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Context 
 
SSHRC Institutional Grants 
The SSHRC Institutional Grants (SIG) funding opportunity was initially established in 1974, 
under the name of the General Research Grants program. The name was changed to SIG in 
1998-99. The funding opportunity’s stated objective is to help universities create and maintain 
a solid base of research and research-related activities. Through a triennial application 
process, block grants are made to eligible institutions that have the power to confer degrees in 
one or more of the disciplines supported by SSHRC.  
  
The objectives of the SIG funding opportunity are to: 
 

• assist Canadian universities to develop, increase or strengthen research excellence in 
the social sciences and humanities;  

• assist new researchers to become competitive in grant competitions at the national 
level;  

• assist established researchers with modest funding requirements or those wishing to 
reorient and strengthen their research programs; and 

• support national and international dissemination and collaboration. 
 
The grant to each institution is calculated according to a formula that rewards the university's 
average performance in all SSHRC research support programs in the previous three years of 
competitions, and takes into consideration the university’s faculty count in the social sciences 
and humanities. Institutions use these funds to award, through their own competitive process, 
individual grants of less than $7,000 per annum to support research activities such as short-
term research projects, research-related conference travel (including international travel) and 
the holding of small seminars. Grants to institutions range from $5,000 to approximately 
$450,000 per annum. 
 
Aid to Small Universities 
The Aid to Small Universities (ASU) funding opportunity was launched in 1981. It was created to 
assist small universities to develop and strengthen focused research capacity in an area of 
choice in the social sciences and humanities. One of the anticipated outcomes of the ASU 
program was higher participation and success rates among researchers from small institutions 
in other SSHRC programs. 
 
Examples of the types of activities supported include: start-up costs / partial funding of 
research centres; stipends to doctoral students, provided the program of studies is related to 
the ASU grant; agenda-setting seminars; visiting scholars (travel and stipend); organization of 
colloquiums or symposiums; and seed funding for collaborative research or the development of 
partnerships.  
 
The ASU funding opportunity awards grants of up to $30,000 per year over three years through 
a competitive process. The success rate in the 2008 competition was 55 per cent. 
 
Rationale for the Evaluation 

The evaluation was undertaken in response to a 2006 program management recommendation 
and the Treasury Board Secretariat’s program evaluation policy. The evaluation results will 
support senior management planning regarding future programming and renewal decisions.  



Results will also inform SSHRC’s current revision of its program activity architecture, and will 
provide program management and staff with needed information related to program 
performance and delivery. As both the SIG and ASU programs have similar objectives, SSHRC 
decided to evaluate the two programs through a single (cluster) evaluation.  
 
This evaluation marks the first evaluation of either program in over a decade. The SIG program 
was evaluated in 1984, and again in 1995. The ASU program was the subject of an evaluation in 
1989. 
 
SSHRC senior management is pleased overall with the methodology used for the evaluation, 
which included the use of control groups. The results will be useful in future reflection and 
planning with respect to the place of institutional capacity-building within SSHRC’s new suite of 
programs. 
 
Specifically, SSHRC management agrees entirely with the central recommendation regarding 
the development of a clear statement and policy on SSHRC’s role in institutional capacity-
building. This will be carried out during the 2011-12 fiscal year. Based on this, SSHRC 
management will make decisions by fiscal year 2012-13 on the longer-term future of the SIG 
and ASU funding opportunities, taking into consideration the three options set out in the 
evaluation. 
 
In the interim period, SSHRC management has decided to proceed with the current round of 
the two funding opportunities, with only minimal changes to design and management. This will 
provide adequate time for analysis and consultation regarding a longer-term strategy, and to 
prepare the academic community for possible changes to these two long-standing funding 
opportunities. 
  
The attached chart provides more detail on the management response to specific 
recommendations in the evaluation report. 



 
Evaluation Recommendations Program Management Response 
Theme or 

Category of 
Recommendation 

Recommendation Response Responsibility Priority/Timeline 

Overall 
Recommendation  

The evaluation 
first and foremost 
recommends that 
SSHRC should 
develop a clear 
statement and 
policy with regard 
to its role in 
institutional 
capacity building 
as a precursor to 
any significant 
changes to the SIG 
and ASU Programs 

Agree. SSHRC 
management 
commits to 
engaging 
internally and 
externally on this 
issue in order to 
develop a clear 
policy statement 
on its role in 
institutional 
capacity-building. 
 
This will set the 
stage for decisions 
on the future of 
the SIG and ASU 
funding 
opportunities, 
including 
consideration of 
the three options 
outlined in the 
evaluation report. 
 

Joint 
responsibility 
of vice-
president, 
research, and 
vice-
president, 
research 
capacity 

Fiscal year 2011-
12 

Option 1: Retain, 
but Modify, the 
Existing Two 
Programs 

1.1. SSHRC should 
redevelop its 
objectives and 
expected 
outcomes for the 
two programs. 
These objectives 
should be clear, 
precise and 
targeted and 
should be 
achievable given 
the limited 
program budgets 
and, for the SIG 
Program, the 
small size of the 
grants to 
individual 
researchers. 

Partially Agree. 
In order to 
provide sufficient 
notice to the 
universities and to 
consult with the 
community, 
SSHRC has 
decided to run the 
programs 
essentially 
unchanged for the 
2011-14 grant 
cycle. 
 
If the programs 
are retained, 
their objectives 
will be clarified 
and 
differentiated.  
 

Vice-
president, 
research 

Continue with 
2010 application 
intake for 2011-
14 grant cycle  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fiscal 2012-2013, 
following internal 
and external 
reflection and 
consultation. 

 1.2. Ensure that 
the design of the 
programs follows 

Agree. The 
funding 
opportunities are 

Vice-
president, 
research  

 



logically from the 
revised program 
objectives.  

being run 
essentially 
unchanged for the 
2011-14 grant 
cycle, except for 
one design 
change: in order 
to bring eligibility 
in line with 
SSHRC’s policy on 
institutional 
eligibility, non-
university, post-
secondary 
institutions that 
meet the 
eligibility criteria 
have been 
permitted to 
apply for funding. 
 
If the funding 
opportunities are 
retained, their 
design will be 
modified to follow 
logically from the 
redefined funding 
opportunity 
objectives. 
 

 1.3. Revise 
reporting 
templates to 
collect consistent, 
precise 
information from 
institutions 
related to 
program 
objectives / 
expected 
outcomes and 
funding allocation 
processes. Revise 
systems to make 
reporting and 
monitoring 
accessible and 
user-friendly. 
 

Agree. In the 
interim period, 
reporting 
templates will be 
revised to collect 
more precise 
information in a 
more accessible 
and user-friendly 
format.  

Vice-
president, 
research 

Fiscal year 2012-
13 

 1.4. For the SIG 
Program, ensure 
that SSHRC is an 
active partner 

Agree. SSHRC will 
produce a letter 
of communication 
to institutions 

Vice-
president, 
research 
 

Fiscal year 2011-
12 



with institutions 
in the 
management of 
the funding. This 
should include 
undertaking 
consistent and 
timely monitoring 
of institutional 
practices and 
undertaking 
immediate and 
appropriate 
follow-up, in 
cases where 
institutional 
practices or uses 
of grant funding 
are not consistent 
with the 
programs’ terms 
or expectations. 

taking part in the 
upcoming granting 
cycle to reiterate 
the program 
objectives and the 
appropriate uses 
of funds. Follow-
up will be 
undertaken in 
cases where 
institutional 
practices are not 
in line with 
program 
guidelines. 
SSHRC’s Finance 
and Awards 
Administration 
Division will be 
informed in cases 
where 
expenditures are 
not in line with 
program 
objectives, so 
that appropriate 
monitoring can 
take place. 
 
Over the longer 
term, if 
institutional 
funding 
opportunities are 
retained, SSHRC 
will clarify 
expectations, 
undertake 
systematic 
monitoring, and 
follow up. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 1.5. Examine how 
SSHRC can 
increase the 
visibility of the 
two programs 
among 
researchers and 
other 
stakeholders. 

Partially Agree. 
SSHRC will 
encourage 
institutions to 
make researchers 
aware of the 
source of their 
funding and to 
give credit to that 
support in all 
dissemination 
activities. At the 
same time, no 
major publicity 
efforts will be 
made until 
decisions are 
reached on the 
longer-term 
future of the two 
funding 
opportunities.  
 

Vice-
president, 
research 

Fiscal year 2011-
12 

Option 2: Create 
a New Program 

2.1. As part of the 
design of a new 
program, SSHRC 
should undertake 
a comprehensive, 
inclusive and 
formal 
consultation 
process with 
institutional 
administrators 
and researchers, 
and within SSHRC 
management, in 
order to identify 
program needs, 
priorities, and 
design/delivery 
options.  

Partially Agree. 
See 1.2 above. 
For the current 
round of SIG and 
ASU grants, no 
extensive 
consultation is 
planned. 
However, SSHRC 
anticipates some 
consultation as 
part of its 
decision-making 
with respect to its 
role in 
institutional 
support. 
 
If a new funding 
opportunity is 
created, an 
inclusive and 
formal 
consultation 
process will be 
undertaken. 
 

Vice-
president, 
research 

Fiscal year 2011-
12 



 2.2. SSHRC should 
ensure that the 
design of any new 
institutional 
funding program 
carefully balances 
the needs of 
institutions of 
different sizes. 

Partially Agree. 
No changes have 
been made to the 
funding 
opportunities for 
the current cycle, 
for reasons stated 
in 1.2. above. 
 
If funding 
opportunities 
providing 
institutional 
support are 
retained, this 
issue will be 
carefully 
examined, with 
the understanding 
that it may not be 
feasible to 
respond to the 
needs of all types 
of institutions, 
and that strategic 
choices may need 
to be made. 

Vice-
president, 
research 

Fiscal year 2012-
13 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 2.3. SSHRC should 
launch a new 
communications 
strategy to 
coincide with a 
new program, in 
order to increase 
the visibility of its 
institutional 
research funding. 

Partially Agree. 
For the current 
competition, 
given the longer-
term uncertainty 
of the status of 
the funding 
opportunities, a 
limited 
communication 
strategy was 
undertaken to 
inform potentially 
newly eligible 
institutions of the 
availability of this 
funding 
opportunity.  
 
If funding 
opportunities 
providing 
institutional 
support are 
retained following 
reflection and 
consultation, a 
broader 

Vice-
president, 
research, 
directorate 

Fiscal year 2010-
11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fiscal year 2012-
13  



communications 
strategy will be 
undertaken. 
  

Option 3: 
Eliminate One or 
Both Programs 

3. The findings of 
this evaluation 
provide limited 
evidence in 
support of either 
of these 
directions. 

Partially Agree. 
Although the 
findings of the 
evaluation in 
themselves 
provided limited 
evidence in 
support of 
eliminating one or 
both of these 
programs, SSHRC 
management 
believes that this 
option needs to 
remain open for 
consideration for 
a number of 
reasons:  
 
• the funding 
opportunities’ 
fit with SSHRC’s 
corporate 
priorities and 
limited 
financial 
resources; 

• potential 
duplication due 
to the 
existence of 
other funding 
opportunities 
that support 
similar 
activities; and 

• availability of 
other sources of 
institutional 
support. 

Vice-
president, 
research, 
directorate 

Fiscal year 2011-
12 

 


