. It will be a profit-making institution. You bring people in from ministries in South 
America and get them to pay $100,000 to learn how to govern people. So itʼs not the 
cutting of resources, but the prioritizing of resources within the university and the 
country in general. We could show this by showing what the university was like 20 years 
ago, and today. Any salary over $100,000 is public information, so we could easily show 
that the amount of money going to administrators (versus workers) is absolutely 
staggering in the last 20 years. We could have an image to show students, which would 
be very clear. 
 
Member: I agree that university has come to create the class makeup of society. But we 
should think about education more broadly, and how weʼre streamlined into our class 
status through various channels from a very young age, including the education system. 
As for the student strike, the idea comes up every year, and students say they arenʼt 
ready. The General Assembly needs to make a commitment to build toward that. Itʼs a 
long-term effort. 
 
Member: Iʼm glad that weʼre working with students, faculty, and workers. Even among 
students, there are different experiences. I donʼt know how to strategize around this. 
The Doctoral Completion Grant has disappeared. In Anthropology, weʼve been trying to 
shake things up a bit and ask if theyʼre going to help us or not. If not, whatʼs the point of 
going to school? Weʼre trying to get our department to realize that itʼs a crisis situation. 
We need to work in solidarity with undergraduates facing different struggles. The 
moneyʼs there, but the austerity logic means that graduate students donʼt have enough 
time to mark papers, to help undergrads learn, and so you have a resentment that 
diffuses. We should be building awareness, talking with undergrads, and vice versa, to 
build solidarity among students. 
 
Member: Has the working group tried to build linkages with other student mobilizations, 
such as the recent mobilizing in the UK? That might be worthwhile for finding organizing 
strategies. Have there been efforts in that direction? 
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Member: Iʼm in favour of corporate money on campus – collected through taxes and 
distributed that way. Itʼs a matter of democracy. They have no fees in many countries. 
Companies donʼt have to hire apprentices. They should pay for it through taxes. I know 
itʼs expensive to train a doctor, or a nurse. The Faculty of Arts and Sciences, one half of 
the university, subsidizes the other half: music, forestry (which is being closed), 
business! Did you know that the Arts and Sciences faculty subsidizes the business 
school? Thereʼs a lack of democracy here, and thatʼs what the General Assembly 
should be about. 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 2: Thanks for the comments. 
These are relevant issues, looking at the institutionʼs priorities. The University Fund was 
mentioned (wherein the Faculty of Arts and Sciences and others subsidize Medicine, 
Business, and Law). Thatʼs problematic when the administration claims thereʼs a 
funding crisis within the Faculty of Arts and Sciences. They still maintain that they donʼt 
have enough money to maintain programs. 
 
For solidarity, yes, we need to look more broadly at different programs. Within the 
working group, members have been, and the idea of the General Assembly has been to 
connect with other movements. We can take that on more formally. We can also look at 
education more generally. 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 1: The General Assembly, as 
opposed to the working group, has been in contact with campuses across the country, 
who have been inspired to strike their own assemblies: Carlton, Western Ontario, and 
another. Globally, weʼre in contact with the University of Puerto Rico. Iʼm interested in 
connecting with the University of Alberta, which faced the exact same flat-fee policy in 
2009, I believe. Weʼre in touch with organizations like Edufactory. The groundwork has 
been laid. 
 
In terms of Munk and the question of training the bureaucrats of empire, last week the 
Egyptian ambassador to Canada was invited by Janice Stein to talk about how they 
manage governance in Egypt. Their interests have exposed themselves to us. 
 
In terms of class concentration, the logic of flat fees is that students are lazy; theyʼre 
taking too long; we need to encourage them to graduate by encouraging them to take a 
full course load in order to “enter the workforce.” But 50 percent of part-time students 
have actually already entered the workforce, for the same reason that they donʼt take a 
full course load: they canʼt afford it. This whole process tries to pigeonhole tuition into as 
short a time as possible, meaning that students canʼt work, but have to increasingly rely 
on loans that drive low- and middle-income families into debt. That is a class project, 
because it doesnʼt affect students from high-income households. 
 
On free education, you asked whether itʼs achievable and desirable. First, your 
comment is ahistorical. It fails to recognize that for decades, education was healthy and 
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sustainable. Second, you asked about lack of resources, instead of asking about 
resources for whom. On desirability, you exposed yourself as someone who subjugates 
yourself to a system governed by supply and demand. In that doctrine of liberalism that 
is international law, education is a fundamental right. Weʼre proposing a system where 
education, and access to it, is based on need rather than ability to pay. 
 
Fees, Funding, and Access working group member 2: We encourage you to join us 
over the summer. 
 
Facilitator 1: I propose that we move to the Basis of Unity. Seeing objection, we have 
15 minutes for other business. 
 
Member: I have a motion. Iʼve heard us talk about democracy, transparency. In the 
recent student elections for the University of Toronto Studentsʼ Union, these issues 
have been ignored. Opposition candidates were disqualified five minutes before the All-
Candidates meeting, leaving them out thousands of dollars in campaign investments. 
The Varsity was barred from it, without justification in the rules. Freedom of the press is 
something we all aspire to. So I move that the U of T General Assembly condemn the 
University of Toronto Studentsʼ Union CRO (Chief Returning Officer) for its 
undemocratic actions and write a letter to the CRO. 
 
Motion seconded. 
 
Member: We donʼt have enough information to be agreeing to do those things. I would 
suggest having the opportunity to go over the facts first before going forward and writing 
a letter. 
 
Member: Itʼs very clear that the Varsity was prevented from accessing the All-
Candidates meeting, and that was fundamentally untransparent. That alone is a basis 
for sending a message that meetings like that one should be open to the press. 
 
Member: We donʼt have time to pursue this witch hunt. We have much more serious 
problems at this university than this fabricated one. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote on motion. 2 in favour; many opposed. Motion fails. 
 
Member: Iʼm speaking on a motion that we want to introduce on behalf of the 
International Solidarity committee. We are members of Students Against Israeli 
Apartheid, which organizes Israeli Apartheid Week. We want to introduce: Be it resolved 
that the U of T General Assembly International Solidarity working group host, for 
members of the General Assembly, an educational workshop on the question of Israeli 
apartheid, Palestinian human rights, and a recent divestment campaign that was 
launched at the U of T. This campaign exposed the university for having millions of 
dollars invested in arms and security companies that profited off bombs dropped in the 
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Occupied Territories, particularly during the 2009 assault on Gaza. This campaign 
demands: (1) divestment from these companies; (2) divestment from any and all 
companies in violation of international law, and (3) for faculty, students, and staff to 
engage in principles of social and environmental justice. 
 
Motion seconded. 
 
Member: I suggest that we have a teach-in about this. I propose that we also have a 
teach-in about the Arab Spring, including the current situation. 
 
Member: That could be an amendment. The International Solidarity working group 
could be mandated to hold that as well – a workshop on the revolutionary movements 
that weʼre seeing emerge out of the crisis of capitalism in the Middle East. 
 
So letʼs amend the motion: Be it resolved that the U of T General Assembly International 
Solidarity working group host, for the members of the General Assembly, an educational 
workshop on the question of Israeli apartheid, Palestinian human rights, and the 
divestment campaign; additionally, it will hold a workshop on the revolutionary 
movements in North Africa and the Middle East. 
 
Faciliator 1 calls vote on motion. Many in favour; 2 opposed. Motion carries. 
 
Member: Point of order. My motion from earlier hasnʼt been heard: Be it resolved that 
the U of T General Assembly formally recognize the legitimate stake of the provincial 
and federal governments in the University of Toronto as a public institution. 
 
Member: I move that we table this motion to a further meeting. Itʼs very complex and 
needs more consideration. 
 
Member: This is clearly a legitimate and important matter of discussion. We need a 
consensus on this, as it clearly affects our work. 
 
Facilitator 1: Iʼm going to take a motion to table this. It would be good to distribute this 
on the listserv, email us, put it on the agenda. 
 
Faciliator 1 calls vote to table this discussion. Motion carries. 
 
Faciliator 1: At the last General Assembly, there were numerous amendments 
proposed to the Basis of Unity. Each will be proposed as its own motion. 
 
Motion 1: Change “workers” to “employees”. 
 
Motion seconded. 
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Member: What is the difference between the two? 
 
Member: Point of order. At the last meeting, each highlighted change was put forward 
as a suggestion about the spirit of the document. That conversation was very non-
binding. My impression now is that each thing will be on the table for voting. Is that the 
extent of the discussion on the document? 
 
Facilitator 1: These are amendments, and then weʼll approve the document as 
amended. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote. 1 in favour; supermajority opposed. Motion fails. 
 
Motion 2: Add “anti-capitalist”. 
 
Member: I oppose this motion. We should try to be inclusive to all, and thereʼs 
undoubtedly a large section of campus that isnʼt necessarily anti-capitalist and might not 
want to join such an organization, such as the economics department. 
 
Member: In the spirit of the U of T General Assembly, this is appropriate. The majority 
of people here are in fact anti-capitalist, and thus it is appropriate. 
 
Member: This is probably the one instance in my life where Iʼll agree with ______. This 
is alienating, and Iʼve heard from staff and faculty who feel as though this will not allow 
them to participate. This is just politicking over the inclusion of a word in this document. 
We should exclude it and welcome others. 
 
Facilitator calls vote. 2 in favour; supermajority opposed. Motion fails. 
 
Motion 3: Add “anti-imperialist.” 
 
Motion seconded. 
 
Member: I insist on this language. Itʼs one way to articulate some of our criticisms of 
things like global financial circuits that are operating in relation to the U of T in the global 
South, and often producing colonial conditions of work. Thatʼs fundamentally an 
imperialist project, and weʼre against that. You canʼt think of imperialism in isolation from 
capitalism, but thatʼs one way to convey our interest in being against capitalism without 
having to say it. “Anti-imperialist” is accurate and also shows some of our political 
interests. For things like the Munk School, itʼs important to tie it to imperialism. So we 
should keep it, at the risk of alienating some. Itʼs still prudent. 
 
Member: The question is whether to add “anti-imperialist” to International Solidarity. We 
ought to discuss imperialism, and that ought to be part of our statements as the 
occasion arises. But why should we exclude people, especially those in unions, for 
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whom that might be a roadblock? The content can continue, including discussion of 
Canadian imperialism, but thereʼs no need to put it in the Basis of Unity. 
 
Member: The distinction between “imperialist” and “capitalist” is that one is still debated 
ethically. Imperialism is widely accepted as wrong. Thereʼs no debate on whether we 
oppose it. Including this is a must if we want to build an actual project. The debate later 
can be on what imperialism is, but we have to agree that weʼre against imperialism. 
 
Member: Iʼm anti-imperialist. Iʼm generally not one for compromises, but I suggest that 
we move this to the International Solidarity working groupʼs Basis of Unity. Groups are 
slowly coming up with their own bases of unity. It would surely emerge there. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote. 8 in favour; 14 opposed. Motion fails. 
 
Motion 3: Add: “We believe that education is a right that should be free and 
available to all.” 
 
Motion seconded. 
 
Member: This may be something we can agree on, and great in an ideal world, but it 
shouldnʼt be included in our guiding principles. There is still widespread debate on 
campus on whether this is true. Many would say that thatʼs not the case. Since itʼs 
contentious, it risks unnecessarily alienating people. 
 
Member: I like the sentiment, but it belongs with a more thorough explanation of how 
we see the role of education in society. Weʼre getting too worried about alienating others 
on campus. We shouldnʼt be hiding our politics because of that. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote. Motion passes. 
 
Member: I motion to add: The General Assembly, so as to set an example to the other 
governing bodies on this university, will commit to absolute transparency, especially in 
regard, but not exclusively, to funding, internal or external. 
 
Motion seconded. 
 
Member: Friendly amendment: The General Assembly, so as to set an example to the 
other governing bodies on this university, will commit to absolute transparency, 
especially, but not exclusively, in regard to funding, internal or external. 
 
Member: This should be tabled to the subcommittees that are mandated to deal with 
the issue of governance and accountability. 
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Facilitator 1: The Basis of Unity has been passed in spirit, and we need to vote on it 
now. 
 
Member: It contradicts the idea that weʼre only accountable to ourselves. 
 
Member: You can be accountable to yourself and internally transparent as well. 
 
Member: Itʼs relevant in regard to what weʼve been talking about tonight. The whole 
spirit of this General Assembly is a new way of governing this university, and getting 
students and others involved in governance, and this is important. 
 
Member: I donʼt have a problem with transparency, but this motion, as worded, is overly 
wordy, and doesnʼt need to be here or worded as is. 
 
Member: Friendly amendment: The General Assembly will be transparent in terms of its 
funding. 
 
Motion seconded. 
 
Member: That reads as a policy and procedure, another document which was approved 
on March 2. It doesnʼt belong in the Basis of Unity. Itʼs already enshrined in that we 
reject top-down structures. It belongs more in the Policy and Procedures, which has 
already been finalized. We declare our funding sources at the end of every General 
Assembly, so thereʼs no need for any of this conversation. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote. 4 in favour; supermajority opposed. Amendment fails. 
 
Facilitator 1 calls vote on the Basis of Unity as amended. Supermajority in favour; 
2 opposed; 1 abstention. Motion passes. 
 
Member: Our funding sources are the Association of Part-Time Undergraduate 
Students, the Graduate Studentsʼ Union, CUPE 3902, United Steelworkers Local 1998, 
the University of Toronto Faculty Association, OPIRG – Toronto, and the University of 
Toronto Studentsʼ Union, although we havenʼt yet received a cheque from them. 
 
Facilitator 1: The next meeting will be in September. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:44 p.m. 


