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B '_ABSTVIS\A‘C.T' TR S
The purpose of thIS study was to examtne the goals of Caqadlanlﬂ
'unlver5|t|es, as percelved by thelr presudents and board chaurmen, to

i /,,»’ S

compare thelr perceptlons of preQEnt and future goals,.and to compare

i . 1/'
e

fthese perceptlons by posutlon, looatlon, age{ and size’ of unnversnty

jo \ : IR
nal Goals Inventory was used as the survey |n§tru~f " ’

The |nst1tut|
‘ment, wnth ten Canadlan goal statements and four |dent|f|cat|on quest ons

added The questloxalre Was sent to the f|fty unuversntles in Canada --

& -

'..flfty pre5|dents and forty enght board chalrmen == in November, l9

Data were analyzed u5|ng frequency and percentage dlstrubutlofvm‘bww

s
/

, _the Is and Should Be - ratlngs of the respondents, rank orderlng some com-

’jfblned\groups of goals , Standard deV|at|ons and means wuth mean dlfferences ‘

were also analyzed o ’A""”l L ’» : »7 : 'f_r Dot

The data analyS|s revealed that the tradltlonal goals of teachlng, .

_research and publnc servuce were not as lmportant ‘as a- number of process

)

‘ lgoals, especnally Inst|tut|onal Reputation and Communlty ; Many teach’ng-“wJ
] :

'related goals were of hlgh lmportance, but Research was only of medium
lmportance Publlc Servuce was found to be of even lower lmportance. =

A number of sngnlflcant dufferences were found between the per-

LR

. ceptlons of the presadents and board chalrmen, and also between the re- T

_g|onal and snze grouplngs of unlver51t|es. The least S|gnf|cant dlfferences

l».

were foundabetween the age groups of unlversntles

PRENEN

The perceptlons for future goals |nd|cated lncreased emphaS|s on .
e efflclency and plannnng in unlverSItles They felt more |mportance should

il . o

;-
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C ///7/: LT CHAPTER ONEY
L T INTRODUGTION - n o W

\

UnlverSItnes are SUbJect to many pressures both-from within~ -

7_;and w1thout Students, Faculty, admlnlstrators governlng boards

e

3busvness and undustry, commUnlty groups, and socnety at large, all
have thelr own perspect|ves on unnversntles : All of these gr0ups vnew

:”*unlver51tres as serV|ng thelr needs, and therefore unlverS|t|es are

'asked to become ”all thlngs to ali people ' That thls lS an 1mpossnble _

ftask would appear self eV|dent, yet the pressure contlnues to mount

B}

:fdifrom all sndes Wlth l|m|ted funds and in tlmes of general economlc

| 'y .
'u'restralnt unnversxtles flnd they must establlsh prlorltues din order to

:"“make wnse ch01ces.,.lt |s these prlorltles, or goals, that thlS study
:f‘lnvestlgates Rlchard Peterson (1970 l) summarlzes

?jWhat should a g|ven unlverSIty try to do7 Educate.f
. the" able, or educate ‘the masses? . Teach: ‘the. wisdom:.
‘of 'the ages; or prepare youths for. the JOb market?
.gConduct research on any.topic for. which funds are
~-available? . Fortunately, all institutions. need
“not. respond to the changlng tlmes |n the same way .

' /

“;fUnlversitles are. havnng to. choose between alternatlve emphases
‘fwand pruorltles.a Conventlon and hlstorlcalvdevelopment, outllned ln
sff[‘.;detall |n Chapter Two, have ascr|bed three broad purposes to the _i§f'
; :hunlver5|ty ‘ teachlng,.research“-and publlc 5ervtce «-These, however a[
yhcan be lnterpreted in many ways,:and there |s much debate over whether

'f_unlver51tles shou]d take the llberal arts approach and educate the.

whole person, or prepare students for a vocatlon “Some. unuversntles

ETRE I A



g

have recently studled thenr mandate and thelr relatlonshlp to socnety,

[

b and have decnded on: a dlrect:on For the future

”,ﬁ What are the goals of Canaddan unuversrtles in genera!? vJs'
f;; there a coilectlve norm on a natlonal or reglonal basns7 ’|s there a
dlfference in goalg between the larger and smalder unlyerSItles? Are‘
the‘prlorltles dlfferent between the older and/younger unnverSItles?
Zi'gigﬁ there a dlfference between what they are accompllshlng now, and ;hf‘

ff}f

what.they feel they should be doang? Thls study attem%és to f|nd
”‘answers to these questlons 'Tj‘;'*” '

e ~;§‘

L

PURPOSE AND SUBPROBLEMS .~ .
rfh_fg?Urposé

v Lo '

The purpose of thus study was to ascertaln the goalstof
‘ffCanadlan unlver5|t|es as percelved by presndents and board chalrmen
V*The perceptlons of these twp groups provtde lﬂsTghts about the pr:orl-

,‘:tles of Canadlan Unlversltles.y_br°
Ty ¢ ; |

e R A number of subproblems emerged as part of ‘the larger questlon;
E .l What are the dtfferences ln the perceptlons of what
VHounlversctles are doung now, and what they should be d0|ng? '.jdf 1-,%}

f‘gZ;b What are the dlfferences between the perceptlons of the

.3”preS|dents and board chalrmen of the unlver51t|es?




.;:-univer5|ty goals7_ ‘_i‘ e 5-"/ ' _'7 2

3. »What'are‘the,regional differences in the perceptions of .

. ht What are the d|fferences in the perceptlons of . untverstty

. Y,
£

- goa]s accordlng to the age of the un1versntnes7

' ,fgoals accordlng td the srze of the unlversatles?

5ﬂr What are the dlfferences in the perceptlons of unlversnty R

6, What are the |nd|cat|ons for change in unlver5|ty prlorl—fyﬁh"

o tiesyfnﬁthe‘future?

';jquestlons, thts research prOV|ded a proflle of Ca\\duan unrverSIty

- fgoals as" percelved by presudents and board chairmen Tb ate only‘_’i“- g

’;f(Harrus 1976) No attempt has been made to survey all Canadlan'

e

. STGNIFI CANCE; OF THESTUDY .
e ST N e T e

Whlle no study can provnde conclusnve‘answers to all of these'”“d”

ES

e

h”“*,hlstorlcal profules of Canadlan unlversutles have been compuled_-jh

i

' »1u|nst|tut|ons of hlgher educatlon to ascertaln thelr present and future h‘

'T,;Zgoals Some studﬁes have examlned goals 0n an |nst|tut|onal ]evel

"_such as The Unnver51ty of Prlnce Edward’lsland (1975) The Un1vers:ty

dj:nof Manltoba (1977) the UnlverSIty of Ottawa (1978) the Unnversnty of

‘tWaterIoo (1979), and The UnJVer5|ty of Alberta (1981) Thrs |s:the

= ,‘..

"tfurst attempt to stddy the 90als of Canadnan unlversitues on'a natlon—‘

".";_al bas;s. L J? ffg SO fxd7£\i”h~\ri

PR

Unlver5|t|es have a rlch herltage, and lt may be helpful for v

"present and’future de e makers to know how each unstltutlon flts .J

N

ﬁlnto the total prof:]e of Canadlan unlversntles Admlnlstrators shouldfff



B}

"»ylng or desured goals

' know, for example, that if thelr |nst|tut|on d|ffers from the national

B e
EALY SR

Pry

Y

or reglonal goal profu!e,,that |t does so by chonce and not by. acci-

s,

dent' Pucc1n|n (1978 |) ponnts out some developments that have causedj"'

:y,

"unlverSItles to res examlne thelr prlorltles

. Recent socnal, economlc, and political events
have: relnforced the current ‘trend. and ‘need: for '
.careful long-range planning and prlorlty setting.
-The prospect of decllnlng enrollments ‘and. increas-
©.ingly tighter FlnanCIal resources are but two of
the factors-which are forcing: institutions of hlgh-
er learnlng to re-examlne thelr prlorltnes and
~r:f€d|rect|ons o v SRR : T e

“

- Sy

' Through the |nformat|on gathered in. th|s study, each |nst|tut|on may :
=,be able to dlscover how 1ts prlorlties compare wuth those: of lnstutu-

".tlons in the rest of Canada, and whether it wants to change |ts exlst-

et
. /’Wu

It may also be helpful for unlver5|ty decnsnon makers to com-

pare thenr |nst|tut|on s exustnng and deslred goals wuth those of other: -

. snmllar unlver5|t|es -= by reglon,'SIze and age., As pressures and v

-

: demands on unlverSItles |ncrease ‘the need for lnformatlon on whlch toi

el base deCI5|ons also lncreases Thus thlS study of Canad»an unlverSItY'

: j.goal percept|ons may help to enllghten the prlorlty settlng process

B D T DELFIN:].TVIONS G e U

3

A number of words ln the llterature are used to descrlbe the - .

prlorltles of unaversntles' purposes, mandate, m|55:on, role, goals,,;“

"1fﬂa|ms, ObJeCtIVéS, and functnons . Sometlmes thesa words ‘are’ used |nter- S

bg'changeably to descrlbe the same concept Other tlmes they are used

to descrlbe a partlcular part of the prlornty settlng process.



* function, burpose, goal, ahdhobjectivef

1 "

Functuon. ngher educatlon functlons refer to actrvntles of

.the unnversnty .u thCh are functlonally re]ated to othér socual

) . ,_,,»"\ ’ v {
rnstntutrons Such functlons evolyed over: tlme generally without

" conscious intent.

Purpose.’ Purposes in'highe e ucatnon refer to- stated concep-‘
',tlons of the m|55|on of Systems, grou 'or'types of,lnstltut|ons.
‘Purposes . . . are usuglly polltucally determlned by coalltlons and

p\trade-offs ofxlnterest WIthln and external to: the system in questlon.,_.~

’

C A
I R

 Goal. 1Goa]s referatg_théfparticular,.possjbly'uhique‘pattern‘
of.speCLfieduends,.outputs, and priorities_estabiiShed”for'a‘sihgie

~.university, ¢

Ob!ecttve. "The- word obJectlve |s used in speaklng about the

' f,ends of varlous c0mponent unlts, programs,'and services.
Fa

1t IS the;tnstltutlonal goals thét are the concern of this -

. /v

study ' Gross and Grambsch (1968) pOIdt out dufferences between types
'f-‘}‘ s B

0utcome goals Outcome 04 output goals result in a prgduct

of some kqnd; The outcome goalé are the usual goals of teachlng, re- -

B ; :
search, and communjty servnte ﬂn a\unuverslty{-
NN ‘ : . ) K / ' . . N .

'A7;.,

¢



Process goals. The process or support goaqg_help the organlza-

\

l

tion survive, run smoothly, motlvate partncupatlon \and ensure status

'
1

Process goals are concerned with maintenance act|v1tves. )

™
i

Several other words also.require clarification: university, . .

X . - o . 4 . . .-
: R s Lo L Lot

president, board chairman, .age of university, region, and size |of

n, . : er: . _

university. - - ... - : ‘ , N \ S

University . For the purposes of th|s study, a unlver5|ty is a

A R

postsecondary educatlonal |nst|tut|on that grants degrees; et er.

' undergraduate or graduate--by authorlty of the prov1nce,l \wh\ch lt ls‘
_located;v lt does not have to be named “unlverSIty,“ however, Qt mlght

l

e be.called an ”institute or ”college“ or Psemlnalre,“ but- it must grant

\’.’

degrees and‘be a’member'of the Association of Universities and Colleges~,

of Canada (AUCC). . - s
N - '\< - , T

N \
EESELﬂEEE_ “The chlef admlnustrator of a‘unlversuty or post-

(N

secondary educatlonal |nst|tut|on, whether his tutle is. ”vnce chancelor

v.”pre5|dent“ or 'rector' or any other name.

¢

.Board chalrman The elected head ot the board‘oT dlreCtors or

¥

governors, Wthh lncludes elected or app01nted communlty members,‘and

representatuves from faculty and students as well

-,

University*age . For the'ourposes of'this'study, the. age of a

: \ unlverSIty was determcned by the year in thCh |t “received offlcnal

- \ UhIVGFSltylStatuS Thls may, or may not be the same year: it was

)



leglslated began\offerlng classes, buult its

irst buildings,Awas

. endowed with funds; or consolldated wuth other |hst|tut|ons

Region. Four regions were designated in Canada for the pur-

\

‘poses of this study: /the West, including British Columbia, Alberta,

Saskatchewan, and Man toba- Ontario, the provlnce; Quebec, thewprovince;

and the Atlantlc Reglon, lncludlng New Brunswuck Nova Scotla,

hPrlnce Edward Island and Newfoundland. Although two of these

\

' “reglons“ are . really snngle prov;nces,‘they are’ |ncluded as separate

.4

regnons because of thehr\512e, and each contanns -a number of institu-

tions. Thls d|V|5|on of Canada is also that used by Harrls (l976)

Unlversuty size, 'The size of university in thls study was

'determlned on the basxs of full time student enrolments. For'some

‘InStltutIQHS that have a large number of part tlme students, thlS may

include full-time edulvalents,

S

e LIMITATIONS

™

g

This study was undertaken to outline the priorities and direc-

[T

tlons of Canadlanayniversities.: I't was decided that if only one or two

persons,on each campusvcould be sampled,'that the persons best able to .

reflect on the total nature of the university would be the president’

and the chairman‘of the governing board. ltvwaS-underEtood, however,

. that many other perspectlves exast, and that in order to ascertaln a

comprehen5|ve proflle, the perceptlons of other admlnlstrators, as well

jea

as. faculty, students, and members of the communlty at large would have



to'he sanled;" lhis'study dld na% attenpt to gather that information;
it was. limited to the goal perceptions of the presidents and board
chalrmen in regard to thelr own |nst|tutlons

Thls study was also llmlted by its deflnntuon of a unnversuty!

as a degree*grantlng public |nst|tut|on The}separate colleges ‘that

together make up the UnlverSIty of Quebec for example,vwere not lnh'
.cluded in this study sungly, but as a collectlve unit. because the
Unlversuty of Quebec grants ‘the degrees. The,same was truerof
colleges afﬁdllated wuth other unlversutles, such as Toronto and
, Saskatchewan. ” s

Another llmltation was related to the structore-of the‘sorveyy
‘lnstrument itself . Each of the twenty.goal areas consisted ofwfour.

statements, and |t is possuble that some of the differences: among

.\u, N

perceptual responses resulted from dlfferent nnterpretatlons of goal

e . _Q

~ -items. WQrds and sentences in the |nstrument may not convey the same
meanlng for the authors, researchers, and all respondents

The ten mlscellaneous goals and the ten local Canadlan goals
each'c0nslstedxof only one statement, lnCreasing_the possibility_qf;
‘different interpretations, vAt,beSt,:these latterfgoal statements ?
served only as |nd|cators of dlrectlons, certalnly they were not as
rellable as |nd|cators of prtorltles as Were the twenty maJor goal
areas. o '

. A further limitation was in the translation of the ten local

',Canadianwgoals; which were not field tested in the French language

[



‘version to verify that the -two language versions'conveyed eXactly the! .
same meanings . o |

_ Another‘limitation wasAin reportingrthe‘data in-rankedutorm.
The respondents were not asked to‘rank their prtorities; they were
merely asked to rate\each:goal statement on a scale from'one'to five.
It was from thesenratings that the rank order'was derfved. I f the
’respohdents had been asked to ranh\the.goals, the answers might WelT;
‘_have been somewhat different. | | |
| As a]ready nofed above the "lIs' and “Should Be'! ratings reported
in this study were the perceptlons of two key |nd|v|duals at each in-
stitution. No attempt was made to validate these perceptual data wnth

} .
other indicators of goa]’prnor:tles. For example, flnanC|al statements  °

could have been analyzed to determlne if the perceptnons were borne \
out in the budgetary allocatlons Slmllar]y, Formal statements of C
unnversuty purpose could have- been examlned to establlsh their congru-' |
‘ence wuth the perceptlons of these unnversnty offICIalsM. " P
Flnally; there was a llmltatton in the very humanness of the
1respondents themselves.‘ Human perceptlons are notor|ously subJect to
various'bfasing influences: .]ack.of,adequate oppogtun1ty to obserye,
'subJect!v1ty, etc '16 anotheresense howeVer,'this'is not aodeficienoyj
'as humans react to percelyed realutles Moreover, wndespread mis- |
'perception does ponnt to the need for rmproved communucatlon The data
”reported here were llmlted because they were not offlc1al and could'

not be taken as an addendum ‘to official public statements concernlng

the goals anahprlorltles of any:onenun|Ver5|ty.
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“ ORGANIZATION OF THESIS

. Thi:vleport iS'organized into'tive main chapters The first
chapter gives the background defines the research problems and the h
terms used,'glves the rationale for the selectlon,of thus]toplc, and\
identifies some of. the limitatfens_of this study. | -

: The'seeond chaptet ptovides:an historical everview df the
development of univepsitieé.in geperal,‘add‘Cahadian univerSities .
sPecifically.;ilt 4150 includes a brief review dfhsomebreseateh”studieéﬁ
that focused dpon‘ihétituthnaj:goals.

Chapter. three.outiines the,reseateh methodology,‘étudy popula- -
tion,. |nstrumentat|on, data collectuon procedures data ahaleis,'and
ﬂa‘pruef descruptlon of the goal areas used in reportlng the data.
Chapter four contains the major findings of the study, |nclud|ng
- a proflle of the characterlstlcs of Canadlan unlver5|t|es The analysesb
.tnclude a proflle of the ls and.Shou]d Be ratings of all goals, dif-
\ferences ‘between the‘perceptions of‘presidents and board chalrmen;'
. rankbngs and goa] ratlngs of all goals by region,- dnlversuty age, and
;pSIze and analyS|s of the d:screpancy or gap between the I's and Shou]d
- Be ratlngs |

Chapter flve prov1des the summary, conclusvons,/ahd/ngltca.,/;,//,

' ti5n§vof the study. A Brb]lography‘andﬁAppendriﬂaFe/a}sQ included.
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LITERATURE REVIEW /[ [~

i /

Canadian universltles‘are relatively recent additions to the
' / : / ' ‘
history of higher education. Institutions of higher learning have
‘existed for thousands of years. Some of the goalé expreséed by S

Canadian uhiverslties‘infthe 1980's are very slmilar.to'thoee

espoused
ﬂby the academles oF Plato and Arlstotle No. examination of'umiversity‘

purposes could be complete wuthout at least a brlef revnew of the
. ‘
legacy oT'the;modern unigersity. ¢ |

st

| HISTORICAL OVERVIEW.
. Al \;

» { { N

The Roots of the UnlverSIty

, lt mlght be argued that the roots of the unuversnty were N P
- ,

B establ|shed in Ancuent Greece. Among the- flgures of thns early eriod.

v i R

who con rlbuted to: the ‘Tdea. of hi her education: were crates, ———
t v o h g /ﬁf_ﬂﬂdﬁﬂ,,_ta_,-
and- Arlstotle.gu

Thelr concern W|th systematlc mental’tralnlng and . v
/

,thel//ﬁ asis on abstract thought and Eﬁiéﬁiijgctie/heiped—’o'set the

stage for the development of hlrp. educatton in succeedlng‘ceqlurfeé;
Plato, fol‘ thg in.the Footsteps of hns teacher Socraées,

duscourses on Justlceiand\v1rtue could be taught The-Academy, accord-

o |
r

»

the idea of - esta&llshlng a 5chool the Academy, where the v

ing to Colller (1961, Vol. 1-42) was part of a typlcallAthenlan

: l
‘Gymnasia, wuth outs:de track fac1l|t|es for games ‘and compe?ntlons a

palestra and indoor: court for athletlc exercnses, showersJand baths.ﬂnm,wawf””

Ry




| Around the central court were porticoes containing lecture
rooms for teachers of economics, rhetoric, philosophy, scicnce, litera-
' ture, music and art. Plato later bought a home and garden nearby and

formally organized his school there, complete with museum. Thereafter,

v

Plato devoted himself to advanced oral teaching andyundertook intricate
investigationé with his students until his death in 3&7 B.C. P]ato'st
Academy had an almost Qninterrupted history for eight-hundred years
until it and other schools of philosophy were closed in 529 A.D. by an
edict of Justinian J,.ruler of thé Eastern Roman Empire.

| Aristotle becamé a student,iﬁ Plato's Academy in the year

367 B.C. and rémained thefe fbr tweﬁty years until ?lato's death,

| leavang when he dld not agree ‘with the successor named to replace Plato.

; Aristotle founded h|s own school, the Lyceum, ln another part of Athens.
Like the Academy, ‘the Lyceum had two main functions,
I .those of teaching and research.. As the tutor of
T v Alexander, Aristotle had already been gbliged to be some- K
thing of a schoolmaster, and in the Lyceum he offered
popular,; as we[__asﬂspec4a4rst;‘cdurses But if in its
«-J*"*"”’—aucatlonal role:-the Lyceum rivalled but did not outshine
the Academy, as a.centre of research, it far outstripped
any earlier institution. Indeed in the whole of antiquity
only the- Museum at Alexandrla was to surpass it. .-7 The
Lyceum was, or came to ‘be, equipped with a number oF impor-
tant instruments of research, a library, maps, a collection
of anatomlcal diagrams, and, perhaps also a collection of
. biological specimens. .And even more important than the
material equipment’ which . Aristotle and the successive
‘heads of the school collected was .the presence of a number
‘ _of Tike-minded friends and puplls who could share—in- the
r;/“"'//l work of igéggggh;,_lhe’tyteum’EGEEEEzFéted together
:;//éf:f—/—under a common ‘leadership a body of individuals who were
- . to carry out more extensive investigations over a wide
‘range of sclentlftc, historical and social subjects
than had ever-been imagined, let alone attempted before
(Lloyd, 1977:99-100). " ,



: {l@ o o ',“-‘ :

”i‘f"gi" There was' llttle lnformatlon on the young men who' were
Y . ! \ . i 1

lstudents at these flrst schools of phllosophy, but it can be assumed
-?that they came From the el|te socnal classes who had few fnnancnal

concerns. There was often a close assoclatlon between these great .

._ithlnkers and phllosophers, and the polltlcal leaders of theur t'me'-7%]ﬂ“

'\At one tvme or another these educators brought dlrect lnfluence on T

[

the events xnd dec|5|on-makers of the day, and the “freedom to thunk“"
. \ :

as granted\to frlends of the monarch in poWer
Another development bearlng on the |dea of the unlversnty was
'j~the formatton of ”collegla” or gutlds, Whuch under Roman rule spread b

hthroughout the Mednterranean world The gU|lds were organlzed to :,}"

~promote the common |nterests of theur members and served socnal and

'”rellglous as well as economlc purposes Thelr prlmary |nterest was to }d"““’

promote bus:nesses elther merchant or crafts, and thetr lnterest

;educatnon was llmlted to the governance and regulatlon of the apprentuce- SR

N

shlp of young men N}&;-;‘v-

After the Fall of the Roman Empnre, the preservatlon oF “hlgher

learnlng” was left to the Church Schools were attached to monasterles,~ .

'f’espec1ally after the Benedlctlne Order was founded in the svxth century

o

‘RRLR»A-D“ Members of the Order copned manuscrnpts of Scrnpture and later o

'other works of Greek and Roman llterature thereby preserv:ng the

‘d,qlassncs of these langages In order to educate young candudates ing fpf‘"hhl

.*'the Order schools were establlshed both elementary and hugher Whlch
'v;;were open to outsnders who wushed to attend For a short perlod of tlme
r'.Later cathedral schools ‘were developed for secular students Rashdall

"(l936, Vol l 44) vnewed theSe schools as the forerunner of the

k:

'Y
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V,,un:versrtles

© 1t was the cathedral sahool ln‘whlch'Abelard'had'
- taught -- the Cathedral School of Raris =-- which -
”V.jeventually developed into- the’ earllest -and greatest
j’unlversuty of northern Furope. ‘Abelard, though not
‘in any'strict sense the founder was at. least the
;lntellectual progenltor oF the UnnverS|ty Qf Parns

;The abbeys became the centres of arts and letters and a number

f:of the early but qreat unlver|51tes,11nclud|ng Parls and Bologna, found

’t' thelr orlglns ln the monastery and cathedral schools.,fffg

.ffMedleval lnfluences

What we now call unlver51t|es were |dent|f|ed at tlrst as the
'~G$E%@$um generale ¥ 'nd‘éatlng that students were admltted from allv.‘
ntcountrles to pursue hlgher learnlng wnth a plurallty oﬁ masters ;.
‘l:Rashdall (1936 Vol l7) |dent|f|ed Parls and Bologna‘as two arche;l";"
?lftypal or orlgunal un|uer51t|es ”Par;s supplcedvthe model for thev.tB;Vl:
ﬁgeiunlver5|tles of masters, BOIOgna for the unlverSItles of students n o
';TBoth arose about the same . tlme durlng the'last thirty years\of the E

AVHtwelfth century,.as an outgrowth of the Renalssance In Italy, thls S

Renaussance was expressed ln the revnva] and study of Roman law, started

B lat Bologna 'In France, |t expressed |tself ln dlalectlcal and theo-17~tb5

:“;jnTheology Was separate at f:rst, but later was |ntegrated tnto the

Lo

' loglcal speculatlon whlch found |ts home ln Parcs

'_]ltaly The. ltalran unlverSItles were. modeled on the studlum

t

"generale at Bologna. The currlculum placed umportance on legal studues

jW|th medlcune taught secondarlly, and arts glven Iesser |mportance.,;h :

curr:culumt_f*"



Bologna wasva unlverS|ty of students, espeC|ally of forelgn”:
fstudents >Students selected pald and controlled the. masters and
‘rthelr teachlng, although the masters always malntalned the rlght of
hfgrantlng degrees B 0f course great varlatlons exlsted in the dlstrlbu;'
Aht|on of academlc power 1 Rashdall (l936 Vol 2 60)‘ma|nta|ned that n,f ?
7i;;power shlfted W|th the source of revenue for unlverswty support R

,”The autonomy of the students was orlglnally founded
--upon. the: power of the purse.. When that ‘power passedf’a
. to’ the state, the: real ‘control of the studium passed
witho ‘The rector, elected by the students from =
,uthelr ‘own’ bedy," is. stlll the superlor of the profes~'
“sors;- but ' the professors are .now more and. more re--‘
1ieved from their. humrlnatlng dependence on. the
students by ‘the subJectlon of both to the state
' ;jauthorlt e o

&
ol
J
)

S ln the earllest days of Bologna the schools were»:
. private” ‘rooms . h|red by the professors and paid for by
A collecta’from his students For congregatlons ‘or: o
ﬁf~great publlc functlons a convent or ‘church was’ borrow- S
~+ ed.. "As. the expenses of" ‘the" studlum came . to be more. ‘
‘<and more transferred from the students to. the state,,,-f o
»the rent came to be pald by the ‘city.. governments; - '
but ‘still’ ‘the. bunldtngs were as-a rule: merely hlred

- (Rashdall, 1936; Vol. 2:61). f__¢.~.*.,
f::The other Itallan unlver51t|e5lhad a- munlclpal character : They L~r*
. were started and malntalned by cntles 'as an outgrowth of cuvnc llfe

vlt was not untll the flfteenth century that the c1t|es began to bunld

S

- Tfnew or donate old bunldlngs for the uanerS|t|es to use Although

v

li_the Itallan unlverS|t|es were all founded by Papel Bull Vthey dld not

“3,ma|nta|n thelr eccles:astlcal t:es, and control of them waé turned :

v

";vover to the state

France.f The orlgln of the Unuversuty of Parls may go back as ﬂ

jrfar as 780 to the establlshment of a monastlc school at Parls by _11ff5F“"’
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'Charlemagne However '|ts actual status as a unnversnty IS tled to

the fame of the theologlan, Peter Abelard who taught at the Cathedral

I

: School of Notre Dame The QU|ld of - teachers and students that began
_as the overflow populatlon From the Cathedral School at Notre Dame be- ;'
'came the UnlverS|ty of Parus sometlme between llSO ll75 shortly after

':“Abelard's death Colller (l96l Vol lS 77) descrlbed these beglnnlngs

" K:,'.. P

gy When Phlllp II of France granted the evolvnng unlver-.f
oSty a. charter in 1200, four faculties were- actlve
“arts;y theology, law, and medlclne ‘The last- thr e
*T,were known . as “superlor" because they offered: lnstrucw.f"'
~tion in advanced codrses, but the arts faculty was the ‘.
”largest o T » :

.The students were apprentlce masters or apprentlce
.ﬁprofessors studylng ‘to be admitted to the master's: S
: ‘QUIld and as apprentlces they were reqU|red to becomew!ﬂ,¢-~
'-,kprofncuent by demonstratlon teachlng. S R

ffln Parls,_the uhtversxty was best understood as. a communlty of masters. o

lll'd(Rashdall 1936 Vol 2 207 210) . They were flrst governed by masters ; l‘”'a

L oor doctors However, the students organlzed |nto ”natlons“ accordnng'

‘fto thelr orlgln, and ‘as the natlons got stronger the students gatned

?-more power |n the unlverssty governance, eventually electlng the rector

i'fAs such then, they more closelyhresembled the Bol09na model of a
Tun1versuty of students rather than thelr closer Parls model of a ,Vv
f_unlver5|ty of masters . The blshop held the most powerful posutlon |n

$ .

b-the French unlverSltles and had much more authorlty than the blshops at

ffthe orlglnal Unuversnty oF Parls, whnle the cuties had much less

Generally, the French unlverSItles evolved from cathedral schools»fﬁ,,5~

.:authoruty than at Bologna The professorlate was co opted in a system e

‘T‘vof endowed collegla



Law studles were the most promlnent especlally at-Anglers,and%/’
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Orléans who“had no other faculty.‘ Only Montpelluer specnallzed ch|eF-*"

Sy |n medlcune Some of the unuversntles had endowed colleges For poor

»1students, and ln less prosperous tlmes these students were kept allve
-ét.by these colleges 6ne conSequence of the domlnance of law, wasvthei
;:.;unlmportance of arts’ untll the separate colleges of arts began tovbe

-

rTormed“to ~fll.l_:the need-”-. ‘v

’Other European lntluencesi<-:

i , ‘ . S o _
The Spannsh unlversutles were closely tled to the crown, and
l

| some cases the chancellor was a royal nominee (Rashdall l936 Vol 24 6h-ff

. v

:-]‘»65); Thelr lnternal constltutlon and governance were modeled on.’

~eBologna, but they were also connected wnth the cathedral or. other

'*.‘churches. ln less ecclesnastucal un:versntles he cutles took some

;'lpart in the erectlon and government of the unuversntles The chlef envfdigf‘Q

A

dOWments came’ from church sources bestowed on unnvers:tles by royal

- authorlty,'or by d|fferent kunds of taxes on church propertles |
The German unuversutles were modeled after the Un:versnty‘of

'iParls, although two oF the earllest had a mlxed type of constntut?bn’,:

(Rashdall 1936 Vol 2 280 285) These had a student domlnated

: government for the JUFIStS, or a government |n thCh students and

¢

‘masters shared ln electlng the rector Later thlS academlc power was e

“‘Vﬁrheld by the masters alone Orlglnally the “natlons“ of students were ?;-

"organlzed JUSt in the faculty of arts where they alone elected the
.,;rector But later the rector came From any of the Facultles

A blg dlfference between Paris and the German unlverSItles was
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that from the beglnnlng, the teachers ln the German unlver51t|es were

o
i

¥ endowed Thus, they had a permanent professorlate who qulckly gathered 7

“to themselves through the formulat|on of councils, the largest academlc

R powers Also, in the German unuversutles,.the colleges were more lmpor—

. -}L”
e RaShdall'(l9363 Vol 2: 290) malntalned that Cracow was. a student

afaculties

“tant than at Parls, and were: desngned to provude the unuversntles WIth

teachers;_,ln4fact the colleges became almost ldentlcal to. the

.

S unlver5|ty was founded in Cracow in 1394 by charter of Casumlr ”

4‘);%»’
the Great Klng of Poland and the follOW|ng year by a Bull of Urban V

unlversrty at flrst

;Thls constltutton qs entlrely of the’ Bologna type,
. ‘and ‘the fullest. student- rights are conferred. Both -
“rector -and pmefessors are:to be ‘elected ‘by. the students,
‘and a master is ineligible, to the rectorship. The
ﬂ~rector is accorded a full and exclusive civil Jurls-».
" diction over students. ‘Salaries were a55|gned to
‘masters of law “physuc", and arts, and charged upon
. _the" revenue ar|S!ng frOm the salt~ tax of a certann
o ]‘, dlstrlct.b,_ e

After some extended polltlcal problems a‘new charter was

5 |ssued ln lhOI and the unlver51ty was reopened HoWeyer‘ ln{lts newj S

form |t contalned both a college of Jurlsts and a college oF arts butfé ;
bbth‘were'forjmasters, Salarles were supplled by exproprlatlon of

ecclesiastlcal'dignLties, canonrles;,and other benefrces.

Scottish UnlverSItles : For mahy years' Scotlandbdidfnotdfeel”

' the need of |ts own untverSﬂty as. there was: a Scots College establlshed

at the UnlverS|ty of Parls (Rashdall 1936 Vol 2. 300 310) But durlng

=

- a war,w1th-England, |t became unsafe for students to travel to Parls, and

ot
T



~students did thelr beglnnlng studles at home at the Unlver5|ty of

about the . ‘same. ttme,‘forelgn students were banned from that unnversuty.

So the flrst Scottish unnversnty was establlshed at St Andrews, Many '

j

. St. Andrews and then anlshed thelr arts or advanced studles abroad

1

'The UnlverS|ty oF St Andrews had Facultles of theology and canon lawg '

{

,and medncnne was added in the flfteenth century From the graduatlon :

o

'llsts |t could be seen that thls unuversuty exerted\much lnfluence on,'

‘the clerlcs of the Cathollc Church

Another Scottlsh unlvqulty at Glasgow was begun in thl ‘and

Queen Mary ln l563 granted "the: place of the Blackfrlars and certaln of

s
N BN

“'theur rents” and other property to the. unlversuty

"XUpon thls new.. foundatIOnh wnthun the medieval | scheme,‘
- the modern UnlverSIty of Glasgow was built. ﬁhe
-beglnnlngs of revival, to which the city made its-
contribution, had a sumxlarnty, in respect. of this
munlClpal interest, to the contemporary movement

~which brought about in 1583-the~€ottege of :
Edinburgh. Both places benefited’ from the posses-
sions - .of the old church: -both were supported by:
burgess enthusiasm for the- advancement of the new;

- while the. growth in Edlnburgh was from the initial
status of a town's college, ‘the College of Glasgow
preserved for fudller realization and dignity, the: _

_ traditions, and: the constitution of a university con-
ferred by its founders (Rashdall 1936, Vol 2 3l8)

A uncversuty at Aberdeen was: founded by Royal Charter and Papal

Bull in l497 and for several years was scantlly endowed ’ln 1505 a new
I

college was establlshed ow Klng s College, to provnde teachers in: all

-_lf cultJes These new beglnnlngs Were descrlbed by Rashdall (l936

© 2:319-320) 1

‘:was closely c0nnected to the cathedral although wuthout endowments untll

et

.r]9 |

ES
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\ ) .
A comparlson of the early hIStOFY of those unaversntles
which started with sufficient endowments with the fate o
of those attempts at university- founding which were
not thus supported supplies ample |llustrat|on ‘of "the
' absolute necessity -- at ordinary times and under ,
ordinary circumstances -- of endowment or some other.
”Qextraneous support for the‘malntalnance of higher educaj
- tion.. To thi's day Aberdeen is kept alive and flourish-
S ':dg, in spite of the competition of the great city
2% “yniversities of Edinburgh and Glasgow, by the number
and. wealth of its bursarles. :

: Overall the Scottish-univerSltiesywere very dlfferent from
thelr Engllsh counterparts as well as from Parls Teachers in the
B 5 ! '

‘Scottnsh system were usually both college and unuversnty teachers --

the two bodles were almost fused into one. Whereas the Oxford tutorlal
;system had a large component of college teachers and almost no unlver-‘
'S|ty teachers, lectures were almost non- eXIstent and most of the stu—
ddents were ln the arts faculty Scottlsh unnversntues educated the able

not Just the ellte, llke the early Engllsh unuversntues

/
[Ny

Engllsh Unuvers:tles Oxford was founded in ll67 and is thought

1

of by many as ‘one. of the greatest un:versntles of the world not only

'ln med|eval tlmes‘ but - today : It waS‘also thought~that Parls influenced

Oxford somwhat in its formatlve years (Rashdall, 1936, Vol. 3).

Students were housed ir groups, like academic households; which

banded together to thelr common beneflt Jn numerous ways ‘Later these’

'{h”hOUSehold grouplngs” were endowed and compounds or bulldlggs were butlt

. ~for thelr use and became the colleges Howeverq the\colleges were not
o \
- -as |mportant |n the medleval days as they are today At that time, only

’a small portlon of the students were able to benefit from thelr facnlltles,

T “*By 1234 the graduates of Oxford began to assume lmportant posi-

“tions in the church Wthh gave Oxford wude |nfluence. »The,domlnant y

£y

o
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faculty of the univeréity‘waé arts, the students of which.were.divided
lnto nations and evenathe I"superi.‘or“ faculties had no deans,‘ In fact,
the Faculty ofiArts became so powerful‘that in 1250 a statute was paesed
that prevented graduation ln.theology of_men,who had not previously been
,Maéters of Arts. | |

: During the Renaissance, scholasticism declined, and'was‘banned
by‘royal.lnjunction ln‘l535, some say as a result of arguments over the

wrltlngs of John Wycliffe. ‘Ddrlng‘the Reformatlon ‘Oxford_Universlty

was relncorporated by an. Act of Elizabeth in 1571. Since'then‘the-
faculty has controlled the unnvers:ty, the central unnversnty body is
merely adVIsory, and each college |s autonomous

The unlver5|ty at Cambrldge came into exnstence around 1200

N

_By 1226 its chancellor had been recognlzed by both ktng and pope and
in l3l8 the untversnty was off|C|ally founded by Papal Bull ‘The~
- autonomy of the unnversnty was descrlbed by Colller_(l96l, Vol. 4:222):

Cambrldge like all British universities, is a corporate,
~ . autonomous institution, controlled by a voluntary
society, having its own government, regulating its own
finances, and exercising the right to appoint its own
" staff and to control all university affairs. In no e
sense is Cambridge a natlonal or .state university. It '
. is true that Cambrldge is financially aided by local
, fgovernlng authorltnes and by the national treasury,
.. but such aid does not lnfrlnge upon_ the autonomy of
the institution. -The governing bodles of Cambr.idge
have always been the resident bodies (coldeges); in
other words, the faculty controls the ent&re life of o
the unive?sity Moreover, ‘each college: wuthln the , T
AunlverSlty is autonomous

Orlglnally the unuversnty ‘emphas.ized phllosophy, scnence ancient

and modern languages, andhmathematlcs » Later, englneerlng, agrlculture,_

medicineland law were\included; Each college had |ts speclalty Many

2‘,'



scnentlflc laboratorles and several museums were attached to the un|ver-
sity; two theologlcal seminaries were |ncluded as well. The students
- learned in a tutorial manner,‘as at Oxford; and even today only nUmber

around 5000.

Medleval UnlverSItles

By leO there were Seventy unuver51t|es in. Europe They were‘j
_centres.of'“pure schqlarshlp,and humanistlc study,P by wh|ch'is_usually
meant that they were concerned Wlth what is now called. the I"-libe'ral arts"!
‘and the hlgher professaons Ross (1976-7) reviewedfthese developmentst

The early unlverSItles were ‘indeed vocatlonally oriented,
created to provide- leaders for state and the church and.
- practitioners in Jaw and medicine. But as the institu- |
" ‘tions evolved, marked differences appeared. The ltalian
universities tended to emphasize the practical: the
professuons of law, medlcune, theology, and admunlstra-
Ction; 'whereas Paris, Oxford, and Cambridge were soon
' dominated by doctors of theology ‘who taught what became
known as .the seven liberal arts: -grammar, dialectic, ‘
rhetor4c gebmetry, arithmetic, astronomy, and music.. It
“is this latter form and tradition which took root in :
England and later spread to the United States. and Canada. .. _

\
Fa— Wlthln the boundarléa\of knowledge and umaglnatuon, K
/A.fea5|ble in that day, the university was a place of
/ adventure. Unorthodox toplcs, ideas, and theories were

E / investigated and duscussed “'The whole world of know-
' ledge as it was then known was to be’ explored -- no
// ~ facet of |t was to be forbldden ' ‘

/ " The term, “unlver51tas " was flrst used to descrlbe the whole

//hody of masters and students'collected together in the studium generale,

R but by the end: of the Medleval perlod these terms were synonymous.
[oo o/

R A _ The structure and many of the practtces adopted by uanerSltleS

/‘_ were flrst draWn from the establlshed i t|tut|ons of the day ~- the
- /, YA
'church the monastery, and the gunld //From the church the unlverSItles

/

. / . .
/ . B e



= was alive and vital, it was a time oF-discovery,_bqth=physical,'scientific,

23

took the concept of multi-natiohal organization; the administrative

hierarchy of chancellor, rector, and deans; rituals like convocation;

and colorful dress in academic gowns. .From the monastery, came the

~ idea of separateness; and a self-governing cbmmunfty.wiﬁh its own rules

_éhd.norms. Froim the guild‘came the c0ncépt 6f4group‘supp6rt'and loyalty.
A further summary)ofithe evolution -of gﬁé medieval university was pro-
vided by Ross (1976:13-14):

The merging of theseé ideas gave the university its’

distinctive character and structure: a self-governing
community with an elected hierarchy, separated from the
world of commerce, involved in a mission ta learn and

to teach at an advanced level, using mysterious rituals

and dress to dramatize its uniqueness, and requiring

from its members deep loyalty to and enduring support
for each other and the university. The conception of

what a university is, or should be, is deeply rooted

in academic ideology and has been stoutly defended by ‘ )
scholars in.the centuries that have followed. = -~ =~ = .~ .

What is im%brtant to recognize is that this ideology ~
and these practices, however often they were ignoged,
distorted, or abused in medieval times or .in the
centuries that followed, copstituted a model of what

a university should be. Like . . . any-statement-of faith,
it motivated men to work toward the ideal; it disturbed
their conscience when it was not achieved; and it became
part of the university mythology, sacred in the lives

of traditional scholars. : : -

[

Rehaissance'8.Reformatioh: 1500 to‘1850' :
The Renaissance was- at its peak ‘in ISOOVandithe?ReformatIOn

:and'the'périod of FrencH Enlighteriment followed soon éfterwafd.‘vSociety

i

and artistic. _ScientiSts'éuch as Galileo and Newton; inventions such. as
the printing press, migrbscope,‘telescope and thermometer; writers like
. Milton, Voltaire, Shakespeare, Moliere, and Descartes; composers such as '

t—.:l—"" ‘



. - q‘: B ol . | : . A o
~Bach, Handel, and Mozart; and numerous others, point to-the fact that

. these centuriesﬂwere not dull, either intelleCtgally or culturaTIy for

%

those sensntlve to these developments UniverSities, aEcording_to'Ross-
(1976 15-16), did not seem to be among-the sensitive:

If the unuver5|t|es had been respon5|ve to the social
and intellectual movements of the day, they would have -
been centers of great vntaluty with imaginative teachers
working on the frontiers of knowledge.  Instead they
were encapsulated by narrow religious dogma and anti-
quated methods of teaching. They were not for the
intellectual 1y brave and adventuresome. : . ,

"The fac, was ‘that most of the creatlve work in these

centuries was carried on outside academlc walls --

‘indeed- much of it was subJect to rldlcule and scorn -

by those in the. universities. It would be no exaggera-

tion to say that most of the greatest works in litera~ ‘

ture, philosophy, science, medicine, Taw, and music . - o
during the period 1500-1850 were produced outside “the

university, although . . . some of the creators of these

works were university graduates .and perhaps received ) B
early stlmulatlon or lnsplratlQn there. : e '

InfEng]and Oxford and Cambr:dge were the only unlverSItles untnl

the Uhiversity of LOndon was opened in 1828 and Durham University in w; ~

1837 But neither had much real status before 1850 Oxford and

ST X

Cambr:dge were crntlclzed For belng too narrow in scope for catering_

to arrstocrats and for producnng clergy whose maJor expertise was Latin
. Q

vand Greek rather than the0109y As a result, there were movements to

és;abllsh prlvate academies to teach dlfferent currlcula, and the Royal

\ Kas

ISOCIetY was formed in 1662 becoming in effect an |nst|tute o advanced

Ry

study. . R N
.. The four Scottish universities, which were started by ecclesias-
L . . c . - B L 4 - .

et tica]'authorftjes,jsan shared their governance with laymen. The new

!
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|nfluence of. the laymen bropght theée unlverS:;les to broader and more
b > S ‘
practlcal currlcula than thOSe in England T ‘ o ~My

Development ¢ Change: l850 to l950

These hundred years were years of change - developments that

£

' profoundly affected not only the behavnor of man and the socnetles of

[

b'all"natlons in general ‘but also. the unlversutles whlch each country = |

oy

 created.
‘ One of the _ -developmentsuto effect massive change was the
_ind trial revolution. It af?ected the development of hew cities,:‘ ' .

- industries, and wealth : ”Perhaps most umportant " concluded Ross

1(l976‘33) the lndustnlal revolutnon “created new soc1al ‘clas == a ..

: / ',,g
i SR §ts.and :

' vast new mlddle class of WOrkers and ‘a new

to the" formatlon of new attltudes and behaVIor and along with these new

social patterns was a grownng unterest in rational and SC|ent|f|c

_explanatlons for ‘these’ events

T - . B |
e o - . A

Novel ldeas came from outsude the church wuth men such as |

\ Darwnn, Marx, Freud, and Elnsteln Their concepts and explanations. ledvf
yto new ways of thlnklng, and duFFerent approaches to ‘the development of
\ .
knowledge and research. The t:me had come for the unnversnty to accept

the challenge and meet the needs of a changlng society. These |nnova-

' tlons took a dlfferent form in each country and each adapted the B
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university coneebt to its own needs.
‘In England,40¥ford'and‘Cambrfdge made some changes, but were
- unable fo respond to denands for new'programs. In order to meet
vsociefy‘s needs, the'government founded new universities, more practical
andAvocatidnal'than Oxford or Cambnidge.“>Ross (1976 :36-37) describedf

these new institutions:”

The civic -~ “Redbrick!' -- universities flourished.
,Kiﬁ They served a new constituency, with new curricula,

B - and, with many first-class teachers and researchers.
//////f/(f////}n some fields they excelled . . . the Redbrick universities
: ' were more responsive to the technological and manpower
needs of society,  more aware of the progress of re-
“search in German universities, and more sensitive to

the pragmatic approach- of 'some universities in
T "North America.

N
Stfll only ‘the “estab]nshed“ unuvevshtnes retained the status
1of quallty educatlon ‘and™a clear d|5t|nct|on developed between the
‘ graduates of the two types of - |nst|tutes wh|ch lasted untll after
World War ll. L
ﬂ In Canada alfheuéh the’land.expanse was'enqrmoUs, and the
populatlon and resources Were small the‘ambition to become avgreat
natlon abounded. The'un{versytles and collegeavwere struggling to
‘survive; and_only thdse wfth substantiat dqvefnment grants or large
priuate.endowmenge.endured. In 1867, education was made a prdvincial
Lresponsibility, andvmqst prdyinces were.againstvfundingﬂebllegeSTWith
re]?gfous affiliatibns. .-: | » | |
| Accordlng to Ross,(1976 39~ hZ) the Canadian universities were

pragmatlc ln thelr curr|culum offerlng study in many professnons and

occupatuons. They emphasnzed undergraduate education, while advanced



"<bformatlon.; A more detalled hnstory of Canadlan UanerSltleS s provnded

ﬂitlonal stud«es

"5, was ER perlod of growth after WOrld War I durlng the 1920' followed by a

-Brltaln” honors programs,,small classes, and an emphasrs upon character

So27

«

studles fell behtnd Canada took an, ec]ectlc approach to untversuty

:neducatnon,’emulatlng the features of many systems T from the Unlted States,

. 7
practlcal programs leadlng toward business and the professnonal flers,

;from Germany,<student cholce and the concept of academlc freedom and from

e
\

' ldln the next sectlon but thIS general Summary places the Canadlan deve]op- P

},5.:'

'hment ln the world\perspectlve Tfff re'ffl_”{indfg'f : ':‘17: G Qg "lﬁt~§'~

T

|n the Unlted States a number of themes emerged (Kerr, 1963)

,wjftone was an emphasus on pragmatlsm and the development of those skllls
>hwh|ch would contrlbute to the growth of a young natlon The Mornll Act d
.yOf ]862 granted support to un|ver51t|es that would prov1de |nstruct|on
iagrlculture and mechanucal f;elds. Thls.resulted ln the development ot a

‘ :serles of “Iand grant“ |nst|tuttons WhICh combuned practccal and tradl-ar”m_

oA

e

The lnfluence oF the German unlver5|t|es was evudent ln the

'_foound|ng of the unlverS|t|es that speC|a1|zed ln advanced study and re-*tdfﬂ_
- search. Two such |nst|tut|ons were Johns Hopklns(1875) and The Unlver5|ty

E?: of Chlcago (1892)

| The two WOrld Wars had a, numblng effect on. unuvers:tles ‘réachiﬁg-/;

[ 1 ."‘

:}and research budgets were reduced or were duverted wuth many students

'jserV|ng in the armed seryuces of thelr countrles A North Amerlca, there :

slowdown in. growfh durlng the great depr ssnon oF the 1930 s, and Wlth
? - i

the c0m|ng °f WOrld War_“1 an even greater decllne Ve

i
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After Worldlwarvll, in: all countrles there was a great lnCreaseﬂﬂv

|n unlversnty enrolments but nowhere as pronounced as ln the Unlted

TStates W|th the passage of two Veteran 5 Educational Assnstance Acts_ ;3¥

',.ln l9h3 and lShh there was an: unprecedented capac1ty for federal ex-.

pendlture in hlgher educatlon The a55|stance both to veterans and to',

'hthe colleges and untversntles was a tremendous boost to stralned re-'”'

Ve

r;sources ln many sectors there was concern that the veteran boom -
- would dwnndle r In the Unlted States Canada and England enrolmentvgv

.5:,stdd|es were undertaken and prOJectlons made for large |ncreases

f'vVAdmlnlstrators expressed concern about enlarged budgets space for"

"stUdents and recruntlng quallfled faculty members ' lt was a: perlod
that led to rapld growth and expansnon

| The Growth Years 1950 to: 1975

/

. The two and a half decades betWeen l950 and 1975 were years ofl'jr“'

o ”nunprecedented growth in unlverS|t|es ' The demand From students Forlﬂ

: hlgher educatlon created lncredlble challenges for unlver5|t|es ;Thep
'50rgan|zat|on for Economlc Co- operat|on and Development revnewed

TTTCanada 5 natlonal pol|c1es for educatIOn in l975 (OECD l976)

”;but in all of North Amerlca ‘and the Western European countrles as well;

e

Many of the reasons for the unprecedented growth of the last

“‘Qquarter oF a century have been offered : Nlblett (l969 2 3) summarlzedi‘:'

'l-hus VleWS as follows empha5121ng partlcularly the expectatlon of

..PTOdUCth'IYF;,‘

f'”

“growth trends they reported reflected the srtuatlon not Just |n Canada,_



Jg_No comprehensuve study exlsts, S0 far as | am. aware,‘f
.of-the varieties and streng;hs of the pressures Wthh
have comblned to make the movement for more higher
““education so tremendously powerful But'- among’ them
are the hopes that-it mlght give us people wnth ‘the
mental equlpment to produce the 50ph|st|cated ‘tech-
/’nology and |nstrumentat|on,_so that more comfort,
;.more. health ‘more prOSperaty were paid as .dividends’
“to-all of us. -- and this prosperity both for home ‘use.

or . for export 'Inventlveness, one*upmanshlp, whether’_;

',un ctrcumstances of/ war or peace, polltical experttse
1market|ng ‘expertise:’ these and . many ‘others were part:

7tﬁof the social payoff it was assumed that hlgher educa—"

‘tion would brlng ~ In a:'measure- it has done this ..
A developed nation surely was. one. WhICh cultlvated lts

'”7,d bratns and reaped the harvest o

.‘ 29p 
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" CANADIAN UNIVERSITIES

The hlstory of unlverSItles in the rest of the world dlrectly
v Ilnfluenced the development of Canadlan InStltutIOnS of hlgher educatlon._
uThIS sectlon outllnes |n more detall the |nfluences that shaped the

v'.XCanadlan un|ver5|t|es from thelr roots to the present

- Quebeéﬂaefore*1960: 'Cathollc Influences } S R

The European tradltlon of classncal colleges, where boys went N R

‘h_to eloht years of hlgh school and college, was perpetuated ;n Canada
:ilespeC|ally in Quebec.j Young boys studled Latln, llterature, Engllsh
‘.:and French and later Greek was . added ~as well,. .ra’ | L,i’ .

1 The flrst Jesunt College was establtshed |n l635 : 1ﬁ,it§fé${iy‘jv7'

O : L
"years the Jesult College was an elementary school Wthh only la?

' lncluded hlgh school grades and beyond ln l651 |t7had\twenty two

,students It |s not, however,vcredlted wnth belng an early untVersuty,flﬁh
':because forrmany years |t was extlusnyely elementary : | ‘

Le Grand Semlnalre ‘du Québec was establlshed in l663 Togethehjl
‘,:the two schools worked to provude an‘educatlon for the clergy and glfted

”w'others; These two schools provnde evudence of over three hundred years ;h

".‘,6f hioherieducatlon in Canada.' A trade school was establlshed ar0und

"1-l670, also near Quebec

There was a depressnon of educatlonal effort after the conquest
’ ;by the Brltish in: l763 because the estates of the JeSU|t Fathers were Sl
conflscated ln the Treaty of Parls By l730 a state supported unlver- :

;slty was proposed But in- l79l Canada was d|V|ded lnto two huge

LN
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”‘prOV|nces, Upper and Lower Canada, and the proposal was set- a5|de
‘ Flnally, in 1853, Rome gave degree grantlng status to a French- »
speaklng un;verS|ty Wthh was to tncorporate the exlstlng cla551ca1

"-colleqes as full memebers Thls d|d not happen qu1te as. planned but

SN
‘.

rfby 1855 Lawal UnuverS|ty announced affnllat|on w1th seven of them ltf'
'1was pre$|ded over by an archblshop
ln 1860 French Canadlan hlgher educataon was carrled on largely._.

.by the semlnalres and colléges cla55|ques Slnce the found|ng of the
'Grande Semlnalre du Quebec there had been no’ S|gn|f|cant change except

7

|mprovement ln technlques and Faculltnes There was however, a SIgnlfl—
-cant change in the attltude to the cours clasanue arrus (1976 25)
exp]alns:

Increas"ngly from 1790 to 1860 it was. _seen 'as -

3“an lnstrument for the ‘preservation of the- French '
>Canad|an tradltlon,«lts integrated emphasus upon

_-the. French” language, the -Raman. Cathollc religion,

..-and -a cylture based f|rmly on the study\of the

R Thumanltles was seen ‘as a bu]wark agalnst the threat_";
_represented by a: Protestant, Engltsh speaklng '

fvmaterlallsm

'il;Enngsh,Canada»Before 18605w'Protestant Domfnatfon‘te B

"dhOf the Engl?sh unlverSItles establ|shed in Canada before 1860

B » - B
g . : . . - o
il . . . .

e

:?only two were not orlglnally establlshed by a church McGlll and

: Toronto ‘f' The remalnder were founded supported and adm|n|stered bf

' '?a church for many years A There were many factlons of the Protestant
f‘church in Engllsh Canada, and each wanted |ts own |nst|tut|on of hlgher’

0

| *Iearnrng The h|story of these early colleges was characterlzed not
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by cooperatlon, but by a lack of lt Woodside (l958:5)-gives this:-

example
 The stubbornness of the-Anglicans in maintaining
. their position (professors had to be Anglicans and ..
.students had to ‘subscribe to the -39 articles of the .
- g7 \Church of England) prevented King's College W|ndsor,'
/ © from becoming the sole university of Nova Scotia and -
one of the great centres of learnlng in’ Canada.
.. . lLater, Dalhousie was the offender . When.
~ finally opened in 1838 the" Presbyterians |nS|sted
on appointing all the professors. - Thereupon the
. .Baptists opened thelr own college in Acadia, its
‘principal being a professor who had been turned down . -
.- at Dalhousie; the ‘Methodists set" up Mount Allison
" just-across the: border in Sackvtlle, New: Brunswick,
‘where they could serve both 'provinces, ‘as. they stlll
do, and the SCOttlSh Catholucs opened St. Francis Xavner
“in Antlgonlsh nearby. Later the College Sainte Anne
~-was opened. for French-speaking Roman Catholjcs at - ERE R
. Church.Point, and St. ‘Mary's UnlverSIty in-Halifax :
for Irish Catholics. The Nova Scotia Government then
set.up a. separate englneerlng school of ‘university o
© . rank, also.in Hallfax ‘Ks timg went.on alliof these -
’Q\r cdlleges became more and more committed, by tradition
S\ and by, their bunldrngs to the localities in whlch
'/A7 ‘they - were establlshed, and all efforts to’ concentrate
', . " the resources of Nova. Scotlan scholarshlp in-one. strong
: ’ﬂ’,unuversnty were doomed to fallure

PR e PR

',fEngllsh Canada needed schools to traln clergy and future'
" leadersfu They wanted the sons of |mm|grants to be educated in the
'Engllsh or- Brltlsh tradltlon rather than the French the Angllcand'-*tbfifyj»

”;tradltlon rather than the Cathollc ThlS rlvalry between the Engllsh
" ;and French languages and cultures is deep rooted |n Canada, and was

sin FIRE

e only furthered by rellglous dlfferences

i Untll the 1850'5 there was no publlc secondary educatlon in
7Canada or: |n any other Commonwealth country ' Every unuversnty that
'traces 1ts development back as far as 1860 was at some stage a provuder .

¥

,of;what |s1now known_as,hlgh school tralnrng. 'Harrrsi(l958:3h).j__-
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! elaborates on,the*funding‘problems_that;were encountered at this

. DT -

It must be remembered too that the resources avall-
able tosearly Canadian colleges were limited. Until
the 1840's Canada was a frontier community. . . . The -
history of any one of. the early colleges would provide
'ample illustration of the extraordinary dlfflcultles
: whlch were. faced and somehow overcqme. i

_ English‘Canada{. American lnfluence
» »\ . : —

There were many |nfluenceswon the development of early lnstltu-
tlons of hlgher educat10n'|n Canada,_and one og the strongest was the'o
Amerlcan The Un|ted Empnre Loyallsts were people who fled the
;Un:ted States after the revolutlon in l77é becauLe of—mhelr loyalty to-
>the Brltlsh crown These oeod\e-moved\north to Canada from New York or |

\

T_New England where Harvard and the roots of Columbla were already
. x.

o establlshed. They Were consndered educated and were concerned about

\

their children's future‘ They establlshed a K;ng 5: College 1n W|ndsor,
Z-,Nova Scotla, and another in Frederlcton New Brunsw1ck Both,weres<5'
e modeled after the Klngvs College in New York whlch later became
?TECOIUmbra. The other K|ng s. Colleges in the Marltlmes, along wnth

'T;‘Blshop s and rlnlty, were modeled dlrectly after the Oxford and

.0

. Cambrldge example All were. tled to the Angllcan church n England '

;J‘N P ‘;\-

The Amerlcan lnfluence was felt later as well, especnally in

, 1Western Canada where the proynncnal unlverS|t|es were modeled after
. ’,‘!.. g

.the state unnversntles These state supported unnversntles offered{‘7
' educatlon for all wuth busnness and agrlculture degrees on an equal

:ffootlng wath arts. The tltles dean and presldent come from thls

e . : .
2% : :

. ad .
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American influence. = | ' -

h.English Canada: SCottiShTTnfluence ¥

; R .
ST oo A e

Another maJor source of traditlon handed down to the Canadlan
unnvers:tles was the Scottlsh Vhwle~0xford and Cambrudge provnded
‘educatlon for the ellte, the Scott|sh tradstlon brought educatlon to a.

_‘w1der populace It was th|s lnfluence that mos t strongly lnfluenced

Tl

the Amerlcan system of democratlc educatlon for the masses. Th|s in-
) ,

'fluence was’ Felt d0ubly in Canada, Flrst from the SCOttl.

h settlers, o

and second from the Un:ted Emplre Loyallsts The Scott|s lnfluence
tafound more favor in Canada than thevEnollsh because there ere few
jellte Jn Canada in the early days ‘ Dalhousne, McGull and Queen S
UnlverSItles were all founded on the model of the Un1vers:ty of
fEdlnburgh B ‘1“'.fw : ;‘ 5 - P_j ; ff i ‘.,‘:‘_. Sy

'Strll there are many current tradutlons |n Canada Which come7

4
\

from the Brltlsh herttage pass and honours,'colleges grouped wnthln

' a unuvers:ty, adm|n|strat|ve tltles such as: prlnc1pal vice- chancellor,»

[y

' and provost, and the separate organlzatlon of professuonal schoo\s

: Canaﬁian Universities Fromi1860 to 1890k

Canadlan hlgher educatlon was greatly extended durlng thas

' thirty-year'pertod_ There was con5|derab]e expansnon ‘in the populated

R -
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. . . e : . . ' ‘ﬁ ;
centres of the east, as well as'Farther'west.' Harris (1976:116)

A

elaborates

To the consnderable number of lnstltuttons
a]ready in existence. . . were added Dalhousie,

" St. Joseph's, and Cdllege Sainte-Anne in- the Maritimes,
Assumption, McMaster, and . Western in Ontario, : .
the Montreal branch of the Université Laval as well
as a number of classical colleges in Quebec Even:
more striking was the 'expansion to the west --'by
1890 a reasonably-complex university- for Manitoba,
a number of small and not necessarily permanent
colleges in the territory that. would become the
provinces of Alberta and’ Saskatchewan, and |n
Brltish Columbla : :

Dalhousne grew.strong durlng thls perlod butvthe Unlversgty
of Hallfax closed The rest merely survuved All |nst1tut|ons;had to.
- ‘straggle for adequate funds and. were under endowed By 1890‘the'FacuTty =
~:of Arts was the domlnant one .in. Canadlan unlversltles and the . maln con-
cern of each unlver5|ty presndent Durlng thlS perlod arts began to
broaden, prOV|d|ng for a few courses in comFerce and technology Thek'
B.A. program lelded |nto the flxed or pasﬁ B.A. and the HonOurs B.A.
éome B A programs . were completely prescblbed, others a]lowed for
electlon of courses in. the last year or two; |
o dmlsston requnrements became more or less standard across

Canada;for*all‘universltnes."Harris (1976) pounts out’ that the usual

_ requirement'was'“standing”fin.fiVe‘subjects -- classics, mathematics, =

o .

. English, historyAWJth geography;;and'either a sciencehof-a'modern
language. Ciassics’meant Latin and'Greek,

o
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Canadian Universities:. l890/to 1920

The Carnegle Corporatlon in New York, and the Rockefeller

(s}

llnstltute began in thIS perlod to donate large sums of moneylto advance
Canadnan educatlon. “The- Carnegle Corporatlon funded a study into
Marltlme educatlon in l922 One of the recommendations was the con—‘
‘soleatlon of all Marltlme colleges and unlverautles, except the

' Unnversuty of New Brunswick, into one large effort at Dalhousne in

Hallfax _Some of the colleges would become af lllated facultles, others

o

would revert “to hlgh school status. Most of these lnstltutlons dld not. .

/

) .
accept thls plan, only Klng ] consolldated wnth Dalhousle, after its /

/

/
’ maln building burned down in 1920. :
The most lmportant event in’ Quebec dhrlng th|s perlod was the
';grantang of a separate charter to the Montreal branch Of the Université

Laval in l9]9. In donng so, both |nstltut|ons reorganlzed themselves

'for the better ‘In other centres, both llberal arts. and professuonal

e

tralnlng were expandlng, and flve new classncal colleges were founded -
' wuth a full elght year B A. program. Six others had 51x year programs,
_and made transfer affnllatlons W|th Laval UnlverSIte. Woods ide (1958:193)d
'summarlzes the development in Quebec;
‘lt has remalned until very récent years gripped in
the pattern of classical education developed in .
~ Catholic Europe just after the Reformation. In the » s
- “three centuries between the establishment of the first o .
Jesuit college in Quebec in-the early seventeenth

century, until. the end of 'the First WOrld War it : .
changed hardly at all o : S . S

ln Ontarlo McMaster was opened wuth a huge endowment, Ottawa

', Was,establnshed'by papal;decree in l899; and»Vnctor:a College
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cdnsolidated with Toronto.ilBoth Trlnlty and Queen s had raised enough
funds that they could remain on their own. After the turn of -the
century, the governments began to contribute a falr share of the funding
until the‘start of World War | when funds were dlverted;pnto the war v]
effortu . : . = "\ _ 'l “ u
Toward‘the West, the Unnversnty of Manitoba had quite a drfferent
"beginning than the other provgnC|al universities. - It was founded in |

l‘ 1827 by the cooperatnon of a number of church= related colleges Each

NG
college continued its own operatlon on. the example oF the Unlver5|ty

kS >

of London For years the university was merely an examunlng body wuth
a ”one room offlce and a snngle pald employee: a registrar'' (WOod5|de,
1958 7) The grant from the Provnnce of Manltoba was a mere $250 per
vear. .,/v | ‘ N |
‘The founding of'the_other three provinclal universities.inrthe»
West was_hampered somewhat by oroblems_of passing legislatlon,jacquiring
;;"’]éﬁd" and allocating tunds at the same'time. ln'all three'cases, the :
‘ChOICe of locatlon held matters up even more An British Columbia, the
alnland and Vancouver Island fought over the locatnon of the unuverslty
Urtil the issue was settled in 1910, the hlgh schools were authorlzed to
prov1de two years of university educatlon and- the flnal degrees were
granted by MCGlll In resolutlon, the leglslatute flnally gave Vlctorla
" the capltal and Vancouverbthe unlver5|ty
Saskatchewan had less trouble establlshlng a university. dn

l907, two years after |t became a provunce, the leglslagure passed a

nUnlversity.Actaprovrdlng l300 acres. in Saskatoon‘and a mitlion dollarsvln

#
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. funds. As Saskatoon got the university, Regina was deslgnated as the
. ' ' ’
capltal;
'Alberta had a tew more problemS.* Actually_one year earlier
than Saskatchewan, it passed a Unuversnty Act in 1906 and a site was
purchased ln_Edmonton, A president was appoanted and - classes began in
temporary quarters. But because of agltatlon'from Calgary over the-fact‘
that Edmonton had hoth_the:universlty and‘the capltal,'and due;to‘a r;ll
- scandal, the lengIature‘dld not‘vote funds‘for‘buildlngs,for several
years. The i55ue waS'flnally resolved'in l912;
o Calgary had been lobbylng for a second unlverS|ty, and a college
was granted ln l9ll ln l9lh a Royal Comm|SSIon recommended establish-
ment of an lnstltute of Arts -and Technology in Calgary lnstead of av
college, and. between thlS dlscouragement ‘and the onset ‘of the war,
Calgary College closed |ts doors in-1915.
The . Federal Government of Canada played a role ln hlgher educa-
‘tion during thls perlod by establlshlng Khakl UnlverSlty |n England for
soldlers during the war. lt was headed by H. M. Tory of the UnlverS|ty
. of Alberta. All Canadlan unlverS|t|e5 agreed to accept the credlts From
thls innovatlvekinstltuflon."But;after the war, little“help was given‘tov'A
,veterans to allow them to‘complete their.studies. . e tl
During thls perlod the general admnssnon requ1rements of
Canadlan unlversntles experlehded some changes Sclence and Greek were
' reqU|red less often, and hlstory ‘was separated from geography j Admlssron

to first year was: based on ”standlng“ in flve SubJeCtS -- Engllsh hlstory,

'mathematlcs, Latln and one other (Harrls, l976 235) Only four
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institutions.requiredttwo languages, and only five required a science.

9 i

Canadian Universities: 1920 to l9h0

#

%

The Conference on Canadian’ American Affairs (1939) was only one

-

of a serles of such c0nferences held be tween 1935 and l9h5, and demon-'
strates three of the most important deveiopments in thlS twenty-year
perlod One was the emergence of economics, hlstory,’and politlca]

sc1ence as academic dlsplpilnes, second was the government s recognl-

- tion of professors as experts ln their fleids, and third, was the

beginning of professoria] involvement in iarge research prOJects.

- During‘this period there was a significant increase in enrbiments?

- undergraduates lncreased 58 percent in twenty years and graduate
students quadrupied; Strlklng progress occurred in programs of lnterest

~

to wonen, especiaiiy: education, househoid science, nurstng, socnal-
work,’ library sc1ence“iand physncal and ‘occupational therapy Graduate
- programs also lncreased especually in- the new profesSIons ’ agrlcuiture
ldentlstry, and englneering Most of the growth occurred in the. flrst

ten years of thus perlod Wthh ieads to the conciu510n that the depres— .

suon of the 1930 s stunted the growth of hngher educatlon in Canada.

Oniy two lnstltutlons recelved degree grantlng status or charters

f'durfng thls perlod Mt. St Vlncent at Hallfax in. l925,_and St. Thomas

4
s

in Chatham New Brunswuck in 1934 Slr George W|11|ams Coilege in

?

v Montreal was establlshed |n 1929 but w1thout full degree grantlng status.
During the depressnon years of the thirtles, operating budgets

were cut in half, and there were no capltal grants .Some two year

A
a

coileges were estabiished elght for bnstance in Saskatchewan in the

~
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1920's. The Unlverstty of Brltlsh Columbla was beset wnth monetary

problems and lack of leadérshlp, and no. new programs were lntroduced

A)

Man|toba in addition to similar problems, found that its one m|l||on
~‘dollar endowment had been embezzléd by its bursar! Harris (1976 449)
‘comments on research‘activitiesaduring'this time: |

o ‘ The amount of furst rate scholarship and research
B produced even at the larger institutions was dis-

couraglngly small, and the explanation cannot be

fully attributed to the inadequacy of libraries or

. museums , the dearth of learned societies and journals,

© . or even to “the paucnty of direct financial support.

It could also be asckibed to the fact that most

Canadian professors were underpald Qnd overworked.
o 1

Canadian Universities: 1940 tO‘|960°

After the Second WOrld War, the universities Staggeredxinto a

o ‘ B , RPE
‘new era,of doubling an Ttrlpllng enrolments First came the'wave of

" women returnlng from the work force,‘and then the veterans returnlng.

from the war. Soon the post-war “baby boom“ WOuld arrive at the

Y

"unlverS|ty gates A sample of the enrolment statnstncs of Canadian

unnverS|t|es from selected years shows this steady increase (Harrls,

1976:456-7) -

k

Year ' Full-Time . . Change$

» - Students ’ : B
1939-40 = - © 35,903 - 8,155 women
1944-45 - : 38,516 v - 10,995 women
1946-47 * 76,237 : 34,000 veterans
1950-51 L . 64,036 ~ - 6,126 veterans
1960-61' : 107,346 2 , Still prior to-

Lo o ‘the baby boom!,

T s

After the war, the federal government was more supportive of’

fveterans than after WOrld War I Veterans were given free tuition: and

/ L “
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a- vaung allowance to further thelr educatlon The'enrolments were-ex—

'pected to double and then drop when the veterans flnlshed thelr degrees,
N but t dld not happen that way ln l955, ‘a’ predlctlon by o

TDr;?ﬁ; F Sheffueld (WOodSIde, 1958) stated that enrolments would

'(v. o

Ldouble agann 1n JUSt ten years ThlS prqmpted the l956 Conference on

. l

itthe CFISIS ln Canadlan ngher Educatlon ' Accordnng to Harrns (l976 h6l)

Eo

) :f_the federal government came to. the rescue wnth

:“fj the announcement by the Prlme Munnster that

'*.i_f ‘v,'the exnstlng federal grants would ‘be doubled: un

»”fmedlately “...» and that the long and ‘eagerly antl- L
cipated: Canada Council which-had been recommended L
“in the Massey Report. would be establlshed It
'”would be: endowed with: $50 ‘million for unlversnty‘. .
‘wcapltal ‘expendi tures;,” and another $50 'million to be :
used, for: development of the humanltles and SOC|al

sclences B ’\ »».f“ .v F B R ,. .‘

lnltlally, the burdens lmposed by sudden growth fell on exlst-'T

S

I

lng lnstltutlons both large and small ones ln general rhe large*iw

’ ‘ unlversut:es trlpled ln snze, whlle the smaller ones doubled But new f:

-,

:f,lnstntutlons were also created to cope w1th the rapud growth

v;;.51r George W|lllams had started |n 1873 as hlgh school nlght classes '”Qﬁi b
. 1SR SR

,v:added and flve years later a four-year currlculum was adopted ?ln‘

a Montreal Y M C A In l929 the flrst year of college studnes wa§§3if

"fJA55umpt|on, Sherbrooke, and Carleton had recently achleved full
'funlverSIty status - The: UnlverS|ty of Waterloo Waterloo Lutheran"*

:pf’UnlverS|ty, York UnlverSIty, and Laurentlan UnnverS|ty Were also new. 3

o

”‘_ Two othér developments durnng thlS per:od merlt attentlon

.

‘ fthe sharp |ncrease |n part tlme students, especually in large metro-' N

R

\*"polltan centres, and the rlse in the numbers of forelgn students.f‘

‘v .’

i

P



’@'ichanges in the classucal college system Sctence courses were lntro- ‘

i Twenty years

'|ts rehabllntatlon programs for veterans, and in fundlng a second

e o : R
B 3 X ; . : ":r

1955 1t flnally became a separate chartered corporatuon wlth new quarters
of |ts own. 4w A

Carleton also grew from nlght classes, grantlng |ts flrst degrees

|n 1946 Bécause of ;ts Ottawa 10cat|on, It has always offered strong

programs |n publlc admlnlstratlon

When Newfoundland became a provnnce in l9h9, |t upgraded f‘,’;

.Memcrial College‘ln St John s to unlver5|ty status wnth solld pro-r

‘ v1ncnal fund|ng

At the very end of thlS per|od";§§5

i

duced Into the programs at Laval and soon the classncal colleges also }w

had a sc1ence—opt|on When Laval Unlversute was lncorporated |n 1852

seven classncal co leges were afflllated W|th ltl but by 1958 there ‘were

tharty four colleges aanllated wuth Laval thlrty three wnth the'

Unnverslty of Montreal and seven w1th the UnlverSIty of Sherbrooke

'"f‘f‘, ln Ontarlo, in 1940 there were only f|ve degree grantung i

3Unlversmt|es McMaster, Ottawa, Queen s,lToronto nd Western Ontarlo

';ater, in, 1960 there were twelve A number of the new

_les had been afflllated Junuor members of larger lnstltutlons

R u
/

Teacher s colleges or- normal schools were ellmlnated ln the RN

West and in Newfoundland durlng thlS perlod when government made the

unnvers:tles reSponsnble for elementary teacher tra|n|ng The Federal

government was @lso lnvolved in hlgher educatlon durlng thIS pernod

S . : . : . i)

;/p > y_f: ‘}_Azt'

al Commlssion-was'appointed»v\g

; to study hlgher educatlon ln Quebec, and the mld l960 s saw extensuve s Hp;

/
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FVKhakl Unnvers:ty durlng WOrld War 11i.
Technlcal tralnlng also expanded In l9h9 there only exusted a

Ao:few agrucultur“T‘schools, a forest ranger school, and the lnst1tute of

vTechnology |n Calgary Durlng these twenty years,‘almost every prOV|nce
|n Canada bu1lt at least one new vocatlonal or technologucal |nst|tute.1.'
Another development of |mport should be noted here, and that wasij,f.-'

"the development of Research Instltutes and Centres WhICh were admlnlstered L
Ay : .

'frdlrectly,‘afflllated w1th or’ located W|th|n “the unlverSIttes in almost

1

every province. {- Lo

J.'utanadian'Unlversitles:]“l960*to'thefPresentJF

_if,‘:ﬂv’rl'r Slnce 1960 the unuversnty system has contlnued to grow Flfteenﬂl,‘ﬁ
inew unnversxtles were creafed between 1960 and 1969, and another flve |
Efv haYe:beenaadded.sinCe l970; ‘Qverwallblmore than half of all Canadlandw
ﬂf? unlvershtles,have;beenytreated:sinee,1950 -‘ln the mud-seventles, however
a new cr|5|s emerged for the unnversntles lthe level:ng off of enr@lments ;'

iand the beglnnlng of a decllne in student numbers. Th|s prompted a re-.

‘(}‘ .
‘.thlnklng of the purpose and ratlonale for unnversntles all over the
. T
- LW ;;sj L . : ' L
w'wc>rl‘d_.,'---fnot')._l'ust ln;Canada;_~f” i o
X S o ~ ;; qu r “.
4;y L | 'lﬁ . S
RN iy
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b
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Summary

In hIS concluston, Harrls found that Canadlan unlverSItles have
'_common characterlstlcs WhICh blnd them together and set them apart from

those of other countrles. He noted the followung characterlstlcs, the

tlrst two are: those of dtverS|ty, th ﬁtﬁ%%two are those of unuty

_'The flrst of the dlver51fylngfcharao erlstlcs is

- the fact that seven elements ve. combined: to form _
.the compound that constitutes nadian higher educa-
tion . . . the American llberal arts college, the
Jesuit classucal college, ‘the fatholic UanerSItleS,/
‘the Scottish university, the combination of Oxford

and’ Cambrldge, the Unlver5|ty of 'London, and the

-seventh element the Amerlcan state unlverSIty

A second dlverSIFylng characterlstlc IS the com-
ned consequence of the factors of tlme space, ‘and
nguage : - - :

' ‘There have been unlfylng factors ‘as . well .El;w'the-
7 first . . ..is the mechanism of federation or PR
~affiliation, two- basncally similar methods of. arrang-V'
“* ing for cooperation: between lnst|tut|ons that are hif
’llegally lndependent : ; :

The second is . ... the Natlonal COnFerenceTOf .
Canadvan Universities, now called. the. Assocnatlon""

~.of Universities and Colleges oF Canada (Harrls, :l° o .-'\.-

"';_’:'l976 593 ). . ey L s ¢ = | » L \
There are a’ number of unlque features of Canadlan“programs,,
bvsuch as the three routes to the B A or. B Sc . the claSSlcal college‘

.‘;course,.the general course and the honours courset Each dlffers
".from comparable courses lnwother countries The arts currlculum also

”lncludes some profeSSIonal programs such as. commerce or Journallsm
ln prov1d|ng profess:onal educatlon,‘Canada is unlque
S

r_because most of the small colleges are 1nvolved along wnth the bug

Y

vy

& e : - . . L .



B. A. degree

”universities' Graduate studles are S|m|lar to the Amerlcan pattern,

;except that admnsston to an M A. program i's often based on an honoursv

‘‘‘‘‘

Harrls (\976 603) rn.his:summary-bf,the history of Canadian

"fhlgher educatnon up to’ 1960 etates:

\ By 1960 Canadian hngher educat|on was a well= ,
'.organuzed system with all the facilities needed to :
- fulfill its natlona] reglonal, prov1nc1al and. '
,-,communnty rolesy. a statement ‘that could not’ have been
- made - ten years. earlier. “During the 1960 s it faced -
a-series of crises . o In1975 it can-be said that
v'the Canadian higher education system of 1960 proved.
to be capable of adJustlng |tse1f ‘to thus new ser|es
of crlses : v . S dﬂ
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UNIVERSITY GOALS: PERSPECTIVES AND RESEARCH

From thls brief survey of ‘the hlstory of hngher educatlon, it was

easy to see, how dlchotomles |n the Canadlan unlversntles of today- have

arisen;p The vnews expressed in the llterature on unlversrtles were based
-on dlvergent prem|ses. There were tho.e who saTd that unlverSItles "‘
. should teach be relevant, and traln w::kers for JObS.’ Others held that
unlverSItles should remain aloof apart from socuety, leadlng socuety,

S

/ dlscoverlng new facets of the - world through research Some have argued

that unlverSItles should all be allke, others that untver51t|es should

‘ all be dlfferent--each adaptlng to tts own’ curcumstance.

A .®

~

- Perspectives"

The hlstorlcal developments preVIously revnewed have left the
Canaduan unlver5|t|es w1th a legacy of perspectuves about thelr purpose

A few. statements on unlverSIty goals are offered to lllustrate the
. N

varlety of perspectlves that exust The commonalltles in these state-t‘i‘a.'

“ ments reflect an underlylng unlty of purpose, dlvergent VIews undxcate

‘the compleX|ty of the multl purpose unlver51t|es -of today S world
Cardlnal Newman (l966 7) Ain the preface to his dlscourses On‘“Thev

ldea of a Unlver5|ty,f dellvered |n Dublln in 1852 sald 5

r,The view taken of a unuversuty in these dlscourses is the follow-
ing: that it is a place of. teaching universal knowledge. ThIS
implies that its object is on thé one hand, |ntellectual, not

- moral; and on the other,\that it is the dlffu5|on and extension -

-~ of knowledge rather than- the advancement 1f its object were
'SClent|f|c and phllosophlc\dlscovery, “do not see why a unlver—,“-
sity should have students; " if religious tra|n|ng, | do not see.

v,how it can be the seat of lnterature and science.:
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Such is a university in its essenc .and independently of its
relation to the Church.. But; prac;|calJy?speaking,-it cannot
fulfill its object duly;-such as | have described it, without the
Church's assistance; . ... the Churéh\is necessary for its
‘integrity. Not that its main characters are.changed by this
“incorporation: it still has the office of 1nte1]ectua1 education;
“but the Church steadies it in the perfo mance of that office.

.. In 1930, Abraham fléxner*wrote.a‘éerieé'cf-thdes lectures given:

f.{h Oxford. In examining'thé uhiveréities.éerermahy,lEngland,_and”the -

Unfted;Stétés, he of fered this definition (1930:3), and concludes:

| am endeavoring to indicate in-the most explicit fashion that a

. university, like all other human institutions .". .. is not out-
side, but inside.the general social fabric of a given era. It is
not something apart, something historic, something that yields as
little as possible to forces and influences that are more or. less
new. 1t is, on the contrary -- so | shall assume --an expression

..of ,the age, as well as an influence operating upon both present:

~ and future. . o e ' PR

" Some thirty years later, Clark Kerr deliVerédla-sdfies'of lectyreshL g
" at Harvard, in which-he observed (1963:1-2, 18):

‘The university of today can perhaps be understood, in part, by’
_ comparing it with what' it once was -=- with the academic cloister
of .Cardinal’ Newman, With’thevresearch(organism,of;Abraham»Flexner;’ l
' Thosg are the ideal types from which it has derived, ideal types
" which .stil1 constitute the illusions of some of.its inhabitants.
. The modern . .. university, however; is not Oxford nor is it
- Berlin; it is'a new type of institution in the ‘world.” As a new *

type of institution, it is not really private and it is not really -
public; it is néitherwentire]y of the world nor entirely apart ..
from it. It is unique.. ' S ; : BN ’

14

A university anywheré*can_aiﬁ no higher than to be as British as.
possible for the sake of the undergraduates,;,as German as possible
for the sake of the graduates and research personnel, as American
as possible for the sake of the public at large -- and as confused
" as possible for the sake of the preservation of the whole uneasy ”.
.- balance. T : T : e S :

“In a_co]léctfdn of essays by‘ten_American sehilars, Rbberi‘UIrich,fl 
Préféssoc;of'Educatidn at“Harvard Unfversi;y; wrote ! nkel, 1959:h67h7)}j
i-The-histhy 6j’hfgher_éducaffdn shows ‘that its instftutions haye-:”_'2

alienated themselygs»from the'spirit=of their period,4or!have,':
cayed into glorified tradeschools, whenever they have not seen
ive interaction. between scholarship and:

he necessity of a product
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human culture. Only when they have been able to comblne the adv-
. ancement - of knowledge with the interpretation and guardianship of
_the deeper _meanings of human existence have they been really.

respected. This syntheS|s is today more difficult than ever.

But one may confidently hope that .. . our. colleges and univer-

sities are aware of the challenge offered to them in one of the

greatest perlodSIof transnt:on in, _~human- hlstory

h Claude T. Blssell (1968 153- 155, 157 159) Pre5|Fent of the
o UnlverS|ty of Toronto outllned the characterlstlcs of a great unnvers&ty'

.

ln an address glven in Vancouver in February, l965

: The flrst characterlstlc is that the unlversuty is a stronghold
of scholarshlp in the pure theoretlcal subjects -that lie at the
basis of any expansion of knowledge. "I | were asKed: to name .
“them | would say they are physics, chemistry, biclogy, mathematics;
polltlcal SC|ence, economlcs, llterature, hlstory, phllosophy

e, The second characterlstlc of the great unlverSIty is that '
it has gradu te*and undergraduate d|v15|ons that are both strong.

... .« The th rd characterlstlc of the great unuversuty is that

it malntalns ay balance between its long-range goals and its. short-
‘range obligations, or between its’ responsibility to pure. scholar-
"Shlp and its respon5|bil|ty to the socnety of whach it is a part

u-.‘.T There is a fourth characte:ustlc of. the great unlverSIty
- that is the. hardest. to define and ‘the most difficult to- reallze
‘That is the maintenance of a aense ‘of community.

In a‘semlnar of twenty- fnve dlstlngulshed representatlves of
,unlver5|tles in England the Unuted States, and Canada W R Nlblett

(1969 25) offered a, plurallstlc view of the unlversuty » PR
I
- Any place of hlgher educatton, as we have seen, must. W|thout
doubt today be a pluralist institution: inevitably it will have
within it numerous parts, most of ‘them deallng w1th partlcular
-areas. of knowledge and partlcular ways of knowing. 'There is a
fruitfulness in such d|ver51ty, the chance of challenges’ that
will compel fresh. conSIderatlon of conflicting evidence and in-
compatlble theories. From the opposntlon and-interplay of minds,
- if they come close enough .to hear each other; new- understandlng
" can arise. But if this is to happen, a university must be more
. than a collectlon of contlguous departments; and it wnllrQ ly
- happen if w1thln the : plurallty there is a: deeper unity.

ln the Foreward to The UnlverSIty ‘Today : Its Role and Place inf

Socletyv(Ducret and Zaman, l960:|v) Vlttorlnto Veronese, Dlrector~>:
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Genefal of UNESCO, identified the endUrfng qualities of a universfty:

The university has proved throughout the centuries that it can”
best: serve society by ‘being itself, and by being true to itself.
It possesses within itself those capabilities which are eéssential
in an age of discovery and change like ours: to train human
© _beings as much as specialists, to respect creative thought uncon-
. ditionally, to instruct in research methods, to open the mi
“that it will not only learn to apply the techniques- of toda
also to visualize and create the world of tomorrow. Lastly, it
strives to rise above temporary upheavals- and to build for/all
time and all men. ’ : S ' o /

Commenting about the ¢ompTexity of university Qoal Qtate eqts,

v George Pederson (1979:1), President: f,Simon_Fraser'Univgrsity stated:
. . .not only are academic goals lacking in clarity, but they

‘are also highly contested. .Provided that such goals. Are left
“‘ambiguous and diffuse, people accept -them; as soon as efforts are
- made- to specify them in concrete terms which can be/operational- "

ized, important differences of opinion become domimant - Sl

In this sense,.the academic goals of any university tend to be'av :

bit Tike ''mom's good old apple pie' =- enough ci namon to create
“a sense of .spiciness but overidden with ample sugar to satisfy a
“multiplicity of tastes. : ' ‘ S

These statements of perspective on university/goals and purposes

exemplffy>£He dj)gmma{faé}ngvun§y§r§jlies1t0day. oted in the ancient

J

past, today's‘iﬁstituéioﬁs‘pf hiéher learning: havé demonstrated remark-
:ableﬁétreﬁgtﬁs’fo'pefpe£Uate'Joﬁgstanding»trédf}Tons-dfﬂsého]arship and
v g e , , g - S
also to‘respohd toqtﬁevchangindademaédé'of a _omplékienvironmenfﬁ vAmong
thé‘endur{ng fssuéé aré §qQalify 6f.access; exceliencé,”program éomprg-
hensivénéss;'héeting sécia] and manbowér needs, and”aﬁthority ahd.;qn4f
‘tfal. ,inéan éra of lftflé,or n§ g?bwth,‘goalsvhévé afisén;in réqunse
to aéménds'fgr éxtefnai éétountabi]itYQafdnngith'the nged_qu'infefnal
’jself-réheWal. The ;hanging enyfrﬁnmenf‘qf higher,éduéaﬁion fed to thef_

‘inevitable articUlatidn of new .goals for universities.



Research
In order to. determlne future goals of the universities, a whole‘
"new prlorlty settnng process waslneeded hence a number of studies were
deyeloped at the |nstltutlonal level,Aand even larger.‘t
An exhaustive study, using the lnstltutional GoaIS'lnventory;b
was: prepared on the California- State system of ngher Educatlon by
R)chard Peterson, in March 1973. ThIS research studied. four types.of
Ainstltutlons (llb'ln total)‘and uSed'seven constituent groups faculty;
uundergraduate students, graduate students; evenlng students, trustees, ;
_ admlnlstrators, and communlty people. Th|s study found general agree-
ment among all. constltuent groups about lntellectual Oruentatlon and
lCommunnty as the most |mportant goals of all institutions.” Admlnlstra—"
tors agreed that the tradltlonal values of Academlc‘Development and
Research were . of hlgh |mportance
Several Canadian unuversttles have also used the |nst|tut|onal
‘Goals - Inventory to dlscover the prlorJtles on their campuses. The
Unlver5|ty of Prince Edward lsland sampled five Sub groups on its .
campu5'. admlnnstrators, Faculty, full time students, part- time students,
‘and alumni, reportlng |ts flndlngs in 1975 (L0ucks, l975) Thls study
grouped the twenty goal areas into flVe general categorles in the
EfollOW|ng order of prlorlty Educatlon for Intellectual Growth, Traln-”
lng in Academlc WOrk Self and Career Development Humanlsm - Altrulsm{.
Communlty Servnce, and Democratlc Campus Communlty.x
| The Unnversnty of Manltobalsurveyed six constltuent groups wnth
the - |nst|tut|onal Goals lnventory" admlnlstrators, faculty, support

staff, students, leglslators, and communlty representatlves.m_A summary

-
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report was made to . the Senate .in .October, 1977 (Hu, l977): lhe major
,flndlngs of this study suggested that emphasns should be placed on the
achievement of the outcome goals of Advanced Training, Intellectual
Orlentatlon, Graduate theracy, Academlc Development, and Ind|V|dual ‘/ :
Personal Development. of the process goals, Inst|tut|onal Reputatlon/;
was the most important, followed by Communlty;.Off-Campus Learning, and
Concensus on Campus‘Goals, ‘ -

The University of-Ottawa undertook a"slmilar.study.of the percep-
1tions‘oﬁlfaculty, students, and administrators, reportingiltS'findings,
:ln 1978. bThls study was,designed to be a part of a study of all Ontario
~&nlversities, but the_researchdon the rest of the‘province neverb
rmaterialized (Piccinin, 1978)

j ‘lMcMaster UnlverSIty undertook a study using the lnstltutlonal
, Goals Inventory and recelvedlthe report of its Long : Range Plannlng
Commrttee in September 1976 (McMaster, 1976). The report lndlcated

that goals in the areas of research and graduate study and commitment

vg to hlgh quallty |nstruct|on were. of hlgh |mportance and the goals.of

) ‘.a

Adult Educatlon, Humanlsm, and lnle|dual P-mm,nal Development should
be given greater emphasts in the future |
A number of other unlver5|t|es have undertaken plannlng studles
: usung means other than the lnstltutlonal Goals Inventory One of these
was the Unnversuty of Waterloo Whlch ‘in 1979, recenved the report of
' the Long Range Plannlng Commlttee (Brzustowskl, l979) This report
outlined a number of . recommendatlons for development between 1977 and -

1988 |n“thehfollow1ng goal”areas; teaching and research actlvntles,

lntellectual and social development of students, employability of-



ngraduates, éooperatiye:education, scholarshtp on social issqgs, egalit;
arianism; benefit‘ofhresearch to society, and instructional innovation:
Other Canadian universities have studied their Iong range plans,
“but by 1981; here were stlll many that did not even have an official .
- statement of purpose (McNeal, Konrad and Hodysh, 1981) That study,
undertaken for the Unuverssty of Alberta Senate Comm155|on on . Unnversnty,'
Purpose, attempted tOIdlscover the goal& of other Canadlan unlverS|t|es.
-The request for a purpose statement from. each unmverSIty in Canada
hresu;ted in the receipt of documents ranglng from Calendars and- three-
~:hundred -page plannlng papers, to annual reports and letters wnth one- -

‘sentence goal statements The lack of uniform |nformat|on, and the
i

"breadth of materna%s received, prompted ‘the need . for thls study .+ he

goals of'all Canadian unlyersttles u5|ng standard format and' terminol-

A

v. N i - 7.-'-‘? . .
ogy and common goal areas-. -

P
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 CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHQDOLOGY

Population . : ‘ :
All Canadlan universities were |ncluded ln th|s study The

i,

definition of a un|ver51ty used hereln is "a postsecondary educational
-

lnStItUtIOn that currently grants degrees, elther undergraduate or &
graduate, by authority of the provtnce in which |t is located n There '
are fifty |n§t|tut|ons in Canada that fit thls_defln|t|on of a 4.
unjversityr. | |

Oniy two const1tuencnes werellncluded |n thIS study, the ‘presi-.
dents; representlng the unlvergxty, and the board chalrmen representlng B

the community ot was felt that incumbents in these two posutlons‘

would best besuuted to reflect on the purposes espoused by the

'unlver5|ty as a whole There were nlnety eight possible respondents
in all,. as two Quebec |nst|tut|ons have a single-officer that fulf

both functions.

2

Instrumentation

, 4
The Canadian version,ﬂboth French andf g]lsh translatlon ;.
the |nst|tutiona] Goa]s lnventory (Form l).was‘used as ‘the Survey.i

ment 'The Instltutlonal Goals Inventory (1GI) was prepared OVer asp

L



embraced by collegesnand universities, as percéived by one or a number

of constituent groups.

The theoretical tramework of the IGI conSists of ‘twenty ‘'goal

" areas,“ thlrteen of which are conceived of as outcome goals -- the

substantlve obJectnves of |nst|tut|ons, or the desired end results, and

seven as ,process goals -- the educatlonal process, climate or learning

atmosphere.

These twenty major goal areas are outlined below:

OutCOme Goals:

1.

Academic Development - this goal has to do with

acquisition of general and specialized knowledge,
preparatlon of students for advanced scholarly study ,
and maintenance of hlgh |ntellectual standards on

the campus.

intellectual Orlentatlon - this goal area relates to.

an attitude about learning and intellectual work. ¢
It means familiarity with résearch and problem-

solving methods, the ability to synthesize knowledge
from many sources, the capacity for self-directed

.learning, and a commltment to lnfelong learning. =

ie

lndlv1dual Personal Development - this goal area

means ‘identification by students of personal goals

~and the development of means for achieving them,

enhancement of sense of self- worth and self -confidence.

Humanlsm/AltrU|sm - this goal area reflects a respect

for divérse cultures, commi tment to working -for ‘world
peace, consciousness of the important moral issues of
the time,- and concern about the welfare of man

general]y X

Cultura]/Asthetlc Awareness - this goal area entalls

a heightened appreciation of a varletymof art forms,
required study in the humanities or arts, exposure

‘to forms of non-western art, and encouragement - of

active participation in artistlc activities.
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_,educatlon - 1t .means: developlng and maintalnlng a strong
;vand comprehenSIve graduate school provndlng programs_
“in- the professions,: and conductlng advanced study in o

55
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"Tradttlonal Rellglousness - thls goal area is’ |ntended

to mean a rellglousness that is orthodox, doctrlnal
usually sectarlan, and often fundamental -- |n short

'tradltuon‘K rather than “secular or ”modern

Vocational Preparatlon - thIS goal area means’ offerlng
specific occupatlonal currxculums (as in accounting or

nursing), programs. geared to emerging career ~fieldsy =~ ‘,}/

,3_opportun|t|es$fow retralnnng or upgradlng skllls, and
-ass:stance to. students in career plannlng

;f'Advanced Tralnlng - thIS goal area .can. be most readlly

understood- snmply as the' avallabullty of- postgraduate

C 8

'5vASpeC|al|zed problem areas

Research - thlS goal lnvolves dOI%g contract studles :

- for external agencnes conductlng basic research . in

“as a cultural centre for the communtty, provu

l,student lnvolvement in communlty serVIce actl ltIeS

-~ the hatural and social-sciences, seeking genérally to
v‘extend the frontlers oF knowledge through scﬂpntlflc
g:research

\
N ) i

"Meetlng Local NeedS’- thlS goal area is defln d as

providing for: _continuing educatlon for adults servang

iing
trained manpower for ‘local .employers: and. fac lltatlng

..“Publnc Serv:ce - thlS goal area means worklng w1th
'»governmental agencves in‘social and. ‘environmental , 2
. poliey"” formatlon,'commlttlng lnstltutlonal resources»Hshwc" o
- to: the solution of major social and enVIronmental o L
‘fproblems, training people from dlsadvantaged chmunltles‘
‘and: generally being. responsive to regional .and natlonal
',lprlorltles ln plannlng educatlonal programs \ :

‘:SoctaY Egalltaruanlsm = thlS goal area has to‘Lo wuth .

Gim

~open admissions and meanlngful educatlon for. alll N
_ admitted; provndlng ‘educational experlences relevant 'ﬂ‘[ N
. to the’ evolvnng interests: of minc-ity-groups-and f AR TE NG
women and offerlng remedlal work in.: baSIC SklllS.“ , =
| LT : R B ”_.~,,1\
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',prov1d|ng crutcc1sms of prevanllng Canadla“

‘judged' to- -be defectlve, helplng “students 14T
to brlng about: change’ in ‘Canadian society and being
- engaged, as: an institution, in worklng for ba5|c,

-.changes in Canad:an soc1ety

of fering ideas for changing social institul

_Process Goals

RN T

-~ . ..can:all be significartly
"w'opportunlty for invididuals’ to participate-in all.
j*dec1snons aFfect|ng thej institution:and governance
- ~that.is genulnely respo s:ve to the’ concerns of every— o

vi;xisf-

1Commun|ty'- thls goal
. ..climate in ‘which ther
. general welfare of th
"communlcatlon, open and amicable anrlng of dlfferences-
'.and mutual trust.: and respect among students, faculty, ‘
B and admlnlstrators . St -

Freedom'- thls goa] area is deflned as protectlng the
rights:of faculty to present controversial’ ideas in

75}the classroom,, not . preventlng students from. hearlng

‘ontroverslal points of. vnew, placung no. restrlctlons

‘on off-campus. polutlcal actIV|t|es by Faculty or:
‘students,”
”‘dom to ch ose: “their own llfestyles

/

nd ensuring fac

Democrakic Governance'f t|

faculty, administrators, /and governnng board members

one. at the lnstltutlon

is facu]ty commltment “to the
institution, open ‘and ‘candid-

’

_ Inte]lectual/Asthetlc EnV|ronment - thIS goal area
. means- a rich program of cultural events, ‘a campus’

climate - Lthat facnlmtates student free-time lnvolve- .

“ment in. |ntellectual and. cultural activities, an.
,enVIronment in which students and faculty can easily
“interact. nformal]y, and a reputatlon as: an :ntel—

- H'lectually excntlng campus ..

e .
.3
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|1ty .and students the Free— '_lf*
.|s goal area means decentral- S
.ized decisionmaking. arraqgements by Wthh students,

involved in campus governancej. .

rea is defnned -as malnta|n|ng a- En
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- : . o ke
18. Innovatlon = th|s goal ‘area s deflned as a climate in
' .which continuous innovation is an accepted way of '
lufe, it meanséestabllshed procedures for readuly
|n|t|at|ng curricular. or |nstruct|onal |nnovat|ons,
~and more spec:ally,‘lt ‘means experlmenﬁgtlon with . new:
approaches - to |nd|vndual|zed instruction’and to -7 Lo
‘ evaluatlng and gradlng student performance AR ' T

194 ‘Off ‘Campus Learnlng = this goal area |ncludes tlmetg'
: “away: from the ‘campus in travel work- study, CUSO work,
etl.. study on several campuses during undergraduate
fprograms awardlng ‘degrees for: supervtsed study_off
the campus ; awardlng degrees entlrely on the baS|s of o
performance on an examlnatlon ' :

“*20;9'Acc0untab|l|ty/Eff|c1ency -'thls goal areais deflned
' " ‘to include use of cost. criteria in ‘deciding among. " .-
" program: alternatlves, concern for program eff|C|ency,t.*
“accountablllty to fundlng sources for program effec-"_
.tiveness, and regular: submi.ss ion, of: eVIdence that. the>‘
'|nst|tut|on s achleVIng stated goals :

.

The lﬂﬁ cdnsusts of 90hgoal statements; 80 of hhlch are“re-h.l
lylated to the above 20 goalrareas -‘ four per area, and lO addltuonal
’sdstatements Wthh ace referred to as mlscellaneous goal statements
hThe mlscellaneous statements reFlect‘goals Judged bykthe Educatloﬁalv
U”HTestlng Servuce (ETS) as less |mpbrtant than the twejﬁﬁQmaJor goal
'fﬂareas'above, but sngn|f|cant enough to be |ncluded |nvthe survey 9

2

7lnstrument These goal statements |ncluded such tOplcS as the llteracy

'of graduates,.lnstltut|onal autonomy, lnstltutlonal reputatlon, organ|~',
‘zatlonal plannlng, pngram evaluatnon, communlty llalson, communlty

‘partlc1pat|on |n plan'lng, extracurrlcular act|V|t|es, and nnngr-ﬁ

iccollegiate athletlcsi

The lGI was geS|gned to prov1de the optlon of wrltlng eXtra goal

k ‘xlstatements to assess local prloratles Thls study added ten local goals

,';from Canadlan conce ns gleaned through a research prOJect for the

Jl,:g
1
i

P A R R



Unlver5|ty of Alberta Sénate in l98l (McNeal Konrad Hodysh) These
,b”goals reflected the folIOW|ngﬂcurrent Canadlan concerns: dellvery of
programs to remote areas, credlt for experlentual learnlng, new

‘faculty employment programs, faculty deveIOpment and evaluatlon,

L

7,educat|onal technology, b|l|ngual lnstructlon, French Canadlan cultural,
programs, provnsnon o# equal acbess to programs for adult or mature_‘tf

~,)[students, part time students, and handlcapped students (See Appendux l)

o

‘%ilb; ‘ In total then the respondents were asked to rate lOO goal

]

'“statements These are ,eported |n the data tables as. Outcome Goals,v_;’

i

‘Process Goals, Mlscellaneous Goals, and Local Canaduan Goals

. Respondents were,asked to rate the vmportance’of statements
‘at chlr.lnstltutlon‘on‘two d:menSIons ' |
» | How |mportant IS the goal at the presegx tume7

L=t How lmportant SHOULD (thlS goal) BE7

-.The respondents were asked to lndlcate thEIr perceptlons on a flve—
‘ S, SR : : A

l?Polnt L|kert type cale. G- ;f':;E)f : :; ' 'G fkm‘t'
A;rt:;;_of no lmportance;.or not appllcable ;::lhg“]'-
7) Of'lowglmpOrtance:b;} /ibl ﬁfi_f» f;t{t | :2;;
-Ofmedlumumportance R ' 3 |
S oF high‘ ,lmportance{"l,.',_l" | ‘, e oy

’delgof extremely hlgh |mportance

-YOn the last page of the G the respondents were asked Four

'fflldentlflcatlon questlons pertaunnng to thelr posntlon (presudent--1‘

‘“admlnlstrator or governlng board member), prov:nce, unuversnty age, L

and,unlyersity.51ze._ The ten Ganadlan goal statements a%d the four Y

P
N



.ldentiflcatnon questions were’translated into.-French to complete the

French versuon of the |nstrument
Data Collection:

e

‘\) - . s
On November 12 l98l,‘a total of one hundred questlonalres were

7?ma|led out wuth a coverlng letter explainlng the ‘nature of the study
*(See Appendlx l) Three weeks later\ on December 3, l981,m3_?81low up

’ lletter was sent urglng prompt response Two weeks later ln the week

vof December 16= 21, J98];fK§"' |

_'_offuces of the tWenty Four unlver5|t|es that had not - yet replled and ©
o a few more: telephone calls were made |K mld January.‘ By the end of
'January, thurty elght out of SO presadents had responded but only

fd snxteen out of h8)board chalrmen ¢% All together, the comb|ned repltesvf<’
°:of the presndents and board chatrmen represented thlrty nlne of thexd‘

fklso |nstltut|ons that were |ncluded ln the total populatlon (See Table l)t

'v

Although the vallduty of the responses of board chalrmen was

‘Zlquestuonable because of the Jow response rate,_they were used as a com-r
. R (, . .
f‘parlson group WIth the group of preSIdents The comblned data from both‘

1groups were used in examlnlng dlfferences in. goals by reglon, age and ;gr

snze of the unnversnty because the d|str|but|on of the board chatrmen

‘-Jwas.farrly,eyen ’cross these dlmensaons ce L .“;",',h S

8 ,-WThe translatlon servuces of Andree Smnth of Athabasca»
‘fUnnverS|ty are gratefully acknowledged

e A ﬂwo preSIdents in Quebec also served as chalrman of
‘ .thelr boards : . .
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| Table 1

+

Response Rate of Presldcnts and Bonrd Chalrmen ‘ S

oy
] RS . : B
Population o Total ~ .Y Number . Percent
‘ : ‘ A Sample . - Replied L S
bPresidents' . o vﬂ '; ... 50 » } . 38 o ot o _. 76
Board‘Chairmen' , R 1. ‘ L o : 6 o o .33
Total - o es o sk REREEE-
2
‘f;Analyses'

The data in thlS study were analyzed in seven ‘ways: first, the

'cfrespondent proflle was. examlned then‘ the.: ratlngs and ranklngs foﬁ’ls

~

and Should Be goals were compared next, the mean ratlngs, standard

b'xdeV|ations,'and ranklngs were compared by posutlon,‘reglon,'age, and
;5|ze of unlverSIty Frnally, the mean - dufferences wére examlned be-'p

“tween the Is and Should Be goal ratlngs, and comblned wuth the Should
‘Be. ratlngs.,‘,ff¢ o j . = ,‘i';"”»':nﬁa'?;:F .

When analy2|ng the goal perceptlons, they’nere usually separat-’

;j:;ed lnto four groups outcome goals, process goals, mnscellaneous goals,

'and local Canadtan goals : Most of the analyses of the Is and Shou]d Be

B

ratlngs |nclude the mean and standard devnatnon for each respondent

group L _ L
&7

The mean scores show the average ratlngxof percelved lmportance .

ffor each goal area -- the hlgher the mean the greater |ts percelved
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-of agreement or- dlsagreem@ht among the respondents in a gaven group.

x‘u
Those goal ‘areas that had the lowest standard devnatlons showed the

greaﬁest amount of consensus among the respondent group.

The goal ranklngs report the means from the hlghest to the lowest
ratlngs The ‘rankings were derlved from the. ratlngs of each respondent
jgroup; A few of the tables report only the ranklngs by name for the
sake‘of comparlson. These ranklngs give an indication of the relatlve

: lmportance of each goal area.

The mean dlfferences between the ls and Should Be ratlngs in

‘f,the perceptoon of the respondents showed the "'gap'’ that eXIStS - the

'greater the gap, the larger the need for more change in that goal ‘area.
The smaller the gap, the more. satusf:ed the respondents were with the :
,Jachlevements of thenr untversnty rn that goal area. The last table
bhreports the means for Should Be goals comblned w)th the mean dufference
'between that ratlng and the Is ratlng,.to get a perspectuve on what
:hthe prlorlttes for change mlght be in the future For |ns§ance when a
.goal area had a mean: Should Be rating of 3 0 and a gap of l 50 the.
prlornty ratnng would be h 5 _The" prnorlty ratlng could serve as an

%

|nd|cator of the |mportance a goal area should have in the future ‘of the

hunlwen51t|es in the perceptlon of the reSpondent groups

\{ o H ' ! :

3

e

\\



Summary

2

The data which ane aﬁaIyzed in théhnext chapter were collected
over a period of .two months begihning-in November, 1981. " The institu- 

tional Goals anéngbry‘was sent to all universityipresidents and board

chairmen ‘in Canada. - A very good'retufﬁ'rate‘was received from the.
',présiqents, but a somewhat less adequate return rate was .received from
board chairmen. - The survey results were analyzed by computer, and the

'lstatisticél.results are presented in the next chaptér.‘



CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSES

Thls chapter outlines the flndangs of thlS study The data
’ anaTyses are presented in six sections: the profile of respondents,‘
the - |s ahd Should Be - ratlngs and rankings, the ratings wnth some rank-
|ngs by means of p05|t|on and reguon, the mean ratungs and standard
‘devuat|0ns by‘age and snze(of unnversnty, and flnally, the mean dif-

- ferences or(gapvbetween_the I's and -Should Be ratings. o

. \\ . .
© RESPONDENT_PROFILE |

TableS'ZIthrough 9 show the respOndent group?ngs by£% e res-
pondent s p05|t|on and the. reglon, age, and size of unlverS|ty |
‘ Table 2 shows the dlstrlbutlon of unlversutles in %the provnnces, and theh
rate of return by respondent groups. ‘ Table 3 lndncates the regional
'grouplngs whlch were derlved from the above data, and the response rate
of the presndents and board chanrmen for each reglon | Most of the o
provinces were-weaj represented except for Prince Edward Island whnch
“’dld not' reply at all .and Ontarlo where the response rate of presidents
‘»was only 59 percent and board chairmen was Lo percent ' Newfoundland
.had the hlghest response rate wnth 100 percent for both pre5|dents and

board chalrmen (one each)

When the grouplngs in Tab]e 3 were examlned the reéponse rat

_fcn the reguons was. qU|te hlgh except in Ontarlo ﬁt could“be sald that

Ontarlo was under represented in thls study, WIth only 10 presudents
'\'
and 5 board chalrmen respondlng out of 17 in each group

63



Table 2 ’ ' A

Provincial distribution of 1Gl returns
by respondent groups in Canadian Universities -

Province Number of . Rate of Rate of ‘ Rate
: ' Universitles . Presidents _Chairmen : Total - .
: N % N% N
British Columbla 3 L2 &7 1 3 3 50
Alberta . .. b w00 138 5 63
Saskatchewan | 2 2 w0 1 50 3 75
Mani toba 3. 3 100 22 67 5 83
Ontario SRR b AR [ 59 5 29 15 b
Quebec . B . 7  ' .6 8 - 40>‘ g‘- 57
New Brunswick - . JhT T v Wwo - -1 25 . 5 63
Nova Scotia 8 .. 6 71 2 .25 8 50
Prince Edwérd‘ : . ‘ : | : o | . : T
‘ ‘Island s R ' o E 0 0 .' o - ‘ 0 0.
Newfoundland - _; 1 o 100 1- 100 2 100
R . . " . S . : '/'
Totals = - o 5;)_‘ ' - : _38 L 76 ) ‘ 1;’>" }3 - 54 Sé
Two presidents‘wére also bqa}d chairmen. ' IR o o A
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1

Table 3

"Provincial and regional distribution of IGl respondents
_as a percentage of all respondents
N t

Province Region - Universities . Response Total % of \
) - - N § gespondent N N § Percent Respondents
. ' : in Region

British Columbia —

. Alber{a . . : 2 - ) 4 B
5 <~ West 12 - 24 16 67 . 29.6
Saskatchewan - .
Manitoba
ontarlo. — ontario 7w s 4 278
Quebec : — Quebec 70 . 12 8. 67 - 14.8

New Bruﬁswick

Nova Scotia

Ay
i

Prince Edward Atlantic - 14 28 15 52 27.8
Island _ o ‘ , - '
Newfoundland
Totals " Universities 50 + 48 =98 T 5k ~ 55 100.0
in Canada possible - i

response
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. 3

The Western reglon and Quebec had the hlghest response rate with
67 bercent total response. rate. In Quebec not all unlver5|t|es have ‘both’
a presrdent and a board chairman, as there are two unuversutles that have
one admlnlstrator that performs both functions. In the Atlantlc region,
the total,response rate‘was 52 percent. Ontarlo had a. total response
rate of onfy 46 percent. |

Table 4 shows the orrginal‘and.new groupings of‘the year in
which the institutions received university status. This is referred to
in-later‘discuséions as‘the ﬁage” of the university; The percentages |
-|nd|cate the number of respondents ‘in the ornglnal nine groups by decade,.
'and the number in the f0ur new groups, whlch are in thirty year blocks

Table 5 shows the Full t|me enrolment of the - respondents.
universities in the origina] and new groupings. This full-t}me enro]-
 ment wnll be referred to in later dlscussions as unuversuty 'sizey”
‘Once agaln,_the‘numbers for the total sample by orugnnal and new group-
r;|ngs are glven wnth the percentage of total respondents in each groub

Tables 6 through 10 show the d|str|but|on of respondents by age,

size and region of Jnstltutlons. Table 6 shows percentage of pre5|dents
. , ) ‘} .
and board chairmen in each age group of universities. -More than a thlrd

of the unlver5|t|es in’ this study’ had recelved untver5|ty status since
1960 whlle little more than one fourth became unlverSItles in the thlrty
years previous. From 1900 to 1929 only thirteen percent of the institu-
t|0ns achleVed unlver51ty status, and less than one quarter became
universities before;l900. If the 1atest two groups are c0mb|ned over

60 percent of the respondents’: unuversntles were establlshed since 1930.

A



Table &4

original and new groupings éccording to
. the‘year institution received university
status {age) as a percentage of all responderits:

Qriginathrouping

‘Year rec'd Status

Total Response
. No E in

New'Grouping

Year rec'd Status

Total Response

N in

i Group Group

Before 1900 222 Before 1900 12 22.2
1900 - 1909 b 74 5 —— ’ -

1910 - 1919 2 3.7 | 1900 - 1929; 7 13.0
1920 - 1929 ! g - |
1930 - 1939 3 5.6 — | Y

1940 - 1949 Lo 7.4 b—— 1930 - 1959 15 27.8

1950 - 1959 8 4.8 '

1960 - 1969 15 27.8  ~—— S N
Since 1970 5 ey 1360 % 70
. w .. " i
Totals 54 .100.0 - 5L 100.0
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Table 5

Original and new groupings according to
full~time enrolment (size) of universities,

B e

. as a percentage of all respondents
Original Group 7 o New Groups .
Enrolment . Response ~ Enrolment Response
k'S . :
' - : N 2 N Z'
“Under 4,000 26 - 481 ‘ . Under 4,000 26 48.1
" ., ) @
4,000-7,999 9 16.7 . g .
) '-[—-f 4,000-11,999 17 31.5
8,000-11,999 } 8 14.8-. —_ ) .
12,000-15,999 5 ‘ . :
16,000-19,999 . = t2 ¢ %7 12,000 or ‘more - 11 20.4
20,000 or moré < koo Ty ——rd :
Wl . Tl ge = . 1
" Totals . .. 5% < 100.0° 54 100.0 .
3 1 . U :'\L " 5
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o Table 6

DR L .

B f“' IGl returns accordlng to respondent positlon and age of unlversittes
Percentages are: g|ven for each group i proportnon to the-total response

Un)yer5|ty Status Granted : O Preefdenté S ;‘7‘Cheirmen E Tot;l Sémbleﬁf
,;gf Year/Age Group R R S B B S R E %

. -fSince :1960 ' }'f’;.,13,,;ruv3u'2:“ R 7 1.Vh3'8.> s '20‘ ,'.‘37.0 -
Cekocagss . o263 Cisowma3 5278

"‘.;1900 - 1929"} R SR LF: B SR R 5 I S 300

C ‘Before 1900 S L9 2.7 3 - 8B. 2 . o222

Cfotals . % 738 To0i0 .16 M00.0 - . 5k T.K-'IOO.OOY’

: ,V" REE

Table 7 o

IGI returns ac:ordlng to” respondent posntlon ahd age of un'versities
Percentages are glVen for each grOup |n proportl b to. the ‘total response.

Univérsity Full-Tine ' ) Presidents. " Chaifmen. S - . ‘Total Sample."’
Enno}ﬁent/Size Group i I . SRR B g e %

Under 4,000 (sman) R Y AR LTS A g dely 26 48

h odo\co 11,993',:',‘,‘
12, ooo or.more. (large) L - AR S T EER - R 18.8 . n 200

3 szl W 2500 017 315

T I

0 Totals e 38071000y 16 00,60 - 100.0

\

s




Tabie 7 shows the proportlod of presndents and board chatrmenbv
at. unlversitues |n the groups by size or full tlme‘enrolment The smal]
)nstltutlons ‘those wuth under 4000 full tlme students, made up the'. =

2///1argest percentage of the respondents‘--‘almost half : Less than one-h,
| th|rd of the unlverSItles werelln the m|d s:ze range wnth between hOOO
) and 11 999 full tlme students | Only 20 percent of - the respondents were L

oA R

'from unlver5|t|es w1th a ful] tnme enrolment of over 12 000 When these

ol ﬂ? e ls‘lzv
Ahflgures were compared w1th those |n Tablé 5, lt was seen that only one """*fz.tn
“;tenth of the Tanadlan unuversntnes nn thIS study had enrolments of | ;w-s_hd

EQF'IGFOOO full tlme students or. more. ‘ In these two tables; the Flgures of L h‘W,:-
g the response r;te for the presndents and board chalrmen }s QIVen along | ‘j:_dw.u
;f_iW|th the percentages for the total sample |n each group Th|s shows »L?_ _3;}
:_the‘consnstency between them and the proportlons oF each group |n5the _{;fflﬁ;h{
-4‘?total sample . ;i'D'-‘7’ IS RR P W ‘ o i:%ﬁ: Iw‘f“:
Table 8 shows a cross tabplat%bnw h%&*d

, . fﬁrespondents by rebions and ST
7!‘_age of the tnstltutlons Of the respondents in thlS study, ten were \

"'From unnversntaes in the West that had been created 5|nce 1960 compared

& QWIth flve ln Ontarlo, one ln Quebec, and four in the Atlantlc prov1nces;:

From the years ]930,_ 1959, ‘seven of the respondents :|nst|tut|ons werel S

s

,Jféyen unlverSIty status in. Ontarlo compared wnth four in Quebec, three';. L

: |n the Atlantlc reglon, and one in the West Three respondents each Ln;eh

"‘\,

d:both the Western and Atlantlc reglons and one. ln Ontarlo were From

'_ﬂunlverSItles that had achleved Unlversuty status between 1900 and 1929

n*'ln the oldest category, the largest number, flve, were from the;Atlantlc

'

L ;{‘.“'

~

,W_pr0v1nces; compared wnth three in Quebec and two each in Ontarlo and
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’Téble'a‘ SRR
‘ . ° ,'. ¢ -

. i ,.'” |GI returns by respondent grOups
vl according ‘to age ‘and region of universities.
. (Presndent response group in brackets)

- Age Groupél

New . &i — 5 0l

Region -~ $ince 1960 - °11930-1959  -1900-1929  -Before'1300 = Sample Only

O

‘ Vestennl : u' ;lO“ (6)1 N n]‘f. (T) :, ..3.j.j(3)‘{y _.2:.‘ 1) 1l‘i:]6'5l,*ili) ‘;
-,’.I_J‘*omar.o st 7w w2 @ s ‘l(‘]’b‘)/'l‘
b A 0 @ 3 @ 8 (e

(3

'“?:‘At'a“tﬁc ey @ 3 @)

h‘: ‘TSfals_ ;ii' .20 (13) - »<y§fﬁé(io) f',fii ‘f(sjfi ;slz;_f (9)'f"f33"5§:: ft(38)'-‘

v SRR R A

o f;;’ ._‘ . Table'9

Thet IGI returns by respondent groups :
' ’ accordlng to:size and regton of universities’

_(President response: group. .in brackets) - . )
) : 3 ?Uflffime Enrolment S .
i Small - &— 11. - _?i —_— Large. -

§|ze o _v_.:V;" L e >:”f 3&\;.j fotaJv¢' Pres.. .
Reglon STl Under 4,000 0 h,000-11,999 712,000 +. ' . Sample . :Only

5w . A mL e Cans
) esf. @ (sf R “.'3‘"(i)_;nvv"'_ r5'~:et(|6)‘;'
2 @ v e s 6
® L@ o @ s

Veétern '7E L fn;7tr':(4)q_
R . e
" Ontario. .

Quebec . oo 2y
»*Atlantic 2

R

S itetals L. ae Gy oo oan @ 547 (38)

R



In tables 8 9, and 10, the,Figures For theptotaldnumber?otd
’respondentslfs glven with the number of. presrdents only Tn'brackets.
Thns |s ‘done for comparlson WIth the proflle .on. unlverSItles in Canada,.
as: the most complete response rate was recelved from the pre5|dent group

: Tabfe 9 represents the cross.tabulatlon of the respondents as
they were grouped |nto reglons accordlng\to s ze or full tlme enrolment

v

More Western respondents came from thesmall lnstltutlons (7) and mld-‘

5|ze unuversutles (5) than large oneS‘-- only h - Ontarlo = response was

wE ;n"'

'A more from the mld srze lnstltutlons (7) than from the small (5) or largeygﬁfﬂ

v “a

(3) unnversntles. Quebec replled m%&

‘nnst|tut|ons (h) compared w1th 2 eachd,"?the other two groups ' Thé,*

Atlantlc prov1nces replled more: fro} the small unnversutles (12) as

R m;)_
opposed to 3 |n the m|d SIZ*

e

.-up and none in the large group
tton presented in Table 10 compares the responses

i}

The cross tabul
wthe three s:ze groups wuth responses from unlver-»

""fr'om inst i tuti ons-i

sutnes ln the four age groups The largest group (14) of respondents i

st cA.’..«h__._,_w

came From unuversxtles Wlth under MOOO full tlme students that were'“
created since - 1960 The second largest group (9) ‘came. from m|d SIze A,h
.unlverSItles that were created between 1930 and 1959 The thlrd largest

'j group of responJents (6) came from unlver5|t|es that were created before

1900 but had less tban hOOO full-tlme students All the other groups ih,'

thls table had h = or 2 respondents each Almost half of the reSpon_ e

Bt

;«mw\ o

dents came from uhnverSItles wuth less than 4000 full tlme enrolments,'?

0

<

but they were e|ther very old or very new. _', h""f ‘:"5._, 41.

(72 ;

”ten from.the largest group,of G
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Table |9 -

16T returns by respondent groups _
according to age and size of universities

(President response group in brackets)'

o Size
Age.

Small T : L
. ‘Under 4,000 h;000-11.999 . !2,000-+ :

- to
Large

L.

Totals

Pres.

%

Since - 1960

1930 - 1959

1900 - 1929 .

) 'Befdre;ISOG"u" k

wo® e e 2 W
ey s @ 3 @
_ ‘3‘fv«(2)‘ - f 2 @ 2 »(2) =

e W T2 @ o

.20

15

i Qgﬁ

(13)
(10) -

:v(6)f
(9) .

.37.0%
27.88

13.0%

°22.2%

Totals EE

- sk

,(38)‘i1

60.0% .

'_;Fercéntageé

0003

S




7[;::

ln‘summary; then,~Tables 6 thfopgh 10 indicate how the 54 res-
pondents were dfstributéd&gmong the groups according to pdsitidn ahd
inStitutioqal siie, age,‘and_locationu

. . :
G
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GOAL PERCEPTIONS
s AND SHOULD BE RATINGS/RANKINGS

Thls section:contains an examlnatlon of the ratlngs of the goaiw

"areas for both ls and Should Be as percenved by the total sample Furst,

the outcome "and process goals were ranked from the h|ghest to IOWest mean
ratlng For both the presentdsutuatnon -= Is*@and for prOJected future

emphasns -= Should Be. Second ~the twenty maJor goal areas were ranked .

o Atogether accord|ng to. thelir mean ratungs F|nally, al forty goal areas_

were ranked together The tables in thns sectlon shoW’both the mean and

‘s W,.; .,
i standard devnatlon for each goal area and ‘the goa! areas'are ranked
) el «nQ) - ,
from hlghest to- Towest mean ratlng as percelved by thedtotal number of
M ) P . - N . - . \,)
respondents :

-

ﬂTable 1R Ilsts the ratlngs of the outcome goals ranked by Is;and
'Shou{d Be'%eans : These ouﬁdﬁme goals. are the tradlttonal goals of
'ﬂuntver5|t|es and are sometlmes; w1thout questlon assumed to be the most

lmportant Lrlorltles that'unnversttues pursue. Academnc Development and

,Intellectual Orlentatlon exchanged flrst place on the two lnsts, wnth a .

fhlgh Ievel of agreement amOng respondents Research and Indlvudual
‘~Personal Development exchanged thurd and fourth places on the two lnsts,‘
Abut w:th ‘a: lesser.am0unt of agreement‘\ Meettng Local Needs was, flfth on
nboth Ilsts, wnth hlgh consensus,tand Advanced Traunlng, or Graduate /
m: Studles, S|xth on’ both llsts,vbut wuth the hlghest amount of dlsagreement‘
:among respondents.f Publlc Servuce appeared |n elghth rank on both llsts

fl WIth a good amount of agreement The remalnlng goals were in varlous

posntlons down the llst, wnth the range of dlsagreement between 60 and 80

N

o S
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3
' Table 11
Respondents’ perceptlons of the butcome goals
ranked by Is and Should Be means
Is Should Be
Rank € Goal Méan‘\» SD Rank Goal- Mean SO
— v
1. . Academic . o 1., Intellectual o
: Deve lopment 3.49 .54 oo Orlentation 4,28 .51
¥2. intellectual - . 2, - -Academic’
e Orientation 3.h2 .68 : .Development - 3.98 .50
. - ° e '
3. ' Resefpch "1 .90 3. - Individual Personal :

: T e g e Deve lopment 3.66 .70
4. Individual Personal L. Research 3 .78
Deve lopment ) 2.97 L7k S
5. Meeting Local 5. “MeétTng Local, :~ g e

Needs 2.95 .58 . Needs '3.36 .52
6. Advanced . . 6. Advanced & :
© Training . 2.85 .06 %" Training 3.20  1.05
7. Vocational - i 7.5  Humanism/ - L
' - Preparation 2.81. .63 Altruism -3.20 .80
. " N ‘ s . . R " [
8. Public Service 2.75 . .65 7.5  Public Service -%,20 .73
9. Social - e 9, Vocational ' E
Egalitarianism 2.43. .68 v Preparation 3.17 .67
10. Humanism/ . : 0. Cultural o
L Altruism . 2.42 .76 twareness ©3.07 .67
RN Cultural w ; o : '_ 1.
Awareness 2.4 .60 : 2.82 81
2. social Criticism/ : 12.  Social Criticism/ »
0 Betlyism 2.33. .64 Activism 2.76 .75
13. . fraditional L 13, Traditional /
- " Rellgiousness ety 1.77 .97

i

Religiousness

i
/
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The last two goals on each list were Social Cr:tuctsm/Actnvnsm in
twel fth rank, and TradntIOnal)Rellglousness in last pOS|t|on

All goals were rated-on a scale from one to flve, and the hlgh-
estlls ranklng of 3.49 for Academic ‘Development unducates that this
tradltlonal unuversuty goal was’’ percelved to be of l|ttle more. than

medlum lmportance in Canadlan unlverSItles Further, of all these out-

-come goals only Academlc Development, Intellectual Orientation, and

i R "\’ "')i

Researchdwere of more than medlum umportance whlle the rest had scores
A » \ :
or ‘mean ratlngs below 3 0 for Is. The Should Be ratings were conSIder-,
S u ‘ 4
ab]y hlgher Lwith Intell ctual 0r|entat|on, scorlng ‘the ‘highest rating,
7

of & 28 ‘of hngh lmportance ""Nine of the rema|n|ng Should Be goals had

1‘\

means oF between 3 and h between medlum and hlgh |mportance Tradltlon-

©als RellnguSness was the only Should Be goal to fall ‘below low |mportance

W|th a mean of l 77 and a sta dard devlatlon of 97
: )
The standard devnatlon \hdlcates the amount of _consensus or dls-
, Y B
agreement in the perceptnons of the respondents The greatest COnsensus
4

Was. achneved on- the goals of Academ|c Development Intellectual Orienta-
I4

tlon,'and Meetlng Local Needs _ The nghest disagreement or range of

2

perceptlons, was on Tradltlonal Rellglousness, Advanced Tralnlng, and

- Research. e

'y

S
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Table 12 glves the ratlngs of the process goal percepttons of all
respondents by rank accordung to mean scores Most of the process goals
had ,mean scores between the med\um (3) to high (h) |mportance range, with

a high deg?%p of consensus. The hlghest ranked of these goals was
Communlty, and the others dnd not fall into any clear sequence. The
goals perceuved as |mportant now (Is) ‘were qunte dlfferent From the
goals percelved as. |mportant in the future (Should Be), |nd|cat|ng there‘
should be a change in prlorltres Innovatlon, although second to last,
was st!ll'rated for Should Be at 3. L41:-- almost halfway between med|um .
and high lmportance |

These "process goals were generally rated hlgher than many of the

outcome goals in Table 11 for Is, and also somewhat hlgher for Sh0uld Be.

“r \
: A

This lndlcates that, in the. perceptlon of the respondents, the: process

vgoals were more important In Canadian unIVerSItleS than the tradlt|onal

outcome goals

Should Be'gbal.

The standard devnat|ons on the process goals Were relatlvely low,

»

between .51 and 70 for most. Only Freedom had a hlgher rate of d|sagree-'

-ment, ‘with standard dev1at|ons of .93 and 94 B o~

Table 13 llsts the ‘mean ratings of both Is and Should Be scores

by rank for the mi5cellane0us goals E lnst|tut|onal Reputatlon was Furst

. \

in both" ranklngs W|th Graduate theracy thlrd on both and Communlty -

lealson flfth on both llsts. OrganlzatlonTl Plannlng moved from fourth
>0n the Is Ilst to second on the Should Be ist. ProgramlEvaluatlon

: moved from belng tied for suxth place to faurth in importance for a -

)




Table 12.

Respondent's perceptions of process goals ranked by
: Is and Should Be means

79

Should Be

Is
‘Rank Goal Mean 'sD - Rank = - Goal Mean SD
1. Comunity 3.1 6 Communl ty .29 .55
2. Democratic o Accountability/
. Governance 3.53. .58 - Efficiency 3.87 .63
. . E ;’iiﬁv'x
3. Freedom 3.51 .94 Intellectual : -
: . Environment 3.86 .64
4, Accountability/ . ‘ Demoérafié o : .
. Ef’fici:%né%y. .. 327 . i .70 ! . Governance 3.72 .60: .
5. " Intellectual N N Freedom 3.63 .93
Environment 3.23 .68 ] o
- . R s T
6.7~ Innovation 2,83 .60 . ™ Innovation 3.1 .61
7. ’Off-éghpus o :  Off-Campus
Ledarning 2.09 .51 Learning
s
o
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When ‘the scores or mean ratings were examined only four of these‘

goals were consndered to be of medlum or hlgher lmportance now, but all :
but one. of these goals moved up to being of more than. medium Importance
‘for the future In fact, seven out of ten of these goals were rated
above.3.5 for Should Be, or closer to being of high importance for the
future. ‘fhis was interesting considering that when the IGl wasbfirst
designed about ten years ago, these were felt not to be significant
enough_tO'COnstitnte major goal areas. _ . ;

That these goals were only consndered by one item each may

ra

affect the size of the standard deviation. The dlsagreement shown here

‘was quite high compared with the previoes two groﬁps*\\zhe\sf:ndard
deviation of the IS'ratings ranged from .88 to 1.17, and the ~tangaro

~— "

dev:atlon of the Should Be’ ratlngs ranged from .66 to l 07. The most \f\i-

agreement for future empha5|s was shown on’ the goals Organlzat|onal

’

‘Plannlng, Program EvaluatIOn, and Instututlonal Reputation
. ! ‘:\\
All: of these goals showed a marked increase between the percep-
: 7

" tions Of,the-Js ‘and Should Be ratings, excqpt for.lntercollegpate

&

Athlefies, which was almost nil. - _ ' ©



Table 13

»

Respondent's perceptions of.miscellaneous goals ranked by

Is and Should Be means

1

81

Is Should Be
Rank Goal Mean ) Rank Goal Mean = SD -
P Institutional 1. Institutional
Reputation 3.87 .89 Reputation 4. 4o .69
2, 1nstl£utlonal : -, 2. Ofganizational .
Autonomy 3.50 .89 Planning 4,28 74
3. Graduate Literacy 3.33 A7, 3. Graduate Literacy 4.06 1.05
;b Organizationat /- k. Program B :
Planning . 3.20 .04 ° Evaluation 4.02 .66
5. Community Liafson  2.94 .88 5. Community Liaison  3.87 .73
XS.S | Program - : 6. Institutional .
': i Evaluation 2.93 .97 " Autonomy 3.85 .92.
\ . . . .
6.5 Campus Consensus ) 7 Campus Consensus :
on Goals - 2.93 .97 ) on Goals " 3.61 .92
8. - Extracurricutlar ) 8. Community Paktici- - -
“Activities 2.9 91 pation in Planning 3.28 .. .90
9. | Community Partici- ‘9. Extracurricular :
_pation in Planning 2.67 .95 Activities 3.24 .95
IO, intercollegiate o e 10, Interéollegiifé s
s ‘Athtetics 2,42 017 Athletics 12,45 .93
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Table 14 shows the respondents’ percepti@n%‘of theqlocal_;i‘

ian goals when ranked by Is: and Should Be means Like the goals

"highelr disagreement (standard deviations) among the respondents Pro-.
'grams for Adults or Mature students was. at the top of both llStS,
follo ed by Accessibility of Programs For the Handlcapped and Part time:

Stude ts, and Faculty Development “and EvaluatIOn New Faculty Emplgyf.

\

ment atterns French- Canadlan Cultural Programs, aiong with ‘the Develop-

.ment olf Educatlonal Technology moved higher in the Should Be rankings,

“and in| the ratlngs moved from below the middle to above it

Yo

-larger range than any prevnously examlned set of gozl S They ranged

' wnthln -the 1s column_f from 83 to 1. 23, and on the S ould Be column from

.64 to 1.42. The most consensus came™on Access:bullty of Programslto

5

the Handlcapped whlle the’ least consensus came on: Blllngual Instrpctlon

|
N

-

Once agaln, the wrde range of scores ‘on these items could be rel;ﬁed to.

‘the fact that the scores were based upon the perceptlons of single items

|n the questionanre The directlon of the means, however, lndréates

that these ltems were of moderate or hlgher‘lmportance in Can dlan 'y
s - L
'unlversntles.~;‘ o »v S ' 'igi ' ZVT\‘;r\ea~a
- l i . T Rl N . ',
A When both the outcome and process goals were, comblned and ranked
‘ < . i / ,
accordnng to the means, the prlorntnes were qU|te dnfferéht, as shown"in

/

9 Table lS ThIS cemblnatlon shows how lmportant the\outcome and process

, &
- goals wer percelved to be in relation to each other The flndlngs d|d

-8 - l' ~l ‘

Cnot suppor the tra?jELQEa] vnew_that ,,,,, outcome goals were the most |mpor?

Pe )

taﬁYAOnes in most universitles, at least not in Canadlan unnversntles

‘ ~
T

. - r N ) - L
: ‘ - . T o g < . - R
— ,_.;, - : . 5 K B .- i . . - \7: IR

e, i o : : e

The standard deviations in these lists were hlgher and showed a

i

-7

.

&



'-R5nk5‘5,‘;i ,beaif L. Mean »TSD . Rank:’ R Epel‘v:_v > Mean. :°SD

» '.$"],“ . Programs RN T /Y -

T Facu]ty Develop- *

”1:7,nl New Faculty Employ- : '“’e_ ;j",,ff-'\'ip'.« vDeveIopment of

R R - Table 1h T
i ,',4 Respondent 5 percept}ons ;? the local Canadtan goals ranked by‘ S e ,@
: R . Lo s and Should Be means e o s AT

DEERY

Cis el - -..au}, : _Sheuld,ae R

— f f © B L. - X

B e kR

N Adu|t/nature Stud o Lo Tn.7 UAdult/Mature Stud. P _
o '!‘ ‘Programs .7 . hooe - .76

2. f,ifAccess!bility : :n;.,;» -‘ S 8 2.5'.:fAéée5$be]itV=nl":.; R

M arettine Stud Vet vas T ,Handféﬁbped 3.98 S 1 S

-

30 .5>Accessibillty N SR T >q-ff2;5t?:'Facu!EY Develop= .7 e

Handlcapped 334 85 cE y" e ment/Evaluatlon > 3;98e,'.:;7lf¢‘, TN ?

SUPVATIY eV ;‘,}“:" ' Access|b|l|tY U
ment/Evaluatlon- 03,06 /.83 L0 Part-Time Stud. 3.87 - 199

: “;Erogram-beltyery/ :;e ’_’ i "“”1'u ,5;‘ ’:New Faculty Embloy-;‘x- '.”‘;f“f_: :
' - Remote. Areas C 02,8000 01,23 N, nznt Patterns 3.69 .82 .

6. :" French Canadlan ; o - ;;;;" o 6. ;‘anrench Canadtan N ) : -
U Cultural Programs 2.76*' 1.15 GO Cultural Programs 3.20 1.23

" ment Patterns o f2.82. 77 o E Technglogy g3v.147‘5_ 106

s . RS
S ) R

i}8.:__ Development of “'..~ o IR 8;'.;v‘Program De}ivery/ S e
. : Ed. Technology CoJ2.k3 w92 w7 Remote-Areas. R 2 94 - t1.30.

'.9,f?7“18i1|ngual N - S ,f:',.319. ‘T,‘Bilinéﬁaj’ v B ?5" R

UL ‘instruction :-\\ff42§9“j “1.123 RN Slnstruction” .. . 2.8 k2

te":Ekperléntiaf[h . e R 10 ‘—Experlentlal o »*'z PR
hearning w L2050 .9 : \\\\ " Learning .. C2.hkT 1,06




Table 15

Respondents perceptions of combined outcome and process goals

s

. ranke& by ls and Should Be nnans v

84

- <

s

»

\\\Should Be.f

", Goal

st

- Goal Tl LT

' Mean

D

W75

7;5:,,.

0.

SIS

::Soclal o
l‘ Egalltarianlsm

VOff Campus fe

 Community
o

-+ Democratic) ;.
‘Governance

Freedoﬁ

‘3Acaothj"
".Development

- Intellectual -

: Orlentatlon;‘

F-Accountabllnty/

: Efflclency

Res.e,arch

.Int;el lectual

Envlronment

'73lndlvldualvPersonal

“Deve Iopment.

Meeting Local

" ."Needs e

innovation

TAanncéd‘f"'

‘Training

" Vocationali={ '
,1—>Ereparatio O
.o Publhe . -
o Servlce-fn :

j‘Humanlsm/_. :

-~ Altruism .

,Cult‘uraﬂ ;
Awareness ,r‘”'~‘

7Social Crltlctsm/

Acrzlvlsm e
/‘

Learnlng

'radltlopal
Rellglousness

. z'_.'85 -

' "zk.a_l;j‘f'
EHON
k '."2.-"*'-"_1':*

2,390

}iééar}'
'1:.63'1_'
65

76

[/

€

o
.51

- :72::v

2.

9.

U

EEEN

e

200

w""Research-.

2 ;iAdrencedf
I

Sl

‘:.19"uj

Com'mlml v

Intellectual
Orlentatvon

AcademIC¢
Deve lopment

" Accountability/ .

_,Efﬂlciency N

- ptelleétual "

‘a

Env:ronment
Democratlc 4f‘
- Governance '’
‘:'DeyeIOPment S

Freedom “ /

'lnhoyaéion D

3

."f_Meetlng Local

/Needs

Training
; P
“Public
. ‘Service.
SR
“Altroism.

Vocétuonal
Preparatlon A

A,Culture
Awareness:

"'Soclal

Egalltérlanlsm

Socual CrltJC|sm/
Actlvlsg

fOff Campus- -
: Learnlng

“Traditional ,
" Religiousness ”

N

- 3.87

o

L o S
individual Personal

J'3:20
3200

Homanism/ . &

< a9

4,28

3.98

55
50

50

- .63

2.,

3.86

3.66

3.20 -

S
- /3;67 .

2.82

2.76

T3

.64

.60

.70

gy

1.05

: .80'

70

67




When the mean scores for s were examlned f|ve of the top ten goals -

¢

were process goals - and of these, three were rated hlgher than any

i s ,.

outcome goals There was a: reasonably hlgh concensus on these ratlngs,

. as well

The ls ratlng of Communlty was hlghest, followed by Democratlc

N Governan%e, and Freedom | The outcome goals Academuc Development and

IntellectUal Orlentatlon followed |n fourth and flfth places, and

Research was well down the llSt --’tled for a place at 7 S

K

.

. The Should Be column showed even greater emp@asns on process

""W-‘.‘Al'v' .p- . ,;.

goals - S|x out. of the top ten were process goals ' Communnty was Stlll

I

~

' on top, follawed by two outcome goals, lntellectual Orlentatlon and

Academlc Development~‘ Next came the process goals of Accountablltty/
. ./,

.'V_

fflClency,vlntellectual Envnronment and Democratlc Governance eThe

o other two

S

e

el

B

‘- J:gb

consensus

Traunlng.'

-‘fhe b315h¢é'betweeﬁf

lung,SInce there were thlrte ;

"“and ranked by means Tabl.

'forty goal

'~'of twenty,

'7and fnve l

outcome goals on thfs llst &- lndnvudual Personal Development

and Research -f were ranked seventh and nlnth respectlvelY. "he o

{
P

was'qu1te hlgh on all goals, except Freedom and Advanced

.;.»

[P

_tcome and process goals was qu:te start—*

outcome goals and only seven process~<

ls, and. yet half or more of the t0p ten goals were. process goals

‘he perceptlons of all goals in- the four areas ‘were comp:led

.

shows only the top twenty ranked of all

~

s., The outiome goals were even further dlluted by the presence

’ \

g”of other prlorltees -= the ls column llsted only Flve outcome goals out

as compared wuth 5|x process goals, four mlscellaneous goals, -»‘-‘

ocalaﬁanadlan goals. The Should Be column had even fewer"'

N



aw

'The.iwenty ﬁig;est ranked goal "areas as: perceived by all respondents,‘

vy Table 16

"

when atll goal areas were' combined R

" Should Be

© Rank e

- Goal

Meén .

AR

.

13.5°

&

16

a7
f_!e,L.;r;

20,

_ .Communjty‘ <

' ",Academfé o

i‘Freedom;':

v Organizational

-

Student Prog,ams o

‘Democratic

-, Governance. -

. Institutional =

C o4

" Aytonomy. -

Development

Accessnbility
Part tine Students .

Intellectual

L Orientation‘

’ Accesslbllity

Handlcapped Students

N

Graduate

vLiteracy‘ ‘ :
AcéountabilItY/‘- ’
_Efficiency " -
: !ntéjféctgal~” _
Envitonment’ .
Research’

Plannlng ="

3

FaCulty ngeldpmen$

,. -and, Evaluation

Individual Personal

Development e

At

Heetlng Local
. Needs™

’.Communlty iiaison

Program Lo
Evaluation S

; “3}72
3

3t

36,

S ., . ... “y.
397

3.53

o
3ag
3.2 -
53i37"
3.33 AR
L iz,
3}27‘ : )

323 . ‘
3230 0 ik

297

}2%g§v ;_ﬁ:ﬁi 219.1 ’

o X id‘
$2.93° L

. n3;5 E

55
5.5 .

:~  2.

s
ys.':j

o

b

- Freedon .

~Consensus on

tastitutional’ ° .
Reputation AN

Ccmrnunlty A gl

T

lntelléctﬁal‘. e
“Orientation. _\'
! \

Orgénlzaiionald"'.‘\

- Graduate Litqracy'/’

. Adult/Mature

Student Programs ..

'Rrogram

Evaluation -  72.§'

'.»FaCQIty Deve lopment

~and EVaIUation

Accessibtlnty

: Handlcapped Students

Academ:c
Development

Accessibul«ty .
Part- tlme students

W,Conmunity Lla|son.‘;f‘

'Acéohntabi]it&/

“Efficiency - .

: k ‘lnte1lecfuaf‘

“Envi ronment -

lnstituttonal
. "Autonomy. -

'.;oemocratict;

’Governance
. I o
New Faculty :

’ Employment Patterns

: ~individual Personal

> Development '

" 'Campus- Goals

4.4o

4.29

3.98

- ]“?285'7

“Plapnipg = 4 . ‘\_f“b.ZB’

" h06
- k:Oéi.

CUB02

3.98

‘_3598

"'3;35: /
s g

f 3;72';

- 3.87

3.87

L3

| 3.69

3J63'

»

Erdany T

"’3.66 ."“

¥




tu:hlgher all of the top. twenty were above 3 5 and seven were above h

.outcome goads -; only three, as compared W|th six process,‘slx miscelJ

":dld not appear in. the top twenty of elther llst

: 87

- Q

P L ; ‘ . . St
, P L . i

¢

‘laneous, and flve local Canadlan goals The hlghest ranked goal on both

<

‘lrsts was lnstltutlonal Reputatlon, a mlscellaneous goal followed on the,bs‘

'llst by a local Canadlan goal Programs for Adults/Mature Students

M

T_The outcome. goals were farther down the llst, seventh, nlnth dy”

. -

gthlrt th On the Should Be llstlng, the outcome goals were Intellect-'

- Y

Hual 0r|entatlon in thurd place, followed by Academlc Development ln the

Y

1 nlnth and then lndlvudual Personal Development in the elghteenth :

,posntIOn Research was 13 5 en the 1s llsgé but was not among the top
;twénty |n the Should Berllst Other tradltlonal goals of unlverS|t|es,

.-‘such as gﬁvaq;ed Tralnlng, Vocatlonal Preparatlon, and Publlc Servuce,,’

.

o

The overall percelved lmportance for. these top twenty goals was L

‘VqUIte hlgh -= s:xteen out of twenty were rated on Is hlgher than medlum

|mportance -- a score of 3 or better,,and the Should Be: means were even

K
»

‘b, All together the Should Be ratlngs were consnderably hlgher‘

"than the Is ratlng on almost all ltems, lndlcatlng that the respondentsf;

felt unnversntles should be d01ng more than they were d01ng at present

L

eln mostugoal‘areas..f.

{



o o GOAL PERCEPTIONS LT
N PRESIDENTS AND BOARD CHA I RMEN J

ey
. U

|f . ol
- »*

Thns sectlon outllnes some of the dlfferences between the goal

ot

C e
-0 _"

,perceptcons of the presndents and board chalrmen |n Canadlan unuversutles

| N

. dThe response rate of the pressdent group was much hlgher and therefore,
. was: ‘more representatlve of the total number of unlver5|t|es However,
Z*the group of - board chalrnen was used for, comparlson, because tﬁey rep-
'x‘-resent ‘a maJor posutlon of . |mportance in Canadlan un|verS|t|es lhei

%Jperceptlons and prlor|t|es of the two. groups were quite dlfferent
can be seen in the tables that Follow ‘ ;' P - //{
o W ' < //.

Tables l7 through 20 portray the c0mplete llst of goals wnth

means and standard devnatlons of the percept|ons\of the presudents and

@

i “board chalrmen on- both the Is and Should Be ratlngs, unranked Generally,

the presldents rated the goals on both ‘the Is and Should Be dumen5|on5\

hlgher than did the board chalrmen In the outcome and process goals
m ‘/'

tables (l7 and 18) the presndents had hlgher mean scores on all goals
'except Ind|V|dual Peﬁsonal Development, Humannsm/Altrunsm, and Tradltlon-
- al Rellglousness ‘ There was a mlx of h|gh and Tow means on several other ,

goals, when the board chalrmen rated a goal lower than the pres:dent
oo 4
group on “1s, but hlgher on Should Be .

The dlfferences that reached statlstlcal sugnlflcance at the 10

~

level are starred There weﬁe three goals that showed sugnlflcant :

dlfferences between the two groups, and two of these were the ‘Is ratlngs of

-

Vocatlonal preparatlon (Table l7) and Freedom (Table le in both of 2:'

—— W

| these goal areas, ‘the: presudents rated them sxgnlfucantly hlgher than

', dld the board chalrmen. Faculty Development and Evaluatlon (Table 20) :

TR

“was rated sngnlflcantly hlgher by the board chalrmen

g . . o

ES



, | " Table \7 aE
J ' M
The Ii’resldents and Board- Chanrmen's pefﬂ!’{ j wf outcome goals.
| with means and. standard deviation jﬂnpked
l‘ i s WM“‘%“, w‘ . s
. \ o ‘ %
Goal .- ... Egi':'__...c*"ﬂ_'..‘“ﬂ
Area _ Goal - . ‘ "Mean sD
¥. Academic o Sl As 23 “3.40 .52
Development v Sl oSBT ‘b 73.80 . .h6
2.  “intellectual o - Corse 3. 3.34 70
: Orientation. . 7o sB . B3 ’ 4.09 49 .
3. individeal s, z91 g6 To3a3 87
S Personal Development o §B .. .3.63 .73 o 3.73 .65 -
"L, Humanism/ - s 2.3 .80 2.53 0 .69
 Altruism ; S se U toe3d9 .81 322 .80
5. Cultural . ° s aas . L2t 2.30 .54
:  Awareness . . _ -1 3.14 .68 . 2.89 .65
6. Traditional i N LI N, X Th 1.63 66
’ Religiousness “ SB T T.66, .93 2.05" l 02
I Vocational - 0 xass ' 2.93 . .65 2.52 | .47
‘ ) " Preparation . e v 5B - 3.24 T 13.01 .59
8. >,Aavariced o E s 2.89° 1.13 2,77 .88
© ) Traintng S8 ©3.25 1.10 3.09 . .94
9. Research . s 332 . .96 - 303 .75
s ’ A\ ) SB. .. -3.72 .80 3.34 .69
'/} . C . s \\ ! , ’ ) ) /’ K
lO,_\__Meetmg - N Is & -, 3.01 .65 [ 2.81" .36
Local Needs '« 7 i S8 —- / 3.39 .....55 3.30 .46
" public © s C2.80 .70 2.66 .52
. Service . YsB 3.18 .75 325 LT
12. Social ; o ; IS‘\“ N 2:50 .67 ‘2.25‘ ‘.69’: :
: Egalitarianism® - T SB. \\.’ 2.86 . .75 ©o2u70, .96 .
13. . Social - IS 245 .69 - 2.23 .50
SO Crittcism/Actlvism . S8 ’\‘2.\80; SRR A I ©2.69 . .8h
*statistically significant at the .10 level. '



y + . _Table 18 h
The Presidents' and Board Chalrmen's perceptions of process goals,
with means and standard deviations, unranked

.

Goal : Presidénts . Board Chaifmen
Area : . L o —_—
: .Goal . L o - Mean SO o Mean , SD
. - - ] i . -
b, Freediih oo B 3,68 .94 .~ 313 B2
| 7 ‘ sB 3.79 .90 -3.27 .93
5. bemocratic . - s v 3.6 C.57 SaA L
Governance : -1: 3.78 .54 B L
¥6.  Community . - SRR 3.72° .63 : 3.6?—"%;' .57
C P . sB k.30 48 4,25 .70
17. Intellectual o s 3.26 .71 3.17 - .63
' Environment = ) . SB 3.85 © .65 - '3.88 NUAN
18. Innovation L s 291 .62 - 2.78 .58
N - SB 3.0 .58 3.4k .70
19, Off-Campus, - . - Te s 2.07 .53 214 .47
. Learning’ o SB 2.55 .66 - 2.66 .74
20. 'Accountabili'ty)f S . IS 3.29 : .69 o 3.23 .73 g
Efficiency . S8 3,83 .6l 3.95 .69 -

-

. vStatisticélly‘significant at the .10 level.

-0
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In both Table l7 and 18 the consen5us or agreement among the

respondent groups was quite high, usually rangong between .50 and 70

There were a’ few exceptlons, however, wherw goal areas had standard
devuat;ons as hlgh as 1.13 on Advanced Tralnlng Other areas wrth
higher dlsagreement among respondents were Traditional Rel|g|ousness,
Research Socual Egal|tar|an|sm, and Freedom o

Table 19 portrays the mean ratlngs of the mnscellaneous goa]s

s

‘for both respondent groups. ln many of these goals, the pres:dents
I
'rate the Is somewhat hlgher than the board chalrmen, except for Organu-

lzatlonal Plannlng, Communlty Partlc1pat|on and Plannung, lntercolleglate

‘Athletics, and Program“Eyaluatlon. The board chalrmen rated the Should
‘ABe higher thanldfd the presidents on a11.90als except,lnstitutional
AdtonOmy; The only goal area that'de'not rate.improvement,"or a higher

_Should Be than Is score, was-lnterco]Tegiate“Athletics.-- and then only

P
-

by the presidéent group. - ‘////’ |
The level of. consensus portrayed in thls table was clearly not
_as high as in_ the prevuous two tables. The standard devnatlons ranged
from hS to 1.28, although most were between 70 and 90 There were no
statlstlcally s:gnnf:cant dnfferences betWeen the two groups on the

I

mlscel]aneous goals

Table 20 portrays the perceptlons of the - two respondent groups

of the local Canaduan goals. Board chalrmen rated goals hlgher for both '

|s and Should Be, except on four: Bnllngual Instructlon, Accessublllty

.of Programs to Part- tlme and Hand|capped Students, and French Canadlan

+

CulturalﬂPrograms. The two groups agreed quute closely on the cmportance o

;
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Table 19 -

Presldengs‘ ahd Board Chdlrmenas perceptions 6f mlscellineous goals,

with means and standard deviatlons, unranked

N
o

. . :K,’ B Presidents " Board Chalrmen
ltem - Goal o o  Mean  SD ‘Mean sD
V2.  Graduate - . is 3.39 1.28 3,19 .83,
' Literacy ; SB 3.97 1.22 4,25 b5
71. Institutional s 3.58 .89 331 .87

“Autonomy , LS8 3.97. .85 ©3.56  1.03

8. . Institutional . s 3.92 .72 3.75 .77
: ~Reputation c "L SB 437 .68 h43 .73
82. Extraciricular . . 1S 2.92 .91 ©2.88 ¢ .96

~ Activities - s , 3.23 .94 3.25  1.00

84. brganlzatlonal ' ’ s . 3.18 ' .98 3.25 ',1;18
Planning T © S8\ e .78 4,43 .63

'85. - Community - S us . 2,61 1.00 2.81 .83
co iPartlcipation/P[anning . . . SB 3.21 ..3h- 3.44 .81
86, - Intercollegiate L s 2.36  1.02 '2.60 .99
Athletics S S8 . 2,34 . .93 2.73 . .88

-88. . Program ‘ s 2,92 94 2.9 1.06
- Evaluation. o SB .\ 3.97 .68 'h;lg - .62
89,  Community - 15 C 2,97 .97 2.88 .62
< _Liaison o ~ . sB T 3.87 .78”_ 3.87 . .62

B 90. ,Conséhsqs on . _ 1S E - 3.05 .93 . 2.63 1.02

Campus Goals. Lo . SB . -3.58 . .98 .

3.69 .79

92 -



1

Table 20

Presidents and Board Chalrmen's perceptions
wlth means and standard deviations,

of Canadlan goals

unranked

93

Presidents.

Board Chatrme&‘

Employment Patterns 4 - SB

.82

.75

Item Goal Mean SD Mean SO
91. ° Program Delivery/ = . s 2,74 1.18 2.94 1.39°
; Remote Areas - S8 2.89 1.25 ; 3.06 b
92. . Experiential I IS 1.95 .90 2190 L
o Leﬂrnlng S sB 2.37 .99 2.63 .20 .
93.  Development of / 15 2.37 .82 2.56  1.15
‘ Educational Techndlogy - SB 3.2 1.05 3.00 10 .
94 Bi1ingual I T 2.1 . 1.88  1.15
- Instruction R _sB 2.61 1.35 ‘ .2.19 .60
95. , Accessibility: - L IS 3,53  1.06 331, 1.35 .
: Part-time Students ‘ ‘ S8 hoo .81 - 3.56 32
96.  “Programs: ‘ P .71 .87 3.75 . ..93 .
Adult/Mature Students S8 4.05 .77 L.06 .77
97.  Accessibility: - . 1S 345 95 319 .66
’ Handicapped Students sB 3.97 .69 © 4,00, '.52‘
98. . French-Canadian s 2.82 1.1k 2.63 .20
. Cultural Programs. _ S8 3.13  1.19 . 3.38 .36 /
' 99. ‘Faculty ; ' . s 3.03 .92 Sz .62/
o Development/Evaluatlon ‘ . %SB - , 3.87 .77 4.25 - A5
100. . NeX Faculty ' i Is 2,45 . .83 2.69 ;60
3.66 3 .86

Statistically

ignificant at the <10 level.
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of some of these goals. each rating the following goals hlghest:

Programs for Mature or Adult Students, Accesslblllty of Program; for Part~\

time and Handicapped Students, Faculty Development and Evaluatcon, and

New Faculty Employment Patterns. The only statlstlcally significant

ddfference at the .10 level was the difference between the ratings of -the

two groups on how important Faculty Development and Evaluatnon Should Be.
When the standard deviations were examlned however, a hngh level

' ofﬁdisagreement was Observed, especially among the board chairmen. The

lack of consensus ranged as high as }.60. lhe means also had a wide range;.

from as low as 1. 95 on Is for Experlentual Learning, to 4.25 on Faculty

Development and Evaluatlon The two goals which were des:gned to examtne

the commitment of untvers:t:es to the concept of a blllngual country -- 1

Frenchfcanadian Cultural Programs and Blllngual,lnstructlon -- both |

showed the hlghest disagreement'among the respondedts. 'Further examlna-

tlon of thlS dlscrepancy occurs in the follOW|ng sectlons when the data

are analyzed by groups accordlng to reglon, size, and age of unlversntues.
‘Table 2l presents the perceptlons of the two respondent groups

‘ln rank order For ‘the top elght goals in the comblned outcome and pro- o

cess goals. There are four columns, each presentnng the praorntles o{l

one group for either Is or Should Be goals.

v

Communlty was rated high on all Four lists -- highest on all v

l|sts except for the presudent group on ShOuld Be. The presidents rated -

Freedom and Democratic Governance as second most important for Is, while

rating them as sixth and seventh for Should<Be. The presidents placed



. Table 21 : 4

Presidents' end Board Chal rmen's perception of outcome and process goals,
the highest eight rankings by means for Is and Should Be

hed

#

Presidents Board Chalrmen
Rank - ls Should Be s . ' Should Be
1. Commun ity Inte!lectual Communi ty Communi ty
. y Orlientation N ) ‘
. Cm . ,
2. . Freedom Community Academic Intellectual
Development Orientation
3. Democratic Academic intellectual Accountability/
i Governance Deve lopment Orientation Efficiency
b 3.5
Academi ¢ intellectual Democratic Intellectual
‘Development Envi ronment Governance Environment
5. " Intellectua) Accountability/ Accountability/ Academic
. Orientation Efficiency Efficiency Development
6. Research Freedom  « Intellectual Individual
. o Envi ronment Personal Dev. -
7. Paccountability/’ Democratic Freedom Democratic
- Efficiency. Governance . 7.5 - Governance
8. - Inteliectual Research ) tndividual innovation
Environment : . Personal Dev.

¢

Tied ranks are Indicated by brackets.
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‘Acadmnc Development and Intiilectual Orlentatlon currently at- fourth
h‘;and flfth whnle ratnng them as thlrd and fourth for the futugi.~ The :du
f~board chaurmen rated Academic Development and Intellectual Oruentatlon,
i:as second and third hlghest presently, wh|le movnng lntellectual Oruentae

tlon up to setond and Acadm:c Development down to flfth most |mportant
i

‘lx,,,,

v[?sffor Should Be Acc0untab|llty/Efflcuency raﬁed qulte dlfferently be&heen

-;the two groups the presudents ranked lt seVenth on- Is and moved |t up

‘ ;xto fufth for Should Be whlle the board chanrmen undncated that lt was

 J:flfth at present and should move up to thlrd Research was snxth

l,.

’ the Is lnst of the presudents and moved down to etghth on the Should Be

’5l|st.; Research dld not appear |n the llst of the top elght goals of the '
H
¥ Y a

"fboard chaarmen Innovatlon and lnv«dlvual PersOnal Development appeared
' the lust of the board chanrmen, but not ln the top enght llstlngs of

the presndents ch}-,l 'lf;ff;y"

When all four llsts of goal areas were comblned and ranked together

'-from hlghest to Wowest, an |nterest|ng pattern emerged Table 22 contalns =

Ve .r,‘)
-;the hlghest ranked twenty goals out. of all forty

f’rgh fi: The mlscellaneous goal lnstttut:onal Reputatlon; was‘ranked
liuyhrghest on‘all four llsts,_and Communlty, a process-goal-'was also
:'f?ranked hlgh == elther second or thlrd on all lnsts The two groups ‘
“‘tagreed that Programs for Adults or Mature Students; and Democratlc
;*fNGOVernance were farrly |mportant now but should be glven somewhat less ‘
wd"f attentlon 1n the future The same was true for ReSearch and Freedom .
S . B

‘There was also agreement on some areas that needed lmprovnng -- Organlza- ’

Z:kditlonal Plannlng, Graduate theracy, Faculty Development and Evaluatlon,.
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Tab

< The twenty hlghest

le 22

ranked of all goals

as perceived. by Presndents and Board Chalrmen

‘f\;-s;n

2.

e

: Plannlng :

. Consensus on
_Campus Goal's

. 17. " Faculty' Deve lopment
. "and -Evaluation ' -
18.  Meeting Locaf._.:_,
N Needs .~ . "
19, Community. '
“Liaison
Vocatlonal

"'Preparation

“Efficiency
“‘Freedom
Dehqeratic L
-Gpvernance:
“’Research"
','New Faéuity'Embioyv
ment Patterns

Individual
Personal:Dev.

¥
{

Personal Dev.

dewﬂutbn'“

s Research
! Prooram‘

5[ Evaluatlon

Communlty
" Liaisons

T Remote Areas

'Faculty Development-'

: Jg(covernance g :';;
: cessibility:

Program Developmentj-

. Personal Dev.
Lonsensus op-
Campus

‘Democratl

.fPart?Time'$tudents

" Autonomy

Innovation

U Tied rénks.are‘lndioat¢d'byibf3Cketse .

97

‘ﬁresidents Board Chairnnn
. .ls Ranking .’tShould‘Be'Ranking Is Ranking oY Should Be Ranknng
‘j‘;_ilnét%tutional institutional Institutional —Instltutional- -
’ Reputation » Reputatuon a\{ Reputatlon Reputatlon
2. -CommUnlty'r G lntellectual Adult/Hature Stud fLOrganlzatnonal
S » o : Oruentatlon . Programs . -ioo Planning
. 3.f"Adu]t/ﬁature Communlty "cé@aunrey e '-Communi;y‘o B
..l U Student Programs . EURL A ® ,
il Freedom:. =« . ?j,Organizational"_ .~ -Academic " S —Graduate :
5 I P . “Planning . Deve lopment : theracy
Demobrati¢~ ' " pAcademic® _ " ¢ Democratic LUFaculty Development L
- . Governance’ '-[ -Development - '[. Governance .. and Evaluation ;.
o 6;‘.lnstitutional} Adult/Mature‘ - Intellectual “Program . '
o Autonomve,v Student Programs.. Orientation. .- Evaluation'"
7. 1 Academjc Accessobll;ty. ‘ Accessnblllty ; "lnteiieétualﬂ;f
L [ Development ' -Part-Time Students ‘Part= =Time Students i 'Orientation.
‘ACCeSSIbIIItY .'PrOQram SR Institutlonal ‘ Adult/Hature
o Part-Time Students [ Evaluation’ - “Autonomy ‘;d, ‘Student Programs .-
- >9 Intellectual ‘}-Graduate . o : Organlzatgonal 'Accessibilityi
R [ Orientation” . theracy o Plannung ‘ ‘ Handi capped
JO.vDAecessibllrty lnstitutnonal‘ Accountabllnty/ : Accountabiiity/ﬂ
) Handlcapped Autonomy - : ’ EfflClency ~ Lo Efficiency
Graduate : '_Accessnbufityf Graduate .. o Community: ~ - g
theracy Handncapped ) [ theracy [ Liaison B
: ¥ . L - i Ll
Research ’ Communlty AcceSSIbtlutyf. : Intellectual - « /=
. . ' S Llalson ' Hand;capped ) Envnronment A
Aécountability/' Facu]ty Development lnteliectuall" Academnc .':'.'//
Efficiency - “and Evaluatlon,‘ Envnronment-‘ - Development /
-Interletfuaf Intellectual Freedom 'New Faculty. Emp1oy- :
: Environment EnV|ronment v ot 2 ment,?atterns
15, Organlzational e vi'Accountabllltyt' lndividual Ce “individual S

lnstitutidnalin‘a,p-‘n’
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.,'New Faculty Employment Patterns, Program Evaluatlon, and Communlty

' Llalson -- all moved to. a hlgher posntlon ln the Should Be lusts than~’
T : rs :
- the Is lusts.v | TR T 'J{f » \

L

The areas: of dlsagreement where the preSIdents' ranklng |nd|-

“_cated an. area should |ncrease in’ |mportance, and the board cha:rmen felt 3

*

"lt should decrease in |mportance, were worthy of examnnatlon. Such goal;r

o areas |ncluded Intellectual Orlentatlon, Academlc Development ‘dbf RS
G N

' dAccessnbllnty of Programs to Part tlme Students There was opposute

_dlsagreement between the two groups as well when the pre5|dents group o

::

'fflndlcated a goal area should become less lmportant, and the board chalr- L

’ ‘hmen felt lt should become more lmportant These goal areas lncluded

"‘.,Accessablllty of programs to the Handncapped Accountabllnty/Effncnency,4"

ldlntellectual Envnronment,{lndnvtdual Personal Development and Consensus"'

j{on Campus Goals. .

'vThese rank:ngs were derlved from the mean ratlngs of “how - qim- f_

::tportan- als were or should be Whlle all goal areas were rated as

{
KRR SR

maneedlgg 4ncreased |mportance ln the future, the amount of |ncrease
'caused changes in the ranklngs or prnorltles.’ The Glfferences between

'ﬂfthe two ratlngs are examlned in detall in Tables 39 through 42

“
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" GOAL ‘RERCEPTIONS: |
" .. DIFFERENCES BY REGION -

Thns sectlon revnews the goal perceptIOns of both the presudents
B and board chalrmen as a total group of flfty four respondents Thenr
-Iperceptuons of the goals for both Is and Should Be were examlned by
. . 4

"',reglon to dascover whether |ndeed there were any sngnnflcant dnfferences

*lnjn goa! perceptlons among the reg|ons in Canada e

o

i The goal perceptlons, or ratlngs, for. the 4Etc0me goals are

fl|sted in Table 23 w:th the Is mean and Should Be mean glven for each
There were only three statlstlcallyvssgnlflcant dlfferences at the 510:’
"‘,%EVel and these ‘are: starred ‘on: the left snde of the table The dlf‘S
‘}Ferences occurred on Inle|dual Personal Development between the Quebec -
'*(low) and Atlantlc respondents (hlgh) ratlngs for Should Be, on‘ =
;Humanlsm/A]trUIsm between the West. (low) and Ontarlo s (hlgh) |s ratlngs;f
‘and on Cultural Awareness between Quebec (Iow) and Ontarno and Atlant|c
’ f’regnons (hlgh) on the Should Be . ratlngs ' e
.h? There were some general patterns whlch‘were worthy of note:
';t“Academtc Development had the lowest Is and Sh0uld Be ratlng |n Quebec,: }

jd::lnte]lectual Orlentatloh had the lowest Should Be ratlng in, the Atlantlc ?/
'reguon, Tradltlonal Rellglousness was rated hlghest |n Ontarlo and lowest

. /
/

oin Quebec, Research was rated hlghest in the West, Publnc Servnce was 3
:rated h|ghest in Ontarlo,’and Soclal Egalltarlanlsm was rated hlghest |n

‘.bthedWest.
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“/’/_’ - L : o e . Tab]e* 23 L
' Outcome’goal:perceptlons of a1l respondents by regional éroupéﬁgs,'
.- .glving mean and standard deviation for each, unranked %\ .

\

A

' Goal = - ‘ “IS ' .West,- - ‘Ontario- ~  Quebec ' - Afiantic' S
O © - Area S8 Mean  SD . Mean  SD . Mean = SD Mean  SD

1. Academic . . 1s. 3.8 152 3.57 .5 3.09 46 3.53 .64
. Development - . SB 4.08 .57 ”_5.03 © .39 3.727 LA5. 3.95- " .5h
' : 319 .59 343 .66
W28 k5 BA7 159

i5""1:-’_2. Inteilectual s 3 . -
‘Orientatfon | - sg. W39 b2 .28 .- .58

72 56 3.23 .70

©.-3. Individual - I } 2 » ‘
: : .f783 . 3-22, ;63 3.95 - .49 -

2.7

Personal Dev. -~ % SB 3,38 ..59.
o
2

.80 2.19 .32 (2.65 .89

b, Huhanfsh/ y e 15 75 .
- 48 1.03 - 2.84. S.B3.. 3.43 450
53

1o

Altruism o SB"

40 V.97 .51

‘5.' Cultural - ,; IS . ! L 2.

.55 . 2.47.°° .67 3.
i
1

2.38 - 2.

. Awareness, *$B°2.93 - .57 3.
 Traditional 180133 b5 170 85 .22 M6 1.
- Religiousness. .. sB- 1.47 . .63 2.1871,28 . 1.34 L57>; .

o

7. Vocational 1S 2 g .56 2.78 B3
- Preparation CsB 3 "~ 6] .
»‘8.' Advanced  o IS e 2: . .
' “Training =~ .. SB 3.4 90
3
3
2

L9 Research ".‘Gf B 2 R
s RIS o 8B 3.

W

)
v
O 6w

- Id..'Méetfng'ﬂ7 S s - ;
' Local Needs = . 'SB _ 3.30 SR

oo

w
oo
- o

O O
Rt A V]

1 iService . . §B..3.00 O

2. . social s 2069
©. Egalitarianism ° SB - 3.

o
=
3o
Y- R
RN W TWR Ww W W

O\ =
-
o
- =
NN
TN O
oN
-
RN
S oo o%
NN
SN W
© =
Wik
V.=
INgN
~3
o
o

. 3 B
L3, sectal o ds 2.
o Criticism.™ = . SB. .2:

# Statistically significant'atithe .10 levgl. .
oA b gl
L
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T The level of consensus, in ‘the West was fanrly -even --iabout 50

.3to .70. : In Ontarlo the standard devuatuons ranged wnder 90|ng both
.-hlgher and Iower than in the West, showrng ‘a greater consensus ontsbme:
goals and less agreement on others Quebec S scores ranged even wnder,’
‘ from .36 on Is for Tradltlona! Rellglousness ‘to l L6 on. Advanced Training.
-both Ontar|o s, and Quebec s w1de range of scores may be exbdainabie/ini
hlstoric terms by types and age of the |nst|tut|ons ; Thesevbrovinces :??b'
have the wndest range of unnversutues == from huge to very sma]l fromkkﬁ’”
.ﬂ old.to very new from ]tbera] arts colleges to multnvers:tles or prd-“
.v1nc1al systems : The Atlantlc reglon had a ]eve] of consensus morev
:Itke the West, and thlS may be. because there are. no: large ;nstltutlons':'
in thIS reglon. h"" | | i |
| Table 24 portrays‘the means and standard dev|at|ons of the :f
"’process goals b/; espondents'.reglon.‘ A!though there were no statnstrcal-
1y S|gn|f|cant/d|fferences at the _10 level there were SOme dlfferences
ﬂ:thCh |lluc1date the prlorltles and emphases‘ln each reglon. Democratlcidz

/

gGovernance was rated hlghest in Quebec on Should Be, Communlty was’ rated:

. hlghest |n the West for t_ Innovatlon‘was rated hrghest.tn the West and':

| |n Quebec for Is, and 0ff campus learnlng was rated hlghest |n the West
ffor Should Be. j: There was a falrly hlgh degree of consensus on’ these
"goals except on Freedom’ both scores ranglng W|de1y in the westband At]anttc
;hCanada,»and on Quebec s Should Be Hatlng of Accountablllty/Eff|c1ency

'fL-Quebec had the most agreement on the goal lntellectual Envnronment the .

i Ts ratlng had a standard deV|at|on of only 23

. v
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Table 24
Eroéesé goal‘pqrcéptions of all respondents by'reglonal groupings-, . N
. .giving mean and standard deviation foroeach, unranked . ERN
——— - Ay . : i ’
" Goal } _West o Ontario - Quebes\ . ‘Atlantic _
" Areac . .. Mean = SD . Mean - SD . Mean ’ Sb{ ~ Mean SD -
Freedom : 1S 3.63 ° 1.10 .. 3.45 .80 3.63 .8@ 3.400 . .99
P ; JoRe D SB 3.73 - 1.10 3.57 .72‘. 3 75 _.9{ . 3.53 1.02
Democratic., - 1S 3.52 .65 C3.52° .60 3.69 - .46 3
Governance . .SB .3.66° .75  3.63 .58 3.94 N U
Comunity -~ 1S° 3.78 .68  3.68 .6k 3.63  .h4:' 3. .61
R ‘ sg h.bse .61 k22 .61 b6 - .27 A B3,
S ; L S . : » _t-.: - . R , ' R : \’/
.- Intellectual . 1§ 3.09 .80 - 3.25 .83 3:16  .23. 3.h0 .53
" Environment .~ - SB  ,3.77_'_ .65 3.92 .79 3.84 .hh'> 3.90 -1
.. Innovation - - _’- ' IS 311 79 2.62 {,51 ‘ 3.09 460 2,77 0 L2
T . S8 -3.61 .69 . ‘3.32 .59 3.5§ -53 7 3.22 .57
. off-Campus  » 1S 2.6 .55 2.02 .50 1.91 ' k6 2.20 = .50
‘Learning o 's8  2.78 - .77 2.57 .76 2.38 60 2,48 52
Accountabiiity/ IS 336 .71 3.6 72 3.5 .B9 3.2 . ".56
Efficiency 'sB ~.3.88 .60 - 3.91 ~ ~.60 3.89 - 1.03 3.8 b7
‘ o R ' ‘ ‘
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Table 25 ]IStSthe means and standard devnatlons of the

4 mlscellaneous goals by the respondents 'reglon | There were three o
,statlst|cally S|gn|f|cant dlfferences which are starred on the left
side of the table. The Is ratlng of Graduate LTteracy was much lower

thn Quebec thap in the Atlantlc reglon, “yet the Should Be ratlngs were.-

! -

more sumllar, the Is ratlng of Extracurrlcular Actnvntles was much h|gher \ /
“in: the Atlantlc reglpn than in the West'; and he Should Be rating of

.Program Evaluatlon was much hlgher ln the West, Ontarlo, and Quebec,_j

0

4than in the Atlantlc prov1nces._ The only goal that rated lower on

/

Should Be. than Is was’ Intercolleglate Athletlc# ln the.West and»ln
o . A‘ B ' . : -

Atlantlc'Canada.» [3
The standard devnatlons bndlcated the level “of consens s‘about
these goals Atlantlc Canada showed the ost agreement followed by

Ontarlo. Both the West and Quebec had

juch w:der ranglng scores,
\ .

Athletlcs, and Organtzatlonal Plannn
Table 26 outltnes the per eptions of the local Canadlan goals -

“in the d|fferent reglons of Canada There were fnve statlstlcally
; .
SIgnlflcant dlfferences on these goals, whlch are starred on the left

°sude of the table Prégrav Delivery/Remote Areas was much more htghly
: rated in the West for Should Be than in the rest of Canada, the Acce551-
T bl]lty of - Programs to Par -tlme Students was rated much hlgher |n the

:West for Is than in Atla:tlc Canada,'although it was also somewhat )
. / P

Thlgher in Quebec””Both the s and Shou1d Be ratlngs df Programs for

)
|

Adults/Mature Students were hlgher in the West than in Quebec T;The
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\

~Table 25 \\
. Miscellaneous goal perceptions of all respondents by regional drOupIngs,
glving mean and standard deviation for each, unranked

‘ Goal . -, West . Ontario " Quebec . Atlantic
# ' Area - Mean SD Mean 'SD . Mean sD Mean sD
12. Graduate x5 3.00 1.15  3.67 1.1l 2.50 .53  3.80 WY
7 Literacy . s8  3.94 ‘1.24  h.27 .88 3.88 1.13 k.07 '1.03
7. Insf}tutlonal IS 3.63 b l96 3.33 . .72 3.50 .76 3.53 1.06
' Autonomy : 'sB 3.75 1.06 3.73 .88 4.13 .64 3.93 96
80. /Institutional, - IS 3.75 .58  3.93 - 88 4.00 .93 3.86 .66
Reputation . s h.56 .63 k.60 .63 - k.13 .83 habs .66
/82. Extracurricular % 1§ 2,50 1.10  2.73° .70 3.25 89 3.33 .72
. Activities . $B 3.19 1.1 3.07 1.10 - 3.13 .83 3.53 .6k
8h. Organizational’ - 1S 3.06 1.2h . 3.13 .99 3.38 1.06 3.33 .90
: - PTanning .- o sB 4.38 . .72 . h.20 .68 .13 .99 433 .72
85. Commun ity s 2;59 ¢ .20 2.60 . 1.06 2.63 “52 2.73 .80 .
_ Particip/Plan. 8 3.38 .89 3.0 1.07 3.38 .7 3.bo. .83
86. Intercollegiate s 2.75 1.18 2.00 .68 2.25 1.0b 2.53 - .99
.. Athletics s 2.69 1.08 .2.28 .73 2.38 1.06 2.40 ..91.
'88. Program .S '3;oo 1.10  2.60 .91, -3.50 1.07 2.87 .7k
‘ Pualuation % SB k.19 .66 - k.3 .52 k.25 .71 3.60 .63
s ! ) £ . : e e
89. Community .us 3,19 .91 2.93 .96 2.75 .89 2.80 .77
N Lialson ~ Cs8 k.13 .72 387 .6h k0o .53 3.53 .83
90." Campus Goal. s 275 W13 2,93 103 2.75. .71 3.20 .86
: Consensus - SB. 3.56 I;Qg 3.73 1.03  3.50 .93 3:.60 L
. i N _ S ,
- v

'+ statistically significant at the .10 level. =
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Table'ze

Local Canadian goal perceptions of ali respondents by ‘regional ‘groupings,
guving mean and standard devlation for each,’ unranked

" Goal R West Ontario Quebec Atlantic
# , Area ) Mean SO~ Mean SD  Mean SD ' Mean . SD

91.  Program Delivery/ IS  3.50 1.03 2.53 . 1.19 2.50 1.20 -2.47 1.30 ”

Remote Areas _kx SB 3.75 1.13 2.73 . 1.10 - 2.25 1.04 2,67 1.45

92. Experiential s 2.06 1.18 2.07 .70 2.38 1.19. 1.73. .80

" Learning ° s8 . 2.81 1.17 2.k0 .83 2.38 1.19 2.13 1.06

93. Development of 1s 2.75 1.29 2.20 .68 2.00 .76  2.53 .64

£d. Technology S8 3.4 1,36, 3.00 ..93 2.63 .92 3.33 .82

94. Bilingual . 1s 2.06 1.3 2.20 1.08 2.00 1,20 1.87 .92

. Instruction se 2.31 1.35  2.87 1.55 2.25 " 1.hg  2.40 1.4o .

95. Accessibility: s 3.81 1.1 3.53 1.13. 3.75 1.7 2.87 1.06

Part-time Stud. %58 .31 .70 393 .96 L.13 6k 13,20 1.15

96. Adult/Mature * |5 4,25 77 3.80 . .68 3.25 .71 3.33 .98

‘ Stud. Programs * SB L by .63 4,13 .74 3.38 .74 . 3.93 . .70
97. Accessibility: 1S .3.81° .98  3.07 .59 3.63" .7 3.07. .88

" . Handicapped e sB 4,33 .72 3.67. - .62 4,00 .53 -3.93 b6

98. French-Canadian 1s. 2.8 1.1 2.87 1.13  3.25  1.28° 2.33 1.1

Culture s8  3.31 1.01 - 3.53 1.35 3.38 - 1.41 267 ~1.18

. 99. Faculty Developmé. IS . 2.94 .77 303 .92 '3.38 .74 2.93  .88°
_and Evaluation "'SB “b.06‘ .. .68 4,27 .70 3.50 .76 3.87 . .64
'100. New Faculty gm}loy- IS 2.69 .70 2.4 .91 2.50 .53 - 2.47- .83
) -3 3

ment Patterns sg  3.81 .98 .87 - .74 .38 .92 _ 3.53. .64

x Statistically significant at the .10 level.
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‘Acceéssibility of Programs to Handlcapped,Students was also much higher
in the west than in tharlo. ; ., _ | |

vThere were otherbregionalhdifferencesAwhich were notable be-
cause theyiindicated the different prlorities of the reglons:_ Experi-.
ential tearnlng Wasyratec higher for Is insthe West than in the rest of

Canada;vEducational Technological Development was rated hlgher in

. ow

Atlanttc and Western Canada than in the central provinces; Blllngual
Instruction was rated lowast in Quebec and hlghest in Ontario; French
:Canadlan Cultural Programs was rated hlghest in Ontarlo -and lowest

"Atlantic Canada, Faculty Development and Evaluatlon was rated hlghest'

\

in Ontario andhlowest in.Quebec;-and'New Faculty Employment Patterns,
was rated_higher,inIOntarlo and the West.than in Quebec and Atlantic \
Canada. ' R o ' o

The standard'deVlations-on these goals shoWedva'considerablei

- Tack of consensus among respondents. Many of the deviations ranged

beyond 1.0. Very few of these goals shoWed the level of agreement

found for the outcome and process goals dlscussed prevuously

Table 27 portrays the ranklngs by means of the outcome goal
. B
perceptlons by reglon or locatlon oF the respondent s unuversnty Thls

was, done because the outcome goals are the tradltlonal goals of

'unlverSItles, and because an examlnatlon of these dlfferent ranklngs,

in. add:tlon to the ratnngs and sugnlflcant dlfferences already examlned

2

'would help to deflne the reglonal dlfferences even further



‘

Table 27
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The rankings of the Outcome Goals By region of all respondents

-Rank West Ontario ’ Quebec Atlantic
1. 1S Academic Devel. Academic Devel. Meet Local Needs Academic Devel;
S8 Intell, Orient. Intell, Orient. intell. Orient. intell. erenx.
2. 1S* Research - Research Intell, Orient. /intell. Orlent.
S8 Academic Devel. Academic Devel. Research Academic Devel.
3. IS Intell. Orient. Intell, Orient. . Academic Devel.  Ind. Pers. Dev.
S8 Research ) _Ind. Pers. Dev. Academic. Devel. Ind. Pers. Dev.
L, 1S Aqyéﬁcéd Train..  Advanced Traln. Research Research
: SB . Advanced Train. Research Meet Local Needs Human./Altruism
5. IS Vocaiional Prep. Meet Local Needs' Vocational Prep. Vocational P}ep..
7. SB  .Meet Local Needs ' ‘Human./Altruism Advanced Train. ‘Cultural Aware.
6. IS  HMeet Local Needs  Ind. Pers. Dev. ‘Advanced Train.  Meet Local Needs -
sB Ind. Pers. Dev. Cultural. Aware. Vocational' Prep. Research - ‘
7. 18 Social Egalit. Vocational Prep. . Ind. Pers. .Dev. Public Service
SB .  Vocational Prep. Meet Local Needs Public Service Meet Local Needs
. 8. IS Public Servfce Public Service Public Sgrvicéﬁ Human./Altruism
¥ 5B Social Egalit. Public Service - - ‘Ind Pers. Dev. Vocational Prep.
9. 1S, Ind, Pers.. Dev. Soc. Crit./Activ. Soc. Crit./Activ. Cultural Aware.
c o S8 .~ Public Service Vocaﬁional Prep. Social Egalit. Public Service
10. 1S Cultural Aware. Human.. /Al trui sm " Soclal Egalii. Advanced Train.
SB . - Cultural Aware. Advanced Train. Soc. Crit./Activ. Advanced Train.
1. IS Soc. Crit./Activ. Cultural Aware. Human ./Altruism . Soc. Crit./Activ.
- SB Human./Altruism " Soc. Crit./Actjv. Human ./Altruism Soc. Crit./Activ.
12. 1S - Human./Altruism social Egalit. *.Cultural Aware. * Social Egalit.
" .SB- Soc. Crit./Activ. . Social Egalit. _Cultural Aware. Social Egalit.
13,' 1S Trad. Religious. =~ Trad. Religious. "Trad. Religious. Trad. Religious.'

Trad. Religious.

‘ T(adw'Rellgious.

Trad. Religous.

Trad. Religious.
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Aoademic Development topped the Ljat of 1Is for all'regions'ex-
cept Quebec, while reapondents in all four regions agreed that Intellec-
tual Orientation Should Be of highest importance. The Is rating for
Research was-second most important in the West‘and Ontario, but moved to

fourth in Quebec and Atlantic Canada. All regions except Quebec rated
vy

1

Academlc Development as sec0nd most lmportant Should Be,iQuebec rated

it third. The future priority for Research»was qunte dlfferent rn each
Tegion‘-- the west rated it third ShoufdABe, Ontarid -~ fourth, Quebec -~
Dsecond, and Atlantie Canada -- sixth. Advanced training was another goal
on which'there was much disagreement as to itayfuture priority: Western
'Canada rated it Should Be fodrth Ontario -~ tenth, Quebec -- fifth,

2 )
 and ‘Atlantic Canada -- tenth. The Should Be ratlngs of Meeting Local

Needs Were also quite difﬂerent: the Western reglon rated it Should Be
o C |
+ fifth, Ontario -- seventh, Quebec -- fdurth, and the-Atlantic provinces

',r- also.seventh. The_Shouldee ratings of 1 dividua1 Personal Development
made a similar.zigiags Western Canada rated it snxth Ontarno - thnrd

Quebec -- eighth and'Atlantlc-reguon -- third again. "In fact there,

\

were very few of these outcome goals that were given the 7ame or even
/J

et \s

“,S|m|lar, prlorlty rat'ings by altl four regions. The top. ahd bottom goals

weré*the»only ones thht all regions seemed to. agree on. | -
After examin|ng the table it would“seem that Quebec is

dlfferent in more ways than any other partncular reglon of Canada. -

" These dlfferences may be borne out in further examtnat ons of dlfferences

3by size and age’, but they may be, due - also to fundamental dlfferences in the

structurevand evolution'of the univegsities in Quebec;‘ [n fact,‘each

v
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reglon of Canada has had some distinguishing events in the history of
its universities and these should become more apparent In the examina-
tion of other characteristics, such as age and size.

The final table in the examination of the data by regions, is

Table 28, which lists the highest twenty ranked of all forty goels

in the perception of the regional respondent groups. These goals

are listed in ra;k order from highest to lowest, and those mean

scores that were tied for a rank are linked with a bracket. The
renkings-are given for both Is and Should Be, using the Mean ratings
of each group. ' p

Both the West and Ontario ranked Institutional Reputation as

most important fqr the future, whileiQuebec ranked Intellectual Orienta-
tion first, andvfhe Atlantic region Orgepizatipnal Planning. ~Several
other goals were high on all regional lists, although in digferent ranks:
Communlty, Graduate Literacy, Programm:né for Adults, and Access to
‘Part-time or Handicepped Students.A Academtc Development was -ranked fur-
Ehef down the lists, tenth of Sﬁogld Be in the West, ninth in Ontario,
fifteenth in Quebec, ,and si*th in A;lahtic Canada. Other differences
appeared-’the Atlantic‘regien, without/%ny large institutions, reted

'IndiQfdhal Personal Development as seventh most important Should Be)
- whfle in Ontario It was ranked twelgth for Should Be. It did not‘appear
in the list of the.top twentyzranked goals for eif%er of the regions
of Quebec or the West. Researchwas ranked fourteenth highest Shodld

Be goal in the West, and snxteenth‘ln ‘Quebec, but did not appear on

the Should Be list of either Atlantic Canada or Ontario in the top twenty

goal areas.
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i

Q U . Table 28"
The twenty htghest ranked of all goals as percenved
by all’ respondents by region; both s -and Should Be ratlngs
" Rank. West Ontawlo" Quebec '_Atlanticf
B W :iéac‘tProg./Adu]ts B Inst. Reput. Inst. Reput: . Instit. Reput.’
M. 8B Anst.. .Reput. - -5 Inst.. Reput. “Intell, Orient. - .0rgan Planning
c2. s :Access/RT'Stud;V Proé‘/Adults e Access/PT'étud © o i-Grads theracy "
e [SB SCommunity’ v Intell -Qrient.: 7 Program Eval L Communlty
R e |$:.,1Acce557Hahd|cap . Communlty ceb Democrattc Gov ‘Communlty
g S 1 R prog /Adu!ts Grad. theraéy_ : ‘nCommunlty Jdntell: 0r|ent
'-“” h."‘]S 'f Communlty \ [:Grad Literacy “v,_ ‘?reedom ] ; »:hlnstitx'AUtonomy ‘
. e SB llntell Orlknt ‘Fac Dev. /Eval : ;lnstit Reput., [Inst[t.'Reput5‘ :
3 5. fs Cinstits Repuc B Academlc Dev L v,Communlty . Academic”bev{ﬂ-t
Tt UASBY Organ . Plannlng Communlty 5 0rgan Plannlng ‘. ‘Grad. Literacy -
S 6,t IS «fFreedom Access/PT Stud.‘if,A fAccess/Hand'cap ‘ rDemocractic Gov. -
L ;L~'-'[SB wv_Access/Handlcap Organ Plannlng S —!nstlt Autonomy —Academic Dev.. .-
t77§{j‘155 ':Instlt Autonomy Democratlc Goy :Inst{t..Autonomy lntell.cdrienta -
o SB -;Access/PT Stud - Prog /Adults Access/PT Stud. Jnd.fPers.‘Dev,' -
‘8-, ,IS‘tQ Academ?c Dev. ;th Inte]l Ornent . s 'Program‘Eual "AAccountﬁ/Effic.
S 8B Program Eval Program Eval. '*'.Com Llalson —Instit. Autonomy
¥ _Hlég”;;Democratlc Gov. . Freedom; ’ o Organ Plannlng,' Freedom ' IR
o 58 . Comm. Lualson o Academic Dev. - ,_Access/Handlcap g;~{Prog /Adults j,;‘
jdtu, 1S }uProg Del/Remote lnsttt Autonomy ‘_Fac,iDeV4/Eval}g f intell. Env:ron
‘ 5B uAcademlc Dev : j-_Access/PT_Stud -Democratic GQV‘f L-Access/Handucap
i-il;' s ’;;|ntell Orient. ';1"#?1‘; EnVifon:;'A' Meet Loca] Needs - Extracurr. Act
L TSB Fac. Devi /Eval S Intell Environ. .- +f~ Accognt.. /Effac lntell.’Environ;'
v12f'.;]S'“ Research RPN § Research 1-”-Prog /Adults 40rgan; Planning Cy
T LUSB. Social’; Egallt Ind Pers Dev ._-Grad theracy : '.Fac.,Dev;/EVal;
"]3§.‘~IS,_"Accou/t /Efflc , Organ Plannlng : :—Extracurr Act bProg.JAdu]tsv“
oS v,Account_Effpc [Account /Effvc 1lntell, Envnron “Account. [Effic.
=143.{:I51_' Comm. Liaison i Fac., .Dev. /Eva] +French- Cdn.Prog.' ’Ind Perss Dev.
o =SB Research .- < -Comm anlson " Freedom ' Democrattc Gov
155 s " Innovation. - ". Ind Pers. Dev. . -Account /Eff:c Con /Camp Goals'
: ~SB" . New Fac.Emp,Patl ‘1= New Fac Emp Pat. Academlc Dev.. <~—Con_/Camp “Goals:
.16{' s Intell, Enviren. . . Access/Handncap Research _:14"S'{;rRe9earch'.t
S -SBY . Ylntell Environ. Instat Autonomy; Research L Program Eval.
j?. S Organ Plannlng A' Account /Effic “Intell. Orient,yi' Access/Handtcap
i". S8 ‘Prog Del/Remote-l L-Con /Camp Goals 'lnnovatson - Extracurr Act
18 ‘iS‘ ﬂ?Program’Eyal,_ : Comm, Lcaison,'enﬂ _,;Jntell. Envvron 5; Fac Dev /Eval.
IR, 125 Instit,  Autonomy. '| Access/Handicap. - - Con ./Camp, Goa]s”\—-comm ‘Liaison
19 ks ,Grad.CLiferacy:l: -Con}/Cam'choaislv [:Innovatlon S et Local Needs
-8B Freedom " . Democratlc Govi “-Fac. Dev /Eva] - Freedom
_IS“":Fac;vDev./Eval, Meet Local Needs "1 Academic Dev. ”:' L.Access/PT Stud-
hSBi"xDemocratichovL, : Freedom B Meet Local . Needs' New Fac Emp. Pat
’fn'TTed'ranks‘are'JndicatedeYTbracket§.-v :
- A‘ e s



'5L»nthe tradltlonal goals of untversutues

When a total perspectlve Was taken; only four outcome goals_'

+ L

L were ranked |n the top twenty of all goals for Should Be |n the ‘Wes't: and _
hOntarlo whlle on]y three were rankea'on thlS llst for each of the re-" |

.jglons o? Quebec and Atlantlc Canada Thls |nd|cated that a number of

“dother goals, dlfferent ones ln each reglon of Canada, have superceded

v.[‘ I



‘”fdgthe goals by each “age“ group“ £

R e B I T M2

o GOAL PERCEPTIONS L :
DIFFERENCES BY 'AGE- OF UNIVERSITY
.The data in thls sectton portrayvthe dlfferences inhthe”per; .
h'cept|ons of all‘respondentsbaccordnng to the year thelr |nst|tut|one'“
y were granted UanerSltY ?tatus The data were collected |n groups by"
';decades of years, as ln Table h but regrouped lnto four: thlrty year
hf' perlods for th|s analysns. The year an |nst|tut|on recelved un|ver--l
Tfslty status was not necessarlly the year |t began offerlng classes orr,
:m;even.degrees , Many of the |nst|tut|ons were htgh schools or collegest;fﬁib
.'l;before becomlng untversntles, eapeCIally |n Quebec and the Atlantlc
';:fproVInces Only recently some oF these |nst|tut|ons became unlver-
“lt£51t|es, even though thelr roots go back hundreds of years‘- For the;if
.?:{burposes of thls study,(howaver, the llne waa drawn marklng the offlclal

L “beglnnlng” of a unuver5|ty by the year |t was granted offlc1al unlver-

‘:Slty degree grantlng status ' Thls seCQ|on, shows the mean ratlngs for

N
’.l.

-~

Table 29 llStS the means and‘etandard devnatlons of all outcome
blgoals by the age of the respondents ‘unrverSIty | There were nolsta-i.”f':
‘;Tvtlstlcally SAgn|f|cant dlfferences by the age of the unuversnty, but‘ 5
hdsome trends emerged whlch were worthy of note., Academlc Development [:bk.
'Ewas rated lowest |n the newer |nst|tut|ons,‘and rated conststently |
hhlgher in the olderwgroups for Should Be,_although all groups rated
;near hlghAumportance.; Humanlsm/Altru15m also was . rated consnstently
t'L'hlgher for Should Be tn the older lnstltutuons Vocatlonal Preparatlon: fi

’Hshowed the opposrte pattern wuth the hlghest mean ratlngs in the



Qutcome goal perceptlons of all resp
(by year theé respondent’'s in
giving means and stan

stitution was-gran

" Table 29

ondents. by age ‘group .
ted university:status)

dard deviations for each, unranked

vGoa\l

“Area’ .

s
'S8

‘Before 1900

1900

- 1929 ,

ifl93b'-'1959j

Since 1960

IMean’

TSp I

Hean'

sb

Mean

“sD.

- Mean

0.

L :
U ”Sérvice~7 
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. 13:7’
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'youngest unlversltles, and the lowest ln'the7oldest", Researchlwas ;’;;/;_Tf

rated hlghest Should Be ln _the youngest and second oldest groups,.and

‘ 'flower in the<other two groups. Advanced Tralnung was rated highest by

‘”.come goals were rated hlghest |n the newest lnstltutlons 'Meetfng‘:

T*-ratlngs for Should Be appeared most freqUGNtlY for the processv

dthe 1900 - l929 age group, .and lowest'ln the oldest groupt‘ Four outjf

?

W Local Needs, Publlc Serv:ce, SOCIal Egalltaruanlsm, and Socnal

HCr|t|C|sm !

Table 30 outllnes the process goal perceptlons by age of

'}'unnversutles in Canada, lncludlng two dlfferences that were :
'7stat|stlcally sngnlflcant.. lq the youngest |nst|tut|ons, lnnovatlon

gwas rated hlgher for Is than in the other lnstntutaons, and 47l'

e

d‘Acountabul|ty/Eff|c1ency was. also rated hlgher in the younger

".5un|ver5|tles than ln the two older groups for Should Be The lowest

o goals in the l900 l929 age group Freedom had the lowest Should f_:fif“

' 7Be ratlngs |n the newest unnversntles, and recelved consustently

Pl

‘hlgher ratlngs as the age.groups of |nst|tutlons got older
Table 3l llsts the perceptlons of mlscellaneous goals for both
'fls and Should Be ratlngs by age of respondents unlvers:ty ' There were d‘”
llf;twobstatlsttcally sugnnflcant dlfferences in thns table --'both on the:

ﬁ;_Should Be ratlng of Organlzatuonal Plannlng and Communlty Partucnpatlon

N, , -

' ;iand Plannlng On Organlzatlonal Plannlng, the youngest group of
l u nlverS|t|eS rated ut sugnnf:cantly hlgher than the next youngest group.

“1930 - l959 f lt'was the two muddle aged groups of unlversutles that were

5

lﬂ’the most dlfferent on the goal Communuty Partlcupatnon and Plannlng,_'
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)  ”Tab|¢ 30

= Procegsvgoél perception; of all respondents by age group

B(By'year the respondent's institution was granted university status? o
giving means and standard deviations for each, unranked. °

i

. Goal

oo Area . "~ SB. Mean’

YlS_‘Before iSOO‘
CiSDo

“Mean =

1900 - 1939

1930 - 1959

Mean . 5D

Since 1960

Mean SD. -

Lo e e 4.06
15 - Déﬁocratitfj;‘ s
¢, .Governance - . °SB:

: "

3.
3.
3.
.35

170 Intellectual: 1S 3.29
v Environment . SB'%. 3.95

{la.a‘lnboVatioh, v:if"'* lS

TS, offecampus 18T Lo
Con oo v Learning f_.;jf“SSV'ithz g

' »:zbsg'“iAccoﬁntabijitY/".,*fisl' 3.7

3.
. Efficiendy = . SB 3.53

65
90 .

273

52 .
57

43
.55

30
.53

i
T3

.50
5

.56

LBl

o

W X0

42

iR
75

32
32

iR
;00
Sk
39

.68
.ok
18
-39

'5‘f :

. .

)

3.28"

5

.67
52

L7607
.67

e

39
b9
+57
iy

3.50

377

3.57
i.20
2.98 -
3.82.
2.65
3.23
2,07
>‘2_53;l,
3012
-3.83

T

"-9‘1

e
.

60
53"
65
.56
.38
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.38
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43
59

65
51

W W W

W AW W

46

.20
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3,40,
4,21
o .4

.36
;66 -
it

41

3R i
.99
.85

.20
{78

1.02. .

Bh
67

.69

59

87,
13

76
58

.6h

_;83_f{:-

.80

Sk

J

h';.'StatisfitajiY”signfficantfat'thé{.lO.{évél; e
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Table 31‘ L T /
Mlscellaneous goal perceptlons of all respondents by age group

(by year the respondent's institution was granted university status) : :
1giving means and standard deviatlons for '’ each, unranked -

Goal ~ .~ .~ 4s - Before 1900 11900 -'iggg 1930 = 1959 /éin;e 1960 -
 Jtém ' [ Area ... .SB  Mean. - SD- Mean_V SD ..'Mean CLosp “Mean .- SD g

25 1.29°

12 Graduate . i IS
: .80 1.28 .

v S0 100 k.00 1.5 3.00 1,06
~ Literacy ]:"SB — s
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the 1930 1{1959 group rated it significantly higher than. the 1900 -

1929 group.

There Were also some interesting directions in the response:

’

‘patterns shown: in this table: ~in" the 1939, - 1959 group;-Graduate

.leteracy was. rated over a full ponnt hugher for Should Be than Is,7

|mply|ng that a Iarge-scale‘lmprovement was needed,ln this area;
N .

N ,Instltutlonal Reputatlon was rated hlghest Should Be |n the youngest

h .group, |mply|ng that newer |nst|tut|ons were - less sure of thevr status; .

”future prlorttles of these groups

'Program Evaluatlon in both of the more recent groups of institutions-
.{was rated over a full ponnt hlgher for Should Be than Is, |mp]y|ng

' that consnderably more attentlon needed to be pald to this area in

The ratnngs of Intercolleglate Athletlcs were lnterestlng be-

S tcause only one group nndlcated |t should increase in: lmportance in the

Aor

‘ future,_the 1930 - 1959 group : The two oldest groups ratlng |nd|cated

ythat |t should stay the same in lmportance, while the respondents from d

M

* c the youngest unuversntles lndlcated that it should decline in |mportance

"'bln the future Extracurrlcular Actuvutles was rated most |mportant

) ~|n the oldest group, and of least lmportance |n the newest group

The perceptlon of Iocal Canadlan goals by age of unlverSItles,

Tgls shown in Table 32 There were. three statlstlca]ly sngn:flcant

’7d|fferences in the ratlngs of these . goals -- the two ratungs for Adu]t/

' ‘fMature Students Programs and on the Shoqu Be ratungs of Faculty

Development and Evaluatlon Programs for Adult/Mature Students was

'”j;rated S|gn|f|cant1y hlgher in the most recent unlverSItles, both for



3 -
Table 32
Local_Canadian;goél peréeptiohé of all respdndenté by aghk group

(by year the respondent's institution was granted university status)
giving means and standard deviations for each, unranked

] Goal . 15 Before 1900 1900 - 1929 1936.-‘1959 Since 1960
Item . Area - SB Mean ~ SD  ‘Mean’  SD "Mean SD Mean ‘s
91. - Program Delivery/ - IS 2.58 .90 2.4 .90 2.87 1.19 3.10 1.48
: Retmote Areas . S8 2.83 1,19 2.14 .90 2.93 " 1.22 3.30  1.45°
92.. Experiential 1S 1,75 .87 1.71 .95 2.13  .6h 2,20 1.20
Cl Learning . SB- 2,17 .94 2.00 .82 2.53 .83 2.70 1.30
93. ° Development of . "1s ~2.08 ".79 2.57 ‘53 2,40 7% 2260 1.19
" £d. Technology S8 . 2183\ .83 3.00.. 1.00 . 2.87 .83 ~3.65 1.23
.94, -Bilingual 4s 2.33 1.07 1,86 .90. 2.20 1.3 1.80 1.06
N Instruction - s 3.00 1.35 2:14 1,227 2.53° 1.55 2.25 1.45
95. Accessibility: Is '3.08. .67 3.4 1.35 3.0 1.18 3.85 ‘ln23
“part-Time Stud.  SB 3.75° .62 3.29 1.38 "3.87 - .99 .15 .35
6.  Adult/Mature Stud, *1s 3.58 . .79 - 3.43  ©.98° 3.0 .83 45 .81
. Programs = %8 3.92° .79 4.00 .82 3.67 . .62 L.L5 .69,
'97.  Accessibility: s 3.16 111 3.57 . .98 3.33 .49 3.45 .94
Handicapped Stud. 'SB  4.00 74 hak - .38 0 3.80 .56 4.05. .71
© 98. French-Camadian IS  3.25.1.22 2.71 ..1.25 267 1.18 2.5 1.05
© 7. culture s 3.83  .83-72.71 1.25 2.93 1.2z 3.20 .36
©99." Faculty Develop-- = IS 367 .78 3.k .69 2.87 .74 2.80 .83
o ment siEvaIuégion* B by .72 3.7 ',h9’- 3.60 74 4025 .64 -
100. New Faculty Employ= .1S". 2.67 49 2.57 1.13° 2.47 .64 2.45 .89
' b

ment Pattgrn§7 S8 3.58 .67 3.43 .79 347 : .83

.00 .86

x Statistically significant at the .10 level.

i
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v
Is and Should Be, than in the 1930 - l959 age group, and higher than all

i
other groups as well The ShOuld Be ratung of Faculty Development and

.Evaluatlon was also stgnlflcantly higher |n the newes t group than' in

v

the next oldest group.

There were a few other trends in the ratlngs that may be im-

L

portant Program Dellvery/Remote Areas ‘was rated over a full ponnt

\

‘hlgher |n the newer institutions than the l900‘- l929 group. Some of

" the “newer trends” in unlverS|t|es'were'more important in the newest

group than in older groups - these |ncluded Experlentlal Learnlng, thev

Development of Educatlonal Technology, the ACCESSlbIlltY of Programs to.

‘yPart Tlme Students and- New Faculty Employment Patterns  The AcceSSt-

. g blllty of Programs to Handlcapped Students was . most hlghly rated in the -

900 - 1929 group. B|l|ngual Instructton, and a commltment to provndlng

-/‘French Canadlan Cultural Programs was most hlghly rated in the oldest

|nst|tutlons | |

4 Generally, it would\\eem~FrOm these ratlngs that lt was the

youngest group of un|verS|t|es Wthh was the most |nnovat|ve while the

older groups, espeC|ally the ones establlshed between l900 - l929, were. -

the most bound to the tradltlonal priorities- of unlverSItles » The next

table shows _how these rat|ngs were ranked by each .age group | -
Table 33 llsts the ranklng of the hlghest twenty of all forty

“:goal .areas by the four age groupssof unuvers:tles | The outcome’ goals, RN

- or the more. tradltlonal goals were: higher ln the ratings of the l900 -

1929 groups, and there were more. of them‘(seven Is and five Should Be)

wnthln the top twenty of thlS group than in other groups Qn the oldest -



Table 33

The twenty highest ranked of all goal areas
as perceived by all respondents when grouped by age,
jon recelved university status

.or the year the’respondent's institut

Comm. Liaison

Research

Rank * . Status Granted
‘ Before 1900 1900 - 1929 1930 - 1959 1960 or after
1. 1S  Freedom Grad. Literacy Instit. Reput.-  Prog./Adults.
.SB Intell. Orient. Grad. Literacy Insgit. Reput. . Organ. Planning
2, IS‘. Instit. Reput. - Freedom . Community Instit. Reput.
S8 Community intell. Orient. Community lnst}t. Reput.
3. IS Community - L Commun ity . Instit. Autonomy Access/PT Stud.
: SB Instit. Reput. Organ. Planning Grad. Literacy Prog./Adults
4, 1S Fac. Dev./Eval. Academic Dev. Democratic Gov. -, Communi ty
. SB Grad. Literacy Access/Handicap. Program Eval. - Community
5.0 1S~ pemocratic Gov. Instit. Reput. -Acadmic Dev. Intell.-Orient.
SB . Academic Dev. Academic Dev. Intell. Orient. Intell. Orient.
6. 1S Prog./Adplts Access/Handicap. Acéess/PT Stud. “Democratic Gov,
SB Organ.. Planning — Communi ty instit. Autonomy, Fac. DeV{/EVaI.
7. 1S I;stjt. Autonomy intell. Orient. Prog./Adults -InStif. Autonomy
SB Fac. Dev./Eval. [~ Prog./Adults Organ. Planning -{Acc0unt./Effic.
. 8. 18 Academic Dev, Prog./AduIts .Access/Handjcap. g Organ. é]apning
SB Freedom Instit. Reput.’ Academic Dev. .Program Eval.
9. - 1S Grad. Literacy Accounf.[Effic. Freedom . . = IyAccess/Handicap.
SB Access/Handicap. Freedom ’ Ac;ess/;I Stug, . Comm, Liaison
10. IS Research . rAdvanéed Train. Intell. Orient." " - Aéédemic Dev.
S8 Instit. Autonomy Fac. Dev./Eval. ‘dAccount./Effic. Access/PT Stud.. .
11 is Intell. Environ. 'LDemocratic Gov. Reserach IﬁtelT.;Envifpn..
SB Intell. Environ. ‘Research Intell. Environ. Access/Handicap.
12.. IS French-Cdn.Prog. " +Organ. Planning . Account./Effic. Account./Effic.
SB .| Prog./Adults Advanced Train. . Comm. Liaison New Fac.Emp.Pat.
13. 18 Ext}acgrr. Act. [ Instit. Autonomy Comm.Part./Plan. ‘Freeddm
. SB . Democratic Gov. ‘rt-Con./Camp. Goals Access/Handicap. Intell. Environ.
4. 1S intell. Orient. |bResearch Grad. Literacy Comm, Liaison
S8 French-Cdn.Prog. [~ Instit. Autonomy ‘Ind. Pers. Dev. Academic Dev.
50 7S Accéss /Handicap. Intell, Environ. Intell. Environ. _Grad. Literacy
- .SB. Program Eval. Program Eval. - Democratic Gov. tnnovation
16. 1S Program Eval. » Access/PT Stud. Advanced Train. Innovation
- - 'SB _Acqess/PTYStud. » Comm. Liaison Prog./Adults Grad. Literacy
i7. 1S Account./Effic. L Fac.. Dev./Eval. Meet Local Needs " Research’
SB '~ Con./Camp. Goals Account.Effic. Con./Camp. Goals: Instit. Autonomy
18. 15 | Access/PT Stud. Vocational Prep. Organ. Planning Prog.Del/Remote
S8 L-ind. Pers. Dev. Ind. Pers.. Dev. Comm.Part./Plan. Democratic Gov.
19. 1S ~Con-./Camp. Goéls :ibind. Pers. Dev. Prbg.Del/Rembte Meet Local Needs
: SB . + Extracurr. Act. = New Fac.Emp.Pat. -Facw Dev./Eval. Research .
20. ' is t%O?gap. Planhlng Program Eval. Fac. Dev./Eval. Ind. Pers. Dev.
. SB Intell. Environ.

Educ. Technology ..

‘Tied ranks are indicated by brackets.
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’ and newest groups of 1nst|tut|ons, there were only three outcome: goals o

N

.in the Should Be Jist out of the top twenty goals whlle there were four ‘

121

outcome goals in. the Should Be list of the . 1930 - 1959 group. ,

Instltutlonal Reputatlon was ranked first or second in the
younger groups, whlle |t was thlrd in the'oldest group and elghth in

;thev1900 - 1929 group. Freedom was ranked high for Is in ‘the older

WL
’ e

4 :

groups -and consuderably lower in the newer groups. Intellectua] Orientaf

tion ‘was ranked flrst in the oldest group for Should Be; sec0nd in. the

next oldest group, and flfth in the two newer: groups. Academnc Develop% .

’\

" ment was rated flfth in the oldest groups, eughth in the 1930 - 1959-
3 group, and fourteenth in the youngest age group Thls same pattern
; away frqm the tradltlonal prxorltles was’ seen in the\ranklng of Research .

.= ranked for Should Be -- not in the top twenty of the ldest group at

al', eleventh in the 1900 - 1929 group, twentleth and nlneteenth\Jn the '

two youngest groups lnd|V|dual Personal Development was . ranked elghteenth

N

in the two oldest groups of |nst|tut|ons for Should Be, whnle ranked four—\k

. teenth in the 1930 - l959 g///pa‘aﬁd not in the llst of the top twenty
o

for the newest unlversTtTes." : - '1' o v"‘ll
The impression from the ratlngs, of a general movnng away f rom
the tradlttonal values of unlversutles,was borne out in th|s table of
.'rank|ngs The younger un:versntles were more likely to espouse other
" than tradltlonal prlorltles The most conservatlve uni ersltles seemed

l

.to be those whlch were establxshed between 1900 and l929

i
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‘ - GOAL PERCEPTIONS:
DIFFERENCES BY S1ZE OR FULL-TIME ENROLMENT
Thns section examlnes the dlfferences of goal perceptlons by .
size of unlver5|ty. The deflnltlon of size used in thls\Study was one

[

of full-time enrolment. This was a dnfflcult deflnutlon_because some
-»unlversutles served many part- time students by de5|gn _The fact that
these students were either excluded or converted to Full-time eqU|va-
_ Tents was. not |mportant here. The purpose of examlnlng dlfferences_b;
_size"was to determine whether size of an institution'affected the;ger-
ception"of’rts goals and:priorlties. ‘As outllned in Table 5, t
under 4 000 group was the largest, almost half of the respondents, and
the over 12,000 group was the smallest w1th JUSt over 20 percent of )
"the respondents o |
o Table 3h outllnes the outcome goal perceptlons of all respon-'

dents by size of instltutlonf -There were seven statlstlcally sugnlfl-
- cant differenceslamdno these groups;, The first bears out a common ‘.l )
assumption'that small institutionsiattend more to the indiuidual'than‘do
large ones =- the s ratingiof‘lndivldualaPersonal Development was
sfgnificantly higher in tde smaller Universltles than in the'larger'
ones. The Should Be rating was also hlgher in the smaller |nst|tut|ons
‘but the dlfference was not nearly as great, and was not_5|gn|f|cant,.
vstatastically Cultural Awareness was also rated significantlyvhigher'
'|n the small lnstltutlons than in the large onés{ |

' The opposnte dtfference was seen in some of the other goal

areas: Vocatlonal Preparatlon, Advanced Trannlng, and Research ‘were
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Table 34

Outcome goal perceptions of al! respondents by slze group
(Full-time enrolment of respondent's university),
giving means and standard deviations for each, gunranked

1

A

Goal " 1s . Under 4,000 4,000-11,999 12,000 plus
# Area SB Mean SD Mean ] Mean sD
1. Academic 15 . 3.62 .58 3.34 .43 3.43 .58
Deve lopment , S8 3.93 .53 b.00 .45 h.05 .53
2. Intellectual Is 3.53 .81 3. .43 “ 3.8 - .64
© ' Orientation S8 9.33‘ .53 419 .58 L.32 .37
3. - Individual Personal 1S 3.21 .78 2.84 .61 2.61 .66
Deve lopment Y] 3.79 .59 3.60 .77 3.45 .84
4. Humanism/ ' s 2.66 .88  2.24  .60" 2.1 .53
: Altruism " SB 3.36 .70 2.96 .93 3.20 .80
5. Cultural F1s 259 .6k 2.35 .48 - 2.07 .53
Awareness SB 3.21 .65 3.01 .63 f2.82 .77
§. Traditional C0s. 168 .88 129 .46 139 .50
v Religiousness . S8 1.91  1.10 1.57 .80 - 1.75 .90
7(\ Vocational o % 2.57 .6k 2.98 .51 3.1 .58
" Preparation - SB 3.07 .81 S 3.24 .58 3.30 .62

8. \ Advanced . ,‘ xS 2.22 .97‘ S 321 .73 4 3.80 .70 -
- Tralning * SB Z.64 1,03 . 3.50 .81 L.o7- .57
9.  Research LS 2.85. .86 344 .85 3.82 .69
' ‘ *sB - 3.33 .75 3.65 B L.20 Y/
10.  Meeting Local fs ° 2.85 .60 2.96 .52 3.18 . .60
Needs' . sB 3.37 .52 3.25 .56 3.52 b5
1. Public Services s’ 281 .73 . 2.69 .63 2.73 - .51
S s “3.23 .79 3.06 . .63 3.34 .74
12.  Social s 2. i 2.31 .72 2.68 .54
Egalitarianism SB 2.85 " .9¢ 2.59 .75 3.09 57
“13.7  social ' Is  2.47 .75 2.16 .52 2.55  .b
Criticism osB " 2 1 .73 3.1 .67

.78 .75 2.51

*-.Statisticélly signjficént at the .10 level.
‘ , ) .
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i

e all rated for ls S|gn|f|cantly hlgher in the large unnversntles than

: d-hthe sma4l ones The Should Be ratlng of both Advanced Tralnlng and

f

'z}large unlverSItles rated them hlgher than in the smaFl un|ver51t|es

u-”.

*“on elther end of the spectrum, or between the respondents |n the small

, .

e

o

N

;\,as Should Be There were other goal areas for WhICh the lowest ratlngs

/"\,

"1Although not statlstlcally sugntflcant the lowest ratlng on the goal

o

2|n the mlddle group Socual Egal|tar|an|sm had the hughest ratlng for

-ih.both ls and Should Be ln the large group of unlverSItles

Table 35 reports the perceptlons of all respondents for the fr v

e

ihhgroup of process goals, accordlng to suze oF the respondents un|ver-."
nSltles There was only one statlstlcally sngnlflcant dlfference |n the

“'f’ process goals and that was on the ShOuld Be ratung of Innovatlon,

N

:lg_respondents ln the small group rated lt much hlgher than those |n the

;dmlddle suzed group

Some dlfferences in the perceptlons, although not statlstlcally

.

“‘wSIgnlflcant were worthy of note because they may lndlcate a pattern or
o o ) _ @ R :
dlrectlon._‘ Freedom was rated con5|stently hxgher aSIthe 5|ze of the

ﬁunlver5|ty lncreased Democratlc uovernance,‘and Accountabll|ty/

'x"

'.?BfFICtency were rated lowest in the mi ddle s:zed group, however

.

Generally, these dlfferences were found between the two groups o

2

vll_Research showed the same s:gnlflcant dlfference the respondents in the '

nd large |nst|tut|onal grOUps However, there were other trends whlchgfj
'should be noted here Academlc Development and lntellectual Orlenta-;flv
B} ttlon were . both rated very much the same in all groups - for ls as wellt

"ycame not |nvthe large or small group, but |n the mlddle suzed group.v,th

Apfareas Meet|ng Local Needs, Publlc Serv1ce and Soc1al CrltIC|sm occurred L



2

. Table 35

/2 " Process goal perceptions pf‘alI k§spondents_by;;{zé:grodpf’ e L T
‘ “(full-time enrolment of respondent's university), - " SRR
.. glving means’ and standard deviations for each, unranked

cn

Goal™ S s " Under 4,000 .:' 4,000-11,999 12,000 plus L
S :‘ 5}¢3“Ty5m: v sB . Mean - - SD " Mean- i SD Mean . SD

80 .. .84

LML - Freedom ot s 336 9k . 357 .98,
Fresdom | 193 -, .86

| ST RS T 1 1%
'115;,1'Dem6cratfc‘. ?1:- ._‘ - '|5 v”.’T3'5".~ 63 . 3.46 ’61:"
RS Governance - . . . sB- . .3.77 o 53; - 3.500 "_67

70 .38
.93 . .58

66 b
.34 0050 .

09 654"
66. .72 if
8656
43053
09 L3

g75,’ -+63 P
f“3'”~‘¥99'25
.03 .60

W W

S 6 comunity Coys. sk 55 i3s3 .73
L L T - 4,34 507 QQ;ISf .65:

s w

17, latellectual .. a8 3k .75 3.000 k9 o
0. Envirgnment .- - SB... 4,00 .64 - .3.76 - .58
18, innovation - s 295 63 276 6
R TR I .k .SB .0 3.58 . .62 31500 L6l

19 - Off-Campus . . IS¢ 2,18 .57 1.96 ih8
T learning o o sBo . 2,65 - .68 - 2.35. .68

NN WNTWW

656

200 accowntabflity/ 15 328 8k
.78 - ..k9

o CEfficlency ot 8B '3;85;\';y731‘“;ﬁ

s

W

RO ST e ST
: »#' Statistically significant at the 10 level.

Cor



.and hlghest ln.the large group, 'Otfnéamous‘Learningaand-communityjj L
}twere both rated more equally |n’the 1arge and smal] groups, but of

| least |mnortance |n the mld size group lntellectual Envnronment

dd,vwas rated hlghest in the small group, and recelved conS|stently ]ess‘

,flmportance in the mld snze and ]arge groups

The standard devuatlons WhICh tndlcatedktheAamount of‘agree"dld

-;ment among respondents showed the most varuance in the sma]lest.
"5t_un|ver51t|es, and more agreement 1n the two larger groups | Thlsv
;lndlcates that the small unlversltles were more dlverse as a group

N ‘Table 36 llsts the mlscellaneous goal perceptlons for al]
"}ﬂgresnondents by S|ze of untversuty There was only one- statlstlcally

'ﬂ;SIgnlflcant leFerence |n these.perceptlons, and that was the Shou]d o
u;s‘Be ratlng of Extracurrlcular Act|V|t|es, whlch was rated sngnlfacantthi
5Thlgher in the small unrver5|t|es thah lﬂ the mldd]e snzed ones -~
h? Other xnterest:ng flndlngs lndlcated the need for greater rmjt"}
prouement |n eertaln goal areas Graduate theracy espectally |n the [:::%g

:largest unlverS|t|es' Organlzatlonal Plannlng |n all groups, Program"
:'dEvaluatlon in all gr0ups, Community Llalson especlally in the smallestq_
':fﬁunnversntles,-and Campus Goal Consensus especually in the.largest |
eunltersmtles On one goal area,_lntercol]eglate Athletres, respondents;t?a‘

"~_|n the small unlver5|t|es |nd|cated that wtyshould‘recetve less tmpor-'ﬂ

®

tance ln the future'-- whlle For all other goal areas an lmprovement

"?:ffwas |nd|cated Generally,bthere was. more dlsagreement among the respon—

Y

"fndents ln each group On these goals the hlghest standard devnation ,'-“‘

f.;jbelng on Graduate theracy |n the Small and m|d snze groups ':deiid e
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‘Communlty'Partlcipatlon in Planning-anchampus~Goal'Consensus in the
.:pmld s.ize group
Table 37 ]lStS the local Canaduan goal perceptlons of . all

'respondents by size of. unlversnty There were two statnstucally sng-»

o nlflcant d|fferences in the perceptlons both on the goal area Of

’fhhprograms' in French Canadlan Culture.‘ The: Is ratlng for both the small

Zw,and mlddle S|zed group was stgnnflcantly lower than the ratlng of the
1';large gr0up The Should Be ratlng of the large group was also S|g- 3'
pﬁn|f|cantly h:gher than the mlddle snzed group The large size groupﬂ
f:iplaced S|gn|f|cantly hlgher lmportance on. French Canadlan Cultural
la-Programsb | - . L » | |

Program Dellvery to Remote Areas was rated more |mportant |n.f:

“? the large group than “Ain the two smaller groups, and wnth less dlsagree-"

. -

::.:ment among'respondents | Experlentlal Learnlng was rated as belng more

vlf:lmportant as the s:ze ‘group. |ncreased | The Development of Educatlonal
'Technology was rated hlghestxln the small group Blllngual |nstruct|on:;
iwas rated lowest in the mlddle group Part tlme Students recelved morewdj'

ITTLempha5|s as |nstltut|onal size lncreased Programs for Mature Studentsfi

and Accessublllty to the Handlcapped were rated much the same by all 'hilivg

. m, o

groups.: Faculty Development and Evaluatlon and New Faculty Employment
Patternsvwere pe:celved as needlng great |mprovement |n the future wnth.fbi
large‘gaps between the 1s’ and Should Be ratlngs of all groups.d:7"' o

| As |n prev:ous analyses, thevstandard\deVlatlons were hlgher ohf'

these goal areas than on other goal areas when respondents were groupedff:
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 Table 37

‘LocaliCanadian gqa1‘pefception§ q? all.?espondén;s by size .group
© o (full-time enrolment of respondent*s university); -

' giving means. and standard deviations for each, unranked

Goal
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_Instructlon in all groups

'1igroups

'to Part T|me Students as second lntellectual Orlentatlon was ranked

130

T

‘by suze, lndlcating ‘a lack of consensus ln these areas .The largest

dlsagreement came on the goal of Program Delnvery to Remote Areas and
French Canadlan Culture ln the small InStltUthﬂS, and Bllnngual

When all four groups of goal areas were comblned by perceptual

.

‘fratlngs and ghen ranked accordtngly from hlghest to lowest ethe top

twenty of the forty goal areas were ordered as shown in Table 38

1

.'Here ‘some of the dlfferences by suze of un1versnty become more apparent

'.Instltutlonal Reputatlon was - ranked hlghest Should Be for all groups,.

and Communlty was ranked thlrd Should Be |n«all Groups The other goals

we re glven a varlety of prlorltles by the dlfferent groups,,and may ln-__i

: dlcate further polarlty espec»ally between the small and large suze

[

0rgan|zat|onal Plannlng was rated second Should Be by the small ’;:

'Qunlversttles,vflfth by the m|ddle group and: snxth by the large S|ze
"elnst:tutlons The second ranked goal ln the mlddle group for Should Be

‘vtiwas Intellectual Orlentatlon, whlle the large group ranked ACCESSIbI]ltY ’

v

fourth Should Be |n the small and large groups, and second in the

1kmlddle group Adults/Mature Students Programs was ranked flfth Should
'fBe ln the small group, elghth ln the mlddle group, and 14, 5 in the large

E group Graduate Lnteracy was ranked snxth Should Be |n the small and

_1;"'

‘.mlddle group, and 9 5 ln the large group Indnvndual Personal Develop"“‘,;' y
:ment only appearedln the top twenty ranked goals of the small unuver- =

: s:tles, whereas Research dld not appear in thlS group, but was ranked e



The twenty hlghest ranked o
. when grouped by size,

or. full-time enrolment,

- Table’jB

f all goal ‘areas as perceived by all respoﬁdents
of the respondents'

universities

IS

Full-Time Enroiment

FulleTlme~Enrolment

8B

lnnovatlon

Rank Full-Time- Enrolment im
o SB. Under 4,000 Students 7 '4000-11,999 Students’ © 12,000 Students Plus
1. 1S ftAdult/Ha.St. Programs Instit. Reputation Instit. Reputation -
SB Instit Reputation instit. Reputation instit. Reputation
2. 1S Instit. Reputatlon .lnstlt..Autonomy - ‘Researchr'n K
SB - Organlzatnonal Plan Intell.'Oruentatlon : ;[Access:-P-T_Student;
3.0 18 i Communlty : - 'Freedom Adult/Ha:St. Programs
i s8 . Community Community' Community
s, 5, Academic: Development Communlty Advanced Tralnlng
' sB . lntell;‘Orientation [Proqram Evaluatlon [lntell Orlentatlon
5. (ERE Access;‘P?T Students'D L Graduate Literacy : Freedom ) .
T -SB Adult(Ma.Stu>Programs Organizational Plan.. Program Evaluatlon .
6. 15 .lntell;‘Orlentotion " Access: Handicap. St.. [;Access P-T Students'
e Y- Gréddate Literacy“ Graduate Literacy = Organ. Planning
‘ ]f lS% Democratuc Gov . ‘Democtatic Gov. ‘Democratic_Gov.
- 1: A Faculty Dev. /Eval . Academic-Deve lopment Research #
8. . .18~ lnstlt, Autonomy, ’Reseakch e Community . ..
S USB Access:_Handlcap.'Str .Adult/Md‘St.‘Programs i Faculty Dev./Eval.
9., s ‘-/lntell. Environment . Adult/Ma St Programs. French- Cdn. Programs
= -SB A'lntell,‘Environnent : Communntx Lnalson , Accéss:’ Handlcap .St
ERS ,“,."’b.x ) . o )
10, - 1S .Graduate Literacy Intell. Orientation . [:Access: Handlcap. Stl
wln USBe Academic Development . ’-Access o P T Students L graduate Literacy
L s “Freedom - * Academlc Development f '~Account./EFFiclencyv
; - SB Account /Effucnency ) L Iastit. Autonomy LAdvanced Training
5l2, g'lS Account /EfflClency Advanced Trarnlng Academic Developnent
L SB Communlty,Llalson .o - Access : Handlcap St Academl Development
:l3;;A‘flS‘ Organ. Plannlng : Access: PTT Students - lnstlt Autonomy
o SB . Program Evaluatlon 1('AcCOunt,/Efficienty ) lAccount /Efflctency
4L, 1S Access™ Handncap St " Account./Efficiency Facultx;Dev./Eval.
h . SB Instit. Autonomy Tntell. Environment {~ French-Cdn. Programs
15. 'lS ind. Personal'Dev." 10tgan; Planning . Program .Evaluation
i 'SB tnd. Personal - Dev. - Faculty Dev./Eval. +'Adul t/Ma.5t. Pnograms'
16. 1S’ Extracurr. ACtivltieS" "~ intell. Environment»'v Drgan Planning -
N .. SB. Democtatlc Gov ) ‘Fyeedom o Democratnc Gov
3 l7. 1§ Faculty Dev /Eval '-’Vocatlonél Prep. ) -Meetlng Local Needs
I ~SB New Fac.Emp: Patterns New Fac. Emp ‘Patterns = —Freedom
18, s Consensus/Camp goals : . Meetlng Local Needs L Communi ty. Liaison
. SB _-Concensus/Camp Goals Research : -+ Consensus/Camp Goals™
'l9.:i.ll3~ l_lnnovatlon : : ':1 —Consensus/Camp Goals’ - -Program Del y/Remote
- SB Access P-T Students [lnd Personal Dev ) L Instit. Autdnomy
20. lle Communlty Lnalson Conmunlty LlalSOn . Llntell. Orlentatlon
’ : Advanced Trannlng

Communl%y Liaison

)

Tied Ranks. are indicated by brackets:

.

31
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elghteenth of the middle group and seventh in the large group. -Advanced
Tralnlng also dld not appear in the top twenty ranked goals of the
small group, but ranked twentleth in the mlddle group. and eleventh
. the large group -- one hlgher than Academlc Development

The total . number oF process goals appearlng in the ‘top twenty
goals’ for Should Be was lnterestlng, as the mlddle group had flve, whlle
the other two'groups'had only three each. They were. dlfferent goals,
though and lndlcated qulte a dlfference in prlorlty Respondents from"
‘small unlverS|t|es ranked flve process goals and three outcome goals in
the llst of the top twenty,’and these were falrly evenly spread over the
llst Respondents from mlddle SIzed un|ver5|t|es had flve1outcomeAgoals
i’and only four process goals in the top twenty, but mos t of these were
;1grouped near . the bottom of the Tist. ' The group of large unlversntles.had
* four each of both outcome and process goals, but most of the outcome
'hgoals were much hlgher |n the list than the process goals lt might,

‘ oy R
.therefore be concluded that there was Q tendency for lnstltutlons to
» /

‘glve more‘prtorlty to outcome goals and/less to process goals as theyl
. . / . .

-7<|ncreased insize. '

ln summary, there were a number of 5|gn|f|cant differences among
*the perceptlons of respondents when they were grouped by - reglon, age,_
‘and S|ze of thenr unnvers»tles There were. fewer dlfferences when 3
grouped by age of unlversuty, almost half the number of dlfferences found

‘than when grouped by reglon and snze Thus vthere were consnderably more'

.'dlfferences by - reglon and S|ze of unlverSIty than by age. ’
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: GOAL PERCEPTIONS L
MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 1S AND SHOULD BE

Differences.in goal perceptions may be analyzed in-a number_of

l ' .
ways. ThIS Iast sectlon examines the dnfferences between the means of’

the ratungs for Is .and Should Be for the total sample and ranks these
from highest to lowest The amount of dlfference between the, tWo means
|nd|cates the amount of . change needed as- percelved by the respondents

As . prevnously stated, all of these goals were rated as needlng more

|mportance in the,future than they'have now,'but the amount of increase
—_ : : : ///

was'exam}ned_here. N . | o o //
R ‘:Table 39VTndicates the ranking'ofrtheicombined outeome:and .
‘process.goals by mean;difference;' The éoa{ peroeiyed to need the;‘

greatest amount of improuement, or increase'in importance,fWas(Tntelf

lectual Orientation; Fol]owed\by,Humanism/Altruism; and Individual
tat ! , i R &

A

Personat'Deveiobmeht; CulturalhAwareness“was fourth;'TntelJectua]”'
.énvironment mas fifth'band Accountaleity/Efficfency was sixth.
hCommunlty, Innovatlon, and Off Campus Learn|nd were next Follomed by
Academic Deveiopment_un tenth posutlon. These ratings glve another‘
. perspective to the totai question of priOrities, as 50me‘of these_goa]s
‘haue not appeared hfgh on the Tists.in prev}ous'dfscussions.' |

B Table Lo presents/a ranklng of" the mlscellaneous.goals by.
mean dlfferen;e‘between Is and Should Be for all respondents The two
‘hiéhestymean differences,were recorded'for Program Eva]uatlon and
‘Oréaniiatfonaertanntng. 'Communfty Liaison,ﬁGraduate‘Literacy, andh

‘Consensus on Campus Goals were next. Institutional Reputation and -
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Table 39

Ranking of outcome and process goals-combined by mean difference
between the Is and Should Be ratings of all respondents

Rank - Goal Area Is " Should e - Mean
. ) B Rating - Rating . * Difference
1. - Intellectual OrIentatioﬁ 3.&5“ ‘ : 5.28 | .86 | °’.a
2. Humanism/Altruism Co2.42 ©3.20 ‘ 78
- 3. individual Personal Dev. 2.97 © 3.66 o - 169 P
k4, -Cultural Awareness = '} ) 2.41 . o '3.07 .66
5. “IntelTectual Eavironment. o323 o 3.86 . .63
6. _Ac;ountabllity/Efficiency - . 3.27 n 3.87 R .60
*7.  Community = o 3.71 . b.29 .58
8. ‘Innovation ., 2.88 - - 3.4} o .57
9. . Off-Campus Learning ‘ ©2.09 o - 2.58 o " 49
10, ° Academic.Development - .  3.h9 - 3.98 48
. Public Service ‘ 2.75 3.20 b
12, Meeting Local:Needs: 2195 ©3.36 SRR
13, Social Egalitarianismb 2.43 - v . 2.82 ' ) .39
14,52 Research o 323 3,61 B
b5 Social Criticism/Activism ~  2.39 . 2.76 - .38
T6. Vocational Preparation .. 2.8 » ;.3.17‘ S .36
17.° - Advanced Training. - ©2.85 . 3.20 . 1
18.  Traditional Religfousness .~ . 1.50 em R )
19, -gDemocratic Governance R 3.53 o 3.72- C .19
20, .

Freedom : 3.51 N W T 12
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Table 40

 Ranking of miécellanéous goals by. mean difference
between the Is and Should Be ratings of all respondents

Is

Should Be

2.h2

Rank Goal Area Mean
: ) Rating Rating Difference
. Program Evaluation 2.93 4.02 1.09
2; OTganizatiénal é|annin;' 3.20 4,28 _‘|;07
3. Community Liaison 2.94 3.87 .93
L, " Graduate Literacy 3.33 4,06 72
5. . Consensus on Campus Goéls 2.93 3.61{ : .69
6; Community.Particibation in .
: Plgnning ) _ : 2.67 _‘3.28 .61 .
1. Institutional Reputationv 3.37 \i;ho ‘ .53
.8. Institutional Autonomy 3.50 3.85 ' ;35 o
9. Extracurricular Activities 2.9 3.24 .33
10. :Intercollegiate‘Atﬁ]etics' 2 2.45 .03

&
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lnstitutional Autonomy, while ranked highly on other listings, were to-
ward the'bottom of this listing.
Table 41 presents a ranklng of the local Canadian goal per-

-ceptions by mean dnfferences. New Faculty Employment Patterns, Faculty

, Developm:ht and Evaluatlon, and Development of Educatlonal Technology
headed the llst of areas that needed considerably more attentlon in

the future. Acce55|b|l|ty of Programs to Handlcapped Students, French—‘
‘éanadian CUltural_Programs, and Bnlnngual lnstructlon wereAalso qu1te’
high.” -

B These perceptual differences may be |nterest|ng, and ‘they pro-
vide an |nd|cat|on of goal areas that need attentlon, hut they do‘not
|nd|cate the overall priority glven these areas. For instance, van
Varea may need much |mprOVement, but still be rated qutte low overall,
or. |t mlght need less lmprovement because it is already rated hlgh
Therefore, a comb|nat|on of the ratlngs for Should Be with’ these mean

fdlfferences was calculated ln order to analyze the prlorlty for future ;
emphases on the goal areas in Canadlan unlver5|t|es H

Table h2 prov1des a ranknng of the two figures comblned --
mean dlfferences wuth Should Be ratlngs -- for the highest twenty of all
goals ) Thus prnorlty listing provides a new set of f|gures, whlch
‘|nd|cates how respondents percelve that Canadian unnvers:tles should
glve thelr attentlon to new |n|t|at|ves : Organlzatsonal Plannlng topé
’ the llst, followed by lntellectual Orlentatlon, and Program Evaluatlon.

Instltut|0nal Reputatlon was fourth followed by Faculty Development and

'Evaluatlon. Communlty was: 5|xth New Faculty Employment Patterns was

Y



Table Ul

Ranking pf,locél Canadian goals by mean difference
between the |s and Should Be ratings of all respondents

4

Rank Goal Area “Is ~ Should Be Mean

’ Rating Rating Difference
1. New Faculty Employment '
Patterhs * Co 2.52 3.69 1.17
2. - Faculty Development and ‘ .
' Evaluation : , 3.06 .- 3.98 .93
3. Educat ional Technology; . E
.Development of o 2.43 3.7 L7k
L, Accessiblli;i/Handicappe& 3.34 3.98 o 64
5.5. " French-Canadian Cultural ’ ] ' :
Programs R 3.20 b
5.5 Bilingual Instructiong . "2.48 » ‘ b
7. Experiential Learning L 2.4 ! .. ' .§3
8. Accessibility/Part-Time -
Students ' 3.87. . . S 1
9. Adult/Mature i L
Programs 4.06 ' o .33

10.  program Delivery/Remate Areas ~ 2.80 2,94 s

-

-
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:The twenty h:ghest ranked goal areas as percelved by

Should. Be’ rating was. combined
between 1s and Should Be: ratlngs

all respondeﬁts when the’
L wlth .the mean‘d«fference

"Table. hz

A“Rank‘

" Goal Area Y

| Should Be
" Rating

Mean _'7
:leference

‘t:”Combinedd:
. Total .

8.

_3 19.

20,5,

| 'ff2045

_.Instltutlonal Autonomy

0rgan|zational Plannlng
Intellectual 0r|entat|on
v‘. Program Evaluatlon B 'fla

: lnstltutlonal Reputatlon

Faculty Development and
Evaluatlon o .

Communlty .

New Faculty Employnent
Patterns o

Communlty Lisison fg7j5l 
Graduate theraéy
Accessvballty Handlcapped

Intellectual Envuronment

Accountablllty/ﬁfflcnency ‘“

’ Academ|c Development -

Adult/Mature Studeqt
Programs

lnduvndual Personal
Development

Consensus on Campus Goals;f

Accessnbnllty;' Part Tlme f‘
Students S .

: Research' T e

]
lnnovataon

: Humanlsm/Altrulsm

Ch28

&h.ho

3:5.78 :.ﬁ‘ ‘

ERER S
:'?3.87':7 ‘

‘v3.98.3,"

uzai'-"

h 02,
w29
LR

\::3'87. '
506

T 406

S

. E3:éé.i.“:
*3.6l;n

4

3 87?51”‘
_n,‘3.61
"n,3rhl;'

3,200

. .93 | S
.58

1lul7l; o
R
f172'ifnﬁi:

.63
.59
g

.33. v"' N
’259';'
R L
by
35
;2380
.57
78

e WAl WA

s
e
.93
.91
.80 .
6

k.62

R

4y
.47
b6
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o~ RN e ) P S - : . S
‘ seventh Community Lfaison was eighth‘ Graduate Literacy -= ‘ninth,

;_dand Acce55|b|l|ty of Programs to the Handlcapped was tenth }-;}.v[;\,'
| In examlnlng th1s prlorlty2l|st|ng, it was’ |nterest|ng to" note
that only one outcome goal and only one. process‘goal ‘were. lncluded in .
: dwthe top ten 1 Half of the goals of the top ten |n thlS lnstlng were.
'ifrom the mnscellaned&s goal group, and three were from the local - :‘ﬁbll
f‘fCanadlah goals> ln the second ten prlor|ty goals four were‘outcome Ti
goals, three were-process‘goals, two were mlscellaneous, and two wererb--'
”Hlocal Canadsan goals The tradltxonal outcome goal Research vwas
‘7%}ranked nlneteenth.overall e-‘wuth many more goals thought to be more
S 7lmportant than lt;" The other tradltlonal goa] of unlverSItles,‘Publlc’
9. Servnce, was notvlncluded ln the top twenty, and |n fact was~rarely ‘

fment|oned in any of the llStS of the hlghest ranked twenty goal areas

| _SUMMARY e

Thls chapter has provnded a detalled analysns of the data, -

'\}\i lnstlng the~ratlngs and ranklngs of the respondents to the lGlynnstruleT'”'T'

T'ment useﬂ n thls study' The analyses were portrayed ln 42 tables whlch - vf

f?descrrbed or’ lnsted the responses accordnng to the subproblems of the

The flndlngs tncluded a respondent proflle,.ratlngs and ranklngs

r.,

' s udy’
’of dlfferences between respondent groups for Is and Should Be goals,‘and_kd:
differences between groups by p05|t|on, and by reglon, age nd snze of

rfunuvefsnty ‘ Flnally, the mean dnfferences between Is and Should Be
o _ratlngs were examlned along wlth the combnned totals for Should Be and - o
: . . {4 7}, | S . : o t,, e ;7.
'-mean dlfferences. The next chapter presents the conclusnons and lmPPQE? _\;;
catlons of thls study for Canadian unnversntles.v,.=~i R P T TR

{~a

4



. Methodology -

Purpose . T e T e T e RS N

‘i:i:'. | T".' . " ;:‘: f-_l@{\:' }*] o ;}tl.n'ﬂ 1-':_"» {;p.:y, \H

v,chalrman from each mnst;‘

T'group w%@ very good

. CHAPTER FIVE ’

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

. SUMMARY

. The purpose of thlS study was to examlne the current and Future' e
e

'-goals of Canadlan unnversutles as percelved by presudents and board
”“Cha'rme“’ and | t° Compare the'r 9081 Perceptlons by the reglon, age,vand e

© size of thelr lnstltutlons

The Instltutlonal Goa]s Inventory (1976) was used as a survey

lﬁjnstrument to ascertaln goal perceptlons because it was wel] known and E

rdhad been valldated by prevnous use |n such studles : The Engllshﬂghd

B3

‘ French translatlons of the Canadlan verstdn of the |nstrument were used

wnth ten addltlonal goal ntems added from recent Canadlan concerns

o A total of 100 questlonalres were sent |n November 1981 Flfty

e

,runlversttles were |ncludedfnn the study, and two constutuencnes were b o

asked to partnCIpate -- a pre51dent or chlef admlnlstrator,.and a board

tlon y:The responSe rate from the presndent

::)4t

The board chalrmen were not as res-,~'55

fhi;ponsove, on]y l% out of h8 replled

The respondents were asked to rate 100 goal statements \n two

-:‘Q

2

){gways how xmportant “Is“ the goal presently at the:r un%§§§5|ty,, ddah'

A
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hom.lmportant it ”Should Be e The ratlngs merebglyen on a 5 pOInt
scale W|th 1 meanlng low and 5 meanlng hlgh lmportance The one hun- R
dred goal statements were d|V|ded |nto four categorles . thirteen.outcome
goal areas, seven process goal areas, ten mlscellaneous goals, and ten‘v

? Tlocal-Canadlan goals;

“'RespOndentfProflleﬂ, )

of the respondents to be establlsh:d by posutlon, and by unuversnty

reglon, age, and suze The data analyS|s was: then d|v1ded nnto Seven
. . tv_

3;sectlons ’ respondent proflle, goal perceptions ls and Should Be

dnfferences by posutlon, dlfferences by reglon, age, stze,"
The respondents were grouped by the tour reglons of Canada mlth
pro¥lmately equal numbers | Western Canada wnth l6 respondents, - |
sOntarlo wrth lS respondents, Quebec.w1th 8 respondents, nd Atlantlcb
tanada w1th 15 respondents Ontarlo had the largest number of actualv~5f
".':unlver51t|es, but the lowesthresponse rate:--vso as ‘av reglon, lt was1fﬂ’“
‘f{under represented |n thls study Respondents were’ also grouped lnto,.~l
a‘four grouplngs by the age of thetr untversutles, or the year thew
l.llnstltutlon was granted unlver5|ty'status Before l900 w1th l2 ‘
ll900 - 1929 wuth 7, l930 - 1959 wnth l5, ‘and Slnce l960 wnth 20 The_:h
ls:ze of the untversnty, based upon full tlme enrolment resulted |n‘threexuz.

s?groups ll respondents from unnversntles wnth ‘an enrolment of l2 OOO or:

: more, l7 respondents from untversnt|es wnth enrolments of 4 000 to ll 999 f ,_’



students, 26 from the small unlver5|t|es W|th under h 000 students
Some lnterestlng Factors emerged from the respondent proflles
the maJorlty of the oldest unnversut|es in Canada respondlng were from

’

' Eastern Canada,‘and the maJorlty of the youngest unlver5|t|es respond-

\

14|ng were from the West.t The West and Ontarno had the most large und =
.ver5|t|es respondlng,hthe Atlantlc reglon had the.most small unlveh-:r‘
4snt|es respond|ng, but no large unlverSItles respOndlng The maJorlty of
small |nst|tut|ons respondlng were establlshed sunce l960 however,.the“
T'largest number oF mlddle snzed unlverSTtles respondlng were establlshed
:tbetween l930 - l959 The prof;le of respondents lndlcated that thls
“study was Faurly representatlve of ‘a cross sectlon of all Canadlan

unlver5|t|es .\.].,.‘.~ " '-33.* S TR D ",.5..'i” - .

1

L FINDINGS

o

The maJor f:ndlng frOm the data analySes preSen;p fln\detalliin:

i';Chapter h |s that the tradltlonal outcome goals of . teaching, research '
-and publlc servuce were not rated very hlgh and certalnly not as hlgh as
_other goals in: the process, mlscellaneous, or local goal categorles df'

. fthe three tradltlonal outcome goals, however 'lt can be sald that teach- ¥

‘ |ng was deFanltely rated hlghest, W|th research well down the llst and S S
’lpubllc servnce toward the bottom 0verall, the process goals were more

-

:flmportant in the perceptlon of the respondents than were the more tradl-:”‘

tlonal outcome goals

'T{ When the outcome goals were examlned by themselves, the teachlng—‘

'.related goals of the unlver51ty, Academlc Development and Intellectual
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'

2vh0r|entat|on, we re the most.hlghly rated However,‘theSe were glven al
R‘Dratlng only half way between “of medsum lmportance” and “of hlgh |mpor—
'mtance The Should Be ratlng of these two teachlng re]ated goals was t:
'[“of hlgh |mportance” or a luttle hlgher : And when ranked w1th the pro—v
';‘cess goals, they ‘were rated below the process goal Communlty, placnng -
%ﬁsecond and thlrd rank ' When they were radked wnth all of the goal
"nareas, they droppéd down to thlrd and nlnth rank
. Another general flndtng from thls study was’ that lnvthe percep-'v
;tlons of the presndents and board chalrmen of respondent unlverSItles,
GCanadlan unnversntnes should be - do:ng conS|derably more |n almost all
lareas |n the future | lt could be argued that admlnlstrators are‘never;ﬁ_f-
':ilsatiSfled and that these two respondent groups represent the admlnlstra-i:>
’:‘tlon of each unlverslty *Yet; ina tlme of flnancaal restratnt, these |
';gadmlnlstrato?s have suggested that thelr un|ver51tnes should be do:ng
',imore’and not less Wlth only one exceptlon, every ratung for Should Be

. ;was substantlally hlgher than the Is rattng The questlon lmmed|ately

-lcomes to mlnd "How can a unlverSIty do more wuth less?“ ’The answer to ,’ff'”

J"lifthus questuon may be in the h:gh ratnngs glve“ to Accountab']'ty/Eff'-i

ﬁ{vCIency, Organtzatlonal Plannlng, Program Evaluatlon, Faculty DeVelopment
dand Evaluatnon, and New Faculty Employment Patterns Attentlon to these

: goalslmay lndeed help a UanerSltY to do more. wnth less;.h.;ffa" o

When all goal areas were comblned . the " top ranked.goal‘was

:.flnstltulonal Reputatuon from the mlscellaneous goal group It could be‘

'1argued that admlntstrators, especually the chlef admlnlstrators, are

'_often most dlrectly concerned wnth the subJect of InStltUthnal reputatlon,



:aédcértainty"hoard chalrmen also are.greatty c
‘matter; Perhaps thls, too, was a partlal resul
‘awhen a- un1versnty |s asked to do more W|th less
A'XLPFOteCtIVG of both |ts terrltory and |ts reputa

~however, that Reputatlon was rated as more |mpo

AS

,j;felse ‘a unlverS|ty does Perhaps one explanatlo
’flkffor the hlgh ratlngs of thIS goal had to do wi

‘*ﬂ;empha5|5 on fund ralsxng, and the dependence fo

'*Von the reputatlon of a unuver51ty

thi

oncerned about thls

t of f|nancmal restrarnt;i;
bmt is apt to become.',’_’hﬂf
tlon.a It was surprlsrnd,,
rtant than everyth|ng B

n Wthh could be offered .
th thevunlverSItles ’Héw~ o

r success of thls venture“_i

o

Another hlghly rated goal area, ‘a process goal was‘fommunity;’

;~3Th|s goal seems to present the ldeal of colleglallty, and lt was not sur-d

‘Iﬂ;area was ranked hlgher than any of_the other ou

:#Vboth ls and Should Be Few admnnlstrators woul

“f;was surpr|51ng that they would rank nt above te

'jjof thlS process goal Communlty, represents am

e f?that in the perceptlon of the presxdents and bo

- ‘ D
»the teachlng and research actlvutses of the unn

Another general flndlng of thls study w

”ﬁ'prlorlty placed on the tradltlonal research fun
d‘~f|t cou]d be. argued that research was often il
" ?pre5|dent or board chalrman of a unlverS|ty

'fffcomblned research was ranked 13 5 for ls, and

“eiﬁ prlsnng that |t was rated hlgh]y What was surprtsung was that thlS goal

tcome or process goals for

d dlspute thlS goal as a

'?statement of the |dea1 toward whlch a: unuversnty should str|ve, but

achlng The hlgh ratlng |
aJor flndrng of thIS study,

ard chalrmen of Canadlan ;"

>,funlvers|t|es the sense of rapport or communlty was more |mportant than

BN

versnty

as the relatlvely fé@dfdiv:

ction, of the untversnty
actlve |nterest of the

vihen: all goal areas were

not on the list of the .



145

top twenty goals at’ all for Should Be. Even when the outcome and process
;{vgoals-werescomblned research was . ranked 7.5 for ls and 9 for Should Be |
;‘among these 20 goal areas | l

| : Publlc SerV|ce ls the name; glven to one. of the outcome goal areas,4
”‘:and thIS goal tself rarely made |t into- any llst of the 'top twenty goals
,lout of forty When ranked overall w»th JUSt the outcome“and process goals,*

-

'gst was ranked fourteenth for Is and th|rteenth for Should Be among 20
fgoal areas.ﬁ However, when thlS area was exam|ned further, and the goals“
1f¢:from the mlscellaneous and local Canadlan goal llsts that Were related to

: Publlc Servnce were lncluded some of these appeared in the top twenty

1'#ﬂgoal areas ‘ These areas that could be consndered Publlc Servnce may
: ‘ .

"5.ﬁj|nclude Meetlng Local Needs, Communlty Llalson, and Programs for Remote

‘,fAreas When all goals were comblned mthe Should Be ratlng of Communlty

'*’;lealson was twelfth Meetlng Local’Ngeds was low on the llst for Is,

#

v-but not for Should Be.v Although |t could be argued that unuversntles

A'fﬂmay attend to communlty llaxson for reasons other than publlc servuce,

:°;fftop ranked twenty of all goals

' }fthls was the only goal that appeared on’ the l:st for Should Be of the
Another surprnsnng flndrng of thus study Was the low prlornty
:glven to both Advanced Trannlng and Vocatlonal Preparatlon lt has often
1h;ﬁbeen assumed that the small llberal arts college and vocatlonal tratnlngl;:ff
'waere at opposlte ends of the unuversnty spectrum and that a unlversntyli
‘,{iW|th llmlted funds could do one or the other but not both(ﬂjﬂhen the

“.llstlng of all goals ranked together was examnned nelther Vocatlonal

:ffPreparatlon nor. Advanced Tralnlng appeared in the top twenty goals ‘ﬁThe'}:



llsttng‘of just  the outcome and process goals revealed that out of these
'twenty goal areas, Advanced Tralnlng was ranked “twelfth for Both Is and

_ Should Be, and Vocatlonal Preparatlon ‘was ranked thlrteenth and flfteenth
"for Is and Should Be,‘respectlvely |

One other group of goals that bears examining. was’ the group that
vpertalns to the students themselves Indnyldual Personal Development,
Humanlsm/Altrulsm,'and Cultural' areness are goal areas that relate to

, the development of the student M st of the time, these goals were per-
celved as qU|te low on the list of what Is most lmportant‘ 'ln‘theihighestf
twenty goal ranklngs of all Forty goal areas, lnd|V|dual Personal Develop-x
ment was ranked elghteenth ‘ ThlS goal area was ranked twentleth of all‘
xcgoals by the presudents for Should Be, but flfteenth for Should Be by
'Stboard chalrmen The other student related goal areas. dld not appear at

all among the top twenty goals, E N - R }ﬁ'

/

o Whlle these low ratlngs |nd|cate lmportance on the development oF

: '|nd|thual students, there were a few other goal areas that were often

”.;placed hlgher in the ranks ~and |nvolved groups of mlnorlty students.
/

"These goal areas concerned Pth-Tume Students, Handlcapped, and Adult or
"Mature Students These goals were: part of the llst of local Canadlan goals'
| (whlch were’ added to the IGI for thlS study These goals were ranked

'V,surpr|5|ngly hlgh when comblned wuth all goal areas. Programs for Adults/

"TfMature Students was rated second most lmportant Is, and 5. 5 rank for

' »nShould Be'. Part TlmeStudents was elghth and twelfth for ls and Should Be,

A‘and Handlcapped Students was tenth and nlnth respectlvely



s

There is one other area in which the rankings-revealed a priority'
that‘was unexpected. Throughout the liStings; the Is and Should Be rat-

ings and ranklngs on goals were glven . As mentioned previously, very

few tlmes were the goals Humanlsm/Altru15m or Ind|v1dual Personal Develop-

ment held as of very hlgh |mportance. But when the mean dufferences .

‘were ranked from highest to lowest for the outcome and process goals,

fthese two goal areas appeared as second and thlrd highest rank after
‘Intellectual 0r|entat|on, lndlcatlng they needed the most change or im-

provement ln the future " The next’ two goals were. also a. surprnse --

Cultural Awareness‘and Intellectual EnV|ronment were fourth and flfth
ranked

The last maJor frndlng of thlS study was related to the group of

'goal areas that were percelved to need the most lmprovement in” the future

'”they have to do with runnlng unlver51t|es ‘more efflclently Wnth 0nly

two exceptlons, lntellectual.Orlentatlon and.lnstltutlonal Reputatlon,

the - top enght prlorlty goals were related to unnversuty management ‘The.

- areas’ that were perceived’ to need |mprovement could be consndered re-

lated to management i'ssues: Organlzatlonal Plannlng, Program Evaluatlon,

Faculty Development and Evaluataon, Communlty, New Faculty Employment

"Patterns,‘and Communltvalalson. Thls llstlng was surprnsung only in

traditional,terMS,’in.thinking of the outcome goals of un|vers|t|es as

* the most.lmportant.v'ln view of the economic,sltuation'in Canada,'in

addition to declining'enrolments;.these goals.are not surprisingly.rated ’

as needing the most attention in the immediate future.
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CONCLUSIONS

There was cpnsiderable evidence in this étudy that the trédi-
. T ' »o o ST
tional outcome goals of universities (teaching, research, and public //
service) no longer constitute the most important university goals in

"HCanadé. .The following conélusﬁoné are based on the‘f{ndingéz
I;, Many of the pchéss‘goalsléfe genera]ly more importanf in
Canédfan unfvérsitfes than the‘traditiona] ou£come goa{s.v‘
2. The hiéhesf briori;yAgoal'fn Canadian uniyer;ftiﬁé is Insti-’
tutional Réﬁqtatjbn, e$péciaIly'ih tHe.youngeSt universitiés.

«3. Research is-only of medium importance in Canadian universi-

ties, and isvmost important in the large-sized universities.

°

:Q.IkPub]ic_Serviéé is of lower than medium imporfénceAin
Canadian_qniyéfsities." | \
'vé; Dé9é1opmenf‘oflthe»studenp as -an indiyiduaj fs a- more important -
'goalﬁjn Canadian univgrSities ﬁhan‘jObfrelatéd ﬁrafnfﬁg pf Qréduépe
.;tudjés,;ésbécfalfy in.the smali%sized*QQTVersifies."
6; There'fs'gfowihg imPOftancefp]ééed onbaqcé§§ibi1ity of pro-
v ~grams to minOfity.gkﬁupsushéhias5the handicapped, partjiimé,studénté,'énd
- édUIf/mature.students. ‘

‘ 7. 'fhéfé*Wére“significént differencegibefweén;fhe gdal;pfiorities
of thejtwocrgspondent gfoups:”:the presidents_placed:more eﬁphasis.on the
'£raditfpnal goa]é of teaching and learning, whiie.thebboard'chairTen‘ |
.plaﬁed more importénce.onjeffjcientvmanageméht_or'commqnjty~re1ated'goafs.

3
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78‘ The ]oeallty of a university has an impact on lts goal "~
’priorltles -- respondents from all reglons agreed ‘that the teachlng
function was of high importance, butvthere was less‘agreement on the.
‘priorjtylof other,traditionallgoais, such aS’research and oublic service.

9. The age of a unlverSIty affects its general goals only a
little; newer univerS|ties‘tended to be'more innovative, or non- tradl-
tional, and older unfversitiesywere mdre conservative and traditjonal.

10. The size of a unﬁversity has a=considerable impact on its
: goal ertorntles lThe>Iar§er‘ones piaeed higher impgrtance on research

»and graduate school while the smaller onesvplaced-more importance‘on the

.

individual student. o o e

11. Canadian university]administrators agreed that un?'afzittesh
shou]dkbe doing more in almost all goal areas then they are doing now.

12: Canadian unlverSIty admlnlstrators agreed that in the future
greater emphasis should be p]aced on efficiehcyfrelated process goals,
‘as well as on the more'tradttiona1 outcome goals related ta student‘
development | |

In summary, in the opinion of the Presldents and Board Chanrmen
the survivalzof the unlver;1t|es is essentlal and comes even before the
goals related to teaching. Their conclusions appear to be that the
unlverS|t|es must flrst ex:st in order to teach, and must be managed
\

effectlvely in order to do so. The h|gh ranknngs of the management-

v,orlented goals pOInt to the need for effncuency.
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IMPLICATIONS

The data gathered in this study provided some significant find-
ings which are of importance to the future of Canadian universities.

Thgre are a number of implications of these findlngs and conclu5|ons.
: : ’ 3

\“ L)

Impllcatlons for Admlnlstrators

K

~In the view of Pre51dents and Board Chalrmen, Canadlan universjty

administrators need to attend to the housekeep:ng chores -- Organlzat|on-
al plannlng, Program Evaluatlon, Faculty Development and Evaluatlon, and
New Faculty Employment Patterns. In thlS era'of economuc restralnt, the

universities need to attend not only to their own shop, but to how they

v

relate to the support mechanlsms--~ government,.the:communlty, and other .

“institutions. L L »

_concensus On campus goals. -There were many such messages to. unuwershty

administrators in the findings of this study.

t

{

lmpllcatlons for Graduate Tralnlng - N

need increasingvskill in management: decnsnon-maklng, human ng

management fund ra15|ng, publlc relatlons andwfinancial pla



taCulty, students, and‘the'community at large; how to evaluate demands
for new programs and evaluate old programs Administrators of univer-
sities in this decade will need to be innovative. and creative with: old
ideas like faculty employment, and knOW‘deferent types and applications

for evaluative techniques for people and programs.

»

jmplications fer Further'Research'

The jmplicationsiof this stddy'for.further research are many.
The questions raised fell into‘two brOad categories: -university -goals,
and other university‘Charaeteristics.

Related Questlons .on Goals

1. Why s the ratlng of |nst|tut|ona] reputatton so high? Is

|t related to fund ra|51ng and economlc restralnt or decllnnng enrollﬁyl

o

ments?

f 2. How would constltuent groups other than admlnlstrators

o . 9\ /a)

-&
' rate these goals " the communlty, the faculty,«or students'7

3.. How would the various groups in the unlverSItles actually ‘

~rank these goalsl-— would the result be dlfferent than the ranklngs in
ithis study which were derived from rathngs?
‘ ‘A. Why do unlverS|t|es rate the tradltlonal goals lower at
present, but say they need more |mprovement in the future -- do the
tradltlonal goals of‘teachlng,_research, and public servnce need rede-
fining? | -
5. Are the goal prtorltles expressed in this study vsdpported

by, or consnstent-wnth " the budget a]locatlons of Canadian unlversntles?"
6.7 Are the goal prlorltles expressed in thns study reflected

in the planning documents of universities?
A o .

4



. Related Research on UanCFSltleS,‘

1 Do Canadlan unlver5|t|es put such low emphasns on research

¥

,‘because it is done elsewhere -7 perhaps in assoc:ated research centres,ﬁ
lor lnstltutesé : | ik ¥ | l
| vrh.2 Why‘are the small unlyersltles not glvrng hlgher prlorlty
;to vo&atlonal preparatlon -= is lt by ch0|ce 'or because they have

llmlted funds?

&

3 Are the smaller unlyer5|t|es.morebresponslve to communlty
i:needs because they can act wuth less bureaucracy? | | |

” Q.> Can the larger unlversrtles do more because of greater funds?
3t;lzl.$i’ Are younger unlversntles really more lnnovatlve or Just
cﬁless bound by tradltlon7 | | : o “vhly
| 'h’fib Does the commun|ty IA whlch a unlverSlty;}s located really;ulflf

'faffect |ts dlrectldn and programs?

Y

¢ 7., Do communltleslreally want publlc servnce and soc1al

’crltIC|sm frOm the unnver5|t|es7
These are questlons ralsed by thls study, and wh|ch thlS studyf,‘d"

'cannot;answer.g
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L1ST OF PARTICIPANTS

CANADIAN UNIVERSITIES INCLUDED IN THIS STUDY

Acadia University
v WOlfvil1e, Nova Scotia

Alberta, The University of
Edmonton, Alberta

Athabaséa University
Edmonton,lAlberta

Blshop ] Unlver5|ty
"~ Lennoxville, Quebec

f»Brandon Unnversaty o
Brandon,,Manltoba

Brltnsh Columbia, The Unlver5|ty of :

'Vancouver, B.C.

'3Brock University .

St Catherines, Ontario .

Ca]gary, The Unlver51ty of :
Calgary, Alberta ‘

' fCarletoh_Unnversnty-
Ottawa, Ontario’

Concordia University
Montreal, Quebec .. =~
‘Da1hqusié.University‘

" Halifax,, Nova»Scotia
"Guelph The Unuversnty of
'Guelph Ontario

Lakehead UnlverSIty o
'.Thunder Bay, Ontarlo ,”.

, Laurentlan Unlver5|ty of Sudbury :
: Sudbury, Ontarlo N

AR Laval Unlyers1te 'v -
* Quebec City, Quebec - -
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Lethbrldge The Un|vers|ty of
Lethbridge, Alberta

Manitoba, The University of
Winnipeg, Manitoba

McGill University
Montreal, Quebec

iMcMaster, University
Hamilton, Ontario

" Memorial University. of Newfoundland ; F ~
St.. John's, Newfoundland 2 '

Moncton, UnlverSIte de .
'-Moncton, New Brunsw1ck o >

» Montreal, Universite-de
~Montreal, Quebec

Mount Alliéon UniJersity ' oo : o . : "/
.-Sackville, New Brunswick,A '
Mount SaintVVihceht'UniVerS|ty

Halifax, Nova Scotia
: b

New Brunswick, University of: -
".Fredericton, New Brunswick
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' Trurbq Nova Scotia A : S T

Nova Scotia College of;Art and Design
Halifax, Nova Scotia

Ottawaﬂ'University of
Ottawa, Ontario

'_Prlnce\Edward Island Un1vers1ty of
;Charlottetown, Prlnce Edward Is]and
© Quebec, UniverSIte du :
Ste-qu,_Quebec o '

ﬁQueén‘é University
Kingston,'pntario
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Regina,'Saskatchewan,‘
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Toronto Ontario
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Saskatchewan, University of
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Sherbrooke,'Université dé
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Technical University of Nova Scotia’.
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'Tordnto; University of
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'Windsor, University of
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Winnipeg, The University of
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York University

Downsview, Ontario
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$ FACULTY OF EDUCATION
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., .- November 12, 1981

To: Chairmen N
Boards of Governors
Canadian Universities

I am-writing to request that you complete and return the attached o
Institutional Goals Inventory.. We are asking all chairmen of the boards
of governors of Canadian universities to participate in this national .
study.” Your assistance in this project will allow us to compile com-
parative profiles of university goals. '

Last spring the Centre surveyed all . university preéidents for ihfqrmation

“on university purposes and priorities. The wide range of materials we

received was used to assist the Senate of this university in its study
of university purposes. The analysis of the materials did not result in
a clear profile of university purposes, however, and consequently we
decided to use the Institutional Goals Inventory to clarify the goals

of Canadian universities. _ '

A1l returns will be treated confidentially and data will only be reported.

. in summary form. Your participation will allow us to compile a summary

of Canadian university goals.as perceived by presidents and.board chairmen,
and national “and regional profiles will allow us to identify major trends
ip Canadian higher education. The data will also serve as the basis for

“a thesis on university administration by Joanne McNeal, a research

“Wé will be pleased to send you‘a sUmmary of .the findihgs of this study

assistant in.the Centre.

upon its completion. Please complete and return the inventory in the

" enclosed envelope by November 30th. We sincerely appreciate your

assistance in this project.
. .

“Cordially yours,

- g ~Abram G. Konrad

Vo o B Professor and Coordinator
AGK/rdv S ' IR '
Encl. o |

7-133B, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA_, CANADA - T6G 2G5 + TELEPHONE (403) 432-2217




“r

# 165

3

OF POSTSECONDARY “EDUCATION

'FACULTY OF.EDUCATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

&

CENTRE FOR THE STUDY R

v 4

. | November 12, 1981
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&l

To: Presidents
Canadian Universities,

- L s . ‘."8{3::4 W , - ’
7 am writing to request that you and your  board chairman each complete
and return a cépy, Qf'thegepclosed Institutional Goals Inventory.

Last spging'thefCeﬁtrg‘SUrVded all university presidents for information
on university purposes.and priorities.  The wide range of materials we
recsived was used to'assist the Senate of this university in its study
of:university;puan§es; The analysis of the materials did not result in
2 c]ba? profer:of;university purposes, ‘however, and consequently we
decided to use the ‘Institutional Goals Inventory to clarify the goals

of Canadian universities. o o - :

.

' o e S T | ) o | e

All returns will be tneated;conf%deatia11y and data will only be reported
“in summary -form. ~Your participation will allow us to cqmpiie a summary

of CanadiahmunQWeréﬁt}:goé]s:as perceived by presidents and board chairmen,
-and“natibhaT*aﬁdﬂregipnal\profi1e5'wi11 allow us to identify major trends
~in Canadian. higher edycation. The data will also serve as the basis for

a thesis on upiversity administration by Joanne McNeal, a research

assistant.in the Centre. o o . o
We will be pleased to send you a summary of the findings of this study
. 'upon'itsgcbmpietion.i;P]ease complete and return the inventory in the .

enclosed enveil
assistance in-t

velope by November: 30th.  We sincerely-appreciate your

his project. o
?’} . “Cordially yours, =~ =~ . E ';;
Abram G. Konrad . \
o , . Professor and.Coordinatcr
- CAGK/rdv ‘
~Enc. - T = RN ¢

' 7-133B, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBEF?FA, CANADA « T6G 2G5 - TELEPHONE (403) .432'-2217.
. . . I coe e oo :
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E V/CENTF—'?E FOR THE STLJDYe R
@] PDSTSECDNDARY EDLJC‘..ATIDN

FACULTY OF EDUCATION i R CoaT
THELRMVERSHW’OFALBERTA‘ : o gy

W, . .

Sris Dot -December 3, 1981

y .
v
i : :
i & ‘
Lo . -
R . t :
PR B N \
N R

L T Pres1dents R TR BRI Tt R DI T }:] T¢; .f‘:f‘” ,;-5"-_'0?4"”ta§
JOgE Ca, d1an Un1ver51t1es o e e T T e B

B In our 1etter of November 1L, we asked you and y0ur board cha1rman to b
. complete the Institutional Goals lnventory We have received a number
7= of. comp]eted returns, but also severa1 requests tbr an extens1on of t1me };. : o
o \ v o e
/I know you have many demands on your t1me but this nat1ona1 proaect can . Lo
only be completed with your part1c1pat1on ThlS research-is-not designed -
“to: 1nvest1gate official ‘goal’ statements, but rather to conp11e Qerce9t1on
of university goals held by presidents and board cha1rmen Your: partici-- .
:pation will allow us. to develop national’ and. regtona] prof]]es and to
1dent1fy maJor trends 1n Canadlan un1vers1t1es o .

Ne s1ncerely hope you w11] take 30 mtnutes to! share your percept1ons w1th

‘is no later_than December. 30. ' Please tall me if you need another- copy. 5 R
“of the 1nventory “1f this. letter ‘reaches you after you .and your board S
cha1ﬁman have ma11ed your responses, p]ease accept our thanks PR

Best w1shes to you and yours for the ho]1day season': “ "sj

‘ ,';L;‘*f “:f[f'n”?yf“,,“”f‘f”» ' Cord1a11y yours,v L

e T TS Abram‘E ‘Konrad | AT
TR L S I SR & Professor and Coord1nator
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OF POSTSECONDARY - EDUCATDN

vFACULTY OF EDUCATION
v ,THE UNIVERSITY OFALBERTA

.\'

e s
T ~JIo: Pres1dents'“f,.
g "’Canadman Un1vers1t1es

BN

R Instwtut‘onal\ﬁoa1s Tnventory Naf1ona1 Stq_x

ary prﬂs1dents and hoard cnqmwmen of Canad1an anvers1t1es have shared \f;‘ i
‘,w*, 1th°1r ‘perceptions of unwvers ty goa]s, but there is no response from you ;‘ L AT
‘:tt_ow jOUV board cha1rman S Sl

v RIS o A : . - - N

) N'Q*After I ta1ephoneﬁ‘your O , rds mas, T was conlldent that vou""s;‘ g
L0 wouldd: respond S¥nce thewc,' o= un]jQSD&un.verswt1ps in vamada, ‘gacl LR
-”‘e<ponse is: very 1ﬂpnxtant to tn1s natﬂ@raﬂ research. - ‘We would: s1ncer°1y,
,fiapprec1ate it if you. would comp1ete the 1nst1tut10na1 Godls Inventory an
. return it to us as SﬁOH as: p0551b1e

,"P1ease ca]] me 1f you need another copy oT the quost1onna1re Yodr'heWbl]
AR tP1S res earch 1s deen]y apprecwated v , e

)

'Cor‘d1aHy ,YOUY‘S,V,;. ‘- B v o ,

Abrar . Konrad S e ';”flfi o qﬁ;*'f';‘ Ry P
Professc“ and Coord1nator s R N Sl

*AWMWf;,C;,;xeggy.x Lo

P

+7.1338, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA - T6G 2G5 * TELEPHONE (403) 422217
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h:’Un1vers1ty Programs, Pr1nceton, New Jersey, 08540

Pages 169 to 194 have been removed due to dt

-]ack of ava11ab111ty of copyr1ght mater1a1 These EA” 
y:'pages conta1n the Eng11sh and French vers1ons of
s ”_the Inst1tut1ona1 Goa]s Inventory, and may be obta1ned

‘n.frOm the Educat1ona1 Test1ng Serv1ce, Co]]ege and




