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ABSTRACT 

This descriptive qualitative study examines the cunent bamen to a~ticulation 

agreements between colleges and universities in Ontario. Interviews were conducted ~ 4 t h  

Presidents and Vice-Presidents, Academic at ail colleges and universities in the province, as well 

as with Deans at some colleges and universities in areas selected to represenr the entire province. 

A sixquestion open-ended survey was conducted by telephone inteiview by the 

researcher. Analysis of the data revealed that there are 2 1 themes of barnsen, the most obvious 

being attitudes; 13 themes of reasons for the bamers, the most obvious king the monopoly 

status of Ontario universities J and i 7 themes of responses for what needs to occur to prompt 

change of the current situation, with government policy and funding incentive the most obvious 

themes. Respondents also discussed the types of agreements currently in place and the process 

by which those agreements were negotiated. Finally, summative comments were provided by 

the respondents. 

From these results it was concluded that there are perceived barriers, as well as actual 

bamers to articulation agreements; that people operate under the perceived bamers; that the 

proximity of colleges and universities does not appear to influence articulation agreements; and 

that some government intervention is necessary to encourage progress. 

The barriers which were identified in the study, the reasons for the barriers and 

suggestions for change, as well as conclusions and implications are examined in this study. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

This study was conducted to examine the current barriers to articulation agreements 

between colleges and universities in Ontario. It is intended to provide a comprehensive view of 

an important and tirnely issue in postsecondary education, that is, the need for increased 

cooperation between colleges and universities in order to facilitate seamless transfer of students 

from one postsecondaq education system to the other. Since "both colleges and universities are 

being challenged by the public, govemments, and business to work together effectively to meet 

the emerging higher education needs of this province" (CUCC Report, 1998, p. 7), the barn-ers to 

increased articulation merit serious attention at this t h e .  

Articulation is most commonly defined as the arrangement of credit transfer between a 

CAAT (College of Appiied Arts and Technology) and a university to enable a college graduate 

to pursue baccalaureate degee study with advanced standing. This arrangement is referred to as 

traditional transfer. Additionally, there is reverse transfer, a more recent trend, where a 

university graduate moves to a college prograrn, either for a diploma prograrn in a different area 

than university study, or in a pst-graduate program which is similar to that studied at university. 

For the purpose of this study, the focus is on the bamers to traditionat transfer arrangements. 

Essentially, the purpose of transferability is "to respnd to the needs of leamers, 

facilitating the portability of their leaming as they move fiom one postsecondary institution to 

another, from employer to employer, across provincial or national boundaries and from the 

jurisdiction of one professional licensing body to that of another" (Byme, 1999, p. 7). Thus, it 

can be said that transferability is "about removing inappropriate barriers to the movement of 

1 
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leamers" (Byme, 1999, p. 7). There is, however, another consideration to transferability. 

Ideally, the transfer function also serves to establish the academic validity and 

credibility of the transfemng institution as a legitimate partner in providing 

education for the transfer student. But, in reality, it hasn't worked that way. 

Barriers exist, which have more to do with differences (real or perceived) in 

academic cul tues  and attitudes between two-and four-year . . . [institutions] . . . 

and faculty than anything el se, including: division-based 2-yr. colleges vs. 

discipline-based 4-yr. [universities]; teaching emphasis .. . vs. research emphasis; 

accessibility and low-cost tuition vs. standards and higher cost tuition; ... 

non-traditional, workinç, commuting st~dents . .. vs. full-time, residential, 

traditional students ... ; realistic & practical emphases ... vs. leaming for its own 

sake ... (Susskind, 1996, p. 5) 

The concept of a collaborative and cooperative relationship between colleges and 

universities in Ontario has been both discussed and debated in many forums since the creation of 

the college system more than thirty years ago. However, the evolution of the college system 

"has not historically included a sigiificant amount of collaboration and partnership with the 

university sector" (Marshall, 1995, p. 1 ). "For al1 intents and purposes, Ontario colleges and 

universities have historically worked in isolation of each other" (Del Missier, 1999, p. 10). 

Additionally, the academic cultural differences have often led to "non communication, 

cornpetition, and suspicion" (Susskind, 1996, p. 5). 

In the absence of a policy frarnework that supports collaboration between the two 

systems and without the investment of the necessary resources to effect collaborative 
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programminç, there remain numerous deterrents (CUCC Report, 1998). "Until these barriers are 

addressed in a substantial way, it is unlikely that major improvements will be seen in Ontario 

college/university collaborative efforts. Meanwhile, employers and student[s] face an urgent 

need for degree completion opportunities" ( A C M T O  Report, 1999, p. 6). 

Employers are "critica17' of the lack of opportunity for degree completion for their 

employees who are college graduates as there is a "growing need for degree-holders as a 

prerequisite for employment in some fields, and as a critical element of career advancement in 

others" (ACAATO Report, 1999, p. 2). For example, both professional associations for certified 

general accountants and for nurses now require degrees as entry level qualification for practice 

in Ontario, where previously a college diploma was deemed acceptable for registration. 

Despite numerous recommendations over the last several years by governrnent appointed 

task forces and commissions, there is no mechanism to standardize the movement of students 

fiom col leges to universi ties, or, vice-versa. Many articulation agreements whic h are negotiated 

between colleges and universities are done so with inordinate amounts of work by individuals in 

related departments rather than by the institutions as a whole. Additionally, ''meaningful degree 

completion arrangements between Ontario colleges and universities are infiequent, remain ad 

hoc and vas. greatiy fiom institution to institution" (ACAATO Report, 1999, p. 9, while 

students encounter "bamers and strong resistance when attempting to acquire fair and 

appropriate recognition for their college credits" (Del Missier, 1999, p. 10). 

The Association of Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology of Ontario (ACAATO) 

(Report, 1999) reports that the "recently published Ontario Coliege University Transfer Guide, 

promotes many Ontario-based agreements, but in reality very few of the agreements reflect 
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substantial degree completion opportunities; agreements that are leamer friendly and include 

appropnate and significant transfer credit for college graduates" (p. 5). 

Successful negotiation of agreements depends upon a number of factors, some which 

are within the contml of the colleges, and some which are not. Those factors which are not, are 

esterna1 factors such a s  economics, student demographics, community involvement, the 

proximity of primaty transfer institutions, and the poticy and financing structure, or lack thereof 

(Cipres & Pansh, 1993). There are also interna1 factors which affect articulation and transfer 

efforts whic h include the college mission and goals, organizational structure, administrative 

envi ronment, and funding (Cipres & Parish, 1 993). 

The reality of postsecondary education in Ontario today is vastly di fferent fiom, and 

incon,onient with the structure and policy fiamework which \vas created wïth Colleges of 

Applied Arts and Technology (CAATS) in the 1960s. Education is currently operating within a 

paradigrn shift and this new phase is a "quantum leap" from the pst (Fullan, 1993, p. viii). 

In this new paradigm there is a changing profile of higher education due to a '*rapidly changing 

economic, social and cultural environment", and thus the role of universities has "shif'ted, from 

the provision of a rather narrow range of scholarship and professional training and the education 

of a social elite to the provision of the ever broader-based elite required to sustain economic 

leadership and cultural order in a very different world" (Shapiro & Shapiro, 1994, p. 8). A new 

mindset for the change which the postsecondary education system is undergoing is thus also 

necessasr. Without a major shift, or "metanoia" (meaning a fundamental shift of mind), there 

remains an "insurmountable basic problem [ofl ... the juxtaposition of a continuous change 

theme u i t h  a continuous conservative system" (Fullan, 1993, p. 3). 
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Postsecondary students do not choose either college or university solely dependent upon 

the strearn through which they progressed in secondacy school anyrnore, nor based upon their 

choice of career. Many do not know which path they will follow, and thus may attend college 

first and then progress to university for degree completion, or, they may attend university first 

and then follow up with a college diploma in order to obtain specific skills for employment. 

In addition, with the looming disappearance of the OAC (Ontario Academic Credit) P r ,  

another factor which was part of the original fiamework is thus rernoved from the equation, as 

al1 students who enter postsecondary education will corne from four years of secondary schod 

In a society in which "social mobility increasingly is seen ... as a right, ... there has ken, 

is and w i I I  continue to be growing demand ..." for postsecondary education " ... especially on the 

part of groups (e .g. ,  women, racial minorities, the disabled, aboriginal populations) traditionally 

excl uded . . ." (Shapiro & Shapiro, 1994, p. 9). The most obvious consequence of this changing 

student population is an "increasing heterogeneity of the university community" (Shapiro & 

Shapiro, 1994, p. 10). Such heterogeneity, however, is not positive to some in the university 

community. For example, Bercuson, Bothwell and Granatstein ( 1  997) decry the increasing 

inclusion of "dullards" (p. 54) in university lecture halls due to enrolment-based fùnding of 

universities. I t  has, they purport, "clogged the university system with classrooms full of 

students who are "not intellectually suited to handle the university experience and challenge" 

(P. 49). 

If  the situation in Ontario is compared to that in the US., one sees a higher education 

system which has experienced some sirnilar issues, but is essentially different, given that hvo- 

year colleges are feeders to four-year institutions, and articulation is a much older topic there. 
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For example, Florida had state-wide articulation in 1959. Much has been written in the literature 

about challenges of and barriers to articulation agreements, citing many of the same issues 

currently king cited in Ontario. The situation is unique in some respects in Ontario, given that 

the college system was not created as a feeder to universities, as in the US., or in other 

provinces such as Alberta or British Columbia. Both of those provinces7 college systems have 

undergone much growth and change and have rnetamorphosed into applied and associate degree 

manting institutions. - 
In the U.S. experience it has been found that the creation of articulation agreements, 

transfer centres, consortia and national centres aid in the reduction of the barriers to transfer, 

enhance mobil ity and improve teaching and learning. However, i t  has also been found that 

raising the academic emphasis of colleges above al1 other purposes also serves to weaken their 

comprehensive nature and fails to improve transfer rates (Grubb, 1990). ConsequentIy, new 

issues may then arise around the reconciliation of cum~culum and policy, in that in keeping with 

perceived progress in the policy domain, a requisite continua1 shifi in curriculum becomes 

necessary. 

It is apparent that a thorough examination of the barriers which currently exist to 

articdation beween Ontario colleges and universities is timely. Based predominantly on 

information collected through government reports, discussion papas, other related documents 

and literature, as well as telephone interviews, this examination is intended to explore the 

present baniers so that ail parties involved clearly understand the importance of the issue, rather 

than to create a fiamework for change, or, to analyze specific aspects of the issue. However, a 

clearer understanding of the tme nature of the problem may, in fact, facititate some solutions. 
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Historical Overview 

University education in Ontario more or less began shonly afier the Constitution Act of 

179 1 in what was then Upper Canada. It \vas modeled after the English education system, as was 

grammar school at the time. It wasn't until much later, however, that the ongoing battle between 

government and church conho1 of university education was settled. By 1887, industrialization 

demanded more of postsecondary education than scholars who were trained in the classical 

tradition as thinkers and, consequently, research began to gain importance 

Since pubtic money was fünding schools, change began to occur rapidly after the late 

1800s. Common schools became elementary schools, and gammar schools became secondary 

schools, thus setting them apart fiom other public secondary schools as collegiate institutes. 

The new secondal schools offered education to the senior matriculation level, or, grade 

thirteen. This meant that the first year of university education couId also be completed in local 

high schools (Cameron & Royce, 1996). 

According to Carneron & Royce's ( 1996) historical account this "Iegacy" of Ryerson 

"obivate[d] the need for the development of community colleges along the Amencan model as 

local feeder institutions for universities; it immediately confirmed the primacy of academic 

prograrns over vocational or technical options at the secondary level" (p. 70). Ryerson's 

successor, John Seath fùrther streamed secondary education into two clearly parallel lines, thus 

setting the stage for two pardel lines of postsecondary education later; which remain today. 

Post-war veterans and the baby boom both contn-buted substantially to a huge demand 

for postsecondary education; a demand quite unexpected. As well pst-war universities were 

in fused with federal cash and graduateci thousands of service people, who then populated the 



classrooms as teachen for incoming baby boomers, who would have to be well educated in 

order to provide a population capable of intelligent defense against continuing tyanny in the 

cold war (Bercuson, Bothwell & Granatstein, 1997). 

By the early 1960s, the focus of govemment shifted to the coordination of fast-growing 

postsecondary education with that of rapidly changing secondary education. Robarts, then 

Premier of Ontario, had changed the dual secondary system tiom academic and vocational 

streams into a three Stream system which included arts; science and technology; and business 

and commerce. This education \vas available in both four and five year programs depending 

upon whether the graduate would proceed to work, or to technical institutes (Cameron & Royce, 

1996). 

By the mid 1 960s unprecedented numbers of hiçh school graduates were emerging wi th 

espectations of continuing their forma1 education beyond secondary school. The Minister of 

Education, William G. Davis, then substantialIy altered postsecondary education by combining 

al1 foms of postseconckuy education, other than universities, into one new system known as  

Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology. 

This new system was quite different than that of the university system in that it was 

centrally controlled by a Council of Regents. This council has since endeavoured to retain the 

original structure and mandate of colleges, rather than see them become "junior universities" 

(Cameron & Royce, 1996, p. 75) as are found in the U.S. 

While the United States is and has been the strongest extemal influence on Canada and 

its university system, such has not been the case with d l  colleges. Most provinces, other than 

Ontario, have adopted an Arnencan style coilege system, whereby two-year colleges are feeders 



to four-year universities. Ontario, however, developed the binary system, which exists today, in 

which both a college diplorna and a university degree are viewed as a terminal credential. 

In the 1960s both the federal govemment and the provincial government shared the costs 

of postsecondary education and substantial h d s  were both needed and given to deal with huge 

expansion in the number of students wanting to enrol. "The 'more7 method of govemance 

perfectly suited the 'me' generation. Spending more money created an illusion of flexibility 

and, better still, liberalism. In fact, however, universities were building in rigidity" (Bercuson et 

al, 1997, p. 18). This giving o f  more "helped form a conviction that more of everything - 

money, students, professors - would s o h e  whatever problems ailed the university, or society in 

general" (Bercuson et al, 1997, p. 18). It has been suggested by certain historians that the 

outcome of this trend in the 1960s7 is a specific cultural identity that has k e n  entrenched, given 

that "a large segment o f  the professoriate came to believe that universities were a mode1 in 

which society's problems would be solved; [but] unfortunately, universities tend to be a mirror 

in which most of society's problems are reflected (Bercuson et al, 1997, p. 18). 

Background to the Problem 

in 1 96 5 the college system was created mainly through the energy and vision of  the 

Minister of Education, William G. Davis. Davis enthusiastically endeavoured to meet outgrowth 

needs of the changes to the secondary system recently redesigned by Premier John Robarts. 

With a major restructurïng of  the secondary system coupied with a rapid growth in secondary 

student numbers there was a very real prospect that there would be "thousands of students 

graduating fiom hi& school in 1966 and 1967 with nowhere to go ..." (Cameron & Royce, 

1996, p. 75) 
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With a newly conceived and constnicted postsecondary system the movement context 

for students in Ontario schools \vas expande4 for those who were not university bound, from 

that of elementary education, to secondary education, to work. There was now a new, larger 

rnovement context in which more students than ever before would move from elementary 

education, to secondary education, to postsecondary education, and then to work. In order to 

accommodate this larger context there were 20 colleges across the province by 1 970, which 

granted an alternative credential to the university degree. 

Higher education is now seen as '-central to our common effort to create suficient 

wealth to support both the standard of living that we are or would like to be accustomed to and 

the broad range of social, medical, and hurnan services that characterize the nature of the soçiety 

we would like to become" (Shapiro & Shapiro, 1994, p. 24). Within the higher education 

framework, there have been two distinct pathways which tead to both similar, and different, 

types of careers. Increasingly, however, as our society changes, the lines separating these two 

pathways are becoming blurred as the original mandates of universities and colleges change. 

The pol icy framework for postsecondary education in Ontario was set in the mid 1960s 

by Robarts and Davis and has not changed much since then. Ontario's postsecondary education 

system is still a bina- system despite the creation of numerous commissions, task forces and 

committees over the intervening years. These groups were mandateci to study the system and to 

advise the government on procedures for handling growth and demand in postsecondary 

education, something which far exceeded projection and expectation. Most of the reports from 

these commissions, task forces and committees recommended, among other things, the creation 

of formal linkages between the two systems. These include the Vision 2000 R e m  ( 1 990), the 
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Piiman Report, No Bead Ends: The Report of lhe T b k  Force on Arhunced Training (1993), and 

the Smith Report, F~ceknce ,  Accessibilîty, ResponsibiIity: Report of the AhIsory Panel on 

m u r e  Directions for Postsecondury Educdon ( 1 9%) (see Appendices 1, II, and In). 

Two obvious challenges of this situation remain. The first is to create new alliances 

between MO systems which some see as having quite different missions and mandates, and the 

second, to flnd areas in which cwperation will be of mutual benefit. Given that these two 

systems have evolved in isolation from each other, both policy and curriculum directions have 

historically been incongruent with one another as each has seen to the needs of different 

populations - at least philosophically. It is dificult at this point to systemize collaboration with 

two mindsets, two missions, two philosophies and two perceived outcornes, especially when one 

of the intended participants is essentially "unwilling" (Del Missier, 1999, p. 10). 

It is now apparent, however, that there is an "increased urgency ... to secure 

arrangements that would enable [college graduates] ... to obtain a degree" (Skolnik, 1999, p. i). 

This urgency is deemed to be the result of the current employrnent environment in which 

increasingly a university degree is becoming a requirernent for entry into occupations for which 

the CAATs fonnerly provided adequate prepration. Consequently, according to Skolnik 

( 1999), --a growing pan of the career education role of the C M T s  could become obsolete if 

students and graduates in those CAAT prograrns cannot continue on to degee completion in an 

expeditious manner7' (p. i). 

This creeping credentialism creates art environment in which substantial change is 

deemed necessary, not only for the college system to remain a viable educational option, but for 

students as well as employen, who are increasingly indicating that both a diploma and a degree 
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are the credentials which are required to obtain acceptable employment. One of the 

consequences of the need for rapid change in an educational system which is essentially 

conservative is "constant aggravation" (Fullan, 1993, p. 3) for those involved. Change in 

postseconday education is also currently considered to be necessary given that the "stakes are 

higheï' (Fullan 1993, p. 2) now that the government is more involved in education. Increased 

government involvement in education also raises a new set of interrelated public policy 

concerns: access to education; numbers; costknefit; diversity; quality and role (Shapiro & 

Shapiro, 1994, p. 23); issues which must a11 be addressed. 

According to Shapiro & Shapiro (1 994) "the difflculty with collegiality in an 

environment of substantial change is that it cm becorne so biased in favor of the status quo, not 

to mention the status quo ante" (p. 19), that nothing in fact does change. Similarly, Fullan 

( 1  993) posits that our consemative educational system is "more likely to retain the status quo 

than to change ... [and] when change is attempted under such circurnstances it results in 

defensiveness, superficiai ity, or at best short-lived pockets of success" (p. 3). 

The most recent and clearest recommendation for forma1 linkages of the two systems 

are contained in a 1 996 document entitled Fxcellence. Accessihility, Responsibdity: Report of 

cl7c ..lcii:lso~ Punel on Future Directrom for Postsecondury EcIucution, knowvn as the Smith 

Report. This document contains eighteen specific recommendations for the "arrangements for 

credit transfer and cooperative college-university progamming ..." (p. 44) as well as for the 

creation of an advisory body to deal with new and existing postsecondary issues; a body which 

\vil1 operate "at arms-length from govemment" (p. 47) (see appendix III for a complete list of the 

recommendations of the panel). 
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To this point most of the recommendations outlined in the Smith Report have not k e n  

heeded. Articulation agreements are still created on an ad hoc basis, usually at the behest of the 

colleges. There are only a few instances of Ontario universities approaching colleges for 

articulation agreements, and this appears to happen when the viability of the university program 

is questionable. Most other approaches from universities corne fiom out-of-province and out-of- 

country universities, who see Ontario as a market ripe for the picking. Some Ontario 

universities maintain that they are not particuiarl y interested in negotiating agreements with 

colleges for a variety of rasons, incl uding the fact that the looming double cohort, where due to 

the elimination of grade thirteen, two groups of secondary school graduates d l  fil1 up 

university classes. 

One attempt to improve linkage of the two systems (although, in fact, the universities are 

not technically a system, but a goup of independently chartered institutions (Marshall, 1995) is 

the College-University Consortium Council (CUCC). It )vas created in 1996 with a mandate to 

-'facilitate, promote and coordinate joint education and training ventures that will: aid the 

transfer of students from sector to sector; facilitate the creation of joint prograrns between 

colleges and universities; and, further the development of a more seamless continuum of 

postsecondary education in Ontario (CUCC Report, 1998, p. 2). 

The CUCC's report (1 998) States that the first two years of its mandate have "occurred 

wit hin a rapidl y changing political and economic environment for colleges and universities" 

(p. 3). The report indicates that of fifteen wllaborative projects implemented, only six have 

achieved positive outcomes, while £ive partially achieved their outcomes and four did not 

achieve their outcomes. Further, the report points out that "[wlhen ideas about and approaches 
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to collaboration are tested in real-life projects the structural barriers and underlying attitudes are 

uncovered" (p. 3). 

Despite the numerous recornmendations for the creation of linkages between Ontario's 

two postsecondary cousins over the p s t  thirty years, there are not as many as would be expected 

which actually provide substantial credit for college graduates. Given the most recent, and the 

most emphatic recommendations for such linkages, as well as a current flurry of discussion 

papers on the topic by both college and univenity bodies (ACAATO and COU), a thorough 

esamination of the current barriers to articulation agreements remains long overdue. 

There is a paucity of research currently in Ontario into the creation of articulation 

agreements as well as to the real and perceived barriers thereof. As previously stated, most of 

the information is contained in govemment documents, which undoubtedly don't have a wide 

readership within, or outside of the education system. 

Purpose o f  the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the bamers which currently exist to articdation 

agreements between colleges and universities in Ontario from the perspectives of those involved. 

It is intended to provide a comprehensive view of a situation which has k e n  considered to be 

problematic; not to be a prescription for change, nor an in-depth analysis of one or more aspects 

of the overali issue from a theoretical perspective. 

Transferability and mobility have been identified as key issues currently faced by the 

postsecondary education sector in Canada, and as such have attracted the attention of the 

Council of Ministers of Education (Byrne, 1999, p. 7). 

"Ontario has k e n  slower than any other province in promoting the transferability of 
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credit as a real issue" @el  Missier, 1999, p. 10) despite reçommendations that "have al1 urged 

the provincial govemment to develop a postsecondary education vision that provides the 

knowledgeabte and skilled work force necessary to advance Ontario's competitiveness in the 

global econorny" (Del Missier, 1999, p. 10). Many of the current articulation agreements are 

concentrated in business and technology areas, with fewer in the arts and sciences. It seems 

logical that graduates of coltege pro-gams in these areas, such as in the human services, may 

have the desire to pursue further education at the university level in areas such as social work, 

psychology, or education. At this tirne most college students must negotiate individual 

apeernents for credit transfer with the universities they would like to attend and many find such 

a prospect ovenvhelmingly complex and fhstrating. 

It has been suggested by Skolnik (1999) that "what is needed most in the near future is to 

replace the present fragmented and ad hoc approach with a provincial vision for university- 

CAAT cooperation, a frarnework for irnplementing this vision, and to assign responsibility for 

providing the necessary leadership in this direction to an appropriate provincial level, not 

sectoral body" (p. ii). Tt is logical, then, that a clearer picture of the current situation, both the 

actual and perceived, is imperative at this time; a more comprehensive view of a changing issue. 

Statement of the Problem 

For the purpose of this study, several questions were examined. They are as fol lows: 

1. What are the cunent bamers to articulation agreements between colleges and 

universities in Ontario? 

II. In relation to the barriers identified, what are the reasons? 

III. What needs to occur in the Future that may prompt change in this situation? 
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IV. What agreements does each institution cunently have articulateci, or in 

progress? 

V. At what level were these agreements negotiated? (topdown or bottom-up) 

Definitions 

For the purpose of the present study the following definitions were used: 

A rticu la tion - credi t trans fer agreements between two and three-year col lege 

programs and three or four-year university programs which are fomally 

negotiated by the institutions. 

There are two categories of credit transfer arrangements: transfer credit and collaborative 

program. Transfer Credit arrangements refer to those in which a credit course taken at one 

institution is considered to be the equivalent of a course at another institution. Collaborative 

Program arrangements are those academic or vocational programs that have been developed 

cooperatively by university and college partners (OCUTG, 1998). 

College - a two or three-year diploma granting institution (CAAT) 

University - a three or four-year degree granting institution 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LiTERATURE 

Introduction 

The following review of literature will trace government commissioned studies and 

discussion papers, in a chronological format in order to clearly show how the present 

situation regarding articulation agreements came to be. Postsecondary education in Ontario has 

"been profoundly shaped by choices made previously ... and we need to know and appreciate 

some of the critical choices that have brought hem and us to where we are. Ignorance of our 

past is a poor bais  upon which to chart future decisions" (Cameron & Royce, 1996, p. 68). 

Government Commissioned Studies and Related Discussion Papers 

As a result of the rapid gowth in the postsecondary system in the 1960s a need was seen 

for a concrete plan of development rather than an uncontrolled expansion. Thus, the Advisory 

Committee on University Affairs was created in the early 1960s to plan and to control future 

expansion of universities. Mile originatly a govemment cornmittee the work was taken over by 

a subcommittee of university oficials, who subsequently becarne known as the Deutsch 

Committee. 

This group considered that junior or community colleges offer the first two years of 

university work. They ultimately rejected this idea for fear that the colleges "would be regarded 

as an inferior substitute for degree-granting institutions and would fail to win public acceptance, 

or else ... there would be an ovenvhelming demand to add a third year and gant a degree" 

(Deutsch Report, 1962, p. 20). It should be noted that buth of these last two reasons for not 

structuring colleges as feeders to universities (as is the case in other provinces and in the United 

17 
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States) have occurred anyway, that is, adding a third year and pressure to grant assaciate degrees. 

The cornmittee eventually recommended city colleges, which later became the Colleges 

of Appl ied Arts and Technology, and liberal arts colleges which were to be associated with 

esisting universities. 

Despite the attempt to structure the growth of postsecondary education in Ontario, that 

did not occur. Robarts and Davis essentially created the framework for the system in the 1960s 

and it has not changed since then in spite of numerous commissions and studies. The 

recommendations of most of these studies have not been implemented resuiting in a Ioosely 

structured, yet, binary system. This is because the demand for higher education far exceeded the 

expectations of the original architects. 

Late in the 1960s it became clear that the policies that were in place were not suitable for 

a system which had grown faster than had been anticipated, yet \vas projected to shrink in the 

nest decade. Two studies were commissioned as a result. The fjrst, the Commission to Study 

the Developrnent of Graduate Programmes in Ontario Universities (1 966) (the Spinks Report), 

cited a "cornplete lack of a master plan" as the most striking characteristic of higher - not only 

graduate - education in Ontario" (p. 77). 
C 

In 1969 a second commission was appointed to examine revision of pol icy to more 

adequately meet both short and long term needs. According to Cameron & Royce's (1996) 

historical review the report of the Commission on Post-Secondary Education in Ontario, entitled 

7Iie Lcurning Sociefy (1 972), "stands as the only comprehensive review of the postsecondary 

pol icy framework to incl ude both colleges and universities" (p. 78). Unfortunatel y the 

recommendations of this commission were rejected as k i n g  "too radical" because tbey 
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"promoted postsecondary education as 'a continuous, life-long process', encompassing cotleges, 

universities, and social and cultural institutions. Among other things, the commission 

recommended a new policy framework in which operating gants distinguished between 

educational and instructional expenditures on the one han4 and payments for research and other 

activities on the othei' (Cameron & Royce, 1996, p. 78). 

Tn the 1970s as the gowth rate in the Canadian economy slowed, unemployment rose 

and inflation became a serious problem- As a result, growth in postsecondary education was 

halted with a slow down of construction of colleges and universities and faculty hiring. With the 

boom over, enrolments fluctuated and the prevailing mindset shifted fiom growth to 

maintenance mode, despite the hct that people stayed in school due to the stagnant job climate. 

The temporas cutbacks in postsecondary education of the 70s became the permanent austerity 

of the 80s and somehow slid into the recession of the early 90s (Bercuson et al, 1997). 

There were a third and fourth commission created in 198 1 and 1984 respectively with 

the same mandates as previous commissions. Both were charged with envisioning the future 

role and the future development of universities exclusively within the framework of restraint in 

public spending (the Fisher Report and the Bovey Report). At the sarne time separate similar 

commissions and studies were undertaken within the coliege system. 

In 1981 a Task Force was established "with a view to resolving the complex and 

important issue of CAAT growth" (Task Force Report, 1981, p. 2). This Task Force essentially 

concluded that the original mandate of colleges \vas not congruent with the present picture and 

recornmended a thorough review of the colleges' mandate as well as the development of a 

blueprint for future operation. This blueprint was to address issues such as admissions policy, 
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funding and govemance. 

To further deal with govemance issues an advisory committee was struck in 1985. The 

report of the committee (the first Pitman Report) criticized the viewing of colleges as "industrial 

organizations rather than as leaming institutes, which in turn placed too great an emphasis on 

the 'bottom line' ..." (Cameron & Royce, 1996, p. 81 ). Pitman's recommendations led to the 

1988 creation of Vision 2000 as they included recommendations for sweeping changes to the 

governance structure of colleges, including the elimination of the Council of Regents and the 

establishment of an Advisory Council on Colleges. Although this recommendation was not 

accepted, the Minister did redefine the role of the Council of Regents, "transfemng greater 

responsibility for program approval to the Ministry, decreasing the Counci17s role in college 

govemance and refocusing its role toward identi@ing strategic issues in the colleges" (Cameron 

& Royce, 1996, p. 8 1 ). 

Vision 2000 was born out of a request by the Ministry of Colleges and Universities that 

the Council of Regents oversee a comprehensive and far-reaching review of Ontario's colleges 

that would develop "a vision of the college system in the year 2000" (Ontario Council of 

Regents, 1990, p. 1 ). There were five study teams and a special sixth table of francophone 

representatives who each produced a report and recommendations on the specific area which 

they were assigned. The document clearly stated that the "collective search for a vision of the 

system for the next century is in itself a recognition that the colleges are at a crossroads, and that 

change is necessary to assist the system to meet the challenges of the future. Vision 2000 

belieses that the change that is needed is fidamental and far-reaching" (Ontano CounciI of 

Regents, 1990, p. 2). 
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Among the forty recommendations (see Appendix 1) of Vision 2000 was a strong urging 

that greater college-university program articulation be a pnority. It was clearly stated that a 

"college diplorna should not be a 'terminal' credential for those students who are interested in 

pursuing more advanced studies" and that the "laissez-faire mode1 for developing college- 

universi ty program arrangements appears to yield rather 1 imited and quite uneven opportunities 

for college graduates wanting to enrol in university progrms in Ontario" (Ontario Council of, 

Reyents, 1 990, p. 1 6). 

While it was recommended "that the Minister of Colleges and Universi ties endeavour to 

expand and improve the opportunities for students to move between the college and university 

sectors ...", it was stressed that "each sector fulfills an important educational role in Ontario ... , 

a n d  ... that the colleges should [not] be turned into 'feeder' institutions for the universities" 

(Ontario Council of Regents, 1990, p. 16). This was seen to be an "ironic turn of events since 

neither the colleges nor universities had, to date, demonstrated a particularly high degree of 

cooperation. Coordination was generally seen as difflcult enough within each sector, without 

addinç expectations that it should extend across what remained a firm binary divide" 

(Cameron  & Royce, 1996: p. 84). 

This recommendation was not specifically followed through by the goverment, however 

a Task Force on Advanced Training was created which would investigate this and other relevant 

issues presented in Vision 2000 (Task Force on Advanced Training, 1993). 

The Task Force, again chaired by Pitman, was called the Task Force on Advanced 

Training. Its mandate was to identifi the province's needs for advanced training from al1 

relevant viewpoints (incl uding students, employees and employers) and to recommend ways of 
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more effecti~~e transfer between college and university (Task Force on Advanced Training, 1993, 

P- 3). 

The report of the Task Force, called No Deud Endv: Report of the T m k  Force on 

.-l ilvunwd Truining ro /lie Minider of Educut ;on und Tru inhg ( 1 993), was very clear in 

recommending major structurai change to the college and university systems in order to link 

them with each other, as well as with business (see Appendix n). Tt stated that the "lack of any 

açency in Ontario that might have bridged the gap between colleges and univenities has made 

the work of this Task Force speciaHy chailenging" (p. 16). As weII, it stated that the "founders 

of the college system would be surprised by the increasing nurnbers of university graduates who 

go to college to secure skills for immediate employment" (p. 17). Additionally, it recommended 

that linkages and a fair transfer of credits be encourapd behveen the two systems as 'there is a 

sense that knowledge is searnless and should not be balkanized by jurisdictional 'turf*- (p. 17). 

It   vas recognized in the report that the "nature of the student body in colleges and 

universities is changnç: it is older, more experienced, and cornes from an increasingly 

di fferentiated community. It expects opportunities for li felong leaming from colleges and 

universities - an expectation that is shared by the work force" (p. 17). 

It was also recognized that a major barrier to collaboration \vas that both col Ieges and 

universities are fil led to capacity and, in some cases, transfer students in both colleges and 

universities take spots away from secondary school graduates. Further, funding of the univenity 

system does not encourage growth when it is already operating above corn-dor. Restructuring, 

according to the report, would "demand new levels of flexibility and creativity, and attitudinal 

change ... " (p. 25). 
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The report cited a wide variety of structural, policy and attitudinal changes that must 

occur if Ontario's postsecondary sectors were to meet the needs of leamers more eflectively 

throughout their lifetime. It recommended that barrien to inter-sectoral trartsfer of credits in 

postsecondary education be eliminated and that an agency or council be established to provide 

leadership in the development of credit transfer policies and practices. 

Thers was admonition that: 

transfer arrangements between Ontario colleges and universities, while rapidly 

increasing in number, are ad hoc, fiequently informal, and are not governed by 

any provincial statement of principles and guidelines. There is great variation 

from institution to institution resulting in unequal opportunities for students 

interested in transferring with advanced standing. Student transfer wïth credit is 

dependent upon several factors - the relationship of coIIege faculty to facuIty 

in other institutions, an informal practice, a forma1 agreement, the proximity of a 

sister institution, knowledge of transfer agreements, etc., etc. This is inconsistent 

with present policy commitments to accessibility and equity; nor does it 

encourage participation in the advanced training opportunities that are already 

available (Task Force on Advanced Training, 1993, p. 36). 

It was identified that "there is a resentment that a college education receives no formal 

recognition from the university community" and that "more recognition is given to CAAT 

programs by American colleges and universities than by Ontario universities" (p. 48). 

In a comparative anatysis of Ontario's system to other provinces, such as British 

Columbia, and other countries, such as the United States (California), the United Kingdom, 



Australia, West Germany and Japan, it was concluded that: 

1 .  In countries weth particularly strong economies such as Germany and Japan, 

there is a strong and equal partnership of business, labour, and education in the 

planning, coordination, and delivery of advanced training. The partnership 

occurs at a state or nationa! level as well as in local communities; 

3- In the U.K., as in some Amencan states and in B.C., there appears to be a 

movement to eliminate bamers beisveen academic and vocational streams so that 

a student is able to apply credit from vocational as well as acadernic courses 

toward a baccalaureate degree; 

3. There is a growing recogn~tion of the need for the standardization of core 

cum~culom and of vocational qualifications across a jurisdiction; for exarnple, the 

national vocationai qualifications in the U.K., a cal1 for national cornpetencies 

and standards in Australia, the investigation of a core business cumculum in B.C; 

1. In at least three jurisdictions - Australia, B.C., and California - there are 

structures to encourage strong sectoral linkages and greater inter-institutional 

cooperation: a national açency for credit transfer in Australia, the B.C. Council 

on Admissions and Transfers, the California Postsecondary Education 

Commission; 

5. A number ofjurisdictions have invested in sophisticated, user-friendly 

information systems to increase the general level of knowledge about 

opportunities for further education and advanced training, thereby making them 

more readily accessible; 
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6.  In jurisdictions like Ontario - the U.K., Australia, California, B.C. - the 

degree continues :O be the preferred and recognized credential (Task Force on 

Advanced Training, 1 993, pp. 74-75). 

There \vas considerable stress on the importance of lifelong leaming as "essential if we 

are to keep Pace with the constant change that is characteristic of a global economy" and as 

"necessaty in knowledge-based industries'' (p. 79). As well it was stressed that the "relationship 

of the sectors within higher education detennines to a considerable extent whether or not life- 

long leaming is a theory or a practical reality" (p. 79). There was strong criticism that "linkages 

between a college and a university or the m s f e r  of students From one institution to another 

have been the exception rather than the nile. For most learners a continuum of higher education 

opportunities does not esisi" (p. 80). In the absence of program-specific arrangements general 

statements on the admission of college graduates appear in university caiendars which assess 

each student individually, resulting in "inconsistent treatment of students" and "transfer based 

on cronyism" (p. 35). 

This report also cites tecornmendations and conclusions of other related reports and 

discussion papers from groups such as The Steering Group on Prosperity; The Economic 

Council of Canada; and The Premier's Council of Ontario, which al1 cited cooperation between 

postsecondary institutions and irnprovement of pathways as critical for success in the future. It 

emphasizes that: 

ways must be found of improving the organization of p o s t s e c o n ~  education 

in Ontario, so that better opportunities w i l l  prepare leamen for the 2 1 st century. 

First, postsecondary education should be a single systern whose parts fit together 
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to fom a strong and coherent whole. Second, the system must be flexible and 

accessible: leamers must be able to participate in part-time or full-time learning 

throughout their lifetime, in a variety of settings (workplace, home, the 

classroom), receiving credi t for a wide range of learning experiences and 

accomplishments. Finally, education is so critical to the fi~ture prospenty of the 

country that it demands that al1 the partners - students, labour, employers, and 

educators - be full participants, sharing both the costs and the consequences of 

their cooperative activity (pp. 82-83). 

Despite the fact that the colleges and universities were 

conceived to be separate ... and that ... transfer between the two was neither 

provided for nor considered probable ... a quarter-centmy later the reality is 

substantial ly dflerent. Student movement has grown steadil y and reflects a 

demand for advanced training opportunities involving i nter-system transfer. The 

increase has occurred even though policies and structures to facilitate transfer are 

not in place. Students are evidently 'voting with their feet' (p. 86). 

As such it \vas deemed by the Task Force that the most obvious "impediments to transfer 

include: the absence of clear statements on transfer policy; the informa1 nature of many 

arrangements resulting in the inconsistent treatment of students; the limited recognition by 

universities of college courses for credit; the local basis of transfer arrangements, resulting in 

geat variation in availability, application, and opportunity" (p. 139). 

Subsequent to the strong criticisms and recommendations of both Vision 2000 (Ontario 

Council of Regents, 1990) and No Deud Endv (Task Force on Advanced Training Report, 1993), 
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the profile of the articulation issue was raised significantly. In 1994 a Guide fo Trurzs-er 

-1greement.y Among Onturio Colleges and Universities was published as a joint pilot project of 

ACAATO, COU and MET. As well, there was "considerable discussion and action [generated] 

at the col leçe and university level .. ." (Marshall, 1995, p. 2) ,  which included a flurry of 

discussion pajxrs published by both ACAATO and COU. 

In 1995 David Marshall, President of Nipissing Universis., spoke on "Trends in 

University-Collese Relationships in Ontario in the 90s" to a provincial meeting of both 

university and college advisors. Such meetings were still generating great attention, as did a 

meeting of college and university presidents in 1992, which was "heralded in the media" as an 

historie event (Skolnik, 1994, p. 2). Marshall (1995) exarnined the "pressures and trends at the 

Ontario university-college interface ... in order to provide a contexf for future decisions 

regarding both articulation and alternate credentialing" ( p. 2). in his speech he outlined the 

"significant dimensions" (p. 3) of the differences in the two sectors as: independence; 

governance; academic decision making; collective bargaining; financial issues; student entry; 

and mission (pp. 3-5). He also spoke to the "perceptions that the current articulation level [ws] 

not sufficient" (p. 6) and to the "issues" that wouid "form the action agenda for college- 

universis relations over the next few years" (p. 6). The twet ve perceptions included: 

1. a continuing perception that the universities place significant and 

inappropriate bamers in front of students attempting to transfer fiom colleges to 

universities; 

3. that block transfer of credits within the system is necessary to t d y  achieve a 

seamless postsecondary systern; 



28 

3. there is a çrowinz panic regarding the yet undetined advanced training needs 

of the Ontario workpiace, and of the need for a hybrid of the college and the 

university expenence/cuniculum to meet this need; 

4. there is a view held in the college sector that there are existing selected col lege 

diploma programs that are 'degree' ready; 

5. a growing number of university graduates are enrolling in collqe diploma 

programs, seeking to add a vocationaVemployabili~ dimension to their resumes; 

6. the elimination of the fifih year in Ontario high schools wi11 result in some 

convergence of admission standards, and convergence of the postsecondary 

education applicant pool for Ontario's universities and colleges; 

7. there are continuing discussions within the university systern itself of the need 

for a 'differentiated' university system with a concomitant 'differentiated' degree 

and funding structure; 

8. credentialing initiatives in other jurisdictions, rnost notably British Columbia, 

Alberta, and the US, are prompting colleges to ask for similar changes in Ontario; 

9. there is some perception of a growing threat to the colleges of the growth of 

private diplorna-offering institutions; 

10. there is a perception that the college sector needs an intemationally 

recognized credential for selected programs; 

1 1. there appears an assumption that the colleges are closer to the employability 

'market' than universities; 

1 2. there are some efficient ies (financial savings) to be gained fiom increased 



leveIs of articulation (p. 7). 

Marshall ( 1995) further discussed two trends that had stemmed from Vision 2000 ( 1990) 

and ,!'O Beud En& (1993) and fiom the perceptions outlined. The first \vas the creation of the 

College-University Consortium Council (CUCC) based upon a request fiorn the Minister of 

Education in 1994. The CUCC would pursue three IeveIs of articulation: the first, was btock 

transfer; the second was discipline specific new diplomddegree programs; and the third was 

credit for esisting college programs toivard d e p s .  The second trend was the pursuit of an 

alternate credential for colleges, that of associate, applied associate, and applied degrees. 

Marshall's (1 995) observations and conclusions were that pursuit of the second trend 

would impede progress on the first resulting in "greatly diminished motivation on the part of the 

universities" ( p. I6), and that "the failure of the universities and colleges to develop enhanced 

academic relationships based upon the consortium framework would certainly fuel demand for a 

new credentialing system for Ontario's cornmunity colleges" (p. 16). He maintained "optimism 

that the future university-college articulation efforts will provide a significant 'value added' 

component to Ontario's currently effective and efficient binary postsecondary system" (p. I7), 

yet stressed that the "University sector \vil1 have to understand the valid and increasingly 

important concem by the colleges for alternate credentialing . .. " (pp. 16- 17). 

The credential issue becarne a greater focus in 1995 as a separate but related issue of 

articulation. Both COU and ACAATO held symposiums and workshops to deal wvith the issues. 

COU released a Briefing Paper for Esecutive Heads entitled .Vew Credentials for the Onrurio 

Cdeges:' Bctckgrozmd und Opt iuns. In i t the col lege p s i  tion was summarized as afirming the 

need for Ontario colleges to address the difficulty of the credibility and portabifity of the 
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diplorna and certifkate outside of Ontario, supporting the introduction of associate and applied 

degrees, expressing concem that they did not want the colleges to become universities, and 

asserting that since previous efforts have not k e n  successful, a new, bolder, more action- 

oriented approach would be required (p. 3). 

A COU seminar on college/university relationships was also highlighted in the paper. 

The highlights included excerpts from presentations and the status of the consortium 

development. At that seminar it was suggestcd that the new consortium, still under discussion at 

that time, would have the "potentiai to meet most of the colleges' concerns about the advanced 

training needs of their students" (p. 4). 

Finally, the paper set out issues for the universities to consider, including the position 

that the "Consortium Agreement should be strongly supported by the universities as an 

alternative to the applied baccalaureate degreeS- (p. 1 1 ), that "only universities are authorized to 

award degrees of any kind" (p. 1 l), and that while it supported "positive, cooperative 

relationships" (p. 1 1 ) with the Ontario colieges, it must "oppose a step that would undennine the 

stability of the Ontario university degree" (p. 1 1 ). 

Several papers were aiso published in the College Quurte+ deali ng with both 

articulation and degree-granting issues. Michael Skolnik's (1 995) "Should the CAATs Grant 

Degrees?" careful 1 y considered the question fiom several angles. M i l e  stating that the standard 

de finition of a degree is "circularly unhelpful" because it is essentially "what those who have the 

legal authoriîy to award one Say that it is" (p. I), Skolnik (1 995) suggested that the primaiy 

motivation for the proposais from the colleges to grant degrees "seems to be that of enhancing - 

or recopnizing - the stature of the CAATs" (p. 4). Further, Skolnik (1 995) posited that 
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"[allthough there has been a considerable increase in the number of bilateraI transfer agreements 

between individual CAATs and universities in the past half dozen years, there are still no 

provincial infrastructure, policy, nor arrangements goveming transfer and degree completion in 

Ontario which are remotely comparable to what esists in Say, British Columbia or Aiberta" (pp. 

4-5). 

Rather than pursue degree-çranting Skol nik ( 1995) suggested that "the first priority 

should be on developing the articulation policy and mechanisms ... " (p. S) ,  as well as the 

development of concurrent programs in which the graduate would receive both a CAAT diploma 

and a university degree. While concurrent programs are a -'reaI challenge to the bureaucratic 

structures in both sectors ... [they] show postsecondary education at its best: diverse institutions 

coopera~ing to enable students to make the best use of the combined resources of the whole 

system" (p. 6). 

In Erika Gottlieb's ( 1  995) paper entitled "Reconciling the University with the 

Cornmunity College" it is posited that "in Ontario, there has developed a great divide between 

the two major models of pst-secondary education, and this schism ... has longrange intellectual 

and political-social implications" (p. I ). This division is compared to the satirical situation in 

David Lodge's novel Ar& Work. where the separation of theory and practice in postseconàary 

education has disastrous consequences (p. 1 ). Gottlieb ( 1  995) wams that the "potentially 

disastrous results of such sharp segegation of the university-calibre student from the 

community college student have possibly even more severe repercussions in Canada, specifically 

in Ontarioq- (p. 2). As well, "we must reconcile our divided selves and Our divided institutions ... 

jas1 removing the barrier between community college and university for the student would also 
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enhance the potential for teaching excellence both at the community college and at the 

universih levei" (Gottlieb, 1995, p. 3). 

In June of 1996 the Minister of Education and Training, John Snobelen, announced the 

establishment of the College-University Consortium Council whose mandate was " to facilitate, 

promote and coordinate joint education and training ventures that will: aid the transfer of 

students from sector to sector; facilitate the creation of joint programs between colleges and 

universities; and, fkrther the development of a more seamless continuum of postsecondary 

education in Ontario (CUCC Report, 1998, p. 2). 

The Council \vas sponsored jointly by COU, the Council of Presidents of ACAATO, and 

the Ministry of Education and Training (MET). It included one representative corn MET, three 

representatives from CAATs and three from universities. Its main objectives (CUCC, 1996) 

were to: 

facilitate province-wide transfer of credit between coIleges and universities 

through the development of "model" policies, guidelines and procedures; 

encourage the development of sequential or concurrent college-university 

advanced training programs, including degreeldiploma progams relared to 

specific disciplines that are key to Ontario's economic renewal; 

promote the value of college-university programming and, in particular, joint 

academic venture that maximize the utilization of resources for both sectors; 

encourage the development of partnerships with industry and linkages with labour 

market needs and the government's industrial and social priorities (p. 2). 

Additional objectives of the Council included: developing review criteria and project 
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evaluation rnechanisms for advanced training initiatives; updating the Ontario Transfer Guide; 

reporting on an annual ba i s  to the Minister of Education and Training; and organiling sessions 

in order to encourage institutional innovation and discussion of issues (CUCC, 1996, p. 3). 

In July, 1996 a discussion paper entitled F ~ u r e  Goûk fur Ontario Cdeges  und 

C.'rtiversi/ies was released in order to initiate and focus the public consultation with the Advisory 

Panel o n  Future Directions for Postsecondary Education which would take place between July 

and December of that year. This wouId be the only comprehensive review of postsecondary 

education in Ontario since The Learning Society report in 1972. In his preamble, John Snobelen, 

the  Minister of Education and Training, States that although "we have reason to be proud of our 

postsecondary educational institutions and their performance over the years, we must recognize 

that changes \vil1 have to be made if they are to continue to meet the educational needs of the 

province". The panel was specifically asked to identifL ways to promote and support co- 

operation between colleges and universities, among other things. 

The papa specified that the policy framework within which decisions were made about 

postsecondary education needed to be reviewed and updated. It discussed five broad objectives 

that should guide policy development: excellence; accessibility; a range of programs and 

institutions; accountability; and responsiveness to evolving needs (pp. 5-6). It further out1 ined 

the factors infl uenci ng pol icy development as king: demogaphic factors; changes in labour 

force rrquirements and social policy priorities; funding considerations; and the use of 

t e chno lo~  (pp. 7-9). There was clear emphasis on the need for increased cooperation and 

partnerships between colleges and universities and a caution that the changes urged were, indeed 

necessary both to meet evolving educational needs and to adjust to new fiscal realities (p. 13). 
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While the Panel was compiling its repon both colleges and universities, along with many 

other interested parties submitted biefs; 185 in ail. ACAATO (1  996) submitted a bief 

representing the collective college leadership views from both the Council of Governors and the 

Council of Presidents. It stated that "Ontario community colleges have earned a consistent and 

respected record of achievement in providing career education and training ... over the part 30 

years [and, that] colleges have proven to be change leaders in the education sector ..." (p. 1 ). 

There were five recommendations of the Council of Governors which included: first, 

"the establishment of a comprehensive and coherent education and training vision within 

Ontario's social and economic policy framework; second, the "immediate implementation of 

education and training policy that respects institutional diversity and promotes flexibility, 

investment and innovation incentives ..."; and third, '-flexible policy ... to support distance 

education, shared program delivery, [and] pnor leaming assessmentkredit transfer ..." (p. 7). 

The Council of Presidents made twenty-five recommendations under six core mandates: 

mandate of colleges; value for money; accountability; flexibility; accreditation and standards; 

and cost sharing and accessibility (pp. 2-4). The first four recornmendations of the accreditation 

and standards core message were: 

1. Create a mechanism to recognize the hl1 value of college programs' learning 

outcornes by universities and other institutions; 

2. Provide the option for colleges to offer applied degrees in specialized areas; 

3. Clarify the meaning of the college postsecondary diploma in the international 

marketplace; 

4. Improve degree completion oppominities for college graduates with 
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sigiificant recognition of college diploma standards toward university degrees 

(p. 3)- 

The brief stated that "Ontario's community colleges are at the crossroads of quality, 

access and funding. Environmental pressures for change are unprecedented. Colleges value 

diversitu and provide opportunities for invitational lifelong leaming to Ontario's population 

across the social and economic spectrum" (p. 6). In ordrr for the colleges to '-advance toward 

[their] vision" it was requested that the govemment "reduce dysfunctional duplication among 

education sectors'- and "value new models of collaboration and entrepreneurship" (p. 6). It was 

cited thai: 

Coliege graduates have sornetimes been penalized because their leaming 

achievements have not been recognized by universities. In some cases, 

recognition has been ad hoc and subjective. While some universities have 

developed long-standing articulation agreements, others do not judge college 

credits to be transferable. The pace of developing program by program transfer 

agreements is too slow to be acceptable to the public of Ontario. Lack of PLA 

and credit transfer policy is a bamer to access and it results in unnecessary 

duplication and wasted resources (pp. 1 0- 1 1 ). 

The Council of Ontario Universities Committee on Relationshi ps Between the 

Universities and Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology submitted a brief as well in October, 

1996. In the bnef it was stated that the Committee was "pleasrd to contribute to the Panel's 

examination of this topic by focusing on the changing relationship between the college and 

university sectors in Ontario" and that "Ontario universities are committed to working with 
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coileges to develop programs that enable students who have eamed college di plornas to 

complete requirements for a univenity degree in an efficient and timely manner" (p. I ). It was 

acknowledged that "both systems have k e n  in considerable evolution over the past twenty-tive 

years", however, the very next paragraph reminded the panel that colleges were "deliberately 

established with mandates and target audiences different from those of the universities"; that 

"few mechanisms were established to facilitate cmperation between the two sectors"; and that 

"colleges and universities also differ with regard to their structure and their operations" (p. I ). 

The brief reiterated the perceptions of the Ontario college-university reiationship as 

identified in Marshall's (1995) speech and discussed some of them individually from the 

universih perspective, while labelling the others "more myth than fact" (p. 3). The paper also 

commented on a 1994 survey of universities by the Council on University Planning and Analysis 

of the bam'ers to university-college cooperation. It pinted out that the proposed College- 

University consortium would be the appropriate body to deal with such bam'ers, which included 

orçanizational structure, cost, funding and enrolment counting policies and geoçraphy, as well as 

academic issues such as admission requirements and the assessment and granting of credit 

tram fer (p. 1 1 ). There were four recommendations put fonh in the paper: 

1. the Ontario postsecondary sectors continue to move beyond strictly bilateral 

transfer agreements by estabfishing more provincially articulated and 

communicated transfer arrangements; 

3. cdleges and universities continue to be encouraged to work together to 

develop new articulation agreements, where the two systems share in program 

delivery and where some unmet vocational need can be identified; 
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3. the CSAC initiative be continued sithin the Ministry, with adequate staffing 

and resources, as the foundation for enhanced transfer behveen the colleges and 

the universities; 

4. the Ministry of Education and Training continue to provide the necessary 

resources to the Advanced Training Consortium to encourage and assist 

appropriate collaboration, including new models of collaboration that might 

evolve (pp. 1 2- 1 3). 

In December, 1996 the Panel's report, Excelknce. Accessibrlity, Re.~pnsihility was 

released (called the Smith Report). The Panel clearly stated at the beginning of the repon that 

they believe "the basic structure of Ontario's postsecondary sector is sound ... , there is no need 

to impose a grand new design ... bet,] there are clear signs that the postsecondary sector i s  under 

pressure" (p. 2). The Panel was, however "convinced that, without significant change in the way 

the sector is evolving and the way it i s  resourced, its quality and accessibility wiil be undennined 

. . - " (p. 2). 

A general principle that the Panel endorsed in arriving at their conclusions and eighteen 

recommendations (see Appendix IV) was: "Postsecondary education must evolve in a way which 

provides the opportunity for a highquality leaming experience to every Ontarian who is 

motivated to seek it and who has the ability to punue it" (p. 3). This operating principle guided 

the Panel to frame its comments within several themes. The "framework" in which these themes 

- excellence, accessibility and responsibility - "would best be developed included several 

characteristics: differentiation in strengths; a less regulated environment; accountability; 

perfomance; and adequacy of resources (p. 3). 
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The report carefully considered the roles and linkages of the two institutions. It 

considered the changing mandate of the colleges, yet re-affirrned the distinct. but 

complementary. aspects of the two systems. While this was seen as a strength of Ontario's 

system, the need for hirther change in policies and regulations affecting colleges was clearly 

indicated. "There should be no unnecessary baniers to students wishing to transfer beîsveen 

universities and colleges" (p. 47) is a clear indicator of the position of the Panel, who were also 

"encouraged by the degree of activity in recent yean in developing l inkages among colleges 

and universities" (p. 43). 

The strateby proposed for the future included the kl ief  of the Panel that "our 

postsecondary institutions need rmm to expriment ...[ and that a] complementary relationship 

among institutions, rather than a hierarchical relationship, should emerge" (p. 19 j. The Panel 

saw "no reason to elirninate the distinctions between colleges and universities ... [since] the 

esisting duality captures an important reality in postsecondary education" (p. 19). They did 

stress, however, that "the ease with which a student can move between the two systems and draw 

on the different strengths of various institutions will be a key factor in the delivery of the type of 

academic and vocational and advanced training programs that students need now and in the 

future'- (p. 1 9). 

The eiçhteen recommendations of the Panel included nine recommendations related to 

sharinç the costs of postsecondary education among al1 participants. These included: 

consideration of the "level and distribution of public support, including support for research; the 

ways in which private sector support could be increased; and the policies on tuition and student 

support required to prevent the erosion of quality and access" (p. 2 1). 



The nea four recornmendations (1 0-13) were related to the roles of postsecondary 

institutions and the linkages between and arnong them. They included "ways to enhance college 

credentials ... [and] views on the need for an advisory body to provide information and analysis" 

(p. 2 1 ). The Panel endorsed the aims of the CUCC and "anticipate[d] that hirther innovation in 

the development ofjoint programming will be achieved ..." (p. 42). The Panel also found that 

durinç their consultations there wvs support expressed for increased linkages, yet, there were 

differing views on how to proceed. As well? the Panel "'\vas advised that further developrnent of 

l i nkages will depend on resolving impedirnents to the development of college-university 

programs" (p. 42). 

The final five recommendations (14-1 8) stemmed from an analysis of "issues related to 

future demand for postsecondary education, including the capacity of existing institutions to 

meet demand"; an examination of "ways of preserving excellence through strategies for 

attracting and retaining the finest teachers and researchers, and for ensuring high standards of 

performance", and an exploration of the "conditions under which privately-fùnded not-for-profit 

universities miçht ernerge in Ontario" (p. 2 1). 

Related Discussion Papers 

For the next year or so the CUCC \vas busy fulfilling its mandate and there was nothing 

much witten on the topic of college-university cooperation until Febniary of 1998. At this time 

David Marshall, who was both Chair of the COU Cornmittee on College-University Relations 

and Co-Chair of the CUCC wrote a paper entitled College-University Relationships in Ontario. 

In it he queried the "increasingly pervading notion that our colleges and univenities are in sorne 

kind of cornpetition ~ Ï t h  each other ... (p. 1) and suggested that " ... the problems and issues at 
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this interface have received far too much attention of late, drawing needed attention away from 

the central problem facing pst-secondary education in Ontario: lack of public/govemment 

support" (p. 1). The ba is  for this confrontation was explored as were ways to resolve the 

issues in order to move ahead as one united system. 

In considenng what "has changed over the past decade to upset this comfortable balance 

of roles" (p. 3 )  several possibilities were examined. n i e  first was a changinç workworld in 

which the workers mquired needed a different set of skills and knowledge from those of the past. 

Colleges have increased the academic n'gour of their programs, while univenities have added 

more technoloizjcal components to theirs. The resulf according to Marshall (1998), is that each 

has b e p n  to "bump into each other's traditional missions and roles" (p. 4). 

The other reason, the "essence ... [of the] ... confrontation, . .. boils down to a 

fundamental disagreement over the title 'degree"' (p. 4) in which the colleges are punuing nvo 

strategies: degee granting and articulation. Colleges, Marshall (1  998) rnaintained, "want the 

benefits of the degree distinction for their graduates" (p. 5) and "believe that Ontario universities 

are far too slow to enter into ... articulations" (p. 6). 

Marshall ( 1998) cited "tremendous advances in this area over the past five yean in 

Ontario" (p. 6) due to the efforts such as that of t h e  CUCC, which funded 15 articulation 

projects in 1996-1 997. However, the question remains whether college graduates would find the 

amount of credit ganted "satisfactory", given that "[mlany of these initiatives have, as yet, to 

move to a system level" (p. 7). Tt is suggested that "a graduate ofa three-year diploma at a 

college should be able to find a university that would give two yean' credit towards a similar 

(same discipline) four-year degree" (p. 7). 



In offenng suggestions for what could be done to deal with the issues at hand, Marshall 

(1  998) first stated that *'much research needs to be done to detennine the pervasiveness and 

nature of the problem" (p.8). Suggestions were made that were mindful of future policy 

directions. They were: 

1. There is no evidence to suggest that there is any need in Ontario, at this time, 

for any nelv kind of polytechnic institute that somehow combines, in one 

institution, the vocational and the academic ... 

2. Offeri ng Ontario's colleges the opportunity to provide baccalaureate degrees 

mil1 solve very fittte in the long run ... ; 

3. There is a need to consider a new and distinguishable credential for college 

uaduates ... ; 
C 

4. Notwithstanding the label problems, the establishment of system-wide levels 

of articulation between Ontario's colleges and universities is the most appropriate 

strategy for addressing the substantive concems at the college-university 

interface ... ; 

5. There is no formal structure in place for Ontario's college and university 

systems to work together in the resoiution of these and other pst-secondary 

chalienges in Ontario ... ; 

6. Finally, in al1 of this, it must not be lost that, by far, the most significant 

challenge facing both our colleges and universities is the shortage of funds ... 

(pp. 9- 1 1 ). 

Shortly afier this paper's submission to COU its Committee on College-University 
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Relations in Ontano sent a letter to the Minister of Education and Training, David ~ohnson, to 

appnse him of the current state of the "issue" from the COU'S penpective. The position of 

COU was that: on1 y Ontario universi ties should have degree-granting pnvilege; univenities 

should work closely with colleges to ensure the mon seamless and appropriate access to 

university; universities should provide special degree completion programs for college 

graduates? especially in regulated professions; COU and the Ontario govemment have a mandate 
Y 

to protect the "brand name" of the univenity degree; there are many examples of articulation 

agreements of which col lege graduates can take advantage which are "convenient and etficient"; 

and, articulation is "without a doubt, the best strategy to provide college students with access to 

a university degree-. (pp. 2-3). 

The letter's summative comments indicated that the COU "agee[s] that there remains 

much to accomplish in the college-university area"; "ystem obstacles ... need to be remedied"; 

the "credential problem for the colleges is real and the universities have an obligation to help 

look for an appropriate solution"; that there needs to be a "consistent policy with regard to 

ministerial consents for degree completion programs on college campuses"; and, '-most of ail; 

Ontario's colleges and univenities need to work as one in responding to such challenges as 

seconda- school refonn, tuition deregulation and so on" (p. 3). Finally, the conclusion stated 

that the "COU will continue to work with the colleges and the Minisw to address the issues 

outlined in this letter and other aspects of the evolving relationship between the two sectors in 

Ontario" (p. 3). 

Neanng the latter part of its two year mandate the CUCC held a symposium in February, 

1998 entitled College-University Collaboration - Myth or Destiny? At that time Rodger 



43 

Cummins, who had been commissioned to study the movement between Ontario universities and 

colleges, reported his findings to the Council. It wanted '-hard evidence" on: movement of 

students and graduates between Ontario colleges and universities, and their success in those 

programs; the most important charactenstics of students in both colleges and univenities; and 

the aspirations of college students and graduates to move to universities and vice versa and the 

barriers tvhich face them (1 998, p. 2). 

Cummins (1998) first noted that "sound evidence that is reliable, complete and current 

does not appear to exist" (p. 2). He reported on characteristics of the clients, their movement 

into postsecondary education, as well as within if and then summarized b t h  knowns and 

unknowns. While Cummins was asked to examine existing sources of evidence, it was 

concluded that such sources were interesting, but inconclusive in providing an accurate view of 

the "big picture". 

The data presented, whi le admittedly underestimated showed that there is signifrcant 

movement \\ithin the postsecondary education sector, although it was still not clear to what 

extent. This suggested that there needs to be closer analysis of this movement in order to obtain 

a tnie picture on which to base policy decisions. 

Following the symposium the CUCC released a paper outlining the issues arising fiom 

i ts work on fiHeen collaborative projects. These projects, one of the major objectives of the 

Counci!, had received over S800,000 in funding. There were: f o u  projects in nursing and health 

education; two in applied health sciences/technologies; two in business; four in liberal arts; and 

three in technology. The issues identified were of two types - functional and contextual - and 

were çrouped under seventeen headings as logistical; access (including admissions standards, 



requirements and student success); governance (including fûnding, registration and tuition, 

h uman resources and program approvals); academic (incl uding reciprof ity, deiivery, rigour, and 

curriculum refom); mandate; and relationship. 

It \vas acknowledged in the papa that the mandates for both colleges and univenities 

--are blurring at the edges" (p. 4). It was stronçly suggested, as well, that "cooperation, not 

competitiveness, is the key to an effective postsecondaty education system for the ne.- century", 

and that '-mindset changes are needed" (p. 5). 

Later in the spring of 1998 the COU Committee on Relationships Behveen the 

Universities and Colleçes of Applied Arts and Technology revisited the college credential issue 

and released a revised version of its submission to the Smith Panel from 1996. It detailed 

developments since 1995, citing that COU's position is generally consistent with the 

recommendations of the Smith Panel ( 1 W6), and that "substantial progress in articulation and 

degree-completion opportunities " (p. 3) had been made by the CUCC pilot projects. 

An "informal, OR-the-recor&' (p. 5) meeting of University and college presidents in 

January, 1998 was summarized, in which it \vas concluded that there should be a new mandate 

for the CUCC; one which "would go beyond project management and into policy analysis and 

reaction" (p. 5). 

The conclusions of the paper reiterated the COU's opposition to degree-pnting status 

for colleges; its assumption that the degree-granting issue is separate from the transfer credit 

issue; and that it should "continue to counter the misinformation that prevails about the Ontario 

universities: that they are obstmctionist, that college credentials are not recognized for transfer, 

and that the ciment evolutionary approach to collaboration is too slow or ineffective" (p. 7). 
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ln ~upus t  of 1998 the CUCC submitted a report to the Minister of Education and 

Training on its first two year mandate. It stated that considerable learning about the issues 

related to collaboration had been achieved as a result of its four main activities: the fifieen 

sponsored collaborative projects; a provincial symposium where results of the projects were 

presented; the Ontario college-university transfer guide project; and a study of postsecondary 

student movement patterns in Ontario (p. 3). 

Of the fifieen collaborative projects, which had received a total funding of over 

S800,000, six had achieved their outcomes. It \vas concluded that these results "demonstrate the 

greater wiIlingness of colleges and univetsities to work together to provide diverse cost-effective 

postsecondary learning opportunities for students" (p. 4). 

Five of the projects panially achieved their outcomes; three of which anticipated further 

progress. The conclusions fiom these projects were: "that barriers to collaboration may be 

positively addressed by clarifying the values and perceptions of the other sector, evolving 

al ternative perspectives and questioning p s t  practice. Their deliberations changed many false 

perceptions of each sector throuçh teamwork, dialogue and mutual disclosure of interests" (p. 5). 

It was indicated that articulation issues, such as the admissibility of college graduates without 

OAC and their readiness for univenity level courses were "especially troublesome" (p. 5). It 

was also indicatecî, however, that the progress achieved in resolving issues related to admission 

requirements "is a testimony to changing attitudes and recognition of the excellence of college 

programrning" (p. 5) .  

The last four projects did not achieve their outcomes. "The absence of a policy 

framework that supports coilaborative programrning and provides financial incentives for 



institutions in both sectors to invest the resources needed to develop and impiement propms 

and agreements that are atypical was frequently cited as a detenent to successful collaboration" 

(P. 5)-  

There were nurnerous conclusions reached as a result of the efforts of the projects. They 

included: a cal1 for a "system-wide cornmitment and protocois"; special funding for 

collaborative progams; empowerrnent of team members for decision-making; recognition of the 

quality of learning achieved in each sector; accountability mechanisms: and a clear role of 

government in setting policies and yidelines for future collaborative efforts (pp. 5-6). 

Other, general conclusions reached as a result of the research project on rnovement of 

students, development of the transfer guide, and the symposium were that: due to the challenge 

by public, govemments and business to work more effectively, Ontario needs a stable forum 

where colleges and universities can engage in open discussion, problem solve and vision in the 

interests of learners; and that the CUCC's mandate should be renewed. 

Beginning in October of 1998 degree-ganting became an issue between colleges and 

universities in Ontario with the release of the Heporr of the CO(/ Trrsk Force on .bfini.s~erid 

('clnsei~s ( 1 998). The Task Force was responding to the i ncreasing number of applications (over 

20) for Ministerial Consent, which are the requirement for out-of-province universities to offer 

progarns in Ontario. It \vas contended in the report that the "majoriîy of these applications fall 

outside the original intent of the Ministerial Consent pum-ew" since the policy was "intended to 

allow out-of-province institutions to offer to Ontario students (on a time-limited basis) degree 

programs not offered by Ontario universities" (p. 1). A number of the  applications pending were 

degree completion programs to be ofKered in parînership with Ontario colleges, for exarnple, 



twelve of the applications were frorn Athabasca University in partnenhip with Sir Sandford 

Fleming Coilege. Others were intended to establish permanent facilities; also not the intention 

of the policy. 

The Task Force's position was that Ontario's univenities "are interested in meeting, as 

much as possible, the existing and emerging societal needs for univers@-level education and are 

confident that, in many instances? they can compete with out-of-province institutions based on 

the quality product they deliver. However, to do so they must first be infornted of the perceived 

need. Second, their plans for meeting that need must be given due consideration" (p. I ). 

As a result, the Task Force developed a set of eight principles and numerous stepwise 

processes for the review of Ministerial Consents which clearly specified the conditions under 

which consents would be granted. 

Further to this position k ing  stated, ACAATO passed a resolution on December 1 ,  1998, 

which requested that the Minister of Education and Training authorize CAATs to offer applied 

degees in specialized program areas. The whole debate over degree-granting appeared to be 

descending into defensive posturing on both sides. 

In addition to its position on Ministerial Consents, COU also struck a Task Force to re- 

examine its position regarding degree-granting authority for the colleges, which released a report 

in January, 1999. There were five aspects to this issue considered: the position of college 

presidents; the educational objectives of college students; the degee-granting models in two 

western provinces; the current level and types of articulation and collaboration arrangements 

behveen Ontario's colleges and universities; and current impediments to such arrangements 

(p. 1 ). As well, the Task Force considered the progress and ongoing work of the CUCC. 



The report stated that while "sipificant progress has been made to date in the area of 

program credit transfer and collaboration, ... that an expansion and improvement of the 

opportunities for Ontario's college students to complete a degree is a laudable goal ..." (p. 3) .  

It was suggested that "Ontario's universities can provide college students with access to degrees 

throuçh deçree-completion and jointiintegrated prograrns, and by expanding articulation 

agreements with the colleges in an accelerated fashion" (p. 3). The Task Force "believe[d] that 

the proportion of colleçe students interested in completing a degree would increase if some of 

the irnpediments to access were removed (p. 5). 

The repori identified "numerous issues ... as impediments to the impiementation of 

articulated and collaborative prograrns ... " (p. 1 l) ,  which, it stated, needed to be addressed. 

The- are: 

1. Funding and tuition fees; 

2. Enrolment counting and corridor funding policies; 

3. Equalization of program costs; 

4. Quai ity assurance and standards; 

5.  Bridging and remediation; 

6. Assessrnent and access to information; 

7. Start-up costs; 

8. Strategic behaviour (pp. 1 1 - 12). 

The final recommendation of the Task Force was for "Ontario's universities to adopt an 

accelerated approach to greater articulation and collaboration with Ontario's colleges that 

includes a proposa1 for multi-college degree-completion arrangements" (p. 13). The key 



49 

elements of such a proposal would be: a clear policy From the govemment that establishes a 

stable framework; a cornmitment by colleges and universities to accelerate articulation 

agreements: and additional Funding to address the de~cnbed impediments, to support sw-up 

costs and to offset the increased costs associated with course delivery (p. 13). It \vas deemed 

important that a "high level working group representing the Minisby should be created to 

provide recommendations to the Minister regarding specific policy and funding changes that will 

facilitate the accelerated articulation approach and identifi the major specific arrangements for 

consideration" (p. 13). To date, however, there has been no action in this regard. 

In January of 1999, Michael Skolnik's paper, CAAT.7, ihiversities, und Degrees: 

T O I V U ~ S -  Some Options for Enlrancing flte Cunnection between CAA Ts und Begrees, which had 

been commissioned by CUCC, was released. Its purpose was threefold: to outline the "principal 

factors which have led to increased urgency for Ontario colleges of applied arts and technology 

(CAATS) to secure arrangements that would enable many of their students to obtain a degree; 

[to] survey the major issues associated with improving degree opportunities for CAAT students; 

and [to] present a number of options to achieve this goal" (p. i). 

Skofnik (1999) discussed al1 of the available options, questioned p s t  policy and practice 

in Ontario and presented several opinions on the issues. He suggested that an alternative to the 

sectoral approach, currently used in Ontario, would be a system approach "in which al1 elements 

of postsecondary education are treated as components of a whole" (p. 13), as in Australia 

The six options presented for enhancing CAAT-university cooperation and degree 

opportunities were: 

1 .  Assign responsibility for leadership to some province level body; 



2. Develop a vision and framework for inter-sector cooperation to which al1 or 

most interested parties subscribe; 

3. Arrange for the function of an open university to be camed out in Ontano; 

4. Develop and disseminate mode1 agreements for degree completion; 

5. On a cornpetitive basis, approve a limited number of applied degree initiatives 

in selected areas; 

6. Encourage the creation of at least one conglomerate postsecondary institution 

which incorporates a university and a CAAT under a single governing board 

(pp. 15-21 ). 

Shortly after Skolnik's ( 1999) paper was released the College-University Relations 

SubCornmittee of the Academic Vice-Presidents, ACAATO released a response to the COU 

MinisteriaI Consents report (January, 1999). The response paper, which was endorsed by the 

Cornmittee of Presidents of the colleges, presented the colleges' perspective both on the 

Ministerial Consents issue, as well as on the current state of Ontario college-university relations 

and provided a set of four recommendations to the Minister for consideration. 

First, a need for out-of-province degree completion opportunities in Ontario was 

presented. SeveraI reasons were cited, including: meeting the needs of employers and 

stimulatinç econornic developrnent; expanding flexible educational opportunities; providing a 

cost effective alternat ive; capi talizing on technological advances; providing access for coilege 

gaduaies from northern and semi-urban regions; and meeting the double cohort and 

demographics challenge (pp. 2-5). 

Second, the current state of degrec completion opportunities was presented from the 
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colleges' perspective. Citing the recommendations of past reports and commissions (as 

previously cited in this review), as well as the outcome of the CUCC collaborative projects' 

(six of tifteen projects achieving iheir goals) several reasons for the "penistent inactivity and 

lack of significant progress despite the bea efforts of colleges and universities" (p. 5). The 

reasons incl ude: 

a) The university corridor funding system acts as a disincentive for collaboration 

with colleges; 

b) The lengthy process for program approval at universities; 

c) Attitudinal barriers; 

d) Lack of system-wide policies and procedures for collaborative agreements; 

e) Lack of effective collaborative program fiinding formulas; 

f) Lack of transfer credit incentive for university faculty and staff (pp. 5-6). 

Further it was stated that "until these bamers are addressed in a substantial way, it is 

un1 i kel y t hat major improvements will be seen in Ontario college-university col laborative efforts 

[and that the] growing number of applications for ministerial consent are a reflection of this 

environment" (p. 6). 

Third, the paper recommended several guiding pn'nciples for degree completion 

opportunities for colleges graduates, which included: assuring the integrity of credentials 

offered; meeting the higher education needs of business and industry and colleges graduates; 

ensu ring appropriate credit for col lege diploma and postdiploma pduates; and expanding the 

range of degree cornpletion options to ensure flexibility and choice for college graduates (p. 7)- 

Fourth, the paper reiterated the cunent guidelines for Ministenal Consent applications 
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and critiqued the COU'S recommended process for granting such consents, citing it  as 

--unacceptable", as a '-fundamental policy shifi based on the premise that institutional 

accreditation in the home jurisdiction is not a sufficient determinant of  academic quality for out- 

of-province universities", and as --contradictory since a province-wlde 'standard' does not exist" 

(P. 7)- 

Finally, four CAAT recommendations were presented. These included recommendations 

that: the protocols and procedures recommended by COU should not be adopted; the existing 

protocols should be maintained until such time as jointly recommended changes could be made; 

the six outstanding applications for Ministerial Consent be immediately addresseci; and the 

Mi nistry should remove the moratorium on considering addi tional applications for ministerial 

consent (pp. 8-9). 

On March 26, 1999 The Ontario College-University Degree Completion Accord (called 

the  Port Hope Accord) \vas made oficial. This was the second drafi of principles and a matrix 

for degree completion recommended by the CUCC. The framework is intended to complement 

other arrangements such as joint and concurrent programs, in facilitating "expansion of degree 

completion programs in areas where there is substantial academic affinity". Additionally, it is 

stated that "universities wil l work to develop new pst-di plorna degrees for college programs for 

which there are no apparent afflnity degrees". It is clearly stated that "the Minisîry of Education 

and Training \Ml1 work with colleges and universities to resolve funding issues related to 

articulation and joint programrning". 

One university in each region wodd "actively pursue the implementation of this accord 

and it would be deemed successful "if degree completion arrangements are developed for 90% 



of programs with substantial academic affinity" (p. 1). 

Program teams of equal representation by university and college partners will  

recommend degree completion agreements to their goveming bodies. Leaming achieved by 

college graduates would be recognized and there would be respect for the missions and 

academic standards of ail parîmers and necessary changes to cum~culum would occur to facilitate 

both transition From college and direct entry to university. 

Of the nurnerous comments (many positive, some neeative) related to the Degree 

Completion Accord, David Marshall (1 999), notably someone whose opinion is inforrned 

through experience with articulation, wrote a paper outlining both his comments and 

suggestions. First, he suggests that the "most expedient way for Ontario universities to comply 

with the type of template that CUCC proposes would be to develop these specific pst-diploma 

degrees, not the modification of existing degree requirements" (p. 4). 

Next, Mars ha1 l ( 1 999) proposes a matris of articulatioddegree completion objectives to 

guide consideration of appropriate levels of advanced standingmedit transfer. The matrix 

includes three types of articulation - diplomas with no afinity, some afinity and high affinity - 

and fîve levels of articulation possible: credit transfer; existing program to existing program 

articulation; specifically designed degree completion degrees; articulated student flow 

arrangements; and jointly delivered programs, where each ce11 of the matrix would suggest a 

different degree of articulation (p. 6). 

Tt is suggested that "if we are lmking for the most expedient path to degree completion 

for Ontario college graduates, we must consider ( i )  the public policy purpose/objectives (ii) the 

specific diplornas under consideration and (iii) the type of articulation most appropriate 



(Marshall, 1999, p. 7). 

Finally, a set of observations are presented, which include one that purports that "the 

template that CUCC has proposed would only work for specifically designed degree completion 

programs and perhaps a very small number of closely aligned college and univenity programs. 

However, the CUCC could perhaps develop altemate templates for different types of program 

affïnities" (p. 8). 

Conciusions 

1t is cIear h m  the preceding review of the literature that there are, in fact, numerous, 

clearly identifiable bamers to articulation agreements between colleges and universities in 

Ontario. These barn-ers, which are said to include attitudinal, policy, funding and structural 

corn ponents have k e n  identified by both col lege and university sectors as "impediments to the 

implernentation of articulated and collaborative programs 2 (COU Task Force on Degree 

Granting, 1999, p. 1 1 ). The reports, comrnissiori recommendations, and studies reviewed (see 

Table 1 for summary of studies and recommendations) identie that there have k e n  significant 

changes in the contest of postsecondary education in Ontario in the pst thirty years. Both 

postsecondal systems have grown and matured, as well as moved closer to each other's 

mandates. The lines which separate them have become blurred over time, yet the lack of a 

formal mechanism for coilaboration, coupled with a lack of incentive to pursue collaborative 

endeavours, has resulted in o system which is not meeting the current needs of its consumers - 
the students. Consequently, the bamers to increased collaboration continue to exist and to 

impede progress toward a seamless pathway by which students can obtain both degree and 

diploma credentials. 
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It has k e n  cited several times by several sources that more research needs to be 

conducted on this topic in order to clearly examine the vue extent of the problem. Despite the 

numerous recomrnendations of p s t  studies and discussion papers, the creation of a system of 

sui table articulation agreements which will provide a smooth pathway, or a seamless transfer, 

for students wïthin postsecondary education does not exist yet. Thus, further in-depth 

esamination of the barriers which currently exist is necessary so that postsecondary education in 

Ontario does not stagnate within the Canadian higher education. 



TABLE 1 - Summary of  Literature 

Yea r 3asC ~orce /Pmer  Recommad,@ms Action that folio - w d  
- - - - - - - 

1962 Advisory Cornmittee on colleges offer firsî two not implemented for 
University Affairs 
(Deutsch Committee) 

1966 Commission to Study the 
Development of Graduate 
(Spinlis Committee) 

years of coursework fear of inferior status 
for col leges, third 
year, and pressure to 
gant  degrees 

1981 Fisher 
1984 Bovey studied universities only 

no master plan for higher still not implemented 
education 33 years later 

1 98 1 Task Force for CAAT Growth mandate of colleges not 
congruent with present 
picture - recommended 
thorough review and 
development of 
blueprint for future 
to address admission 
policy, funding and 
govemance 

1985 Pitman Report ( 1  7 colleges viewed as 
industrial organizrrtions 
recornmendations led to 
Vision 2000 - 
sweeping changes to 
govemance stmc ture 
of colleges 

colleges at crossroads, 
change is necessary 
40 recommendations 
namely articulation 

deemed too radical 

led to Task Force 
on Advanced Training 
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1 993 Task Force on Advanced 
Training (2" Pihnan Rcprt )  
:Vo Deud Ends 

1994 Transfer Guide 

1 995 Marshall speech on Trends 
in University-College 
Relationships in the 90s 

major structural change 
to both college and 
university systems, policy 
and attitude - recommended 
elimination of the barriers 
to inter- sectoral transfer 
and an agency to provide 
leadership 
listed impediments to 
transfer as absence of 
policy; informa1 nature of 
arrangements resulting in 
inconsistent treatment of 
students; 1 imited recognition 
of college courses; local basis 
of transfer 

significant dimensions of 
di fference are independence; 
governance; academic 
decision-making; collective 
bargaining; financ ial ; student 
entry; and mission 
12 perceptions 
2 trends fiom Vision 2000 
and No Beud Endv - CUCC 
and degree-granting for 
colleges 

1995 COU Paper - New Credenrids CUCC would be helpful, 
for the Onturio Calleges? no degree-gant ing for 
Ruckgro zrnd and Op [ions colleges 

1995 SkoinikPaper-ShouldCAA7S no provincial infrastructure 
Grant Begrecs? policy, nor arrangements 

governing transfer - 
suggested first priority 
should be developing 
articulation policy and 
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1 995 Gottl ieb Paper - Reconciling 
~lze C,hiver.sity with rhe 
Co rnmunity Cullege 

1 996 CUCC estabt ished 

mechanisms and 
concurrent programs 

great di vide in postsecondary 
education - schism has long 
range intellectuaI and political- 
social implications 

mandate - to facilitate, 
promote and coordinate 
joint education and 
training ventures 

changes have to be made 
to continue to meet the needs 
of the province 
policy framework needs 
reviewing and updating 
5 objectives of policy 
development, factors 
influencing policy 
deveiopment 
emphasis on need for 
increased cooperation and 
partnership of two 
sectors and a caution 
that changes were 
necessary 

1996 ACAATO Brief to Smith Panel 5 recommendations of 
Council of Governors, 
25 recommendations of 
Council of Presidents 
stated colleges at a crossroads 
of quality, access and funding 

1996 COU Brief to Smith Panel acknowledged considerable 
evolution of both systems 
over last 25 years, cited 1994 
Council on University Planning 
and Analysis survey of universities 
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1996 Smith Report 

on barriers to university-college 
cooperation - they are 
organizational stmc ture; 
cost; funding and enrolment 
counting; policies; geography; 
academic issues; admission 
requirements; assessrnent 
of credi t 
4 recornmendations 

significant change 
necessary, acknowledged 
changing mandate of 
colleges, cited there 
should be no unnecessary 
barriers 
1 8 recommendations - 
9 related to cost sharing no 
4 related to roles and linkages 
5 related to issues 

1 998 Marshall Paper - Cullege- notion of cornpetition, 
i hrivrrsity I?elutioavltips cited advances in last 5 years, 
in On~urro need research, 6 suggestions 

for future policy 

1998 COU Cornmittee on College- no degree granting for colleges, 
University Relations in universities should work with 
Ontario - letter to Minister colleges, univenities should 
(included Marshall's paper) provide special degree 

completion programs, 
there is much to accomplish 
and system obstacles need to 
be remedied, credential problem 
for colleges real and univenities 
are obliged to hel p look for 
solutions, need consistent 
policy on ministerial consents, no 
universities and colleges need 
to work as one 



TABLE 1 - Continued 

1998 CUCC Symposium - College- 
University Collaboration - 
Myth or Destiny? 

1998 CUCC Paper-/.vsuesArising 
frorn C'oliuboru~ ive Research 
Projecis 

1998 COU Cornmittee on 
Relationships Between 
Universities and Colleges 

1 998 ACAATO - Requzst for 
Degree-Granting 

1999 COU Task Force on Degree- 
Granting 

no sound evidence exists, 
significant movement within 
postsecondary sector - needs 
closer analysis 

2 types of issues identified - 
functional and contextual - 
1 7 headings 
acknowledged mandates of 
both coiieges and universities 
are Murring at the edges 

revision of brief to Smith 
Panel - CUCC mandate 
to go beyond project 
management into pol icy 
analysis and reaction - 
reiterated COU'S opposition 
to degree granting for colleges, 
seen as separate issue fkom 
transfer credit 

4 activities: collaborative 
projects, 6 achieved goals, 
5 partially achieved goals, 
4 did not achieve goals; 
plicy fiamework and funding 
incentives cited as reasons - 
numerous concl usions - 
syrn posi um; tram fer guide; 
study of movement patterns 

limit consents 
8 principles and 
stepwise processes 

no to degree-granting, but 
the proportion of credential 



TABLE 1 - Continued 

1999 Skolnik Paper - CAA Ts, 
( /niver.vit ies, und Degrees: 
hwurdv b%ne Oprions for 
Enhuncing the Connec~ion 
Rciwwn CAA ïk und Degrecs 
(cornmissioned by CUCC) 

1999 ACAATO Response to COU 
Ministerial Consents Paper 

college graduates completing 
deg-rees wouId increase if some 
of the impediments were 
removed - identified 
numerous issues - 
final recommendation - 
Ontario universities need to 
accelerate approaches to 
greater articulation which 
includes a proposal for muiti- no 
college degree-completion 
arrangements - included key 
elements of proposal - 
need working group 

discussed 6 options - 
questioned p s t  policy and 
presented opinions - 
system approach versus 
sectoral approac h 

cited reasons for jack of progress 
and need to go out-of-province, 
guiding pri nciples for degree 
completion - 4 recommendations 



CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

While it is difficult to categorize some qualitative research, this study falls within the 

theoretical Framework of ethnography. It is a descriptive study which consists of semi-structured 

interviews with senior administrators at colleges and universities to examine a situation which 

currently exists in postsecondary education - the acknowledged existence of barriers to 

collaboration between the two sectors. This examination is intended to provide a complete view 

of the nature and degree of the problem from the perspectives of those involved. 

Population 

In the present study Presidents and Vice-Presidents, Academic of al1 colleges and 

universities in Ontario were interviewed. Additionalty, Deans at some colleges and universities 

in areas specifically chosen to geographically represent the entire province were also 

interviewed. It \vas deemed that surveying these three levels of administrators - President, Vice- 

President, Academic, and Dean - would yield the most information about articulation 

ageements in each system. Faculty in each system were not included, as they may, or may not 

have had any information, or esperience with articulation. As a result of the design of this study 

the total number of interviews conducted was 93. 

P roced u res 

The instrument consisted of an open-ended survey containing six questions (See Table 

2) .  The instrument was limited to six questions due to the in-depth nature of each question and 

to the tirne constraint under which the participants in the study were deemed to operate. Tt was 

important that the responses to this survey not be considered an onerous task for the respondents. 

62 



TABLE 2 - Survey Instrument 

1. What do you perceive as the current barriers to articulation agreements between 
colleges and universities in Ontario? 

2. In relation to each barrier identified, what do you suggest are the reasons? 

3. What would you suggest needs to occur in the future that may prompt change of this 
situation? 

4. What types of agreements does your institution (area used for Deans) currently have 
aniculaied, or in progress? 

5 .  Describe the process by which these agreements were negotiated. 

6. 1s there any other information that you think pertinent to this investigation - 
cornments, or pearls of wisdom? 

-- -- -- 

A letter \vas mailed to each potential participant to introduce the study and to clearly 

state the purpose of the research (See Appendix IV). The President of Fanshawe College (the 

researc her' s employer) CO-signed the letter, which was on Fanshawe Col lege lenerhead, to 

encourage other senior administrators to participate in the study. It was deemed that an official- 

looking letter may be attended to more readily than one which appeared to corne frorn an 

un known researc her. 

Subsequent to the maildut of the letters of introduction, each potential participant was 

contacted by telephone to set appointments for telephone interviews, at which tirne the survey 

instrument questions would be administered, and to be provided information on the nature of the 

questions which would be asked at the time of the interview. In some cases multiple telephone 

cal 1s were reqoired before contact was made and an appointment was established for the 



administration of the survey. 

Additionally, letters had to be re-sent, as it was claimed that they were never received 

( 1 3 letters to 8 universities and 4 letters to 3 colleges). In such cases the letter was faxed and 

receipt was confirrned. While the survey questions were not provided pnor to the scheduled 

telephone intem-iew, one President from a college and one President fiom a university each 

insisted on receiving the questions. (It should be noted that the university President did not 

participate in the study, however, it is not assumed to be due to the questions on the survey 

instrument). The survey questions were not provided ahead of time as they were judged to be 

straightfonvard enough so as not to warrant preparation on the part of the respondents. Further, 

that would suggest more time cornmitment than was necessary, given the expected famil iari ty of 

the participants with the research topic due to the positions which they held in their institutions. 

Presidents and Vice-Presidents, Academic of al1 25 colleges and 18 universities (see 

Appendix V for a list of institutions) in the province were surveyed. Additionally, Deans of 

colleges and universities in 8 geographic areas, which have both a college and a university, and 

which represent, as completely as possible the entire province, were surveyed. At this level the 

researcher was investigatîng the possible existence of obvious, geographically-based differences 

within the larger issue. 

Data Collection 

At the scheduled time the researcher telephoned the participants. At the beginning of 

each intemiew the respondent was thanked for agreeing to participate in the study, was reminded 

of the purpose of the study, and was asked permission to tape record the interview for 

transcription purposes. Each was assured that only the researcher would linen to the tapes. It 
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should be noted that no one declined permission to tape, however, some needed extra 

reassurance regarding the confidentiality of their responses. A commercial telephone recording 

device was used to record each interview. The researcher asked each participant each of the six 

questions (See Table 2) in order. It was stated beforehand that respondents would possibly begin 

to answer one question within the response of the previous question, but that the researcher 

would not stop them. The next question, while possibly redundant, would be asked to ensure the 

validity of the data collection procedures and the completeness of the data. 

Each interview was recorded on a separate side of a cassette tape and labelled 

accordingly. As ivell, during each interview the researcher wote  notes by hand to identi@ key 

points which were stressed during the interviews which would later be used in conjunction with 

the transcriptions for the purpose of data analysis. A file card was kept for each interview 

detailing the date, time and duration of the interview as well as the count on the cassette tape. 

The length of the telephone interviews varied from ten minutes to two hours, although each 

participant \vas told that they would require approximately thirty minutes when each 

appointment was initially made. 

At the end of the interview the participant was again thanked for hisher participation in 

the study and \vas inforrned how s/he could obtain the results. (Some asked to be sent copies of 

either the entire study, or of an executive swnmary.) 

Data Analysis 

Following data collection the tapes of the telephone interviews were transcribed by the 

researcher, and matched with the handwritten notes. (See Appendix VI for an example of an 

interview transcript. ) The data was coded and categorized by hand for each question, and 
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then entered into a computer file. The coding procedure followed, in order? the three types of 

coding as identitied by Strauss (1 987, as cited in Westbrook, 1994). First, open coding was 

conducted to produce "'concepts that seern to fit the data" (p. 247). Next, axial coding was 

conducted to identiS major categones fiom the data. Finally, selective coding was conducted to 

establish core categories, or themes, of responses for each question. 

In the process of coding the data, there was first a search for meaning units, which was 

then followed by a broad categorization of those units. Once broad categories had emerged fiom 

the data a search for relationships among the categories was conducted in order to discern 

relations hi ps, patterns and themes that connected smaller categories. For example, similar terms 

used to describe concepts and themes, such as - elitism, arrogance, egos - were collected fiom 

individual categories into more comprehensive categones and named based on the most 

prevalent tems used. This data analysis method is congruent with cornmon practice in 

qua1 itative data analysis as discussed by Ely, Vinz, Downing and Amui ( 1997). The themes 

which are presented herewith were allowed to ernerge naturally from the data as themes were 

sorted and lifted, and thus speak for themselves as themes, major themes and metathemes. 

Again, this process is congruent with common qualitative data analysis practice as discussed by 

Ely et al, (1997). 

Following entry into the computer file, the data was irnported into NUû*IST, a 

computer-based qualitative data analysis software package. This was done as a secondas. 

measure to ensure tnistworthiness and fidelity (Rgour and validity) in the data analysis process. 

NUD*IST is a commercial chia analysis software package comrnonly-used in qualitative 

research. I t  has been widely recommended by researchers for cornputer-based data management 



and anal ysis, especial l y in large-scale research projects. 

In the present case it was found that the hand-coded data was richer and more complete 

as W * I S T ,  being a word-specific type of sothvare, lost some of the data which did not 

speci fically contain the search words, such as elitist, or arrogant, yet which were coded and 

i ncl uded in hand-generated categones because of similar explanat ions. Further data anal ysis 

was dune by hand to ensure thorough analysis in such cases where the tenninology which the 

cornputer program would extract, wasn't specifically used (for example, instead of saying 

arrogant, or elitist, a respondent would say that universities think they are better than colleges, 

which was coded and categorized within the elitist attitudes category). It was deemed that 

NUD*IST, while a good data manager, was less useful as a data analysis too1 in this particular 

study for the above-noted reasons. This does not mean to imply that NüD*TST is without ment 

in other research projects where the data is less structured. In the present study the responses 

were already semicategorized within the six survey questions. The categorized data was then 

studied for emerging themes, those drawn from each category, for major themes from each 

question, and for metathemes, those drawn from the entire body of data (Ely et al, 1997). 

Additionally, the data themes, which emerged fiorn each question, were ranked 

according to the most prevalent responses, or frequency (See Table 6 for the top 5 ranked 

thernes). Frequency of responses is deemed to be an indicator of the importance of certain 

thernes, as is the content, in that the higher fiequencies of some themes suggest common 

viewpints and concerns among participants in the study. The themes were named based on the 

most comrnonIy-used terms in responses given by the participants in the study. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Res u I ts 

Coding and categorking of the data revealed 2 1 categories, or themes, for the first 

question - the perception of the respondents of the current barriers to articulation agreements 

(See Table 3). For the second question - the reasons for the bamen - there were 14 categories, 

or themes, identified (See Table 1). The third question - what needs to occur in the future to 

prompt change of this situation - revealed 17 categories, or îhemes (See Table 5).  

TABLE 3 - Themes of Responses for Question 1 - Barrien to Articulation Agreements 

EIitism - attitudes 
Corridor hnding 
Lengthy process to negotiate 
Lack of incentive 
Govemance structure 
Quality debate - different curriculum 
Lack of understanding of each other - values 
Admission criteria 
Will of people involved 
Credentials of college facuity 
Hi story 
Fear of encroachment by colleges 
Taxpayer pay ing twice 
No 1egisIation 
Colleges themselves 
Govemment without a comprehensive plan 
Lack of resources - financiai and hwnan 
Misperception of what articulation is 
Lack of data on success rates 
No mode1 or template 
Cost 

Total themes - 2 1 



Note: these numbers represent the nurnber of individuals from either college or university who 
gave the responses, nct the number of colleges or universities, as there may be more than one 
person from a particular institution who gave the sarne response. 

Tt should also be noted that the tables list the themes in the order in which they were identified 
during data collection and transcription. 

TABLE 4 - Themes of  Rwponses for Question 2 - Reasons for the Barriers 

Monopoly status of Ontario universities 
Not enough pressure 
Lac k of interest 
Passivity of government - no poiitical will 
Qual ity issue - degree versus diploma 
Egos 
Lack of understanding of each other 
Decision-makers are university grads 
Colleges do not have strength in leadership 

and scholarship - credentials 
Not a reciprocal relationship - bar too high 
Funding structure 
Curriculum structure 
Articulation is the wong answer 
Effort 

Total themes - 14 

Sote: these numbers represent the number of individuals fiom either college or university who 
gave the responses, not the number of colleges or universities, as there may be more than one 
person from a particular institution who gave the same response. 

Tt should also be noted that the tables list the themes in the order in which they were identified 
during data collection and transcription. 
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TABLE 5 - Themes of Responses for Question 3 - What Needs to Occur to Prompt Change 

#Collene # University lPtrld 
Start from scratch with new 

col laborative progams 
Play fair - be honest with each other 
Govemment pol icy and funding incentives 
Cornpetition - challenge monopoly status 

of universities 
Credibility and opportunity for college faculty 
Will of both parties 
Attitudes 
Quality of curriculum at colieges 
Pressure - student demand 
Establish open university accreditation group 
Degree-granting for colleges 
Remove constraints on out-of-province 

universities 
Funding for postsecondary education 
Cross appointments for faculty 
Address issues of di fferent admission standards 
Mandate of colleges 
Di fferent mdels for different places - 

template is the wong answer - 
one size does not fit al! 

Total themes - 17 

Sote: these numbers represent the number of individuals from either college or university who 
gave the responses, not the number of colfeges or universities, as there may be more than one 
person from a particular institution who gave the same response. 

It should also be noted that the tables list the themes in the order in which they were identified 
during data collection and transcription. 

Table 6 (see below) identifies the top 5 ranked themes from the first three questions of 

the study. The ranking of the themes exemplifies the most prevalent concerns of participants. 



TABLE 6 - Top 5 hnked Responses for Questions 1,2, and 3 

Question 1 - Barriers to Articulation Agreements 
-- 

Rank iw colla # Universitv mW4i 

1 . EIitism - attitudes 30 
2.  Quality debate - difierent cum~culum 15 
3. Corridor fùnding 15 
3 .  History 17 
4. Lengthy process to negotiate 15 
5. Admission criteria 12 
5 .  Will of people involved 15 

Question 2 - Reasons for the Barriers 

1 .  Monopoly status of universities 24 
2. Egos 17 
3 .  Lack of understanding of each other 19 
4. Fundingstructure 8 
5. Lack of interest 14 

Question 3 - What Needs to Occut to Prompt Change 

Rank 

- -- - 

I . Govemment policy and funding 
i ncentives 

2. Will of both parties 
3. Attitudes 
4. Start from scratch with new 

col laborat ive programs 
5 .  Competition - challenge rnonopoly 

status of universities 
5 .  Funding for postsecondary education 



For question 4 - types of agreements currently articulateci, or in progress - numerous 

respondents chose to qualie their responses as few, or many, while others did not speci@, and 

instead discussed the types of agreements (see Table 7). 

TABLE 7 - Responses to Question 4 - Types of Agreements Articulated, or in Progress 

Resmnse ~~ # University Ida! 

Few 
Many 
Unspecified 

For question 5 - the process by which agreements were negotiated - numerous 

respondents again chose to qualie their responses as top-dow, as bottom-up, or, as both (see 

Table 8). 

TABLE 8 - Responses to Question S - Process by Which Agreements Were Negotiated 

Res~onse uh!laE # University nlm! 
Topdown 
Bottom-up 
Both 

- 

The responses to question 6 - any other information pertinent to this investigation - ie. - 
pearls of visdom - (which wôs used as an attempt to inject humour and to encourage participants 

to speak freely) were quite long and detailed and are summarized in Appendix VI1 as a result. 

As mentioned previously, there were 93 participants in this study. Table 9 identifies the 

number of participants fiom each seçtor. (Note - the other column signifies something other 

than where the person participated, or refiised to participate, as in mavailable). 



TABLE 9 - Total Number of  Participants in Study 

Presidents 
Vice-Presidents, 

Academic 
Deans 

Presidents 
Vice-Presidents, 

Academ ic 
Deans 

3 2 unavailable, I VPA for both 
6 1 doesn't have 

5 1 Registrar for President 
1 1 doesn7t have 

Note: In some cases the equivalent to a Dean was surveyed where there is no title of Dean, yet 
where the job is equivalent. 

Discussion 

The present study is an examination of the current barriers to articulation agreements, 

and isl thus' a descriptive study. As the purpose of qualitative research is to seek deeper 

understanding of a problem or  issue, the researcher allowed the results to emerge naturally from 

the data and to speak for themselves, rather than attempting to prove or disprove a hypothesis. 

(In the following discussion the number in brackets with a nurnber sign represents the number of 

the respondent within the category who provided the quoted material. Each respondent is 

numbered within each theme and is labelled as C fur college or U for university. The reference 

to the participant is used as an example and does not refiect the total number o f  respondents who 

speci fically, or generally referred to the quoted material). 



Major thernes - Question 1 

Theme 1 - Elitist attitudes 

From the 2 1 themes of responses which emerged fiom question 1 - perception of the 

current barriers to articulation agreements - the followîng major themes emerged. First, and 

foremost, the theme of elitist attitudes, on the part of the universities, ernerged quite strongly (46 

responses). This theme was discussed by both college (30) and university respondents ( l6), who 

said that universities have been, and still are, +-elitist" (% 1C) and "arrogant" (39C) about what 

they do as compared to what colleges do. This academic elitism of universities was said to be 

"based upon tradition which is not relevant to a knowledge-based 2 1 " century society" (e24C). 

As well, it was deemed to be a "power issue which seems subjective and arbitras." (#22C). 

The university respondents who cited this issue came from al1 three levels of participants 

and açreed that the universities' "bigotry", which is ünreasonable and poorly founded", is a 

"very serious problem"(# 1 1  U). The "intellectual snobbery of universities about the goals of 

education, knowledge and learning-' ( f :  14U) has -'prevented a lot of opportunity for students" ( f f  

1 8C), because the universities "have a tendency to see the colleges as lesser education" (e  16U). 

This attitude was deemed to be "especial ly tnre on the part of the university Faculty, and 

less true of administrators" (#3 1 U). It is one of the 3tatus issues which we tiptoe around as 

there is an implicit hierarchy ... that gets in the way'- (SSU),  especially as universities see 

colleges "as smaller, less efficient and lesser versions of them, which we aren't" (iC38C). 

The number and vehemence of the responses in this theme strongly suggest that this is a 

major aspect of the current problem which requires future scnitiny. This major theme is one that 

is considered to be at the top of the list of problems by many of the respondents from both 



sectors in that it \vas the first response to the question. 

Theme 2- Quality debate - different curriculum 

The second major theme which emerged from question 1 as a significant barrier to 

articulation agreements was the debate over the quality of the curriculum at colleges (38 

responses). While it was listed as a barrier to articulation by college respondents (1 5) - that is 

that there is a perception of c ~ ~ c u l a r  differences - it \vas emphasized as a problern more by 

university respondents (23),  who stressed that there is "pressure for the universities to accept the 

[coliege] cumculum at face value" (K4U). It was stated that "more articulation would reyuire 

major changes in colleges in curriculum, credentials of faculty and the role of faculty in 

research" (#8U). However, it was stated by both college and university respondents that 

'-universities perceive their curriculum to be better than colleges "(R 15U), whether or not such is 

the case. 

It was argued that there is "no benchmark for bachelor's level curriculum, so there is a 

problern in comparing curriculum" (# 14C), and with "no concrete measuring stick, neither has 

done enough to use facts rather than perception" (36C). This appears to be a cornmon area of 

breakdown in negotiating articuiation agreements, especially when, in some cases, the university 

doesn't know what C U ~ C U ~ U ~  is actually k ing  taught at the colleges, but assumes it to be 

inferior because there is a "perception that colleges are not as rigourous as universities" ( 3 3 U ) .  

Theme(s) 3 - Corridor funding and Ristory 

The third major theme which emerged fiom question 1 as a major bamer to articulation 

agreements, was corridor funding (3 1 responses). This theme was discussed almost equal ly by 

both colIege (1  5) and university ( 1  6) respondents. There is "no funding incentive for the 
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universities to take students in advanced years" (34C) and, in fact, the differences in funding 

stmcture of the two systems has been labelled as one of the main reasons that some agreements, 

such as nursing, have failed to be completed (#SOC). It was stated that the "Byzantine funding 

makes fully integrated and articulated programs difficult to create-* (#7U), as well, the 

differences in funding models make it hard to have win-win situations (#3 1 U). 

Another major theme frorn question 1. which tied for third in ranking, was that our 

history (3  1 responses) as separate, binary systems, created with different mandates, to serve 

different populations, is also seen to be a significant bamer to developing articulation 

agreements. Both college (17) and university (14) respondents cited this as a "huge bamer" 

(#7C) to progress. Despite the fact that the college system has evolved from its original mandate 

(g8C j, history and culture interfere. It was maintained that the '-universities don3 view 

articulation as something that enhances their credibility as institutions. The mandate of both is 

changing, both are struggling to find themselves in the 21 " century and there is role conflict 

because colleges are growing and our grads are limited as to where they can go from college 

unless they have articulations with universities, so universities are k ing  pressured by soçiety to 

prepare people for the workplace, which is the college mandate. The university mandate is now 

being squeezed" (# 1 I C). 

Therne 4 - Lengthy process to negotiate 

The fourth ranked bamer to articulation agreements, which emerged as a major theme in 

question 1 , is that there is an extremely lengthy process to the negotiation of agreements (29 

responses). It is labelled as "tirne consurning, expensive, and cumbersorne; something which the 

Ministry doesn't understand (#3C), and something which results in "human Fatigue and 
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institutional inertia" (#8U). One of the problems is that "when colleges approach universities 

for articulation agreements, [they] don't identiQ the barriers first and aîtempt to deal with them, 

and they get in the way later" (#? 1 1 C), which leaves strong "emotion involved when it fails" 

(2  14C). 

Overall, issues such as development of curriculum, timebbles, scheduling, consultation 

and approval processes and foflow-up, which require personnel to do the work (3 12U) were 

identified by both college (15) and university (14) respondents alrnost equally. Due to cutbacks 

and reductions in both sectors "energy and momentum to keep discussion going is almost 

nonexistent, so it becomes a lower and Iower priority as time goes on" (#23U). As well, "it 

takes too much time and is a smiggle, so why bother is the question some people ask. We can 

j ust keep doing what we are doing, which is pretty successful" (#28C), echoed through 

numerous responses from both sectors. In some cases, from the collegesT perspective, this rneant 

articulating with out-of-province universities, with whoin there is deemed to be no struggle, and 

with whom agreements are negotiated and implemented in a much shorter period of time. 

Theme(s) 5 - Admission criteria and Will  of people involved 

One of the barriers to articulation agreements, which ranked fifth as a major theme in 

question 1, was admission criteria (26 responses). It was cited almost equally by both colleges 

( 12 responses) and universities (14 responses), and was labelled as a "traditional bamer" 

(#75U); one that is rooted in history and culture (#2C). It was stated that universities continue to 

view OAC students as being better academically prepared than college gaduates, who have two, 

or three years of postsecondary education after grade twelve (#20C) and that the elimination of 

OAC may not change anything (MC). 
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Tied for fifth in ranking as a major theme in question I - barrien to articulation 

agreements - was the will of people involved (26 responses). Both college (15 responses) and 

univenity respondents ( I I responses) cited the "reluctance on the part of universities in Ontario'' 

(g5U). Some university respondents stated that the '-attitude in universities is that this is a low 

priority çiven their missions and student numbers" (# 15U), and some college respondents 

suggested that "there doesn7t appear to be enough of a reason for universi ties to want to develop 

agreements with col leges" (% 1 X). It was posited that "universities that don't need students 

won? do it, and those that do, will" (i!lOC). Otherwise, "universities don? want to become 

invoIved with cotleges and don7t understand that they are out of sync with the rest of the country 

and the world (g6C). 

Other themes 

The other themes which ernerged from question 1 - barriers to articulation agreements - 

(those which ranked below fifth, in descending order) inchded: lack of understanding of each 

other - values (22 responses); fear of encroachment by col leges ( 1 7 responses); lack of incentive 

( 1 6 responses); governance structure ( 1 5 responses); credentials of college facule ( 14 

responses); no legislation (9 responses); misperception of what articulation is ( 8 responses); 

1 ack of resources - financial and human (7 responses); coileges thernselves (6 responses); 

govemment without a comprehensive master plan ( 5 responses); cost ( 3 responses); and lack of 

data on success rates (3 responses) (See Table 3 for college/university breakdown.) 

Col lectivel y, these bamers suggest that the postsecondary system is still stumbling 

around this area blindly; each going in its o ~ m  direction and not Mly aware of the other. These 

barriers also suggest confusion within the system, as well as in the Ministry, as to how to best 
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acknowledge the obstacles and 10 begin to eradicate them. The lack of knowledge, lack of 

interaction, and lack of a mechanism for collaboration between the two systems has resulted in 

the pzrpetuation of cultural stereotypes (values - X 10U). Each is afraid of the other's influence 

and of the effects of increased collaboration - colleges are afraid of k ing  subsumed by the more 

powerful universities, and the universities are afiaid of devaluing of their credentiat (values - 

g13U), as well as of the loss of revenue and students (encroachment - +XI). 

These barriers have been "compounded by both real and imagined fear by universities 

that colleges are changing and the colleges feel they are coming to a dance where nobody is 

dancing" (encroachment - #8C). This situation also brings about some "public policy questions 

from the government that are of concern to universities - especially the question of degree- 

wanting for colleges" (encroachment - X IOU). There is deemed to be "protectionism by - 
universities, who are afraid of losing market share" (encroachrnent - + 17C), and due to 

-'insecurity and fear of rejection" (colleges - #3C) the "colleges have not been vociferous enough 

about [their] merits" (colleges - 3C). 

Further compounding the situation is the lack of legislation, which other provinces have, 

and which would permit interaction between colleges and universities since their traditional 

roles have changed and the lines are being blurred (legislation - #9U). It was suggested that 

since the government has not made this a "pnority" (legislation - #SC), "the two systems will 

continue to exist side by side with no formal Iinkage at the top until there is sotnebody else to 

ask how they are getting on, and not the Minister, whose decisions are political and short-lived 

and whose attention is divided(legis1ation - #7U). 

Since it does not appear that the government has a master plan for postsecondary 
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education, there will continue to be "huge conFusion on the part of the public, politicians, and 

the Ministry of the role of colleges" (master plan - 83U). From the university perspective '~here  

is a lot of uncertainty of what the govemment has in mind, if the universities say they can't 

handle students, then the colleges may get degree-granting status"( master plan - +QU). This, 

compounded by the lack of both financial and human resources, has contributed to the lack of 

interest, whic h would increase with money (resources - # 1 C). These resources are deemed 

imperative for both systems to "corne to g ips  with the fundamental questions of what 

articulation is" (misperception - fiSu), and how to proceed in the future. 

It was acknowledged by both colleges and universities that --there are always barriers to 

in troducing new things, [and] the conventional barriers within an institution to developing new 

programs are compounded when two institutions are involved" (misperception - 32U). As \ e l  1, 

i t was also ac knowledged that colleges, despite what universities may think, don' t want 

articulation in every area, or in every course; that the cuniculum needs to meet university 

standards, because the intention is not to set students up for failure (misperception - 2 IC). 
There is not enough data on the success, or failwe, or of the aspirations of college 

students (data - # 1 C). The analysis which has been done, however, shows "little difference 

statistically, but there needs to be more of this kind of research to eradicate the perceptions that 

col lege graduates are lesser students" (data - 2 U ) .  

Finally, the lack of a model, or template (to this point), and the cost of negotiating and 

working out the details of individual agreements have also been deemed to be barriers, which 

have prevented more articulation agreements from k i n g  negotiated. Since there has not been a 

modei from which to work, nor more experience, there has not been a "positive, big history" (no 
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model - #3U) and thus, '-we get caught in issues that we shouldn7t" (no model - g5C). The 

newly approved template may prove to be beneficial in this regard, but it remains to be seen. 

Major thernes - Question 2 

Theme 1 - Monopoly status o f  Oatario universities 

Question 2, which asked respondents to ident15 the reasons for the barriers, yielded 14 

themes of responses, from which the following major themes emerged. First, the rnonopoty 

status of Ontario üniverçities was discussed (35 responses), predominantly by colleges (24 

responses), but by universities as weIl (1 1 responses). It was purported that histoq- and culture 

have a role to play in the monopoly position that universities have maintaineci, but which some 

see as being eroded by colleges. "The original policy framework of binary systems didn't 

foresee rapid participation gowth in universities and growth of need for both specific and 

rreneral skill, and universities not providing the applied skills people wanted for career 
C 

preparation, so there is a growing demand for transfer opportunity" (E 1 4U). 

As was cited in responses to question 1, through several themes, the universities fear 

Iosing their autonomy, students and revenue (+! 1 1 C), as wel 1 as their "credibility if they articulate 

with col Ieges" (# 1 3C). They have what was tertned "an entrenched blindness" (# 1 7U) and see 

what the colleges are doing "as intrusion on their turf, which is probably why they maintain that 

we are trade schools and not educational institutions in spite of what's happening in other 

provinces where colleges and universities are collaborating, even if they haven't in the pst. The 

colleges are not what we were in 1967, we have evolved (#26C). The universities were deemed 

to "have a monopoly on credentials, [to] act as a c l u b  (#21C), and to use their "powerful lobby" 

to "reduce motivation for politicians" to make changes (#23C). They were also said to be 
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%eading lightly because of concem over what this wili do in the long run to the institutions. In 

the short mn we'd get al1 sorts of accolades if we did have the time and the energy to bring this 

to fmition: but then what? We've never been here before, will we be melded together, and if so, 

is that bad, or is that good? People are saying don3 go that route, let's not go there- (+YU). 

Theme 2 - Egos 

The second major theme in question 2 - the reasons for the barriers - was eyos, which 

\vas closely related to the first major theme in question 2, as weli as to several themes in 

question 1. The responses (34) were divided equally between college (1 7) and university ( 17) 

respondents. The words "snobbery" and '-arrogance" appeared quite fiequently fiom 

respondents from both systems, as well as "fear", ~'temtorialism", "institutional jealousy", 

"tiering", "elitism" and "attitudes" - al1 familiar terrns fiom question 1 responses. 

The universi ty respondents were surprisingly forthcorn i ng about this, saying that the 

"universities are protecting their turf, are suspicious, and wary of collaboration-' (#6U). It was 

maintained, however, that the attitudes of university administrators are beginning to change, 

m uch more quickly than the "elitist, outdated views of university faculty, because they have the 

opportunity to see firsthand what colleges do" (# l  SU). There is pronounced "elitism between 

universities; an attitude which has been projected ont0 colleges. Even the out-of-province 

universi t ies have to prove thernselves to the Ontario universities to be up to the Ontario standard 

- whatever that is" (X7C). From the college perspective, this is a case of pure "academic 

snobbey" (# 15C) and "arrogance" because the university arguments have "no merit in 

precedent, philosophy, culture, or econornics" (#4C), especially when "they don? even 

recognize each other's courses, let alone college courses'' (#9C). 
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Theme 3 - Lack of understanding of each other 

Closely related to the nvo previous major ihemes which emerged in question 2 - the 

reasons for the bamen - was the third major theme - a lack of understanding of each other (28 

responses). The numerous college responses (19) spoke to the "Achilles heel"; that '-the 

relationship between the systems was never addressed fiom the start" (+6C), and of the "lack of 

knowlcdge of universities, who don't want ta know colleges in case we are good and then they 

wouldn't have a reason not to accept us" (#2C). As well, the responses spoke of the continued 

"perception of colleges as vocational institutions" (34C), the "clash of policy, funding, values, 

and beliefs" (#3C), and that with the "preset notions of universities of what colleges do" (# 1 OC), 

that there are continued "rnisinterpretations of the academic rigour of college curriculum" 

( 1  1Cj. 

The university responses (9) to this theme were much in the same vein as were the 

college responses, citing this as a b~ltural/political issue in which the universities don't 

understand the me& of colleges" (fi2U). There was noted by university respondents to be a 

'-histoncal perception of what colleges do, [that] colleges are evolving into something diflerent 

and universities aren't up to this evolution over the last 30 years, [as] nothing is stagnant" 

(+ 1 SU). 

Theme 4 - Funding structure 

The fourth major theme in question 2 - the reasons for the bamers - was funding 

structure (75 responses). This \vas cited more fiequently by university respondents (1 7), than it 

was by college respondents (8). The issues - "different levels of tuition, rules of deregulatiûn of 

tuition, different funding formulas of how enrolment is counted" (ff l9U) - were perceived to be 
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significant barrien to some (SOU), but were not seen as '-substantial problems" ( 3  19U) to 

others. 

The funding formulas currently in place are seen to "discourage cooperation" (322LJ); 

since there is "cornpetition for dollars" (# 1 U) and with dieerent funding structures and different 

revenues there are "winners and losers, unlike BC, where adequate funding was provided 

(39U). The '-lack of synchronization makes it difficult to develop joint prograrns and to enrol 

students" (# 1 OU), and "our mode1 is entrenched in histoq and mandate and change is an 

insurnountable challenge given this mode]" (89U). 

Theme 5 - Lack of  interest 

The fifth major theme fiom question 2 - the reasons for the bartien - was closely related 

to the first four major thernes - monopoly status of univenities, egos, lack of understanding, and 

funding structure. Lack of interest (22 responses) wras stressed by college respondents (14) and 

was reinforced by univers* respondents (8). The universities who need students would be 

deemed to be interested, whereas "those who don't need students won't, since universities don't 

see the benefits in terrns of resources" (SU) .  

Tierïng was also deemed to play a large role in the level of interest. The tier one 

universities, "who aren 3 hurting, don't care, theÿ believe themseives to be better" (R6C), while 

the tier hvo universities "wi l l play" (# 1 C) wi th colleges because the "pressure of decl ining 

enrolment at some universities will cause them to realize that they have to do something" 

(if 1 I C). "Territoriality" (#12C), a bamer identified in question 1 responses, cornes back into 

focus here, as both colleges and universities "are chasing the same students in some areas" 

(# 14U). 
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Other themes 

The remaining themes (which ranked below tifth) from question 2 - the reasons for the 

bamers - included: passivity of govemment - no political will( 1 1 responses); cumculum 

structure (9 responses); colleges do not have strength in leadership and scholarship - credentials 

(7 responses); quality issues - degree versus diploma (7 responses); not enough pressure (6 

responses); decision-makers are university graduates (6 responses); effort (6 responses); there is 

not a reciprocal relationship - bar too high (3 responses); and articulation is the wrong answer 

(3 responses) (See Table 4 for college/university breakdown.). 

These reasons for the barriers also collectively suggest, as did responses to question 1 ,  

that there is no clear direction in which the entire system is moving in this regard. Just as the 

obstacles have not been clearly acknowledged, neither have the underlying reasons for them. 

In discussing the lack of political will, both systems çited '.the lack of legislation [as] a 

big reason" (MC) for the lack of progress. Both pointed out that "the govemment has 

encouraged collaboration, but has not mandated it, or funded it" (#9U), and has not realized that 

"it takes both rnoney and people" (SIOU). 

Curriculum structure was cited as a reason for bamers to articulation, only by university 

respondents, who purported that universities operate under a "perception of quality control, 

assume that coverage of material is lesser at college, and that the college student ~ 1 1 1  be 

disadvantaged at university going into the upper years" (#7U). For this reason the "colleges are 

getting huge resistance from the unive~ities because they are not dealing with the fundamental 

issue - that colleges are not offering university level curriculum" (92U). 

This reason is related to the quality issue of a degree versus a diploma in which the 
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universities taks "pride in what they do and don't want it diluted" (t3C), given that the "degree 

and the diploma are considered to be different" (MC). Related to this reason was the equaily 

ranked reason that college faculty don? have the strengths in leadership and scholarship, or, the 

credentials that university faculty have. However, it was noted that while "universities cite the 

importance of teaching and research, blah, blah, blah, not al1 university faculty have Ph.D.s 

either" (g5U). Further, it was acknowledged that "college faculty are not allowed to use their 

strength effectively - a major factor - as college professors have different roles than university 

professors; research and schoIarship is not in the job descriptions or union agreements'' (HU).  

The lack of pressure, the fact that decision-makers are university graduates, and the effort 

requi red al1 tied as addi tional reasons for the barriers which prevent articulation agreements 

from moving fonvard. While the whole issue of articulation was labelleci, on the one hand, as 

only "a minor blip" (pressure - R2C) to both the universities and to the Ministry, it was 

acknowledged that there is a "growing student demand for transfer"(pressure - CU). Students 

were identified as "more informed investors in education, who need more credit than the grand 

planners, as the world has changed, the job market is more challenging, and college graduates 

need more genenc skills and university gaduates need more specific skills" (pressure - KZU). 

One of the problems identified was the fact that "there is no agency with responsibility for 

articulation, for two reasons: it is not the way the system was conceived in the 60s and it was 

impossible to predict how interrelated knowledge would become" (pressure - K4U). 

Additionally, since most "employers, guidance counsellors, legislators, high school and 

university administrators and Board of Governor members are university graduates, that is what 

they know, and what they look for", and thus, "don't know what college graduates can do and so 
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we haven't been invited to the dance" (# 1 C). 

Of the respondents (6) who identified effort as a reason for barriers to articulation, ail 

were from universities. Tt was cited that for articulation to happen that "a big effort is required 

and anything that required effort is a problem, as there is inenia and conventional thinking. Even 

if it's thought to be a good idea, the effort gets in the way" (41 U). Similady, it was pointed out 

that the -'ideas are good but snobbery and complexity, as well as a lack of knowledge prevent it" 

(WU), which relates this reason with many which have previously been discussed. 

Major themes - Question 3 

Theme 1 - Governmeat policy and funding incentive 

Question 3, which asked respondents to suggest what needs to occur to prompt change in 

this situation, yieided 17 themes of responses from which the following major themes emerged. 

First, and rnost ernphatically, respondents stressed the need for government policy and 

funding incentives (58 responses). Both collese respondents (36) and university respondents 

(22) talked of the need for -'carrots anaor sticks" ( f f l  C) as incentive and coercion; some 

cautioning that incentives alone would not work (#SC), while others cautioning that "sticks don3 

work well in academia" (822U). Many were adamant, though, that "govemrnent action is 

necessary"; saying "nothing short of this will work, we've had enough studies recommending 

this - it has been studied to death - and we've had enough cornmittees working on it too, which 

have only made microscopic progress, while the need has increased. We aren't doing as well 

now because ive aren't meeting a larger need  (#9C)- 

It \vas suggested that "the governrnent has to address this from a rnatter of public policy 

as there is duplication ofeducation k i n g  paid for by tixypayers and the government tends to look 
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the other nJay because it doesn't want to take the universities on, they're older, chartered and 

their senates can veto" (# 19C). As well, it was stated that there are "few sticks to be used with 

certain thinçs imbedded in legisfation that would be challenged by universities, such as degree- 

granting for colleges. Carrots wvould result in a very different response fiom both colleges and 

universities" (#24U). Sticks, such as blanket agreements, were seen by some to be "schemes 

imposed and touted by a third pare have broad and politically-based concepts of public good, 

are not well thought-out and ciiche-ndden and wvon't seIl*'(+ 16U). 

Essentially, the solution to this problem of collegeiunivenity collaboration was deemed 

to "be tied to the allocation of resources" one way or the other. "It will take something concrete 

to effect change because it's hard to say how much of it is simply philosophical, how much is 

indifference, how much is preoccupation with your otvn challenges and how much is that you 

get no additional money; it's an observation of how organizations and human nature works'- 

(#34U). 

It  was suggested that each bamer is taken, studied for whom is responsibte, and targeted 

for action, with the starting point k i n g  the leaders, who must take this very senously. The 

bigger public good must be taken into account; "the universities can't just scream autonomy and 

run away from the problem and colleges can't just use it to try to get degree-granting stahis and 

govemment can7t stand back piously asking for a lot more collaboration and not be prepared to 

address some of the core barriers that it puts up in terrns of funding" (#49U). 

Theme 2 - Will of both parties 

Related to the first major theme of the need for government policy and h d i n g  incentive 

in question 3 - what needs to occur to prompt change - was the second major theme - wi11 of both 
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parties (24 responses). There was a close to even breakdown between college respondents (1 3) 

and university respondents ( 1  1 )  within this theme in which many said that not only does 

articulation "need advocates" (#SU) on both sides, but through "ongoing, deeper, more real 

interchange and communication, we need to see success" (e9U). It was cautioned that "we have 

about a year to do it ourselves, or the Premier will acte'(# IC), and that '&if universities don't 

cooperate they may lose out, as colleses will gc out of province and country and college 

maduates \vil1 be better served in Ontario universities" (g22U). - 
There is increasing realization that "there is lots of movement both ways and we need to 

make it easier for students so they are not wasting their time for bureaucratic reasons" (+ 15U). 

As such '-when agreements are created an implementation plan has to be worked out as well to 

properly market progams; we need to be seen to be working together in development and in 

marketing" (# 1 1 U). 

Theme 3 - Attitudes 

Closely linked to the will of both parties (2" major theme), the third major theme which 

ernerçed in question 3 - what needs to occur to prompt change - was attitudes ( 22 responses). 

Both col leçe ( 1 3) and university ( 1 1 ) respondents were clear in their assertions that "universi ties 

need to recognize the benefits of college education" (#22C), including the reality that '-colleges 

are here to stay, are market-driven, adapt to change and are aggressive*. (:! 1 U). 

As well, "universities need an open mind; they need not to feel threatened; there is no need for 

them to feel that way" (#2C). "There needs to be an increased awareness of each other, we need 

to work together to understand each other and to develop respect - a long process due to the 

profound misunderstanding on the part of the universities. There needs to be a cultural 
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transformation and pressure from colleges will force univenities to start behaving in a different 

way because the' wonTt have any choice" (ft8U). 

Suggestions such as collaborative research projects ( f f  1 OU), research data on tracked 

students (# 16U), education of employers (#6C), campus sharing (#2 1 U), and viewing of the 

leamer in a different way; one "based on cunent demographics and not on traditional 

perceptions of college versus university students" (# 1 X), were thoughtfully projmsed as means 

of changing attitudes. 

Theme 4 - Start from scratch with new collaborative programs 

The fourth major theme of question 3 - what needs to occur to prompt change - which 

was again closely related to the previous themes - was start from scratch with new collaborative 

programs ( 1  8 responses). New and innovative programs which are developed in partnership, 

were suggested, by both college ( 3 )  and university respondents (15), but notably, more by 

university respondents, "as long as it is not seen as a threat to what either is doing individually" 

( 5  1 OU). 

It \vas asserted that "we need to stop trying to pound together dipiornas and degrees 

which are square and round, but to design postdiploma degrees and joint programs . . ."(#9U), 

-'which are designed to fit togetherq'(# 12U). As well, it was suggested that "physical proximity 

needs to be enhanced" (3 1 6U) so that "faculty fiom both have to work together on projects and 

get to know each other, as that's where the seeds will be planted (#Xi). With closer physical 

prosimity, senior administrators would also be able to work together to "plant seeds", as well as 

to "pus h govemment"(fC3 U). 
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Theme(s) 5 - Corn petition and Funding for postsecondary education 

Tied for fifth rank, as well as king significantly reiated to above themes of question 3, 

were cornpetition - challenge rnonopoly statu of universities and funding for postsecondary 

education ( 14 responses each). Both college respondents ( I I ) and university respondents (3) 

referred to the "threat" of out-of-province and out-of-country universi ties (g2U) as presenting a 

-'c ha1 Ienge to university domination" (CitGC) in Ontario. It was acknowledged, again, that the 

Ontario --universities need to become more entrepreneurial and responsive to the market" and 

that the "cornpetition outside of the province will prompt that change"(#W). 

The other fifth ranked response to question 3 - what needs to occur to prompt change - 

was funding for postsecondary education ( 14 responses). It was stressed by both college (6) and 

universi@ respondents (8) almost equally with suggestions that 'rhe whole funding mechanism 

has to be looked at. There is a need for linking at the top and as iong as we have hvo systems of 

higher education, which are separattd by separate funding models, it is unlikely that we ni11 get 

the kind of interaction that most of us would like to see. It is not çoing to happen by serendipity, 

it is going to take something concrete and it has to be tied to the allocation of resources" (#8U). 

Other themes 

The remaining themes from question 3 - what needs to occur to prompt change - (which 

ranked below fifth in descending order) included: credibility and opportunity for college faculty 

( 1 2 responses); play fair - be honest with each other ( 1 1  responses); pressure - student demand 

( 1 O responses); quality of cumculum at colleges (7 responses); degree-granting for colleges (5 

responses); different models for different places - one size does not fit al1 ( 5 responses) cross 

appointments for faculty ( 4 responses); mandate of colleges (3 responses); and remove 
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constraints on out-of-province univenities (3 responses). (See Table 5 for breakdown.) 

These themes suggest, overdl, that the time has corne for colleges and universities to put 

aside their real and perceived differences and to work together to eflect the necessary changes 

tvhich are required to meet the needs of the student of the 2 1" century. For example, 

coI1aborative research projects were suggested numerous times by respondents at both colleges 

and universities as a means of enhancing the credibility of college faculty. This was related to 

some of the suggestions made to change attitudes (fifth major theme). Further, if more research 

is done at the colleges, then university faculty will have the opponunity to recognize the 

strengths of college faculty (credibility - #8U). 

Enhanced rnutual recognition of each other would also serve to enhance progress in 

terms of other suggestions for change. For example, collaborative work may increase the level 

of honesty in interaction and may serve to begin to address some of the other changes which 

were deemed necessary, such as quality of cm~culum at colleges, the need for colleges to pursue 

degree-granting and agreements with out-of-province universities out of frustration with lack of 

progress within Ontario. 

It was stressed that dialogue needs to occur "between al1 stakeholders, not just each 

university and its nearest counterpart, but al1 colleges and universities togethei' (play fair - 

+7U), so that everyone can "be clear about the shared objective of preparing students for the job 

market, even though academics don3 like to state that" (play fair - #6U). 

There is reaiization that " a  cultural change toward colleges ... is starting to happen 

because of pressure from student and labour markets ... Universities are seeing students voting 

with their feet and increasingiy saying they must get into the action by cooperating with the 
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col leçes'. (pressure - -7tl). "The most interesting phenornenon is university graduates corn ing to 

college atter to build portfoIios for adaptability for the future ... in the end it will be the people 

who wiII make the change" (pressure - g9C). 

White the cumiculum at colleges was deemed to be a barrier to articulation (in responses 

to question I ) i t  was not strongly suggested by university respondents (2) in question 3 - what 

needs to occur to prompt change. It \vas suggested slightly more by college respondents 

however, (5) as part of their overal1 suggestions for increased cooperation. 

The remaining responses to question 3 appear to have arisen out of hstration with the 

lack of prob~ess to this point, and are indicative of a search for an alternate pathway to degree 

corn pletion for col lege graduates. Eaçh was suggested only by a few respondents, which 

suggests that they are not considered to be significant avenues to pursue individually, as they 

relate to other suggestions for necessary changes made earl ier. 

Question 4 

Responses to question 4 - types of agreements articulatecl, or in progress - were quite 

varied, as would be expected, depending upon which side of the fence one sits. The most 

common response was that there are few agreements negotiated, with varying reasons why. Of 

the college respondents who qualified responses as few (26), numerous reiterated earlier points 

made that time and effort were part of the reason so few agreements had been negotiated to this 

point. Many stated that despite much effort, things had fallen apart at the final stages as a result 

of disputes over C U ~ C U ~ U ~  and faculty (#40C), that they were "struggling with the same issues 

as everyone else" (MX),  and that they're really not getting anywhere because they "keep 

coming up against the same barriers" (#48U). 
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There appeared to be agreement between the college and university respondents (22) who 

qualified rheir responses as few, th31 there is much to do to make progress; both expressing 

interest In incrcased nurnber and type of agreements in the hture. There was some mention, 

though, ihat some agreements were, in fact, pretty good; but not all. 

Of the respondents who qualified their responses as many (1 S) ,  most cited that they were 

'-one offs" (+3U), or were with out-of-province universities (S5C). It was also stated by a 

universih respondent that "there is more dernand than space" and that they get "superb students 

coming from col leges" (# 1 1 U). 

Of the respondents who did not speciQ their answers (30) to question 4 - types of 

agreements - several cited agreements which had been negotiated in uncornmon areas, such as, 

perfonning arts, or journalism. The more cornmon areas such as business, nursing, technolop 

were also discussed as the more standard types ofagreement which was negotiated, or in 

discussion. As well, the agreements with out-of-province universities were also mentioned fairly 

frequently by college respondents in both uncornmon and common areas. 

Question 5 

Responses to question 5 - process by which agreements were negotiated - evidenced that 

the trend in agreement negotiation has shifted from bottom-up to topdown. Of the respondents 

who Iisted topdown (20 - which was fairly evenly distributed) several stated that this was 

becorning the more common approach currently (# 1 C), especially '30 it can get through the 

senate" (#SU). Both college ( 1 1 ) and universi ty (9) respondents acknowledged that the Vice- 

President level has become significantly more involved in "opening the communication 

c hânnels" (#8C) for the agreements, then bringing in faculty to do the "hands-on work" (#7C). 



One respondent noted that attempts to develop agreements from the top "did not worli" in the 

past because of the amount of  work which needs to be done at the faculty level (f! 1 OC). 

However, several stated that "the most successfùl ones are negotiated across the board topdown 

wi t h buy-in from the bottom-up because they need the clout" (g22C). 

Many other respondents (4 1 - almost equally distributed) cited that agreements had been 

negotiated from the bottom-up "painfully" (#3U), and with "geat effort'' (+ K). It was stated 

numerous times that for any agreements to be negotiated from the bottom-up "champions who 

l i  ke and respect each other" (#4C) are necessary. The "disciplinary expertise that's not typically 

found in senior administrators" (ff26U) was deemed to be essential, despite the fact that without 

administrative support the entire exercise would be "very mistrating" (GZC). For this reason, it 

is logical that many respondents cited both (32 - equally divided) in response to question 5 - the 

process by which agreements were negotiated. 

Overali, the consensus in the responses of those who cited both was that "the 

combination of levels, including the department, the VP, and the President" (+ 13U) is necessary, 

although is was clearly maintained that -the real activity takes place at the department level, 

whether it starts there, or is brought there" (# 13U). 

Question 6 

Question 6 - pertinent comments (or pearls of wisdom) - yielded significantly detailed 

comments and observations fiom respondents. (See Appendix V i I  for a detailed summary.) 

Many comment5 were quite Frank and evidenced the magnitude of this issue currently. 

Comments such as "knowledge is the strategic currency of the moment - we are a joke and we'll 

lose G7 status unless we make a major adjustment and we'll lose our standard of living - we 
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rn ust elevate learning as a pnority - tenth out of ten in funding doesn't cut it9(#4C), exempli@ 

the depth of concern toward this topic among administrators. 

Many of the barriers which emerged in responses to earlier questions were addressed in 

summative comments. For example, "universities fear that colleges will take over, that7s not a 

vaiid fear. ShouldnTt college graduates have proven themselves more than high school grads to 

enter university?" (%C) clearly addressed a barrier to progress. As well, comments such as the 

following, leave little to the imagination, and clearly address many aspects of the overall issue. 

Real agreements are where students are admitîed to both college and university at 

the same time. A lot of agreements are window dressing or lost leaders ... a 

research base for the whole process is crucial, we need data and cross 

appointments are essential. Don't underestimate the power and potential of 

faculty to faculty negotiation - President to President doesn't cut it. The timing is 

good for change, we don3 need a bandaid, we need dollars, legislation and policy 

review; we need a strategy to get doctorates for college faculty, we need 

integrated institutional responses; creative people are killed by those around them 

who work in status quo (#7C). 

There was some consensus that '3oint integrated programs are a b a e r  idea than 

articulation of existing programs; they are good value; it is a better resource to possess a degree 

and a diplorna" (MC) The question: "why do so many university grads come to college after?" 

(it' 8C) \vas asked frequently by respondents fiom both colleges and universities, and it was 

deemed that this question requires further study. 

There was also a great lack of consensus on many issues expressed by respondents in 
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their comments toward the process of agreement negotiation. For exarnple, the following 

comments: 

Negotiations with foreign universities and out-of-province universities are 

relevant as they are large and important universities, not Iesser institutions as they 

are called by Ontario universities - that is badrnouthing. If Ontario universities 

are conccrned wïth quality of curriculum, they should look at their own, the 

measure of  quality in universities is only paper qualification- When you are 

teaching something apptied you have to be at the cutting edge and you don3  have 

to get there by doing research, rather by knowing what it is; it is a different kind 

of knowledge rather than research within a very narrow scope (# 17C), 

occurred just after comments such as: "if there is to  be movement between colleges and 

universities the progamming in colleges has to be designed to aIlow that movement, there are 

big questions that need to be answered (g14U). 

Many comments were summative in nature, and some, cynical. "Collaboration won? 

happen until it i s  perceived a \vin-win result" (#21C); "when it looks like an agreement will 

happen, do it fast before it breaks down; if it takes more than 18 months it won3 happen" 

(U2C);  "the nature of learning is both theoretical and applied, just layering university on top of  

college doesn't work very well, we have to figure out how to braid the two together as people 

need to satis@ labour markets'. (#23C). 

Honesty was also present in comments from both systems: 

there is a tendency to make assumptions without accurate knowledge; failure to 

see potential for closer reiationships for colleges and universities cornes fiom 
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blindness which is sometirnes willful; that is not very healthy for people who are 

supposed to be about inquiry and leaming - irontc, learning is about change and 

we are change agents. yet we are also conservationists; we reconcile that conflict 

by not changing, yet demanding something different tiom our students - we are a 

leaming institution? (#26U). 

We need to be careful not to carve off the high end of colleges and have it 

subsumed by universities, or to have tiering in colleges where there are 

polytechnics and junior colleges, Iike universities, although there is an unofficial 

goup  of 4 or 5 major colleges, which could move fonvard and ieave others 

behind. There are many pitfalls, but also rnany prospects that revolve around the 

broadening of the leaming circle of where people can go for degrees, which 

includes the intemet, and it is a stupid educational system that doesn't respond to 

that; slowly the status of colleges is improving, which adds the prospect to move 

the government to action; the biggest sticking point in ageement negotiation is 

on the qualifications of the college faculty - credentialism is a means of 

protecting statusj there is a larger reality than just Ontario and our view of 

education, others have taken much more creative approaches to articulation than 

we have (if53C). 

Many respondents realize that: "there is not a consistent perspective on what needs to be 

done and we must look at what is needed to make this work without hyperbole" (g33U). 

The biggest impediment to articulation is the lack of understanding of the two 

systems. I f  we can commit to putting the students first, look at the issues and 
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concentrate on quality education this would happen faster. It will continue to be 

tough sledding until the govemment does something, it wouldn't have happened 

out west without legislation either, it was a lot of rhetoric there too. We need to 

track transfers to have clear information; joint degree negotiation must have joint 

credentials, or the programs will just be assimilated by the universities and 

colleges will lose their identities (#37C). 

"Cornpetition fiom U.S. universities articulating in the north has pushed Ontario universities to 

begin to articulate. We need to focus on students in developing articulation agreements rather 

than on bureaucracy, there is too much rhetoric about what students are or arenTt rather than 

what can be done to accommodate them" (H9C). 

Slowly both systems are coming to acknowledge that "there is a need for individuals who 

possess the ski11 of a college graduate and a university degee; through articulation a student can 

tmly gain the best of both worlds and will prove to be an asset in the workforce" (#40C). 

Clearly this is an issue whose time has corne, it's been coming for a whiie, it's an 

issue that must be seriously addressed and resolved in the next year or two, there 

are too many thinçs happening outside our borders that impinge on us  - too many 

agreements k ing  stnick with universities outside of Ontario and Canada that we 

can't put it off much longer - it is a question of how that dialogue is usefully 

joined, is it a template on linkages that will satis@, clearly the idea of degree 

completion, or program completion in the case of university-to-college, the way 

to meet the expectations of the students invoIved, rather than joint programs - 

they w i I I  have to be lwked at too - not sure we cm do it alone, there may be 
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enough pod will, but there isn't enough time or incentive to really address this 

question, at least not for the universities and we are going to be preoccupied with 

major investments in research, finding the time and energ to gïve this prionty 

will be most di ficuit (#46U). 

Metat hemes 

Metatheme I - Attitudes 

In addition to the major and minor themes already discussed, there are also several 

metathemes which emerged in this study. (A metatheme is a theme which permeates through 

other thernes.) First, and most obvious, was the metatheme of attitudes. This emerged at, or 

near the  top in the top five ranking of the responses to each relevant question, as well as in 

summative comments. included in this metatheme are the related aspects of: elitism; egos; 

culture; iack of understanding of each other - values; history; and fear of encroachment. These 

aspects were discussed by both college and university respondents (as discussed earlier in this 

chapter). It was posited that the issue of barriers to articulation "is core to the broader issue of 

relationships between t_vpes of postsecondary institutions and the essence of those relationships 

has to be reciprocity and recognition of the value of each other's institutions and of the fact that 

sustainable and productive relationships are based on a sense of equity and parity and somehow 

we have to build that into our relationships as it has k e n  lacking to date; it's ken  the one weak 

element to our retationship" (pearls - #85C). 

Many of the responses which were given, especially by college respondents, were 

strongly worded, although the university respondents were sometimes just as straightforward- 

Comments such as: -'there is intellectual snobbery of universities about the goals of education - 
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knowledge and leaming at univenity and infornation and skills at college - there is ais0 a fear 

y universities that attitudes of coilege students are dissuited to the reflective, contemplative. 

critical inquiry of universities - universities shouldn7t spend time worrying about this" (attitudes- 

+ 14U), exempliSl that such opinions are not only those of college respondents. It was stated 

clearly by college respondents, many times over, that the "elitist approach by univenitirs, who 

have never set foot in a college and expect the students to be inferior, shows a lack of 

knowledge; they don3 know about leaming outcomes and academic programs" (attitudes - 

$2 1 C). As well, numerous college respondents summed up the situation with comment5 such as: 

"the elitist mentality has prevented a lot of opportunity for students" (attitudes - #18C); 

something which few university respondents mentioned. 

Metatheme 2 - Lack of interest 

Related to the first metatheme of attitudes, was the second metatheme of lac k of interest, 

incentive, will of people involved, and understanding. As with the first metatheme, the second 

metatheme emerged in the top five ranking in each of the relevant questions, and summative 

cornments. It also appeared to be interwoven within many of the major and minor themes which 

emerged in responsesj similar to the metatheme of attitudes. 

Overall, this metatheme evidences, alone and with its relation to the first metatheme, 

that the major barriers, which have been identified, are predominantly of an attitudinal nature. 

The relation of attitudes, egos, culture and status with a lack of interest, will, incentive and 

understanding predominates in the results of this study, and is too strong to be ignored. 

The macro picture which emerges fiom this data is that these first hvo metathemes are, 

in fact, two pieces of an even larger metatheme. The nurnber of major and minor themes which 
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are related to these two metathemes comprise a significant number of the total number of 

themes which emerged in this study. As such, there is a clear picture which emerges as a result, 

which strongly suggests that the most significant barriers are of a perceptual nature. 

Metatheme 3 - Funding 

The third, and final, metatheme is funding. This metatheme differs from the two 

previous metathemes in nature, in that it is a thread of a concrete nature, as o p p s e d  to 

perceptual, which runs through the data. As with the bvo other metathemes, this also appears in 

the top five ranking of the relevant questions and summative comments. 

Both college and university respondents were quite clear in their assessments of the 

inadequate nature of funding for postsecondary education in general, as well as the need for 

funding for increased collaborative activity between the two sectors. 

This third metatheme was lwsely related to  the second metatheme, however, in that the 

lack of appropriate funding contributes to a lack of incentive on the part of the universities to 

pursue collaborative ventures with colleges, since there are no obvious benefts. 



CHAPTER FlVE 

COXCLUSIONS AND IIMPLICATIONS 

Conclusions 

There are several conclusions which can be drawn kom this study. First, it is apparent 

that there are numerous bamers to articulation agreements between colleges and universities in 

Ontario; some of which are of a perceptual nature and some of which are more concrete. (A 

ban-ier of a perceptual nature is one in which the respondent has perceived, or assumed, wlthout 

the benefit of actual knowledge of fact, that what they think is true - such as the inferiority of 

curriculum at colleges, or of the qualifications of college faculty. A concrete bamer, conversely, 

is one which is more factual and less subject to interpretation; one which can be easily verified - 

such as funding.) It is also apparent that some individuals within the two postsecondary systems 

are operating under those perceived barriers, rather than the concrete ones, as they have chosen 

to believe what may be considered myth, or conjecture, rather than what is accurate. 

The barriers from the 2 1 themes, which emerged from question 1 ; barriers, which are of 

a perceptual nature, rather than factual, comprise most of the top 5 ranked themes, and include: 

elitist attitudes (ranked 1); quality debate - diflerent curriculum (ranked 2); history (ranked 3 - 

tie); wil l  of people involved (tanked 5) ;  lack of understanding of each other - values (ranked 6); 

fear of encroachment (ranked 7); credentials of college faculty (ranked 10); misperception of 

what articulation is (ranked 12); colleges themselves (ranked 14); and lack of data on success 

(ranked 16). 

Col lec t ive1 y these bamers suggest that attitudes, ideas, perception and out-o f&te 

information are the basis for some current practice. It has k e n  confirmed by both college and 

1 O3 
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uni\:ersity respondents that there are people within the two postsecondary education secton who 

currently operate under these erroneous assumptions. 

Conversely, the concrete barriers which emerged from question 1, are: corridor funding 

(ranked 3); lengthy process to negotiate (ranked 4); admission criteria (ranked 5); lack of 

incentive (ranked 8); govemance (ranked 9); no legislation (ranked 1 1 ); lack of resources 

(ranked 13); no master plan of overnment (ranked 15); no mode1 (ranked 15 - tie); cost (ranked 

1 6 - tie); and taxpayer paying hMce (ranked 1 7). Overall, these barn-ers ranked lower than did 

the barriers which are of a perceptual nature. 

Barriers such as fack of funds; lengthy process to negotiate; admission criteria; 

covernance; legislation; and policy issues, are actual (concrete) barriers to articulation which 
Y 

need to be seriously addressed. Outdated notions of the purpose of higher education; status 

hierarchies; uninformed ideas and attitudes about curriculum and credentials; history; lack of 

understanding; and temtoriality are not, and should not continue ta  be, barriers to increased 

collaboration behveen colleges and universities. Tt \vas acknowledged by numerow respondents 

from both sectors that continued adherence to these notions and perceptions needlessly restrains 

progess (comments - #28U). It  is now more obvious than ever that the original mandates of 

both colleges and universities have changed; both are under extrerne scrutiny because the world 

has changed significantly in the last thirty years- Yet, if the original mandates of both systems 

are maintained, each will then be trapped in a system that is not considered to be working 

properly an- longer and the reality of a changing environment is thus being denied. 

The 14 themes from the responses to the second question - the reasons for the barriers - 

also indicated that people operate under both perceptual and concrete barriers. Those reasons 
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which could be considered to be perceived include: monopoly status of universities (ranked 1 ); 

egos (ranked 2); lack of understanding of each other (ranked 3); colleges do not have strength in 

leadership and scholarship - credentials (ranked 8 - tie); not a reciprocal relationship - bar too 

high (ranked I O  - tie); and articulation is the wrong answer (ranked 1 1). 

The reasons for the bamers which would be considered concrete reasons include: 

fundiny (ranked 4); no political w111 franked 6);  and effort (ranked 9 - tie). 

The remaining reasons are reasons which could be considered to be both perception and 

reality, in that whether or not they are, in fact, reasons for barriers depend upon which side of the 

issue one sits. They include: lack of interest (ranked 5); curriculum (ranked 7); degree versus 

diploma - quality issue (ranked 8 - tie); not enough pressure (ranked 9 - tie) and decision-makers 

are university gads (ranked 9 - tie). 

Of the 17 themes which emerged in the responses to question 3 - what needs to occur to 

prompt change - most are deerned to be concrete, logical suggestions. They ovenvhelrningly 

suggest that many major aspects of our past and current operation require significant change. 

Notably, attitudes and the will of both parties follow the more concrete suggestion of 

govemment policy and funding incentives as areas in need of the most serious consideration. It 

is encouraging to see that suggestions such as increased opportunity for college faculty; be 

honest with each other, and create new collaborative programs, are also serious considerations in 

both systems. 

A second conclusion which can be drawn fiom this study is that perceptions and attitudes 

appear to be the rnost signiflcant barriers to progress toward collaboration in postsecondary 

education. Attitudes and perceptions, however erroneous, consistently ranked in the top three 
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responses on each of the first three questions of the study - what are the barriers; what are the 

reasons for the barriers; and what needs to occur to prompt change. Since attitudes and 

perceptions constituted the most obvious major themes, as weil as metathemes, which ernerged 

in the data, this is a trend which cannot be overlooked. 

Attitudes and perceptions penneated numerous themes throughout several questions, thus 

emerging as a metatheme . The degree of interrelation of attitudes and perceptions with, not 

only identification of barriers, but of reasons for the barriers, as well as suggestions for needed 

change, esempli@ how ingrained certain attitudes and perceptions are in the history and culture 

of postsecondary education in this province. As long as those within the two systems continue to 

operate \vithout the benefit of accurate knowledge, progress will continue to be impeded. 

Within the realm of perceptions and attitudes lie the assumptions regarding the 

curricuium and qualifications of faculty at colleges. These îwo points have k e n  cited off- 

handedly several times as both barriers and reasons for barriers. However, it should be noted that 

neither of these points emerged as metathemes in the data. Different curriculum structure at 

colleges and universities emerged second in the top 5 ranking of themes - a major theme - in 

question 1 - barriers to articulation - and was cited most by university respondents. Curriculum, 

however, did not emerge as a major theme in question 2 - reasons for the barriers - and was cited 

by only nine university respondents (O college respondents). It was barely mentioned in question 

3 - what needs to occur to prompt change - and was, in fact, cited by more college respondents 

(5) than it \vas by university respondents (2). 

This trend of responses, or lack thereof, appears to contradict the notions that the 

curricu~um at colleges is infenor, when it was not identified as king in need of change. As was 
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assurned that the curriculum at colleges is vocational in nature, and is applied, rather than 

theoretical. This assumption is made by people who, in fact, don? know what the curriculum is 

that is being taught at the college level (by their own admission). The question which bears 

asking then, is: 1s this a real barrier, or a perceived one? 

Similarly, the credentials of college faculty did not emerge as a major theme (in the top 5 

ranking) in any of the first three questions - what are the barriers, what are the reasons for the 

barrien, and what needs to occur to prompt change. Credenhals ranked 10" in question 1 with 

14 responses; tied for 8" in question 2 with 7 responses; and did not emerge at al1 in the 

responses to question 3.  The question again bears asking: Is this bamer real, or perceived? 

A third conciusion which can be drawn €rom this study is based upon the secondary level 

of examination in the study. The Deans (or equivalent) of departments in both colleges and 

universities in specifically selected areas, which represent the entire province geographically, 

and which have both a college and a university, were also surveyed. This secondary level of the 

study \vas included to examine whether or not there is any obvious geogmphical influence in the 

nesotiation of articuiation agreements. It is conciuded fiom this secondary level of this study 

that there is not enough evidence to suggest that geographical location positively influences 

collaborative efforts, and may, in fact, hinder them, as  it was cited numerous times that the 

col leges and universities compete for the same student pool in some areas. Overall, the same 

issues were cited in smaller areas as were cited in larger areas, despite the fact that, in most 

cases, the faculty at the col leges are graduates of the nearby university, and thus, are known to 

the university faculty. In areas where the student pool is large, there is no such problern in 
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evidence, and neither are there more articulation agreements, as universities cited that the 

p ropms  which college graduates desire are the popular and oversubscribed prograrns, which 

have no space available. 

The one factor which does appear to positively influence collaboration between colleges 

and un iversities is the physical sharing of space. In such cases it was ci ted nwnerous times that 

informa1 contact, in cafeteria lines for example: has in the p s t  led to discussion, which then 

leads to novel arrangements both for degree completion for college graduates, as well as for 

pst-çraduate programs for university graduates. This is an area which requires further 

investigation, as it was not the main focus of the present study, but suggests an interesting and 

novel factor, which may help to eradicate some lingering attitudinal barriers to increased 

collaboration between colleges and universities. 

The fourth conclusion which can be drawn from this study is that govemment 

intervention is imperative in order to facilitate change in the current situation. This intervention 

would namely be policy direction and incentive funding. Based upon the large number (58) and 

vehemence (frequency and content) of the responses to question 3 - what needs to occur to 

prompt change - this is deemed to be the fint order of business on the agenda of progress. Many 

of the respondents in both systems stressed the lack of available fiinds to either second staff to 

work on articulation agreements, or, to finance new program endeavours, and consequently, 

articulation falls down the list of prionties. 

Therc is, however, no clear consensus as to the  best way to proceed; that is, whether 

policy direction would be a sufficient solution without funding incentive. Whether the "carrot" 

ancilor the "stick constitute the appropriate solution is, thus, not clear. Numeros respondents 
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stressed that "sticks don7 t work well in academia" (#22U); othets positing that "there are few 

sticks to be used (#21U), while still others stated, unequivocally, that 7mercion through 

incentives won7t work" ($SC), because giving the univenities more money would only 

perpetuate the current problems of elitism (35C). 

Ovenuhelmingly, the trend of responses evidenced that university respondents would like 

to see funding incentives ( 1  5 university versus 2 college) alone; while college respondents 

favour policy direction (20 college venus 4 university), and/or a combination of policy direction 

and funding incentive ( 14 college versus 2 university). 

It bears stating, again, that at this time, there are no clear answen to these complex 

issues. Just as many questions are answered through this examination, more are raised. 

Questions such as whether postsecondary education is, in fact, entenng an new era of 

cooperation, or, whether words k i n g  used currently will be equalled by action remain to be 

answred. 

Implications 

There are both specific and general implications which result from the present study 

being conducted at this time, in the manner in which it was conducted. One point which bears 

noting is that the same respondents interviewed at a different time (for example one year later) 

may have very different responses to the same questions as were posed in this study. 

Information and experience may have an impact on knowledge, attitudes, perception, and ideas 

about the merits of, and the barriers to articulation between colleges and universities in Ontario. 

One implication which is a result of this study is that further in-depth research into 

several of the themes and issues which emerged in this study is necessary. First, in order to have 
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Iegitirnate positions in future arguments about the preparation and calibre of students, there m u t  

be accurate tracking. Some of the universities surveyed indicated that in their intemal analysis 

of transfer students they found "very little difference statistically" (pearls - #49U). Only through 

concrete data \vil1 misconceptions be clarified as to the preparation and capability of those who 

seek to complement diplornas with degrees for enhanced job readiness. One university 

respondent indicated that their "experience has shown that there is no difference in students" 

and went so far as to admit that they "toyed with the idea of taking essays from college students 

and interspersing them with essays of university students to see if there is any difference" 

(comrnents - +îSU). 

Those who are concemed about inferior and inadequately prepared students attempting 

to gain entry to university should understand that the tnily underprepared student will be 

unsuccessful at the colfege level and advised to complete compensatory study. Further, it is 

çenerally the better students, not the Iesser ones, who possess the desire to continue their 

education and it is for those students that agreements should be considered. 

With increased, valid &ta as a basis for future negotiations, perceived issues, which have 

hindered p s t  negotiations, may not continue to be issues which needlessly impede progress. 

These other issues, such as cum*culum and faculty credentials, which have been acknowledged 

by both sectors as stumbling points in the p s t ,  should also be considered priority areas for future 

research. A study of the level of education of college faculty in different areas is warranted, just 

as it is for university faculty, who don't al1 possess doctoral level qualification either. As well, 

a study corn paring curriculum in related programs would alleviate some of the course-by-course 

cornparison, which adds to the already lengthy process of negotiation of articulation agreements 
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- a major theme from this study. The length of tirne required to negotiate agreements from start 

to finish also merits research consideration. 

Another recommendation for future research is a more indepth investigation of the 

number and type of agreements, as well as other regional factors which affect negotiation of 

articulation agreements in different geographical locations of the province. For example, 

whether there are differences in the northern areas of the province, versus the southern areas, 

where there are more colleges and univenities, requires such investigation as it was not the 

pnmary focus of the current study. Data from the pst may be compared with results which 

emerge in the next few years with the implementation of the newly approved articulation 

template. It will be of interest to those most directly involved to document more conclusiveiy if 

there are more (or better) agreements where a college and a university share physical space. 

Since there are suggestions for new coIlaborative programs which combine diplomas and 

degrees, this wi Il also require further study. Postsecondary educators and administrators wïll 

require detailed, accurate data on the success, or failure of such programs, both for the 

postsecondary sectors, and for the graduates of such programs. 

In order for research to be conducted in ail of these recommended areas adequate 

fundinç will be necessary. Funding mut  be considered a priority so that the road in front of us 

\vil1 not be as pothole-ridden as is the road behind us. 

As previously mentioned, another implication fiom this study is that coltaborative 

endeavours, which combine a diploma and a degree jointly, should be pursued. It \vas cautioned 

that '-we need to stop trying to pound together diplomas and degrees which are square and round, 

but to design pst-diplorna degrees and joint programs" (new programs - # 12U). This presents 
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another avenue to pursue; one in which sorne of the pitfalls of the past may be avoided. Both 

college and university faculty would have the opportunity to collaboratively plan the progams, 

thereby presenting one seamless pathway for the leamen. The leamers have become lost in the 

debate at some point along the way and it is time to focus on the important aspects again. 

The suggestion of collaborative program planning merits very senous consideration and 

cornmitment by both sectors as it would be another means of breaking down traditional bamers, 

eradicating erroneous perceptions that each has of the other and may, in fact, facilitate serious 

attitude change on the part of those for whom it is most necessary. 

Attitude change will not happen without positive expenence on both sides of this issue, 

and as such requires both interna1 and extemal facilitation. Numerous respondents spoke at 

length in their comments of going down the road toward articulation, oniy to find it blocked by 

attitudinal barriers near the end of the process. As Fullan (1993) posited both topdown and 

bortorn-up strategies are necessary for change to occur. This concept is applicable to the present 

shidy, in which the data has clearly shown that both administrative direction and faculty 

cornmitment are necessary for success. Further, Fullan's ( 1999, interview) recent thinking has 

shi fted from the position held previously that change cannot be mandated. Now Fullan suggests 

that mandates are helpful. This point has also been confirmed in the data collected in this study, 

in which it is clearly emphasized that the govemment will have to intervene. 

As already stated, it is unknown at this time if the newly approved template will generate 

new articulation agreements which will be of greater success than some of those fiom the past. 

Some of the respondents mentioned that current articulation agreements are not well-utilized, 

which raises the question of whether agreements are not used because they are not appropriate 



levels of credit, or because they are not prornoted. There is a circular argument possible on this 

point, as some respondents also claimed that agreements are useless if there is no space made 

available for transfer students. 

If the current situation with regard to overall progress in ternis of articulation is 

compared with that of 1993, when No Deud Ends was released, the question of how much things 

have really changed can be posed. In the Nb Deud Endc (1993) report it was cited that a wide 

variety of structural, policy and attitudinal changes were necessary if Ontario's postsecondary 

sectors were to meet the needs of leamers more eflectively. The results of the current 

examination indicate that the baniers to articulation continue to be those of structure, pdicy and 

attitudes. There is still resentment about the jack of formal recognition of college education that 

\vas cited in the Pitman report evidenced currently by college administrators, as well as 

cornplaints that there is more recognition given to college programs by Amencan universities. 

This was continuously cited as the reason for the prol iferation of agreements with out-of- 

province universities, which has caused the Ontario universities to take careful note. 

The sarne admonitions as were made in No Deucl Endv (1993) still apply today. 

Postsecondaty education should be a "single system whose parts fit together to form a strong and 

coherent whole"; one which is "flexible and accessible" (Task Force on Advanced Training, 

1993, pp. 82-83). 

Additionaily, the first of twelve perceptions cited by Marshall (1995) - that there is a 

continuing perception that the univenities place signifiant and inappropriate barriers in front of 

students attempting to transfer from colleges to universities - is, unfortunately still a perception 

of college (as well as some university) administrators today. Again, the question bears asking: 
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Why is this so? 

The barriers which have k e n  identified in the past in various studies and discussion 

papers include: '-organizational structure, start-up costs, funding and enrolrnent counting 

policies, and geography, as well as academic issues such as admission requirements and the 

assessrnent and granting of credit transfer" (COU Cornmittee on Relationships Between the 

Universities and Colleges of Applied Arts and Technolog? 1996, p. 1 1 ). 

WhiIe CUCC was given the mandate the address these barriers in 1996, it only partially 

achieved the goals of its first two-year terrn. The report of the CUCC to the Minister of 

Education in 1998 clearly confirms that there are barriers which continue to exist, despite the 

concerted efforts of the Council members, who corne from both university and college sectors. 

The work of CUCC in facilitating the Port Hope Accord, or the template, is commendable, 

however, as already stated, it remains to be seen whether or not it will facilitate change. 

One clear indication from this study is that there must be action at the ministry level; 

action which includes both policy and funding. As Skolnik (1994) suggested "nothing in public 

policy indicates comrnitment Iike incentive funding'. (p. 3). It is apparent that such incentive is 

required to persuade the postsecondary education sectors that the outcome will be worth the time 

and enera  invested. Col laboration, according to Fu1 lan ( 1993) '3s becoming one of the core 

requisites of a postmodern society" (p. 17) and it is increased collaboration, for the benefit of the 

students, which is the current goal. 

In addition to the specific implications of this study, there are also some general 

implications, which anse from this type of examination. Interpretation is obviously a factor 

which has affected the results of this examination of a current issue in postsecondary education. 
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The manner in which individuals interpret the numerous and complex factors which comprise 

this issue is totally subjective. Depending upon which side of the issue one resides, one will, 

undoubtedly, have opinions which are influenced by Lnowtedge, expen'ence, information (or 

lack thereof ), attitude, and interest in the topic. Thus, the responses given to the survey 

questions are the result of the participants' interpretation - how they constme the information 

which is available to them. It  should be noted, again, that the participants in this study were 

chosen on the basis of the positions which they hold in colleges and universities, and on the basis 

of the requisite knowledge which results from those positions. Additionally, the results of this 

examination are subject to interpretation both by the researcher, and by the consumers of the 

results. In both cases, the manner in which the information contained herein is interpreted and 

disseminated is subjective. However, the researcher has endeavoured to represent the opinions 

of the respondents as accurately and objectively as possible - thus the extensive use of quotes in 

the presentation of results, rather than merely the researcher's interpretation of what \vas said. 

The overall result of the present study is a more comprehensive view of a set of complex, 

interrelated issues, which have impeded inter-sector collaboration in order that those involved in 

postsecondary education have an increased awareness of the true nature and extent of the 

problern at hand. As such, the researcher's intention through this examination to more clearly 

illuminate the problem and its component variables is both necessary and tirnely, given the 

increased attention to the need for, and pressure for, change in the status quo. Rather than 

furthering conjecture about what individuals in each postsecondary education sector think, the 

results of this examination clan@ what, in fact, they do think. This information should be 

helpful in future discussion and in negotiation of articulation agreements which will benefit both 



t!-pes of institution, as well as the students who attempt to move through them. 

One of the most salient points which emerged from this study is that perception, 

attitudes, and culture seem to ovemde factual knowledge and information on this topic, since 

they consistently ranked at the top of the themes for each question, as well as emerging as a 

metatheme. These perceptions, attitudes, and culture, as previously mentioned, are related to the 

lack of interest, incentive and understanding, which also emerged as a metatheme. This 

suggests. yet again, that individuals within postsecondary education are operating under 

perceptions, rather than with fact. The implication of this is that accurate, factual information is 

even more imperative for those who will affect the process and outcomes of articulation 

endeavours between colleges and universities in Ontario. 

Finally, bamers in general, and their implications, must be considered. As has been 

stated, it is generally acknowledged that there are bamers to articulation between colleges and 

universities in Ontario. Given that it is generally accepted in the postsecondary education 

sectors that barriers exist (based upon the literature and data presented herewith), another aspect 

of this situation which requires further investigation is the degree to which people continue to 

subscnbe to the perceptions of said bam-ers. This is beyond the xope of the present study, 

however, and is suggested as a topic for future study. As was stated in the present study the 

issue of barriers to articulation "is core to the broader issue ofrelationships between types of 

postsecondary institutions and the essence of those relationships has to be reciprocity and 

recognition of each other's institutions and of the fact that sustainable and productive 

relationships are based on a sense of equity and parity and somehow we have to buitd that into 

our relationships as it has been lacking to date; it's been the one weak element to our 



relationship" (pearfs - ;i 85C). 
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A P P E N DIX 1 - Vision 2000 Recornmendat ions 

Recommendation 1 - 

The Government of Ontario and the Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology should adopt the 

foilowing mandate for Ontario3 colleges: 

Preamble 

Education has an essential role to play in the development of a world which is peaceful, 

environrnentally sound, equitable and economically viable. Education should heip to balance 

individual and community needs, and foster personal initiative and co-operation within hurnan 

relationships based on mutual respect. 

Education should give people the opportunity to develop the skills and knowledge they 

need to adapt to and make a constructive contribution to the world in which they live. Education 

should enhance students' choices and opportunities, and promote the development of individual 

potential. It shouId also assist leamers in developing their cornmitment to social responsibility 

and care for the communities in which they live, and respect for cultural integrity and self- 

detemination of those whose language and traditions may be different fiom their own. 

It is the mandate of the Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology of Ontario: 

To provide high-quality career education that enhances students' ability to acquire 

information, reason clearly, think critically, communicate effectively, apply their 

knowledge and participate in society as informed and productive ci tizens. 

To make a college education as accessible as possible. Accessibility should include 

the opportunity to succeed, as well as the opportunity to enrol, and it must be provided 

in a way that achieves educational equity. 

122 
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To be responsible, as a systern, for quality assurance through system-wide standards and 

program review. 

To work together and with other educational institutions to offer students opportunities 

for educational rnobility and lifelong learning. 

To create a dynamic, learner-driven system by anticipating and accommodating the 

diverse needs of students, both full-time and part-tirne: enrolled in credit and non-credit 

courses. 

To forge partnerships in and with their communities, including employers, labour, 

cornmuni ty groups and governments. 

To be participatoq institutions in which decision-making involves both interna1 and 

extemal stakeholders. 

To be mode1 employers in the manner in which they invest in and manage human 

resource development, in their cornmitment to equity and in the creation of a positive, 

healthy and supportive working environment. 

Recommendation 3 

There should be a sipifkant increase in the generic skills and general education content of 

programs leading to a college credential to ensure an equivalence of leaming outcornes between 

these components and specific occupational skills. 

Recommendation 3 

There should be system-wide standards for al1 programs leading to a college credential. Such 

standards must focus on the leaming outcornes expected of graduates from a program. 
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Recommendation 4 

A11 programs leading to a college credential should be subject to regular, system-wide program 

review for the purposes of accreditation. 

Recommendation 5 

A College Standards and Accreditation Council (CSAC) should be established, with 

participation of interna1 and external stakeholders and with executive authority in the areas of 

system-wide program standards, review and accreditation. 

Recommendation 6 

Every college should have in place: 

educational equity pol icies and formally defined measures for implementing and 

monitoring those policies; 

a race and ethnic relations policies to promote tolerance and understanding between 

peoples of different cultures and races; 

a mechanisms to monitor employrnent equip policies to ensure that college personnel, 

boards and cornmittees are representative of the diverse comrnunities they serve; and 

a mechanisms for building and maintaining effective pamienhips with special 

communities and for advocating on their behalf on issues of educational equity. 

Recommendation 7 

The Ministry of Colleges and Universities should require every college board of governors to 

include in the colleges's annual repon to the Minister a specific "Serving Communities" section 

outlining colIege activities in the areas of educational equity, race relations, employment equity 

and community outreach activities. 
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Recommendation 8 

The Council of Regents should develop system-wide guidelines to assist colleges in developing 

educational equity policies. The Council should also produce and disseminate an annual report 

on col iege initiatives in serving communities. 

Recommendation 9 

Ever-y college should, where necessary, conduct assessments of the Iiteracy and numeracy levels 

of appl icants to col lege credential programs for the purpose of appropriate placement. The need 

for assessrnent of an individual student should be at the discrehon of the college. 

kecommendation 10 

Ontario's colleges should provide preparatory courses designed to meet the needs of those with a 

secondary school diploma or equivalent seeking admission to college credential programs. 

These courses may be offered in conjunction with local school boards. 

Recommendation 1 1 

The Ministry of Colleges and Universities should provide explicit funding to the colleges for 

preparatory courses in a manner consistent with the funding of college pst-secondary programs. 

Recommendation 12 

The college system should continue to be a major provider of adult basic education. 

Recomrnendation 13 

The provincial govemment shouid accept responsibility for the CO-ordinatior. of policy, pianning 

and increased funding of aduit basic ediication programs in Ontario. 

Recommendation 14 

An ad hoc task force on fee-for-senice training by colleges should be estabiished by the Council 
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of Regents to advise the Minister on policy guidelines which would foster the colleges' role in 

meeting the training needs of the existing workforce in a manner consistent with public policy 

goal S. 
Y 

Recommendation 15 

Beginning fiom the curent collective agreement, the parties should seek ways to facilitate the 

colleges' ability to provide fee-for-service activities. 

Recommendation 16 

Each college, in conjunction with faculty and staff, should develop strategïes for establishing 

long-term relationships with local fee-for-services clients such as employers and labour 

organizati ons. 

Recommendation 17 

The Ontario govemment should adopt the principle that public tünds, aimed at covenng the 

costs associated with skills training, should be used primarily to support programs provided by 

or in conjunction with public institutions, including colleges. 

Recommendation 1 8 

In order to assure public accountability, any provincial body designated to foster more skills 

training s hould incl ude employer and labour representatives and educators, and should produce a 

public, bi-annual report which: 

0 describes the training activities receiving public fûnds; 

0 shows the distribution of public funds (including federal funds allocated in Ontario) 

arnong the providers of training, be they public, private or joint activities; 

evaluates the effectiveness of such training, including an assessrnent of both quality and 



cost; and 

identifies training needs which are not k ing  met and which require greater investment. 

Recommendation 19 

To better support the needs of part-time learners: 

every college should provide a variety of flexible leaming opportunities, though varying 

educational rnethods, greater use of customized instructional methods, off-campus 

teaching locations, variable course entrance and completion dates, and other innovative 

approac hes to del ivery of relevant and adult-based programming for part-time learners; 

each college should have an advisory cornmittee on part-time learning; and 

provincial funding and the intemal ailocation of college revenues should explicitly 

recogize the nature and importance of proCgams and services required by part-time 

leamers. 

Recommendation 20 

The govemment should establish the Prior Learning Assessrnent Network (PLAN), as 

recommended by the Task Force on Access to Professions and Trades in Ontario, with expIicit 

inclusion of Ontario's colleges in the planning, irnplementation and operation of the system. 

Recommendation 2 1 

The Ministry of Education, possibly through the newly formed Teacher Education Council of 

Ontario, should ensure that al1 teôcher education programs (both preservice and in-service) 

include compnents which furnish an in-depth knowledge of the educational services provided 

by the colleges. In pariicular, education about the colleges should be an explicit component of 

professional development for schooi guidance counsellors, teachen and principals. 



Recornmendation 22 

The Ministries of Education and Colleges and Universities should jointly establish a Provincial 

SchooldColleges Co-ordinating Council, with representation of al1 relevant stakeholden from 

the secondary school and college systems, to improve school-college links and foster initiatives 

at the local level. 

Recornmendation 23 (Bold titles are deemed to be pertinent to this study) 

The Minister of Colleges and Universities should endeavour to expand and improve the 

opportunities for student to move between the college and university sectors, while maintaining 

the distinctiveness of each sector. 

Recommendation 24 

The college system should develop comprehensive programs of advanced training, on a selective 

basis, to address student needs. Graduates of such prograrns shoutd receive a unique credential 

at the pst-diploma level. 

Recommendation 25 

The governrnent should establish a provincial institute "without walls" for advanced training to: 

Facilitate the development and co-ordination of arrangements between colleges and 

universities for combined col lege-university studies; 

Offer combined college-university degree programs, with instruction based at and 

provided by coIIeges and universities; 

Recommend, where appropriate, to the College Standards and Accreditation Council the 

development of college-based programs of advanced training with a unique credential at 

the pst-diploma levei. 
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Recomrneodation 26 

A formal agreement of association between the lnstitute and one or more Ontario univenities 

should be established, providing for the associated universities to grant their degrees to 

graduates of programs conducted under the auspices of the Institute. 

Recommendation 27 

In the event that an agreement of association between the lnstitute and one or more univenities 

cannot be reached with eighteen months, the govemment should vest degree-granting authorit. 

in the lnstitute itself. 

Recommendation 28 

A Coilege Systern Strategic Planning committee should be established by the Council of 

Regents. This standing committee would: 

O undertake research on the quality-access-funding trade-offs facing Ontario's colleges; 

disseminate analyses and information across the college system; and 

recommend strategies to the Minister of Colleges and Universities for addressing trade- 

offs between qua1 ity, access and funding. 

Recommendation 39 

The Ministry of Col leges and Univenities should review the structure of its funding to the 

colleges in order to provide a funding mechanism which: 

expl icitly considers both access and quality; 

reduces counter-productive enrolment competition among the colleges; 

provides greater stability in the funding provided to each college by dampening the 

effects of enrolment changes on a college7s grant' and 



continues to provide predictability and promote effïciency while strengthening 

accountabilig in the use of public resources. 

Recomrnendation 30 

The Ontario govemment should introduce a more participatory and CO-ordinated system for 

developing govemment policies, initiatives, and funding arrangements affecting skills training 

provided by the colleges. 

Recommendation 3 1 

The govemment should initiate a study, encompassing both the college and university sectors, to 

assess the impact of alternative tuition fee and student assistance policies on access and 

i nstitutional revenues. 

Recommendation 32 

The Council of Regents, through its Strategic Planning Cornmittee, should deveIop and 

recommend a mechanism to co-ordinate information and plans relevant to the sharing of 

s pecial ized resources among the colleges. 

Recommendation 33 

Every college's board of governors should reinforce Vision 2000's major objectives through its 

human resources planning by undertaking initiatives such as: 

setting ciear budgetary targets for increasing the share of funds devoted to human 

resource development (HRD); 

includinç a section on HRD in the annual report to the Minister, which summarizes the 

college's progress in developing and implementing HRD policies and practices designed 

to achieve the objectives of the renewed mandate; and 
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developing policy guidelines (to complernent existing professional development leave 

policies) which provide regular opportunities and direct encouragement for extemai work 

experience, job exchanges or international activity for faculty, support staff and 

administrators. 

Recornmendation 34 

The Ontano Government should work with al1 colle- stakeholders to establish and €und: 

a permanent Professional Development Fund to reinforce and expand upon the 

professional development efforts of the HRD in the Third Decade project; and 

an Instmctional Development Task Force to provide leadership in helping the colleges 

devetop leamer-centred curriculum and alternative delivery. 

Recom mendation 35 

The Minister of Colleges and Universities should provide sufficient funding to enable an Ontario 

university (or several, working in a consortium) to develop graduate-level programs for 

cornrnunity college personnel. 

Recommendation 36 

The col leges should work together to introduce effective means for fostering applied scholarshi p 

as a way of enhancing the prirnacy of the colleges' teaching fùnction. 

Recommendation 37 

Each college should experiment in developing reciprocai methods of performance review which 

are formative in nature for al1 employees. The process for developing these procedures should 

itself be coIlaborative in nature. 
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Recommendation 38 

Each college's board of govemors should further develop its capacity for strategic planning, 

especially on issues related to quality, access and funding, and for working in pamershîp wïth a 

range of stakeholders to meet student needs. 

Recornmendation 39 

The Council of Regents should conduct an operational review of its board appointment 

responsibil i ties, employing a third-party process. 

Recornmendation 40 

The Minister of Colleges and Universities should establish a Vision 2000 Implementation 

Cornmittee to co-ordinate evaluation and development of detailed plans for implementation of 

Vision 2000's recommendations. This cornmittee should involve al1 of the major constîtuencies, 

both interna1 and esternal, that participated in Vision 2000. 



APPENDIX II - Task Force on Advanced Training (No Beud Endv) Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 

That the equal value of vocational and academic education be recognized by al1 the parniers 

engaged in Ontario's postsecondary systern. 

Recommendation 2 

That bamen to inter-sectoral transfer for postsecondary leamers be eliminated. In order to 

achieve this goal, a rnechanism must be developed to facilitate such nansfer and to provide 

accessible, widely availabie, and cornprehensive information on credit transfer opportunities in 

Ontario; mernbership on any body advising on transfer shall include equal representation from 

t h e  colleges and universities as well as representation from the private sector and leamers. 

Recommendation 3 

That the importance of the partnership of colleges, universities, the employment sector be 

recognized in providing opportunities for individual developmenr and in contributing to the 

economic renewal of the province through the provision of advanced training programs. 

Recommendation 4 

That an Ontario Institute for Advanced Training be established. 

a) that the OIAT be created as an independeni, provincial institute to initiate, negotiate, 

coordinate, promote, and allocate fünds for advanced training programs at the first degree level; 

b) that the OIAT be granted specific designated degree-granting power; 

c) that membership on the governing structure of OIAT should be based on the principle of 

partnership and include equal representation fiom colleges, universities, employer and employee 

çroups, and fair representation fiom the broader comrnunity including the secondary school 
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sector: 

d) that the new advanced training programs organized by OlAT should: 

a) be relevant to the workplace and timely to meet market needs; 

b) have a balance of practical, generic, and theoretical study; 

c) recognize for credit previous education and relevant work expenence; 

d) be provincially accessible on a part-time as well as full-time basis; 

e) include a cooperative work experience component or supervised work project; 

f) be subject to a regular sunset review; 

e) be recognized for credit leading to a baccalaureate degree. 

Recommendation 5 

That the importance of faculty development in support of advanced training programs be 

acknowiedged. 

Recommendation 6 

That the current funding arrangements for coileges and universities be adjusted in order to 

suppon college-univenity, university-college iransfer agreements and new advanced training 

programs. 

Recommendation 7 

That in the implementation of advanced training and transfer initiatives, the needs of the 

francophone community must be identified and addressed. 



APPENDtX ILI- Smith Report Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 

We recommend that Ontarians undertake to correct the current serious inadequacies in total 

financial resources available to postsecondary education. This undertaking is a shared 

responsibility that includes government, postsecondary institutions, students and their families, 

and the private sector. 

Recommendation 3 

We recommend that provincial government support of universities and colleges in Ontario be 

comparable to the average for other Canadian provinces and be reasonably in line with 

govemment support of major public university and college systems in the United States. This 

goal should be achieved by arresting reductions in goverrunent grants now and by building 

towards this goal over several years in ways that strengthen excellence and accessibility. 

Recomrnendation 3 

We recommend that the  major features of the corridor system for distributing the govemment's 

core operating grants to universities be maintained wïth minor modifications to enhance 

flesibility. 

Recomrnendation 4 

We recommend that the method of distributing the govemment's core operating grants to 

colleges change to a form of corridor funding, reflective of circumstances faced by colleges, 

with attention to other issues such as the appropriate relationship of support for part-time and 

ful 1-tirne students. 



136 

Recommendation 5 

i )  We recommend that the Government of Ontario increase the size of the Research Overheadd 

Infrastructure Envelope from its current level of about S23 million to about 5100 million 

annual ly. 

i i )  We recomrnend that Ontario develop a research policy. This development is urgent in view 

of the growing concem about Ontario's cornpetitive position on research. The plicy should 

cover both basic and applied research and should encompass research in both the public and 

private sectors. 

Recommendation 6 

i )  We recommend that an institution should be fiee to set tuition fees at whatever level it 

regards as appropriate, program by program, on condition that if an institution chooses to set 

fees above the governrnent-specified upper limit defined in (ii), it must distribute 30% of the 

incremental revenue as financial assistance to its students, based on need. 

i i )  We recommend that the government set an upper limit on fies used to calculate the amount 

of government-provided student assistance for which a student would be eligible. There should 

be a single limit used for ail institutions, both pubIicly- and pnvately-funded, participating in the 

pub1 ic student assistance program. 

i i i ) We recommend that, with respect to compulsory ancillary fees, those initiated by student 

sovemments should continue to be determined by current processes, but all other ancillary fees 

should be incorporated in the overall tuition fee. 

iv) We recommend that, along with greater freedom in setting fees, institutions should be 

sensitive to the need to protect students from substantial, unanticipated increases in tuition fees 
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for programs in which they are currently enrolled. Institutions are encouraged to set tuition fees 

on the bais  of programs of study - rather than on the basis of courses or terms - wherever this 

can reasonably be done. Moreover, institutions should make special efforts to allocate their 

financial assistance funds in a way that does not preclude a student, with the motivation and 

ability, fiom pursuing courses or programs with hi@er fees. 

Recommendation 7 

i )  We recommend that the govemment introduce an income-contingent loan repayment plan 

(ICLRP) that would have a number of helpful features to students, including: 

postponement of interest payments until afier the student's program of study is 

completed or after a fixed nwnber of years (whichever cornes first); and 

several options for the student to choose fiom regarding the repayment schedule, 

including an option to repay faster at any time without penalty. 

i i )  We recommend that the income-contingent loan r e p e n t  plan be delivered as a joint 

federal-provincial student assistance plan, administered through the tax system, but that, if the 

federal govemment is not prepared to cooperate with Ontario in this task, the provincial 

govemment should take whatever steps are necessary to implement an lCLRP on its own. In this 

latter case, we would urge the federal government to provide appropriate assistance and support 

to this effort, including administering the tax aspects of the Plan under the Federal-Provincial 

Tax Col lection Agreements and, if necessary, providing full compensation to Ontario to allow it 

to withdraw from the Canada Student Loans Plan and offer in integrated ICLRP option to 

Ontario students. 

iii) We recommend that, in place of the current approach on Ioan forgiveness under OSAP which 
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creates uncertainties for students, a program of needs-based gants be introduced. Grants would 

be provided only to students in publicly-assisted colleges and universities. 

iv) We recommend that the Ministcy investigate the causes for high rates ofdefault on student 

loans. It should explore the use of penalties that would make postsecondary institutions with 

unusually high rates of defaul t more responsible for the loss, but that would not weaken access 

to postsecondary education. 

V) We recomrnend that interest on money borrowed to pursue eligible postsecondary education 

programs should be deductible From income in calculating income tax. I t  is a clear principle of 

income taxation that interest paid on money borrowed to earn income should be tax deductible, 

and taking out a loan to make an investment in education is analogous to taking out a loan to 

make a business investrnent. This measure should be implemented by the Government of 

Canada, and we urge the Government of Ontario to indicate to the federal government that it 

supports such a change and is prepared to forego the provincial tax revenue involved. 

vi) We recommend that the present Registered Education Savings Plans (RESP) be brought 

closer to Registered Retirement Swings Plans (RRSP) in order to encourage swing for 

postsecondary education. In pârticular, we urge that the federal government provide the same 

tax deductibility for RESP contributions that is available for RRSP contributions, and that it be 

possible to effect one-time transfers fiom RRSPs to RESPs within the total RESP limits. It 

should be possible to effect accumulated investment income in RESPs that is not used for 

postsecondary education into a RRSP. The Govemment of Ontario should urge the Government 

of Canada to implement such a change soon. If the federal government is not prepared to 

proceed with this change, the provincial govemment should provide at least a partial tax credit 
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for RESP contributions and the federal government shouid administer such a credit for the 

province. 

Recommendation 8 

We recornmend that donations of assets be exempt tiom the capital gains tax. This change 

would benefit al1 charitable organizations. 

Recommendation 9 

We recomrnend that colleges explore more actively private and international training programs 

and that the provincial govemment's coordinating and regdatory role be supportive. The terms 

of centralized collective agreements in the coileges shouId take into account the need for 

flesibil ity to develop these programs. More broadly, there are growing opporhmities for 

partnerships with private institutions on education and research programs. It is the responsibility 

of al1 colleges and universities to have guidelines that preserve the integrity of their institutions 

in such pannerships. 

Recommendation IO 

We recomrnend that governrnent-defined catchment areas for colleges be abandoned. At the 

same time, colleges must continue to fulfill their obligations for education and training of their 

local or linguistic communities. 

Recommendation 1 1 

We recommend that the arrangements for credit transfer and cooperative college-university 

programming, as well as for shared services and facilities, should develop further with 

government encouragement rather than with governrnent direction. The advisory body we 

propose in this report should be responsible for stimulating and monitoring the evolving 
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Recommendation 12 

i )  We recommend that an Ontario College Diploma (OCD) be developed as a unique 

designation, backed by a review process on standards, and allowing for modifications to the 

credential to recognize particular speciaiizations and accomptishments. The continued 

development of standards should be treated as an urgent matter. At this time, the OCD should 

be confined to Ontario's Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology and to programs of these 

colleges that meet the established standards. We would not rule out the possibility that at a 

future date a private vocational school or career college might satisQ the standards for an OCD 

and be given authority to use this designation. 

i i )  We recommend that the awarding of secular degrees should continue to be a responsibility of 

universities at this time. It should be possible, however, for a college to transform to polytechnic 

degee-granting status and fiom there to a university. 

Recommendation 13 

We recommend the establishment of an advisory body to provide sustained, arrns-length analysis 

of postsecondary education to help assure govemments, students, private organizations and other 

groups that critical assessments, independent reviews and advice are an ongoing feature of 

Ontario's postsecondary system. It should be able to probe more deeply than the Panel has had 

time to do - and on a continuing basis - issues related to both colleges and universities. The 

body should be responsible for improving the publicly available information on postsetondq 

education and research. One of its responsibilities should be a regular report on the comparative 

strengths and weaknesses of Ontario's system relative to those in other juridictions. Another 
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responsibility should be to monitor, assess and report upon the adequacy of quality assurance 

and accountability processes for both colleges and universities. 

Recommendation 14 

We recommend thaf in order for colleges and universities to meet expected enrolment increases, 

the government should encourage institutional initiatives and arrangements for expanding the 

geogaphic reach of programs and for using existing physical facilities more intensively, and 

should not plan at this time the construction of a new college or university. 

Recommendation 15 

We recommend the establishment of a special matching trust fund for faculty renewal. For 

universities, the program should focus on special funding or endowments for hiring and retaining 

outstanding junior and senior scholars in areas of strength identified by governing boards. For 

colleges, the program should support academic development of existing faculty. 

Recommendation 16 

We recommend that governing boards of colleges and universities ensure that a high proportion 

of compensation increases is awarded in recognition of excellence in teaching and, in the case of 

universities, of research performance, and that, without becom ing involved in individual cases, 

governing boards ensure that appropriate processes are in place to assess and reward 

performance. 

Recommendation 17 

We recommend that, with regard to the tems of academic appointrnents, goveming boards must 

fulfil their responsibility for ensuring that processes are in place for the effective evaluation of 

performance in teaching and, in the case of universities, in research, and that processes are in 
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place to respond appropriately to the results of such evaluation, including corrective measures 

where performance is less than satisfactory. 

Recommendation 18 

We recommend that Ontario's policy precluding the establishment of new, privately-financed 

universities be amended to permit, under strict conditions, the establishment of privately- 

financed, not-for-profit universities with the authonty to grant degrees with a secular name. 

Strict conditions and standards must apply to institutional mission and governance structures; 

i nstitutional and academic quality, as detennined by nationally or intemationally recognized 

peer review; financial responsibility; and protection of students in the event of institutional 

faiiure. These conditions and standards should be developed by the advisory body on 

postsecondary education recommended in this report. 



APPENDIX IV - Letter of introduction and request to participate in study 

(on Fanshawe College Letterhead) 

1999 02 02 

Professor J. Robert S. Prichard 
President 
University of Toronto 
37 King's College Circle 
Toronto, Ontario 
MSS 1Al 

Dear Professor Prichard: 

This letter is intended to serve as an introduction and as a request to participate in a research 
stud y which ~ Ï l l  be conducted by telephone s w e y  early in February of 1999. 

The s tud y - An Ikzmincirion of [he Barriers [O ArticuIatron Agreen~enls Befween College und 
(.iniwrsirie.v in Onturio - is being conducted as a doctoral dissertation for OISENT by a faculty 
member at Fanshawe Coilege. Administrators at al1 colleges and universities in Ontario are 
being surveyed. 

The survey will consist of six open-ended questions posed by the researcher and your responses 
\vil1 be entered into a database. If you choose, you are not obligated in any way to participate, 
but your responses will be helpful to the study. 

Thank-you for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel le Renaud, Ed. D. candidate 
OISEAJT 
Facul ty, Fans hawe College 

Dr. Howard Rundle, President 
Fanshawe College 



APPENDIX V - List of Ontario universities and colleges 

Note- list of universities and colleges was obtained from the Ministry of Education (now the 
Ministry of Training, Colleges and Univenities) website 

Universities: 

Brock University - St. Catharines 
Carleton University - Ottawa 
University of Guelph - Guelph 
Lakehead University - Thunder Bay 
Laurentian University - Sudbury 
McMaster University - Hamilton 
Nipissing Universi- - North Bay 
Ontario College of Art and Design - Toronto 
University of Ottawa - Ottawa 
Queen's University - Kingston 
Ryerson Polytechnic University - Toronto 
University of Toronto - Toronto 
Trent University - Peterborough 
University of Waterloo - Waterloo 
University of Western Ontario - London 
Wil fred Laurier University - Waterloo 
University of Windsor - Windsor 
York University - North York 

Colleges: 

Algonquin College of Applied Arts and Technolom - Nepean 
College Boreal - Sudbury 
Cambrian Collese - Sudbury 
Canadore College of Applied Arts and Technology - Nonh Bay 
Centennial College of Applied Arts and Technology - Scarborough 
La Cite collegiale - Ottawa 
Conestoga College of Applied Arts and Technology - Kitchener 
Confederation College of Applied Arts and Technology - Thunder Bay 
Durham Col lege of Applied Arts and Technology - Oshawa 
Fanshawe College of Applied Arts and Technology - London 
George Brown Col lege of Applied Arts and Technology - Toronto 
Georgian College of Applied Arts and Technology - Bame 
College des Grands Lacs - Welland 
Humber College of Applied Arts and Technology - Etobicoke 



Larnbton College of Applied Arts and Technology - Sarnia 
Loyalist College of Applied Arts and Technology - Belleville 
Mohawk College of Applied Arts and Technology - Hamilton 
Niagara College of Applied Arts and Technology - Welland 
Northern College of Applied Arts and Technology - Timmins 
St. Clair College of Applied Ans and Technology - Windsor 
St. Lawrence College of Applied Arts and Technology - Kingston 
Sad t Col lege of Appl ied Arts and Technology -Sault Ste. Marie 
Seneca College of Applied Arts and Technology - North York 
Sheridan College of Applied Arts and Technology - Oakvilie 
Sir Sandford Fleming College of Applied Arts and Technology - Peterborough 



Appendix VI - Sample interview transcript 

1 - inteniewer 
R - respondent 
Note - certain portions of the text are deleted where the information may identi@ the respondent 

I - Good moming , I'd lilie to thank-you again for agreeing to participate in my 

study. As you know this study is an examination of the current barriers to articulation 

agreements behveen colleges and universities in Ontario and is being conducted as a dwtoral 

dissertation for OISEAJT. 1 am a faculty member at Fanshawe College. In this study I am 

surveying al 1 Presidents and Vice-Presidents, Academic at al 1 col leges and universities in the 

province, and secondarily, I'm surveying Deans at colleges and universities in areas selected to 

represent, geographically, the entire province. i have six open-ended questions, which I will ask 

you in order. Should you begin to answer one question within the answer of another, i will not 

stop you, yet 1 \vil1 still ask the nest question, which may seem redundant. For the purposes of 

transcription accuracy, would you allow me  to tape record this interview? I am the oniy one who 

wiI1 listen to the tapes. Are you ready to begin? The first question is - What do you perceive as 

the current bamers to articulation agreements between colleges and universities in Ontario? 

R - The sheer logistical effort and tirne required for a college to work out an agreement with a 

university, even when universities have the best of intentions (coded and categorized under 

Lengthy process to negotiate). The university structure is a huge barrier - each department has 

the right to veto any agreements - it requires vote by faculty and senate (coded and categorized 

under Govemance structure). The structure of the Ontario postsecondary system is a huge 

barn-er because historically it's not a part of our mandate (coded and categorized under Histov). 

1 - The second question is - In relation to the barriers identified, what do you suggest are the 
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reasons? 

R - Well, the structure of the postsecondary system in Ontario - as 1 said it's not part of the 

orignal mandate of colleges. There are tw many universities in Ontario of varying perceived 

quality, lesser universities will be more open to agreements with colleges. Universities don't 

need more students and don3 care about those coming from colleges (coded and categorized 

under Monopoly status of Ontario universities). So, most universities don't need students 

(coded and categonzed under Lack of interest). Ontario doesn't value or respect dipiornas or 

vocational training as does Europe (coded and categorized under Degree versus diploma). 

1 - Question 3 is - What do you suggest needs to occur to prompt change in this current situation? 

R - Govemment action is necessary, nothing short of this will work. We've had enough studies 

recommending this - it has been studied to death, enough cornmittees working on it too - they 

have only made rnicroscopic progress while the need has increased. We aren't doing as well 

now because we are not meeting a larger need (coded and categorized under Government policy 

and funding incentive). 

I - Question 4 is - What types of agreements do you currently have articulated, or in progress? 

R - A few, one's a fluke with a university program that was dying and articulated to Save itself 

(coded and categorized under - Few) and some in social work and general arts. 

1 - The fifth question is - How were your agreements negotiated? 

R - Individual programs (coded and categorized under - Bottom up). 

1 - The last question is - Do you have any summative comments, or pearls of wisdom, to add that 

you think pertinent to this study? 

R - Negotiations with foreign universities and out-of-province universities are relevant as they 
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are larçe and important univenities, not lesser institutions as they are called by Ontario 

universities - that is badmouthing. I f  Ontario universities are concemed with the quality of 

cumculum they should look at their own - the measure of quality in universities is only paper 

qualification. When you are teaching something applied you have to be at the cutting edge and 

you don? have to get there by doing research, rather by knowing what it is - a different kind of 

knoivledge rather than research within a very narrow scope. 

1 - Is there anything else you'd t ike to add? 

R - You won3 find any university people who will say that colleges should become degree- 

granting. The failure of nuning programs in Ontario hasn't happened elsewhere - good \vil1 is 

fine, but it doesn't get things done - senior admin can't control faculty and make this happen, 

that's why govemrnent action is necessary 

1 - Thank-you very much for your input, good-bye. 

Note - this interview lasted just short of thirty minutes. 



APPENDLX MI - Summary of comments to question 6 - pearls of wisdom 

5 U  - Articulation is inevitable, it is cheaper to cooperate than to fight it, there are more colleges 

and universities in Ontario than in other provinces and the Ontario universities are powefil. 

Ontario is in a time warp ofpostsecondary education with 3 curriculum reforms in 15 y-, we 

have no distance ed to speak of, it \vil1 take a tough govemrnent to make change. Maybe there 

\vil1 be a new postsecondary ministq or a joining of colleges and universities. 

g8C - Colleges move fast, universities move slow, we need a long range perspective. There are 

two different mentalities, so we should go out of province. Coileges shoutdn't be obsessed with 

being universities, like late adolescents trying to be grown up, be who we are and take pride in 

our accomplishments. Colleges want to do, universities want to study - apples and oranges. 

Post-diplorna and applied research should be the focus of colleges, respect will corne with that. 

+ I3C - We need to look at triggers for evolution of the relationship between colleges and 

universities - we never had a link - that is a major Factor in the lack of willingness. Artificial 

laddering is breaking d o m  and the universities are not coming to @ps \Mth reality yet. 

# I3C - Tryinç to negotiate within the province is a phenomenally torturous process - a lot of 

time and energy for little benefit. 

15U - A general template sets us up for failure, we need to celebrate and acknowledge progress, 

we need resources to enable people to do the work, we need to preserve Our unique and 

complementary missions in Ontario postsecondary education - there is an area of overlap that 

was not recognized adequately by the original vision which has emerged over the last ten years 

or so - it is a clear irnperative now. 
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% 16U - The current template is an accident looking for a place to happen, it will be a 

catastrophic disaster, it is doomed to fail and the govemment will say see you couldn't do it 

(refers to first draft of template). 

220C - There seems to be a shift in opinion happening with a broader sense of responsibility for 

coming up with solutions, especially at CUCC - some levers for that are such things as 

ministerial consents issue. Things are changing and when thing change those who change most 

quickly get the most negative reaction from those who want things to change more slowly. One 

of the underlyi ng causes is different mandates and the changing of mandate for both colleges and 

universities, they are trying to cope with societal change and the value of a liberal arts degree. A 

change in opinion has resulted in reverse articulation, universities are reluctant to change their 

traditional nature, so the context is not college versus university, rather it is postsecondary 

education itsef f 

+24U - Political masters refer to the UK and Australia as models for us to follow - it didn't work 

- degree-granting status for polytechnics increased snobbishness as it became more important to 

identifÿ which institution it came from. Keep pursuing articulation agreements. Teminology is 

not val id today - terminal - nothing is now. We need to rephrase and reconfi y r e ,  rethink 

mandate. The credibility of college faculty is only an argument with blanket agreements, not 

u i t h  subject-based ones - if we work together the programs wilI be of high quality. 

#27C - Our problem is famous outside of Ontano, universities know that Ontario universities 

don? play, it's very sad, not something to be proud of but universities seern to be. The public 

policy argument needs to be kept on a conscious level. 

#2SU - The world is  changing and the original conception of colleges is not appropriate now, nor 
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\vas it then, this has been proven by student demand - one size doesn't fit all. Some universities 

will do this more readily than others, if York, Waterloo and McMaster do and UT and Queen's 

don't, that's okay. Geographical proximity is a factor for convenience and sharing of resources. 

=MC - Minister-s recent comment that the only way the govemment wi11 get interested in this 

issue is the scream index - students and colleges had better make it a public and political issue. 

If it's not political then it's not on the radar screen - we are playing pure politics. We cannot 

continue to go the route we are, we have to become activists to the issues that are important to 

us, right now we aren't, we lie down to be killed before asked, we beg. 

#35C - Degree-granting needs to be investigateà, the system can't afford the costs of duplication, 

nor can the students be expected to repeat thing that have already been leamed. The Ministty 

m u t  take a stance on the priority of lifelong learning. 

=36U - Articulation will be harder in the future with the double cohort and budget cuts. 

Skotnik's paper does a good job of getting at the nub of the issues, even though other university 

people don't agree. Change of entrenched attitudes is enormously dinlcult and the challenges 

outside the university paie in cornparison to the challenges inside the university - Le.- faculty, 

senate - I can understand why university president don? want to tackle this, but remember the 

dinosaur is estinct and the little thing that was yapping at it is still around. There's are reason 

why small business is growing. 

6 8 U  - I'm very favourable to increased articulation - we are moving to very useful innovation in 

postsecondary education. It's not a good idea to just tier the system and to put abstract 

credential labels on top of existing programs - not much value to that, although the champions of 

tiering \vil1 argue it. We need to work on both cultural and financial bamers in order to move 
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this dong. EIite universities want to maintain tiers and are a big part of the problem, they want 

three tiers, two for universities and a third for colleges. The elitism is shocking and cultural 

bamers are hard to break down. 

g65U - It depends on how much teeth the govemment is willing to put into this argument and 

given the current ideological climate my guess is they're going to come down pretty hard on the 

side of the colleges' argument, even though universities have a different history. Colleges have 

a provincial strength and universities are on their own, we have the colleges and each other to 

worry about. There is a growing perception that colleges do a better job of tacking grads and 

that grads are more likely to get jobs - the Tories like that - don? agree, but that doesn't matter. 

Colleges have been far more adaptable and flexible than universities who have k e n  secure and 

isolated and need to leam - a steep curve - can understand the fnisuation of colleges. Tier ones 

don3 think of students as pressure to publish becomes greater the less faculty will want to teach 

and to work on articulation. A student did a master's thesis on success of college grads and 

found that they were incredibly successful. 

567U - As w e  look at changes, for example in BC, a trend of cooperation , we have to take 

seriously and work quickly so the govemment doesn't legislate something that neither group 

likes - this govemment i s  pretty aggressive. Both carrot and stick \vil1 get the best and the 

quickest result. 

W3C - Don't see attitudes changing quickly. Maclean's wiil soon rank colleges too - like W1- 

the colleges came out well and Maclean's is now saying that colleges are the postsecondary 

education of choice - we must be doing something right since so rnany university grads corne to 

col lege after. 
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#69C - Univerçities use the excuse of prep level of faculty when they don't even know what it is, 

for example, on person has a PhD and they cited it. Elitist attitudes of universities will make 

this a struggle continually especially in professionally related programs, when the açreements 

fa11 apart at the final stages they fa11 back on argument of faculty and curriculum problems when 

their faculty don? al1 have PhDs. 

=76U - Attitudes change real fast when one's survival is at stake. History can be overstated - 

tired of having Alberta used as an example as it is diffèrent fiom CAATs, but people can be too 

defensive too. We have a lot to learn fiom them because the content of the debate is the same, 

nie can be infomed fro the dialogue there, there is room for everybody ant there is evidence that 

students do need a universi ty degree and special ized training and that is bom out by percentages 

of universic grads at convocation who when asked say that they are going to college - in 199 3 it 

was 2% and now 10- 15%. Think this is a good and smart choice but regret that we aren't 

design.iing prograrns from the start that wïll give them both credentials. 
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