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:Though necessary from the point of view of the committee, this proviso

.'fwould prove troublesome in implementing the Articalation Council

.concept. The chairman of the committee, Df\ Gordon Mowat, eXplains 11'

Cos o ? - i
" why this\proviSO was a necessary feature of the comgittee 8 report \

N e
\j‘

R the caveat was that_ nd action of the proposed Council would
have jurisdiction over institutions, that no dgecision would be )
authoritative or official. = of course, the co leges were sorry .
' to see this: introduced into the report because ig meant that

the universities had\to agree or nothing would. happen ~ But. the o

: colleges. ‘too: wanted to reserve -gome right “of independence - they ’

- didn't want to hand over certain key issues to an articulation
“.council. In fact, the only way aégthis time to. get people
tﬁgether was to insert this kind of 'rider,' as it were. - And

1 the members of the committe\ that devised this report felt
that if people would' get together and talk we could, .indeed -

if‘'we 'kept the ball’ ro%ling " and” 'went at it' with. some energy o

change the‘situation.
1 N

“But as l97l drew to -a close ‘the situation did not change in -

.the direction the committee had hoped During July and August The

N

UniVersity of Alberta learned that both its affiliated public colleges -

Grande Prairie ana Red Deer - refused to sign~affiliating agreements .
prepareﬂ by ‘the University s solicitors Complaints included the A

unilateral drafting of the proposed agreement (no college personnel

were involved in its development) and the restrictiveness of the glause o

K .which\prohibited a college from afiliating with institutions other than

\ SRRl B

"those represented on the Universities Coordinating Council

_ By the year's. end the Universities Coordinating Council had provided

no response to the proposals of the Mowat Committee Report - this would

not come until almost a year later, in March 1972 t The UniVersities ,
’Coordfhating Council later gave thqucommittee report - approval in E
. principle, but, by then, the Colleges Commission had an alternative :

trial proposal for the Council to consider. | Also in September, 1971

<~.

\

‘a newly—elected Progressive Conservative Government announced the first~.,,



. _ N
i 85. .-
'time appointment of a Minister of\Advanced Education This action - ”'{ o

‘_signalled, potentially at least, that the transfer iqsue could become'i

, -
i B ~

o a matter of more direct governmental interest Andrew Stewart 8 |
: s / . ¥ - -
‘;judgement of the situation regarding the transfér problem, given in ’

“"the summer of 1971 is very interesting'iff 7‘.1.i:' .

";The whole problem is a profoundly complicated one. ' At

. this’ .stage any development should -be: seen- as\experimental

1 am sure that, over time, there will be changea in the
legislation. - I- woulf Bope they would not lead to\excessive ‘
'icentralization .r, , S I R e \\1{

e Whether the centralization of post-secondary education had already

R \

'ibegun with the election of a new Government could not be discerned

at the time Whether that centralization woulg;be regarded by som%E‘t;rf,<,

p'~post—secondary institutions as\ excessive remained for Subsequent SR
~-L;_event5‘to show. - However, by mid-l972 the beginning =8f a "forced—_;';'
'“sqution approach" to a resolutionrpf the transferability issue. were

\\ ;.‘ e

evident.. The beginnings of this approach and its effects is the S

. ‘/y»\\. .

- subject of chapter threé _ . o » : T /ﬂ_

. ]
DN




FOOTNOTES Toﬁ crmp'm_k 2

A

: lGordon L. Mowat, “Transferablllty “An’ Old Problem in‘a New
_Setting," Clientele and Community: The Student in. the Canadian .
. Community College, ‘ed. Abram G, 'Konrad. (Wlllowdale Assoc1ation of o
»fCanadlan Communlty Colleges, 1974), P- 137 R L t“C,L

9 E
In. Engllsh-speaklng Canada the term “colleger refers to _
_a part:of a- un1versrty or.(b) a separate non—degree— g

‘tralnd’g."t which - may offer unlver51ty courses of'a- ‘Jjunior-or .«
- introductory nature for- transfer credlt It is: the second meanlng
t_:wh;Lch 1s emploYed in. thls study.1~ :

. e . . e
l-

'jf 3Mowat, op, c1t., p. 138 e , St -
4 .
. It should be recognlzed that the request,durlng the l960's,
' that’ unxversxtles "lrberallze" or, make more flexrble thelr adm1551on

tltutlon whlch usually empha51zes career and occupatlonalj"'

frequlrements did not. emanate uniquely from the communlty coilegeSta‘;-fﬁ7“w'

Departments’ of Education and the ‘universities' own councils:and ;
X ,constltuent bodles, notably Senates, urged adjustments in’ a€m1551ons,'
"~ to accommodate a rapidly growing demand for nnlver51ty stud\es from
jﬁva student cllentele,of 1ncreaslngly diverse social backgroundsu‘f .
' “However the .community college movement was' likely the ‘source iof the :
f_most pe(s1stent and vocal pressure for changes in university pollcy
" .and practice regardlng admxssxons and, subsequently, -advanced
o placement. ' S . : :

DR 5The exceptlon was Athabasca Unlver51ty whlch favored the '

- 'proposals.-~ _ fif" : : SRR R M Co

- 6For a detalled study of the establlshment of Lethbrldge

- Junlor College - 1nclud1ng the . 1mportance of local conditions and
personalltles see: Alexander, Markle,'"Genesis of’ Lethbrldge Junior

College"' (unpublished M.Ed. thesis, The Unlver51ty of Alberta, 1965) "
See also Gordon Campbell, op.,c1th% pp. 137~ 143 . :

o ﬁ 7For a: detalled treatment of. these soc1al changes and their
. significance for the expansxon of communlty colleges see Long, op._
c1t., pp. 18—37 SRS (\g; v e RIS P R S

, 8Deflnmg retentlon rate as the percentage of Grade 1 members_l

o enrolled in secondary ‘'school eleven years later, Andrew Stewart

;reported ‘that Alberta's retention rate wgs 60. 2. percent in 1959-60,
. 64.7 percent 1n 1960-61 and 70 percent in 1961-62. This level held
. until 1964- 65 w en 1t 1ncreased to 72.2 percent. Andrew Stewart,
" ‘Special Study o r Colleges (Edmonton: - ‘The Queen's Printer,
. 1966), p. 51. Acco ding to:a subsequent  study. by the Economic. -
\; Counc1l of Canada, Alberta's retention rate (the enrolment in Grade

\ll as a percentage of Grade 2 enrolment ‘nine ‘years earlier) was,_bye.F'.f'

1967-68, 79 percent, thlrd hlghest among the Canadlan prov1nces. S
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: g.ﬁiijconomic Council of Canada, Sixth Annnal Review' -PersgeCtiveVIQJS:
'finf(Ottawa.‘The Queen s Printer, 1969), p. 128 SR e
S C L e :
l:-u,_jﬂfﬁ; The changes in Alberta s post—secondary enrolment ‘Were as” . -
;,V~‘striking during the sixties Full—time post‘secondary enrolment as f
9_‘;15;3 percentage of the 18-24 age ‘group more ‘than.'doubled during the D
' .period" 1960-61" to-1967-68" going from 7 percent to 16 percent.“--;""

. gffEconomic Council ot Canada, - Sixth’ Annual Review' Perspective 1975 - S
,-y;gfg(Ottawa The Queen s Printer, 1969) p. 128. According to’ Seastone,_gf’“
:f;,auniversity enrolment ‘experienced a five—fold increase from 1959 to- o o

: 1969 while" post-secondary non—university enrolment in l967~68 was:
. more than four: times its 1951 level.  : Donald- Seastone, Economic’ and -
' Demographic-Rutureés in Education: Alberta 1970-2005 (Edmonton.,j.f>
' tyhf‘Human Resources Research Council 197&53 PP. 3-4. e S

R _ 9Campbe11, op. cit., p 20~ ;la'f"ﬁ“”"" . .
ERIEREDE S. W Martorana, A Community;Plan for Lethbridge Alberta o
i j(Lethbridge._ Lethbridge Collegiate Institute, 1951) AT

KR Ibid%, p*‘latr. e S g R
T ’.Cf%'mppeilgl’; Op-*_citg,' P 720 FEL :
T A

Ibid. 3‘p.~73:' T SR
. . o ¢ :
o , 15See Campbell op.ndit., pp 124—130 for extensive documentation
of Dr . Johns' support of junior colleges. ' Dr. Johns.was Dean of Arts o
" and Science at The University of’Alberta before becoming vice—president.
He was later to become president and durirng his: tenure,. 1959 to 1969 was.
., to- preside over: the affiliation of the four additional public junior
' colleges established after 1957 L L : _ -

5?16'“'” A _ . . o
T “Johns quoted in Campbell op. cit., p 73 Actually the
first. junior college in Alberta was ' ‘created in 1931 when. Mount Royal *
. College,: then a private church-related college in Calgary, formally =
-~ affiliated with The University of ‘Alberta as provided for in The
- University Act (1910). By that affiliation, transfer credit was
2" permitted for only those: courses’ that. used the same texts as the
-'.university, had ‘instructors approved by the university and used the -
" same: final examinations as the university-« e .
| 17, S
o . From a memorandum of Dr. Johns written in 1955 quoted in
Campbell op cit., P. 75 ' ‘ .

1, . '_,‘ S
R The School Act,/zz Geo. V Sej\!gn 128 (1931)
df“' ' i'lgThelUniversit of Alberta Calendar Fort’—third Session, »
,1950-51 (Edmonton' The University of. Alberta, 1950), pp. 374~375.




20An Act - to Provxde for the Establlshment of Publlc Junlor’f\"'

“Colleges (Edmonton The Queen s Prlnter, 1958)

V.'fg} le. H SW1ft quoted 1n Campbell,~op. c1t 1Py 73. Jz-"

2 R
2An Act to prov1de for the Establlshment of Publlc Junlor o

Y

'j*'Colleges, op c1t., sectlon 3. I T e R

[
VoL :

2 1b1d., sectlon 5, subsectlon (l)

2 TS i
4For addltlonal detalls regardlng these colleges see-‘ The

' “:i}Alberta College System: First- Annual Report of the Alberta College: es

”’72-113, 29, 47-48.

‘-a_°‘May 7, 1963), p. 11.

. Commission (Edmonton" The Alberta Colleges Comm1581on, 1971), pp llQﬂT.

P, Pl i

- e 26W H Johns,V"ngher Educatlon in Canada"’(An address at '1ff;';

fthe official, openlng of the Lethbrldge Junlor College bulldlng, B
4 ‘ ;““7" {{__.

27w H Sw1ft quoted in- Campbell op. c1t . p 127 Qhe fears

L“fof some unlver51ty faculty may have been the hopes JOhnS openiy

7-';expressed Campbell quotes *from an address . ‘given by Johns “to the R
- Education Society of Edmonton in 1964 which expressed the view that S

fﬂf;college expansion: should-be favored,because it mlght allow the

Unlver51ty to "place less stress on freshman ‘work and_ more. on, ,.ir»-‘,}
~ teaching of senior! claises and professronal and graduate educatlon."_ff-'
See Campbell, op c1t p 126 1',, o TR A,?‘C L

a -, A
e

i S 2 An Act Respectlng_the Establlshment and Operatlon of Mount {Ll
'Royal Junlor College (Edmonton j The. Queen s Prlnter, 1966) R

29 s
Campbell, op. c1t - pp. 164 165

L ,30An Act Respectlng Provxncial UniverSLtles (Edmonton ‘Theffi
Queen s Prlnter, 1966) v o Saeb
3lSee, for example, The Unlver51ty of Alberta Calendar,~v_n‘ ¥ e
L _Flftydnlnth Session, "1966- 67 (Edmonton The\Unlversity:of;Alberta;_ﬂ,ykﬁ
~1966). PP. 730-731. L TR S : SR

32Campbell, op.,clt . P. 136. 3_‘f< f,f17,7fau'5if1;5, RN

33T C Byrne quoted in Campbell, op. c1t., p. 168

iR e T s ,wg‘"

3 Campbell, op c1t., p. 136

35Andrew Stewart Spec1a1 Study on Junlor Colleges (Edmonéon.--

'M>Government of. Alberta, 1966) , Stewart served as ‘'pregident of The .

:'f Unlver51ty of Alberta from 1950 to 1959. ‘Apparently the Cabinet had

';aﬁhlgh regard for Stewart and confldence 1n his Judgement. vStewart



N“.problems and poss b111t1es whlch bear of¥! the future growth and _}'

‘..';"~ 2' = - ‘jii.gg_Q

»wastcommissioued in July, 1965 to do the Speblal study and” 1n January,
'1966 hlS report was released By the Government of Alberta.nlff

‘“‘f§GStewart,'op;,cit.@;p;f];Ai

o b '“-=jqr.w;f-;='“.*j:;;;<; Bt A
38 ) il s
S The Survey Commlttee was a 101nt governmént-unlver31ty group
”fgwhlch had as 1ts purpose to "enqulre into and report on all. those

:jdevelopment ‘of th ‘programs- Of hlgher ‘educatiqn in Alberta." . The .

. terms. of ireference for Stewart's' lnqulry 1nd1cate that the prov1sron

... of places for: uriiversity-bound students was’ ‘the ‘primary concern - of -

’*Tthe Survey Commlttee.. For Stewart thls concern was not prlmary

sy 5 39The questlons, as presented, are the wﬁlter s summardted
- from- the terms of reference and Stewart 'S outllne of "matters t be
'sttudled nee T s SRR L
LT R B }Qfg’f ;~£,5._'“<a:g"!t%W'ﬁ"
=,;Qs_QAOStewart op.;c1t., p 7

~,411b1d -.-{;.';;;»s-5*14,*,z;13,1_‘yj.;;;gf.,1=;"»a*}4

-Ibld., p 37 "5'5le5lrw,fa;','f}’:} L
. Ibld.” P- ll' o IR S R R R \ .

e If i 1ntprqu1na tnrr

Y

" the: recommendatlons of the Alberta Royal Comm1551on on Educ on ..
~(1959). 1 It recommended -the- establlshment~of~regtonalJ"commiﬁity\
"’colleges" organized through elected. boards providing® secondary and'
~ipost-secondary course offerlngs in malnly non-ac lemic' areas. The o

. --particular’ functlon of these regional colleges'wa to brlng vocatlonal
’Lprograms 1nto the publlc school system rather t] . ‘to: cayse hlgh
, schools, as constituted then, to. move. as Separa¥e entltles into.
"vocatlonal-type‘educatlon.-,flkely the Federal Technlcal A551stance !
" Act of. 1960 helps to explain why thas recommendatlon was not followed.

,::h Stewart' sresponseto question one:in part accepts the Royal Comm1591on
'.frecommendations (and he referred to ‘them in’his. Study) pertalnlng to: -

- the. program emphas1s -of "communlty colleges" ‘but not’ thelr intimate

";1ntegratlon with the public school system.: 'Said Stewart in corres-7f-"

- pondence with this writer: "The design T conceived was a post-. .
.secondary ‘system between ‘the schools and the univer51t1es, which

"llgw0uld not 'be ‘part of ‘the .school system and would not be domanated by -

‘vthe un1versrty system. AVl students (with some p0551b1e exceptlons)

' »,_contlnulng thelr formal educatlon beyond the . schools: would proceed

“to a college' e I was 1nfluenced by the: Report ‘of the Parent:
= Comm15510n (Quebec) Correspondence, Andrew. stewart, 28 August,»f*g
‘j197l, p 2. For detalls on the Royal Comm1551on recommendatlons

: [_See Report of the Royal Comm1581on on Educatlon (Edmonton.- The ;;;3fn“*“'5

S 4\\4'"\'.;'



: Queen 's. Prlnter, 1959), Chapter 19: "The Communlty College " inl.
» ‘y 46Stewart, Op Q;, ' PP 29 33 and 43 B A AR
: Ibld i PpY 29 30 }:~;”‘-j.'f.'"-7"-* SIS

"*f4fg'-f,;{.481bld \pp 43 44

- “‘ .

a5 B ; LR SR A .
The 1mportance of such concerns to Stewart is® ev1denced by

fﬁf.the alternate recommendation he. made ‘should ‘the. requlrement of an .’ r_xf
~additional year for . a degree not" be adopted “the, public. Junlor

r;}fcolleges (except Lethbrldge whlch already offered second—year courses)
.-~should not be granted. second-year perlleges underlc1rcumstances '

‘j:f:whlch would permit a: studqu to graduate after. only oné& year! siiflf‘ i
. attendance- -at the 1ver51ty Stewart haa ar§!@d first ‘that. lncrea31ng

’f_knowledge in: all flelds and the more: general practlce of Canadian’ and -

75%Amer1can unlver51t1e “in- conferrlng degrees at the end ‘of ‘the 16th

’ fyear of formalﬁeduca ion: justified adoption of the addltlonal year.

. But ‘in ‘hig, study, a concern for an- adequate pgriod of university - e
‘25uperV151on and a desrre to foster greater autonomy for the: colleges

”7useem equally 1mportant reasons for hls 'Maln Proposal " f;f

S

50Stewart, op. c1t 0 p 44
Ibld ¥ p. 42

o nt the tlme, these preferred enrolment CEIllngS were’ 18 000
";students for each campus stewart estlmated that unlver51ty\enrolment

“in the Northern ‘Region of the province would total 22, ,000 and- in “thy
;§;Southern Region 11,000 by 1975= ~76, given the existlng trends If
"ﬂhalf of the: flrst—year students from ‘the Northern: Reglon were dlverted

& to’ Dlstrlct Colleges. the unlver31ty enrolment for 1975-=76 would C
~exceed 18, /000, and; would still be too" high.. If, however, two-thlrds AR

" "of ‘the: flrst—year northern’ enrolment were: leerted then the Edmontoflvb

‘7éampus enrolment would. be 17 112 in 1975-76.; Under both condff!%ns"“

'i.rof diversion of students ln the Southern Reglon, Calgary campus

:'fnfenrolments would. be half or less than, half of .. the 18, 000 cerllng 1n' o

'?':tj§1975 6. _‘”,_,b

S of Alberta, October, 1966.‘

53stewart, op. Clt ¥ P 43. ’ ?! i

54Ib1d., P do. -7"*7"ﬂff;ff75ff;ff

0

55"Brlef o,T

c;wAcademlc PlannlngbCommlttee " The Unlver51ty e
s Appendlx C for complete text of brlef X.Q“
"ﬂserbld ¥ p. .»_;‘.ff jﬂfgfya.?]7;5f~ - - e

ey

:rselbiQ‘?'?‘fafliijﬂ'lltt,?’*sz['f?}ijﬁ“{;zf fféff;":f -’L:f'*s]f151s
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“accepted 282 Mount Royal College sty
29, 1966, p. 2.)" T

S
-_//

Ib1d GFC was not fundamentally opposed to the four—year

. S
Y

,"degree suggestlon of Stewart but was careful to point ‘out that" "its?
v“ﬁendorsement for academic reasons’ would not 1mply endorsement of any‘_,u,f
' other feature of SteWart s Maln Proposal S . ‘ , S

.

60"Br:.ef of the Academlé’Plannlng Commlttee " op cit;;.p}23l5

lIbld 1) p 4

”6 'in’ﬁf'mifyf._,-"'.”‘,-’f;{fféfJ s S

PP

Ibld

64Ib1d., p.;s;“;f;,.“*;

,“.' 66 S . ) o~ S
: T C Byrne quoted 1n Long, op c1t., p 105

Conference brochure, foreword ,_‘_;__,-;-, S T e

r,' N

6 : . S
oL 8Report of the Fact-Flndlng Commlttee on Post~Secondary and‘,"'
'f Contlnulng Educatlon prepared for a chfengnce on: Post—Secondary and ‘
;_gcontlnulng Educatlon, Llster Hall, Unlver51ty of Alberta, Edmonton, ;3;:*
,.1966 : : R _ S

Ibld., p 20. The Fact—Flndlng Commlttee poxnted out that; -
d.Alberta s rate.of '22. 7 percent could be 1ncreased to over - 25 percent”fi'
CAE those hlgh school leavers ‘who- quallfled for. unlversity entrance o
had in fact attended Figures for other western. provinces were as;:7
»ffollows B .Ces 38 75 Saskatchewan, 36. a,-and Manltoba, 48.4.

R S 7OReport of the Fact-Flndlng Commrttee, p._24 v A study L
- conducted at Mourt . Royal College durlné 1961-64 showed that of the ff__;”'
1,453 non-matriculatlon _students’ acc pted, 0471 transferred to
v'unlver51t1es ‘or- colleges in the Unit d States because they lacked .

Alberta matrlculatlon., ‘In thge gerlod the Un1versrty of Alberta
e

nts._ (The Albertan, November

‘? 71Ib:g,d 3 p.123 It appears, at thrs tlme, that the technical

'*instututes did not meet the demand of: high school dlploma leavers for

ﬂ;“avocatlonal education ~any better than -did the: colleges-—but for qulte tffl
'-;dlfferent‘reasons. .For example, the. pr1nc1pal of the’ Northern ‘Alberta L
.{Instltute of Technology (NAIT) 1n Edmonton, reported for 1964 that R
! *-""there were 400 appllcatlons in ‘excess of the maximum number of ¥ .
" students. planned forandapproxlmately 300 of tﬁbse had the necessary
g ,.hﬁprerequlsltes to.enter the ‘courses ‘desired."  ‘Annual’ Report of 'the
.~ 'Department of Educatlon, 1964 (Edmonton, 1965), 'P. 82, Prlncipal :
"' .Sahders reported a. similar- situation for 1965: - "In most c ses -‘} o
f“f,reglstrati¢ns exceeded capacity. It- should be noted that five ]' L
}f;hundred quallfled appllcants could not be: accepted."’ Annual Report -2v,'

“65 ’i"Q"fa L iii-‘”fﬁi-“';fffag.?ﬁI?ffff;7,fﬁ7ffhgj

n‘ltg'ﬁ



'f‘the Department of Educatlon, 1965 (Edmonton; 1966), p 96

S S
\

1;72Report of“the Fact—Finding Committee, op. c1t " p 31

: fﬂﬁ'iSid;i'"' '
74 , o : " e S R
L An Act’ ResPecting Post—Secondary Education Regions (Proposed)
ijhls act ‘was variously ‘cited: -as ""The: Post—Secondary Educatlon Regions :
?'Act" or sxmply, the 'non—act.j ,u:,-a ; R SORTRRE

' 8Ibid Empha51s lS thlS writer s, t'jvu”-

fi?

The Calga;y Herald November 29, 1966, p 25

Sl i The Albertan, loc Clt ”“f;pif7f3;3r7 '
ﬁi?tt"htffffszIbid.,¢j;Tﬂwffvttjf'd

;Ibid‘u"}~: o f:l'}l*‘wgi“fﬁf

."3,"”'

) 84, The Calgary Herald, loc c1t im'”g;;igha£ffplf;gfiff_ffv A
, L The Albertan, loc Q?ti>]".f;?j» 13"ff'{}¥jj**f%ie' Sl

3.

87Report of the Fact-Findlng Commlttee, op. c1t 1 p 48. Fgﬂiajii.’o:

e 3-},3?An Act to Amend The Public Junior Colleges Act (Edmonton}fv;fffp
L The Queen s Pr1nter,l967) O R TR
8 Ibid

LR ThlS was con51stent with the angndments of 1967 which Vel
:_;requlred that the. Minister of Education\"shall appoint an off1c1a1efj -

~. of the- Department of Education as the: chairman of. £he. Provinc1a1 s
;j‘;Board ! T C. Byrne was‘instrumental in both the Board's creation;‘F..
.g’;and the selection of its chalrman Although the legislation was - o

p“vpassed in . April,: 1967 Dr. Gordon Mowat did not become Chairman of~k;,,"

. g;fthe Provincial. Board until July,- 1967, and it was not until late ..

. 'November-of: ‘that . .year that' the composition of the Board became: fina1~] SN
t‘?gized by the" Cabinet. The Doard then consisted of 15 members ‘repre- . .l
- .sentative . -of" the Department of Agriculture (for the agricultural andvﬁf‘;; g

-f?vocational colleges), the Department of Education (for the technical J;p” B




»/;

1nst1tutes), The Alberta Teachers Assoc1atlon, The Alberta School

Trustees Assoc1atlon,_the Junior colleges, Albertaxschool super-‘v:‘
1ntendents, -the publlc school system, ‘The Un1versrty of: Alberta, and:
“the Unaversrtles Comm1s51on It is lnterestlng that Dr. Andrew -

Stewart, chalrman of the Unlvers;tresscommissiongand;pr,vWJ?HLJSwift;J' '

'*”Deputy MInlster of Educatron were on the Prov1nc1al anrd; v] i,f,"7h

)1 S
e Interv1ew w1th Gordon L Mowat, P;ofessor, Department of R
. 'i;{Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon, The Unrversrty of Alberta, 22 January,‘ o

R .1976 CT o W i

Ibld. . -

"Afflllatlons Betweenzgolleges‘and‘Univer51t;esj;niAlbertagﬁ;‘“

7*§ffFebruary 18, 1969 p 3. T T S )
Ibld ; e I
95
Sl Bt Campbell, op c1t., pp 213 214.' Dr. Max Wyman succeeded
L DR Johns as- Pre51dent of The" Unlvers1ty of: Alberta, An: 1969 ?He;-
f,held that offlce unt11 1974 when Dr.vHarry Gunnlng became Pre51dent

96InterVJ.ew w1th Gordon Mowat, op..c1t

P *]4”’9 ' G
LT A 7Interv1ew wlth The Honourable Robert Clark Member of the
U]QQ,,'Legrslatlve Assembly, Leader of the Opp031tlon, 11 March, 1976 o

CRRE f"98"A Summary Statement of Proposals of the Prov1n01al Board LT
ii_of Post-Secondary Education to the Honourable R. Reierson, Minister B

. of- Educatlon,_andgcabinet Reactions to: the Proposals, in' Prlnclple e
””j‘d-Government of Alberta. (Mimeographed ) , T P s

-‘fﬁVfSecondary Education PrprSAlslaS Approved by ‘the C{- ets Proposed i
,_Leglslatlon (WOrklng Draft)" JUlY 31, 1968 P. 13, meographed )

';O*J'Ib d. 7

102 Ibid - p." .

R

"g;_ T

: S 103Intervrew w1th T c.. Byrne, 4 February, 1972.’ In a. later
. “part’ of the interview .at that time Byrne remarked: ' "As a’ matter of.
oL fact, I think in the long" run I'll win the argument because .A.‘,'I
<\ would be w1lling to bet that the comm1531ons will be incorporated
o -intO'the-DepartmentjOffPost-Secondary Educatlon [Department of ;‘a“
"/ Advanced Education] much ~against’ the wishes of the universities and
[ colleges probably._ But I can't see -any justiflcation for such a’
'»,.¢'Jdepartment, unless’ you go in that dlreetion.;.;;f.vAll you ‘need 1s
"fgfLan ambitious Deputy and he w1ll structure the thing to the point,

B

£,
7
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‘:lf the commlss1ons don t dlsappear, they ll d1e by attrltlon "o
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“.the Unlver51t1es Co-ordlnatlng Councxl to Dr.: Kolesar, Chalrman, ' F,
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'"*ﬂf'because a new, college, Grant' MacEwan Communlty College, was SChGGUIed

Ib1d ,Jp, 13, % i

'f 14 Ibid " p ll } There were to be six college representatlves

.;fato open in’ the fall of 1971,_1n Edmonton.. Slgnlflcantly, lt would
foffer no unlver51ty transfer programs, L S
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' Chapger 3
 ESCALATION OF Tns' ".fRA_ANSFER ISSUE

INTRODUCTION

The most significant aspects of the transfer issUe after June,.
1 ‘

s

‘1971 are found in several main developments. : These include _-f.

1. The attempt by the Alberta Colleges Commission to have the
. " v Q.' . ‘ %
universities adopt a. province-wide, trial policy on transferability
as an alteapative to the proposals of the Mowat Report

pres

' 2 -The recommendations of the Worth Report on coordination and ’

- Sl } RO

{transferability released in June, 1972
3, The changing intentions and structures of the Department of

Advanced Education during 1972—f3 as these affected the transfer question,:
: N
4. The attempt by individual colleges and universities to the end of
1973 ‘to remedy - through study and bilateral negotiations -»specific inter—

5 R
institutional grievances in order to prevent the greater involvement of

&

.the-Department of Advanced Education in the transfer c0ntroversy, .

5. The release of the'"Coordination Policy" of the Department of

Advanced Education in late 1973 which proposed system-wide po!icies for

e . ~ L0

effecting“tranSferability, oo I ; .(' lﬁ. fl‘ L

-. . e

6 The search by the universities, colleges and other post—secondary ,

1 1» : J ‘

institutions - independent of the Department - for a mutually acceptable

'.resolution of the transfer issue in a form different from that pr0posed

Y : S
y [ L

k’:

in the "Coordination Policy," and



1 98.

. 7. The‘formation'of the Council on’Admissions'and Transfer by :

the Minister of Advanced Education in, the Fall of 1974 as a response to

\

the deadlock among post—secondary institutions over the issue. R
The main purpose of this chapter is to describe the first four»

of these main developments showing how they are significant for the
. / e \ - :. ’\ N
‘vescalation and eventual resolution of the issue : Chapter four will.focus\

- on the latter three of these main developments.\

| THE TRIAI...‘PROPA'OSAL’ OF -THE COLL_EGES‘ ‘coMMIss‘TION R

" On March 28 1972 the Universities Coordinating Council approved

" ;
‘.in principle, the establishment of an Articulation Council, as recommended

v in the MOWat Report The Council informed the Colleges Commission aﬁd

: ,the Minister of Advanced Education of its approval, suggesting, however, L

/

'bithat "specific details concerning the composition and operation of the ;f“‘

s

articulation council could be subject to modification. 1 The response of

'

‘-\the Colleges Commission was . that it would aceept the recommendations of o

- the | Mowat Report only if the Articulation Council, as proposed, served to. [7
.monitor the implementation of an alternative trial prOposal., Meeting with

the Coordinating~Council on June 27, 1972 Dr. ﬁfnry Kolesar and Dr. Raymond

)
¢

-‘Fast of the Colleges Commission presented this alternative proposal

‘ That effective September,d29737—and for a trial period of ‘two
' years, the universities add colleges accept the following
polidies on transferabiliiy. Co :

l Any- student who has successfully completed up to. two years :
T Tof’ university equivalent work in any public college in Alberta -
shall be admissable to any university in the Province upon the’
: .recommendation of the sending institution.

2.>A student leaving an institution for purposes of transferring
to another shall be advised . '4 ) o
“(a) that programme requirements may vary from one institution
to another, and o : . . .
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(b) as to. the level of advanced standing for which he will

. be\ recommended to: the receiving institution.l

3. For purpo es of advanced standing within the receiving institution,
the :sendin institution shall maintain the right ‘to certify that
"a given leyel of course work ‘has been attained by the student,
~ and retommend that the student be' credited with advance standing
- to the level which it deems appropriate.-* ’ :
4, The receiving institution upon the. recommendation of the sending
' institution has ‘the obligation to ‘accept the transferring student
with credit for work successfully completed at the sending :
‘ institution.z»_." : N

It ig clear that this proposal was based upon a policy sponsored

L B -

‘by’the Colleges Commission and adopted by representatives of the public -
:colleges, the agricultural and vocational colleges and the institutes of

'-.technology in April l972 The polkSies and procedures for the transfer -

~vjof students within the non—university sysigms, which these institutions
"Japproved, stemmed essentially from their collective view that..

;f.all of the eleven post—secondary [non~university] institutions .
" are mature, Tesponsible, and viable educgtional institutions in their o
~own right with mutually acceptable accre ation status.. AT :

"That the Commission hoped this same principle might be extended to college-.ff

.‘university articulation is shown by Dr. Kolesar s comments to the

Co—ordinating Council -S*i

' The Mowat proposals were good but there were: two reasons for not ,
‘supporting them. Firstly, ‘either. the universities or tH?’colleges
would be in a-position to veto; proposals, secondly. the commission

. was' not sure that this was what was required at this time. ' .

' Students from colleges had been successful in the past.b Colleges

- were mature institutions offering. viable programmes. A @licy

. similar to that now proposed ‘had been' adopted. by the public
colleges, the agricultural colleges and the institutes of technology.4 ’

Equally clear at the meeting of June 27 was that the Commission s
proposal would not be aeCEEEEd easily, if at a11 by, the three provincial

universities. The various objections presented by university representatives

\\
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ifcentered upon what Dr, William Beckel - chairman of the Council and

President of The University of Lethbridge - identified as the "difficulties

i

' ‘which would arise if the universities were - compelled to accept courses

&

which were completely controlled by colleges.'_'5 ' hoting that there was

no. accrediting system for monitoring college programs like that which
"existed for universities, Dr Beckel asked "Were the colleges to decide
what was university equﬂvalent work°"6‘? This .was Dr. Kolesar s reply. s

o .‘i . what needed to- be monitored —'the institution or its product?
\' ~ What was needed was  to look at’ how ‘the students performed,! not at:
. .the: institution from which they came.. - The legislation. placed the
_’monitoring function in the- hands of" the Commission, which was R
‘carrying it out. Hopefully, information would regularily be -
~aVailable from the unjversities. )The ‘universities could say that
. i the students were not doing well; but they had been transferring
“;_;for many. years and hadrdone well . L , :

e" o

hg_Referring to Kolesar s statement that stud nts from colleges had succeeded

L

'f'fa‘in the past Dr Beckel pointed out that p st experience had been in the‘i.

’?,;ffrecognized university transfer programs o The Commission s proposal meant

e . ,-.!\. - B “ \_‘ B .
L that "now ‘new programs would be involved ”8_ A number of university

[V

'i*_representatives cited the current university practice of course-by—course e

Cfltjassessment of a college transfer student and wondered how, given the- ‘f‘. j‘f

”;Commission s trial proposal a subject matter equivalence from a college to

w G

’-1'a university was to be achieved Dr. Kolesar said that a handbook on 275?’

3

| course equivalents like that produced in British Columbia had been consideredf
.Vbut in Alberta "it W°Uld be a-very 18rge volume."gj‘ Besides, suggested T-:

>V,Kolesar, 'a college assessment after two years of close association with a V
o : A

Dr. Carrothers President of the University of Calgary, attempted
4

£

’,’gfto clarify what the specific eIements of the Commission s Proposals might

_ ﬁ\»
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mean in actual practice. - Regarding the first point Carrothers asked
R whether recommendations for credit by the sending institution wonlh be =
limited to. "discrete university transfer programs with identifiableﬁ-; o

S 11 ' .
;“courses. gv Dr. Fast replied that such recommendations would not be ‘so o

limited Regarding point two of the Commission g proposal Carrothers -
emphasised that program requirements indeed might vary from university to ::
B _y\university and:saw this as ve/y troublesome. _ In t/sponse, Dr Fast
B suggested that university requirements might consist of elective anda

required courses and that "the university would give credit as a

requirement or as an elective.,_. Regarding points three and four of

tﬁe trial proposal Carrothers suggested that to recommend that credit be y,jqffﬁ

o 13 _ T
given was, in fact,~"to decide hat credit be given Further, contendedci~
Carrothers, this seemed to*mean(that a university would have to-give credit

f_;%}__ for ten courses if a college said that a student had two vears of

N '14' "'--_- PR
university even if. there were deficiencies._;] In this connection, e

Dr Carrothers wondered whether immediate dissohution of affiliation

agreements was contemplated. Dr. Kolesar replied that "this would not be ;;.f

' lS.:w B
immediate. ._eh.

A representative of The University of Alberta, Dr. Gunning,_,‘f

'*gs’ 'suggested rhat what the Commission proposed was "direct dictation" by theo{.5

P -»16_
. colleges but conceded that "some element of negotiation was necessary. -

-h”:f-» Gu@ning S-vieW'was‘this":

‘ ff;f.‘. what had been done in instruction and preparation of college-'=
" students? . . «.It was much’ better to receive a student on his
re ord- than on the: ‘basis of a recomméndation.} ‘But it was evident
‘that’ the Department of Education was moving away from Bo-subject G
high school matriculation - standards, the universities might' =
" have to ‘accept recommendations.'l It ‘was necessary to recognize S
. the changing entrance situation. The main thing missing was:
. -how the uniVersities specified ‘their advance credit procedures,
' - there might be a parallel between the colleges and the high
A ‘schools .-.'; 11?_ R
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Dr. Kreisel Vice—President (Academic) at The University of Alberta,‘:: _.-q»w
- reported that his university was already accepting students evaluated
by teachers and Schools simply because the matriculation examinations, i

.'f formerly conducted by the Department of Educatibn, were being abolished .

According to Dr. Kreisel it was in the 1ight dwwihis policy on high school

5 1_; admissions that the General Faculties Council at his university had recently

RS
"_yvmmatter.k Kreisel reported to the meeting that GFC alsJ/had decided that

decided to accept 100 level matriculation-equivalent college courses for

university admission "though certified by the institutions at which they

- 18 : ~~'"F,
o were taken._=_ However, for this same body, advanced credit was another H--?

for more than five but less than ten courses presented for advanced credit

by a college transfer student, only one year k-3 credit would be granted
- | 19
similarily for more than ten, only two years credit."-.gi__"

Closing the Council s discussion of the Kolesar~Fast.proposals,‘hda
.Dr Carrothers observed that "the Commission s'procedure was' an" cld ;{leVafftﬂ‘
‘vproblem - that of rushdng in where it felt it had leveragerlgq‘{ine;,if:}::
”‘reminded the Council that the situation of transferability had been dealt"‘
| ,? with by the Worth Commis'ion whose report the government said it would
7bvconsider after the annoulced deadline for submission, October 15 1972
e. Carrothers said he did ‘ot believe that the Ministe; would‘d:al with thei.fifer"
»7'matter‘piecemeal and th.t "if changes were to come by legislation ,-;‘;f;_1f{f;§'h

: | 2
the Council should use what leverage was available to it e Offering
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in tde face of an increasingly complex set,df related developments.'

<

The most important of these included' the recommendations on transfer-m'i“‘

'hf_: ability presented by Dr Walter Worth in his report, A Choice of Futures, ,{,

\»the decision of the Government of Alberta to abolish the Universities and o~

ﬂ-'Colleges Commissions and locate authority for coordinating alllpost— ;:;_ifi.f
i:;}secondary education in its newly-established Department of Advanced

4;;_Education and the appointment of Dr. Worth as the Deputy Minister of this

ffDepartment.v How did these developments e9calate the transfer issue9

' ”“uﬂ“éf'rfffq7777 THE WORTH REPORT ON: TRANSFERABILITY PR fé!?fjf;f' L

The Commission on Educational Planning was established in June,-,;,rxn
ﬂl969, and reported in June, l972.a Dr Walter H Worth of The University of AL

‘ i-Alberta was appointed its only commissioner and was the chief author of the L

”:[ report For this reason the inquiry was often called the "Worth Commission"ih'

:'fff and its report the "Worth Report "‘f The Commission s mandate was very broad Jv‘

“; including the requirement to "enquire into and recommend onfthe appropriate
'T;lpermanent structures and processes for the administration and coordination
:'fi;of the total educational organization and for long-range planning "'d"i -
‘ A major.recommendation of the Worth Report was that the ‘
”'n_responsibility for coordinating all post-secondary education be locatedein
ﬂ;the Department of Advanced Eddcation.p This recommendation bore on the |
bitransfer controversy because.the report considered that improved program .
:'ri;continuity and transferability"z»3 would.be one of the benefits of such ;7::
wi'coordination and Departmental responsibility for it.- Further, the lii::i
?:Commission 8. report described the controversy over the transferability of
" credits as one which lhad been a serious issue for many years" and was |

. ) 24 S
A most demanding of solution e In presenting its analysis of the transfer »
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i

, question, the Worth Report observed

In basic education, transfer from one school to. another
_f.is more: readily accomplished ‘when' the receiving school- and .
A itsfteachers_adjust to. the achievement level of the student. >

't5f'However, no such clarity and realism prevails within higher
.fﬂ:education., Tradition, ‘emotion, -and the jealous guarding AR

_ ﬁf ~of academic bailiwicks, particularly on the: part:of 17”;,,cjfj'ﬁ[”

'“f-luniversities, continue to work hardships op students. . -

: H[Frustration, lost: time and- unnecessary. expense 1is - the result.,l£17-"

o . The, insensitivity to the human 'dimensions: of transferﬁkility

ods further reinforced by ‘the- apron—strings mentality ‘evident .-

T ‘3Tin current. affiliatiOn agreements, and in some recent reports
' . -om the problem 25 S

’*1Qh'Better cooperation between institutions of post-secondary education

'ffwas needed if any scheme was to work, said the Commissionp but such
.o . ) !

:.,veto power over another s progra s The Report elaborated. ;f"

f’f;fthefrightjto determine’the content of progammes leading to.
- - such awards. . Thig stance usually results in the creden-: .-
_.}”tialingsinstitution dictating precise specifications for. '
..  COurses.or programmes in related institutions, along with '
. the necessary qualifications of instructors.' In Alberta,-f
... this action 1s currently being taken by the. universities i
c owith Tespect to colleges." “While these- actions are.
_«1egalized by existing" formal- affiliation agreemernits . "o .
: ;imposed by the un versities from a. position of strength,gﬁg;
it does not make them right either for ‘today or for e
'“thomorrow.x Aside from ‘the immoral ty, the absurdity iS"'f
. obvious. Often in. ‘large enrollment university courses AR
.- such’ wide variations exist in content and method - between'. R
”‘A?fsections ‘that ‘they are almost totally different from one
- -another, Moreover, some’. courses are’ taughg by graduate_e:f’
'ﬂ“students less qualified than college instructors...v. L

e LCOOPeration would not be forthcoming where one type of institution hadf;_;.hi‘
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The Commission advanced three main proposals to solve the i

difficulties it thought characterized existing transferability arrange-f;ﬁ

[1] Insofar as clearly designated transfer programmes are ,j;.f]_
- _‘concerned, ‘the ‘problem of - ‘advance. standing with ‘the . el
" Teceiving - institution can: be: readily solved by giving~xf'].l'g i

-1 the sending institution responsibility for’ certifyingfv» li"l;gl“fﬂﬁ
.;-;student attainments . ‘The . corollary" being;" of course,:*'- E

‘that: the receiving institution has- the. obligation ‘to-

" .accept .the’ transferring student with credit ‘for work' T

"‘successfully completed at the sending institution.a Sl

qs_g[z]gln the case of related programmes a different policy e Lo
"*}_fbased on the ‘same principles ‘seems appropriate.: Thus,_,w
,,'completion of -an allied-career, ‘two-year. diploma - programme
. ina college or institute»courﬁ be deemed ‘the equivalent .: i
- of one year ‘of ‘the associated university degree” programme.».;ﬁ"
.. Precedents already exist for this kind.of advance ‘credit. - -
» .,ﬁarrangement.‘v A student completing: certain two-year .
-/ programmes:in engineering technology ‘at NAIT / Northern,
_Alberta Institute. of.. Technology, Edmonton '/ can Tecelve : e
7. credit for one- year ' toward -an engineering degree at’ the ;fb_j&. :
“ﬂ;f-University of Alberta - : E o ‘

: 3?“{3]WFor those students who only partially complete programmes

Loor substantially alter their, ‘career aspirations and ‘then’
o 'wish to move to another institution Or programme, transfer . ey

of credit will have to be negotiated on an. individual basis..;K"
“In these instances,: ‘more emphagis might be placed on. "~ . . =

. conditional: transferability, subject to verification by
l.?rperformance _.;, 27 L v - e R

These proposals were meant to enhance the'"life chanceS" of students-hi- ’

whose post—secondary education had begun or would begin in non-universitybli

: institutions and the Commission 8 argument was this.ﬂ?h:5dx'

: ;;A Very significant career benefit would accrue to: manygAlbertans

- from these. transfers of- credit. Currently the most - Amportant 57;“
' factor in a'career is the. level ‘and- type of training received;

~ . the higher the initial level  of: training, the greater the ‘5-;‘”

};~individua1 '8 chances of continued success. T e

»~ One way to increase the career—chances of college and institute
S "graduates is. to enable them to move with" greater ease toward a;. -~ lf
N ,‘ghigher credential The foregoing transfer proposal would accomplish
- i‘this objective 28 R



ﬁ"lf the foregoing proposals.cannot be made to work " said the Commission,;f,
;vthen a province—wide credit system,in higher and further education will
B nlprobably be required "2?‘ The development of such a system, Suggested |
"»1fthe Commission, would,'in effect be merely an extension of the basisbfu7f
: SR T Do

- jifor transfer now used in the senior high schools of Alberta.,n ”b77

e

COORDINA'I’ION" ENLARGING THE ROLE OF THE DEPARTMENT
: OF ADVANCED EDUCATION SR Gl

By the time the universities turned to consider the prOposal
:¥ﬂiand the recommendations of the Worth Report, the Minister of Advanced

'751Education,_James deter, had already announcedvthat Dr. Walter Worth would

' iﬁfbecome Deputy Minister of his Department, effective September l 1972

"f;hfcommenting on the appointment Mr. Foster said he supported the argument

'*;in Dr Worth s report that the Universities and Colleges Commissions should ;;Ql:;.

T B . °

L bﬁbe taken over by hia department. 3 The essence of the argument to which

"’;Foster referred was thiS° 5 "",Q”;,,-p_ .
'g-",Continued maintenance of the’ Alberta Colleges Commission and the N
fﬂ*Alberta Universities Commission will only splinter and distort 13
tfjlthe efforts;of ‘the Department of Advanced Education. .- It is 7
'g{g[proposed therefore, ‘that the two ‘commissions: be: dissolved and T
.0/ that their 5§sponsibilities and employees be- taken over by the “;:_ RS
fjdepartment.. B PR 3 e el

AT

(I

"*;j[Worth 8. recommendation was soon openly supported by the Government of Alberta.~"n ‘

*ff_In mid-September, James Foster announced the decision of the Cabinet that, |

"

Cffneffective March 3l 1973, the two commissions would be abolished _iiﬁ‘h?ﬁl; .

‘V;Iaddition, their functions and staffs would be absorbed by a. soon—to—be ‘;f'fffngitf-

"nfreorganized Department of Advanced Education which w0uld be responsible for
“coordinating nll post-secondary education., .
e v ‘ o s e e

It is interesting that the appointment of Dr',wqtthfa$§D§P9tYﬁf'




o S
.;Minister and the decision.to abolish the commissions were taken in
.-if;dadvance of the Cabinet 8 %wn deadline, October 15 1972 for receipt
. of submissious on the Worth Report._~ It is perhaps equally interesting
)“{ithat the Government s major decisions in post-secondarv;education f}}ﬁi:ﬂ“'

R first, to create the Department of Advanced Educationwand later, to

‘C:'fﬁabolish the Commissions - were contrary to the campaign platform of

'?-the Progressive Conservatives during the 1971 provincif,_election

"”*?;That platform promised that the Progressive Conservative Party as one of

'fjﬁiit. new directions, would plan all educational facilities within the |

".ljurisdiction of one department - the Department of Education." ‘,gq-y-i

”‘hffAnother new direction" was to reorganize the various Commissions and’

b.:i4}fother.governing bodies into one comprehensive Post~Secondary Educationll
;fb,;;Commission to ensure imprOVed co-ordination of facilities and coursev‘

.f;contents, allowing for the greatest possible degree of local autonomy "36 w_‘i;j
ri*i”;QJames Foster s public statements explaining the abolition of the Commissions 3;f:

ﬂ”(and the expanded role of his departments in post—secondary education made,‘fﬁiiﬂ'
'“no mention of these decisions as departures from party policy.u Rather his f"f»ﬁ
-.statements typically emphasized that the public interest would be better

"Jrserved by the revised arrangements'f

U _There are arguments‘for and against the commissions but the
?,question 18, what is to’ be the role of the Department?
. -One super .commission could be created - ‘but ‘there is. still the : 2
"ﬁproblem of - how effectively it can represent [thg] public interest.
“- " I really think we: can :bring government a little’ closer to the*
2 7w’winstitutions and “the people. We don t. need the middle layer
'“"Af of commissions.3.g' ' : B W

As well the new arrangementswwould help to solve some specific problems ;frijff

of co-ordination, said Foster"jiatf'if';.;ibdf LVMﬂ?*f;fgfikp,’f:“f ‘:'ﬂzfs};?



'At present ‘the . universities, colleges and technical institutes S
g report in’ three different and sométimes - competitive directions.
- This situation has made it nearly: 1mpossible for our province R
St develOp a harmonious /system of higher education., ‘For- example,_
- there has. been recent canflict over. the transferability of courses
1'gbetween colleges and uniVersities.:;‘;:;38 N L ‘
In pointing to. the particular matter of transferability and the,;
, , Sy . e
3conflict which it continued to generate, Foster reflected the interests; e
SR N , -
‘*,'and concerns of both his party and his Deputy Minister., The campaign ;1”‘V

"ﬂ'platform of 1971 had been exPlicit in saying that the Progressive

”'fﬂiﬁinstitutions

*Conservative Party would "facilitate maximum upgrading of academic .

' fﬁachievement by allowing easier transferability between [post—secondary]

"39 Also, the party would "strive to continually upgrade

”'ij;fthe 51gnificance and importance of the Technical Schools and non-academic

.

RN 40 g :
: ,*f{ainstitutions : and would "alter and expand the approach of the three

’:f.f'Ag;icultural Schools to encompaSs a much broader educational expe'ience."él R

JfaJOf course, the Minister of Advanced Education, knew the recommendations of .:

c

'"ilhis Deputy regarding transferability since they had appeared in the WOrth i;i;l»

”-{leeport.v. As well he knew that Dr Worth considered it unnecessary that ?“?"jdf

'qtathe Universities Co—ordinating Council continue to exist in its present

BRI ‘42
“'ﬁform ' and that its_ one remaining and major respousibility is the appraisal

“”fprofessions

”ftof academié qualifications of persons applying for membership in
"

‘/' T

' Co—ordinating Council need not consider the establishment of minimum L

9

E“hfstandards for the affiliation of colleges any longer a major resPonSibility" .

©

E. Moreover, shortly after assuming his duties as Deputy Minister, Dr. Worth

S Ty _ .
lﬂ_was reported as saying that "the subject of transferability from Alberta 8

si;colleges to its universities is going to he one of the hottest issues the"v

LR

'nd‘occupations ; .fr % ijf By implicatiOn, the Universities e



g'supported" the Colleges CommisaiOn s trial proposal "

_Department of Advanced EducatiOn-bas to face in the next little while.“ SRR

; In addition,‘the newly-appointed Deputy Minister said ‘he "strongly s

"5" e

k .

Thus, by September, l972, certain initiatiVes of the Alberta

L Government and the Department of Advanced Education held important

jlimplications for all post-secondary institutions and their relationships3‘:

v”with each other.r The appointment of Dr. Worth as Deputy Minister of

‘h‘iAdvanced Education wasyperhaps the most important of these initiatives and';'

:.,che one which universities regarded as most seriOus..n In maJor part, thisf[;,f :

oh

B ”n;was because Worth did not favor existing arrangements for transferability L

o }vand he could be expected to have considerable influence on policiés which g*'A

"'*fs;most certainly, w0u1d be designed to change such 3rrangements 'Ini? o

"imeant that the traditional policy preferences of universities on articulation

RO

: ’\

‘ ﬂhgfparticular, Worth s appointment along with the abolitiOn of the Commissions,‘} :{

1

";f and transferability would soon be actively challenged : Further, it looked T

!:Fg'as if a challenge by the Department of Advanced Education might prove to
.vf‘be a more powerful one than any the individual colleges or the Colleges

:RTCommission had been able to muster.-::?;~.“

UNIVERSITY REACTION TO THE TRIAL PROPOSAL

The responses of The University of Calgary and The University of

" e

t'_tffAlberta to the trial proposal guaranteed that the transferabilitygﬁssue } t:i}i;

Iy

b“'would "heat up as Dr. Worth had promised.rf Within days of the announcement
'that the government would abolish the Commissions, The University of Calgary

‘ ‘vfGeneral Faculties Council rejected the Kolesar-Fast propoeal and endorsed

LB TR “"17.:vj~$\ o




thefMowat,Report. : The decision of General Fadulties Council was an e

"endorsation of the several objections to the Kolesar-Fast request that :
1its Gommittee on Colleges hAd earlier enunciated._g.u’”

_s

. The first objection raised by the Committee on Colleges was

PN :

s that changes in admissibility and transferability policies "should not

AVlif;be made in a Piecemeal manner" because "fundamental changes in the ;”

e : : 7;,* :

relationship between colleges and universities may soon be fo;‘hcoming " L

) _The questions of admissibility and trénsferability constitute only two 7;‘_fh;f'

"-5issues within that relationship" contended the Committee on Colleges
\

”W;ffemphasizing that "the total relationship between these institutions should

P 48
: gf;be examined " :, In addition, this sub-committee of General Faculties

o }-1-(‘_ o

T L
-,‘xCouncil expressed its "grave concern over what the proposals of the

NS f S

""fffColleges Commission seemed in general, to imply

»

f'The Fast—Kolesar proposals seem ‘to imply and endorse a future
, policy which regards as necessary. and desirable a considerable
: ’degree of similarity between many programmes ‘which student :
1wmight follow at a- college for up to two years: and programmes a""°’
- offered"at a university,rbotherwise, the concepts of" "equivalent

o invalid. - Indeed the .proposals are difficult to" reconcile -\
; N with, sections of the Worth Report in which’ "wasteful compEtition'”

i work".: and substantial "advance standing" upon transfer ‘become afix:f'»ﬁﬂﬂ',“l

~‘and duplication between Anstitutions" and "imitation in’ policies” .,f" S

f{;_vﬂ,"¥" governing ‘programming" are. discouraged in favor’ 8f the development e i«
s ‘3of unique character and "distinctive missions nh S

A second objection focussed on what the‘committee considered a_”a!fg
%jf"lfsimplistic approach by the Colleges Commission - admissibility and transfer
;of credits had been referred to in the trial proposal "as if the University

o 50“ R
.‘were a single unit." This was to overlook,the character of universities,.,,ui

RIS R

"argued the Committee. cff_f"*ff';a:i-;f'-gm- : ‘riijfh_ifyl*{[ff;i"jf;fff"v
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,; N 111. -

No cognizance seems to ‘have been taken of the fact that -
particular Faculties within the University have thelr own .
~admission policies, and a. student with ten course€ N
" ‘college work may find his credits of 1ittle valye
.programme of a particular FacultyL -~ '+ Studentk_wit
‘;he University are not necessarily able to: obtain\
years' credit on transfer from one Faculty ‘to anothy
therefore seems qdd 'to suggest that students from outside T
the University should automatically ohtain such transfer . . A
. of credit. Nor does this’ University give automatic credit ‘
Ldto students coming from- ‘other universit es; it retains. the -
right to examine. transcripts and make vllue judgements.
We believe that the University must continue to'exercise
‘the right with respect to- 'those students. coming from the
fcolleges, as well as from‘other bniversities B

IR Ty

Finally, the Committee said its strongest objections were based

‘on the answer the Commission appeared to giVe to one basic qyestion., "Who '

shall be the judge of what const%tutes university-level work appropriate f:l

52
for particular progtammes’" : Arguing that there were good reasons

‘for protecting a university s right to scrutinize transcripts and make A -

-value judgements, the Committee concluded we find it difficult to

J
»  believe that people outside the University system are qualigied to make

08 ©53 . ’ ST o
» better judgements.i - R : -Q'T- .

L

' The position of The University of Alberta -.as. it eventually came

“.to be expressed by General Faculties Council - was not as clear as that of ;

The Unive;sity of Calgary. In September, 1972 the College Committee (a

\ =

'sub-cOmmittee of G F C. ) was asked by the Executive Committee (another sub~

54

; committee of G F.C. ) to consider the Kolesarwfhst proposals._j Mindful of -

G, F C's support in principle, for the recommendations of the Mowat Report =

'i(November 29 1971), the College Committee recommended.qualified acCeptancef
55 . |
of the proposals.v : The qualification essentially meant that Alberta

- colleges would be treated in basically the same manner as out—of-proince

3 S

s

-y '
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""institutionst56’ Like its counterpart at The University of Calgary,f>

the Colleges Committee urged upon G F C that it take concrete steps p'

: to ensure the formations of an Articulation Council as advocated in

.‘1971 The Colleges Committee suggested that such a council be operative

gby June, 1973 | ' | | 2 |
It was not until Novamber 1972, that the Execuﬁive Committee of

"”_JG F'C responded to the Colleges Committee recommendation The Executive

‘:Committee said it wés reluctant to decline advice of the Colleges Committee

.but that present events were- portentious of the demise of both the

o ' 57 W
- Universities Commission and the golleges Commission " In view of this
Jgjdevelopment, the Execdtive Committee thought it "might be advisable to taken«i:
- (58 N
‘ _no action until the future situation becomes more. clear " Tne Executive

‘ Committee noted that the University had prepared affiliation agreements but'
0 7 «
“;that no college had signed one The Executive Committee said it was

Tj,hesitant to encourage any discussion regarding transferability with any

: W39 : o
;_college "without the required legal status - Consequently, the Executive

3

o Committee agreed that the whole matter of the Kolesar-Fast proposals and the

frecommendations of the Colleges Committee should be tabled "until the

60 ..
University of Alberta has affiliated ihstitutionS.”_'~‘n

: \ P
RN

STALEMATE

The cautious attitude of The University of Alberta regarding the -

; . .

’Kolesar—Fast proposals drew the criticism of the Colleges Commission even' f

before the deliberations of General Faculties Council came to their "let s—
. . ,;’_.

_‘wait-and-see conclusion’:: ‘A statemant issued by Dr Kolesar and Dr Fast,'"

;.jin mid September, 1972, expressed "grave concern with comments made by

.
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nDr. Max Wyman, President of the University of Alberta, to a meeting of

' - 61 g
General Faculties Council that same month . Wyman had told'the General
.}

o Faculties Council that he was "bothered" by the Commission s trial proposal

'jand emphasized that "at present" admission requirements and university

, ‘62.
quuivalent work were decided by the uniVersities : As a counter to the

. reservations expressed by Wyman, the Commission statement said that "students
A

?have been transferring with advanced standing from colleges to universities

TR 63.
f,in Alberta for more than a decade and have performed successfully

' Further, the statement said that if the problems of transferability could S

‘not be resolved through negotiation "in the near future,” then legislation -

_ L o .
;'applying to the colleges and universities "might be recommended " fi;;'
- In the face of ‘the ’ announcement that the Colleges Commission f\\\\\:L

;(along with the Universities Commission) would be: disbanded, the universitie3'>f
ng-might have felt that the Kolesar—Fast proposals were less than meaningful

‘l'Howevgs, there was little comfort in this view for universities, eSpecially

';‘pfwhen Dr. Worth a strong supporter of the trial pr0posal became Deputy

"y
("

"."Minister of Advanced Eghcation.-» Later, when Dr. Kolesar, Dr Fast and

ii}other members Of the Colleges Commission became senior level civ1l servants

g:ilin the Department of}Advanced fﬂgfation, few in post—secondary education B

‘fﬁiwers éurprised when navinitiatives for revision of transferability i
i;arrangements were launched by the Department.f For the time being though’ ‘..CT

bas the beginning of 1973 approached, the situation regarding the transfer—

o ability issue was at a stalehate The universities - singly and

.collectively - supported the concept of an articulation council as proposed

,sby Dr, Mowaé in 1971 The Colleges Commission rejected this idea as j

S
L w.



- :1, Department of Advanced Education._l Further, the knowledge that the ;,k

B 114;;

proposed favoring an approach to articulation embodied in the trial
proposal and their transferability agreement with other non—university

‘ post-secondary institutions in April 1972 was a testimony to thls
position.,{ With respect to the trial proposal, the answer of The
University of . Calgary was a direct "no The University of Alberta
had yet to decide its position on it, though a qualified acceptance had R
been urged upon General Faculties Council by its own Colleges Committee.és
Thus, it appears that the articulatiOn council concept and the trial

.

‘ proposal were both unacceptable arrangements for resolving the transfer—f‘.

ability 1ssue as it had developed to the end of l972 However, the '
appointment of Dr Worth as Deputy Minister, certainly 1mplied which of

these arrangements would likely enjoy the greatest support of the

Commissions would be abolished and that the Department of Advanced 'i'f ";
" e

: Education would soon assume an expanded role in the coordination of

e post—secondary education suggested that the impasse concerning the trans-,niﬁ"
ferability issue would not continue very long uL;(j

,COORDI_NAT,IQN‘_':_:-.": »NEW' STRUc'i*Ul_iEsV AND. INTENTIONS S

: On January 30, 1973, the Department of Advanced Education C T
: ' 66 . C B
‘announced plans for its internal reorganization. o Initially, the
[ s : S
reorganization confused the already complicated issue of transferability P

In the long run, the reorganization can be seen as the first step towards

the resolution of the issue which was. finally reached.



o1,

R P

In.a document apprOVed by the Alberta Cabinet, the Department ::}’
":of Advanced Education announced that a revised departmental structure T'N
'.wasvneCessary 50 . that it could properly take over the functions of the
“two Commissions and realize its chief intention.“ This chief intention

"_'was described as. providing "the leadership, scrvice and coOrdination N

N - \ o L
‘necessary to ensure the efficient development and functioning of an

v

‘ ~effectiVe syatem of advanced educatiOn responsive to the needs of ali et

o 67 -
"Albertans.__" The reorganization was expected to proceed in three

:'r-phases.f Phasa;vﬁwpvolved the "immediate recruitment and reassignment
‘:ﬂof thbse personnel required to make essential elements of the proposed

. 68,
f_structure operational by April l 1973 "f> The second phase was to

\
Y

~v"involve review and consolidation of legislation related to advanced

SR '692 -5
“-,,education j; It was the Department s idea thac this review would be

AR -.,70 ;pr o
'lelaunched "within 6 months and will require 18 24 months to complete

n:-Phase III would be one of ongoing modification of the Department s'ff.;Jf'

’ rfunctions and structures in relation to n7w legislation and changing
71 B T . AR ,

?f~needs i,“:.].ﬂ;j

Three specific aspects of the first two phases of the

Treorganization bear directly upon the escalation of the issue during
',~1973 and its resolution during the early part of 1974 The first and
v most significant aspect was the creation of a Programs Division (later

o named the Program Services Division) as one of the major elements of the i':;'

uff Department s revised structure., The main functions of the Division were

to be "the assessment, approval and allocation of instructional programmes o
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‘ : ' 12 ' o :
famong all post—secondary institutious . In the Department s view, o

rfh,the performance of these functions requined that the Division maintain» ) '

a central program registry\ and be responsible for the "transfer of “
‘ S73 '

wcredits and accreditation. o If this announcement was supposed to"
- / R : .

f'signal Departmental interest in the transferability controversy and B

"fgiVe notice of possible forthcoming policies, it could not haVe been

[y

_much clearer

ce

The second major aspect of the reorganization which was very

'fiimportant to the transfer issue was the recruitment and reassignment S

“hfof personnel from the Commissions All of the senior—level personnel

é'for the reorganized and expanded Department of Advanced Education came .:

:thfrom the Colleges Commission .f .Significantly, Dr..Kolesar, Chairman
fh*of the Colleges Commission, became Assistant Deputy Minister of the ;;}15¥i’r 3
'EilAdministrative Services Division.. Kolesar s Division was given';fpfif7:17Vi’~"
"lresponsibility for "general administration,ﬁ all funding of post secondary

| Teducation and legislation including the long-term legislative review R

Ln',The other senior post of Assistant Deputy Minister, Programme Services

f’rwas initially assumed by Dr. Raymond G Fast, a: former senior staff’member »f“V;*
'ﬁt;of the Colleges Commission and sponsor, with Dr. Kolesar, of the ifilnl ,5:'

75 .
Commissipn s trial proposal B Perhaps as important for subsequent

’5__developments concerning the transfer issue was the reassignment of

e

':"Mr. Reno BBsetti from the Colleges Commission. : Mr Boseggf became the'f¢7r;’f

:fif:Director of College Programmes in Dr. Fast s Division on September l

’ K

»l 1973 On NovemHer 30 1973 he became Assistant Deputy Minister of the ’

ag‘Programmes Services Division, upOn Dr. Fast 'S resignation -;‘Dosetti‘hadv:



11_7'.‘: :

S . ? ' ; oL
: been a member of the Worth Commission Task Force on Post-Secondary

'.;Education as had Dr. Kolesar and Dr. Fast._v Bosetti knew of the

'7recommendations of the Worth Report regarding transferability, indeed Lo

;it is very likely he helped formulate them. Certainly the recommendations
1ﬁon transferability which Bosetti presented~fn his own studyvfor the

Colleges Commission in 1972 - Post Secondary Education, Master Plan

'f~aNumber One - reflect the spirit of the Worth Report proposals and in o
B - 760

';substance, were almost identical to the Kolesar—Fast trial proposal ' ‘_JL

'.,_As subsequent events will reveal Bosetti's ideas and interests became

RETN
&3

Tfa strong 1nfluence upon departmental policies for program coordinationt?_jft

'iafand upon transferability policies in particular %'Lr:iﬁ"ifV”.,flthQ,};?~fvi”"
A third aspect of the reorganization which had implications for f~‘;' '

Tthe transfer controversy was the long term legislatiVe review 'jhe-hf:";'

::f‘results of the review were made public in July,
‘ 77

'"ik—

ffiDraft Adult Education Act E One section of the act proposed the creation hf;iﬁl.

2

5ilof a provincially appointed body or council to deal with matters of

:Lgadmissibility and transferability among all post secondary institutiOns..'

B jHowever, it was not this suggestion, as such which proVed so contentious,g.gf‘f@_

‘L '\:

2i]because all universities later on became supporters of the idea. 3 Rather,t?v'
;*f‘it was the Department s approach to the legislative review during 1973 75 L

’vf'and the general uneasiness among institutions of post-secondary education,{?“

fﬁwwhich that review generated Certainly, the three main universities

'5'were the most uneasy.; In part this was because the Department of

v::Advanced Education Simply did not conceal the fact that continued inter- G

fh'institutional tensions and 1ack of agreement over transferability could

‘ .in’_the:'me_ Ofa -



‘:;;:;?aég;iié; Liheﬂ§ éﬁépla féadEifA_,,;fﬁf g7 ?mi_'ﬁ::f  ‘{;?i f— w u.ﬁ f f

RN

. W‘héﬁ "’-th'é:' ; D"e"pqzj'tméﬁvt’-"'bégvan'_"‘ t:o refer to- theCouncil as ép _o_ii.'g‘aniszvét'ibpai'l- 3 a . PR



L soon act 0n the Worth Repont s observation7 Or would a re—defined

‘3u;_determine the provisions of new legislation.' Yet, until July, 1975

-‘fthe Department did not announce what specific legislative provisions

e

H'it favored nor exactly when they might be enacted

An example of. the uneasiness generated by the Department was

'\:hrfthe uncertainty it created for the Universities Coordinating Council

: ~frem.the Universities Coordinating Council as an organizational unit
. : : “79
:whose status of function may soon be altered e No explanation of

;this notation was provided Perhaps none was needed The Worth Report,'fr,f
o as indicated earlier, had questioned the need for the Coordinating
‘“j%hCouncil to continue to exist "in its present form should the Commissions

”iibe abolished Was this description of the Coordinating Council in

: f“the reorganizations document an indication that the Department would very

";-Coordinating Council be an outcome of the 1egislative review when it was

: :?completed more than a year 1ater9 Considering ‘the regulatory role in

e college—university affiliation enjoyed by the Council in existing

*fflegislation, were amendments to the Universities Act to be expected soon?

’l?ff'And if there were to be amendments 'what would they be and what would

”i-;hbe their effect? , Universities did not know

KR

HoweVer, a partial answer to these kinds of questions was given

7_1'in the Spring session of the Legislature when the gOVernment presented

i ;amendments to both the Universities Act and the Colleges ACt-, In the e

’jwmain, these amendments abolished the Commissions and broadened the scope of"ff,ﬁ

Ev_lthe Minister B authority It is interesting that no amendments were

I

: *i;presented to eliminate the rights of the Coordinating Council to be ,~ff'3"
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A
involved in setting minimum standards for college affiliation as E

q

it had tradition“l&y done » However, by the Colleges Amendment Aﬂt,.lgﬁj‘
1973 it was specified that "members of the college system may be O A
affiliated with Alberta Universities if the Minister first approves

v

80 .
of the affiliation.._» In additiOn, the Legislature passed The

Department of Advanced Education Amendment Act,.1973, which permitted
the Minister to make regulations | |

providing for the coordination Of Programs and serviceS ;i&;"7"x”:“”ﬂ
between _7. ,.fi'fk.“F‘.E_V-.-;_.:w:-}jfg.: SR

(i) universities, public and private colleges, institutes Tit"'

Ciiaeof technology, agricultural and’ VOcational colleges'ﬁ

: v"ﬁ]and vocational training centres, and A -

So(dd) boards of trustees of school districts and divisions,
.vi*d;'“counties, cities or towns.r.f. and any other ‘persons-.
“Vr[arelating to adult education and training.81 , f,g:w*-\

JEew

yzt-In summary, the reorganization and supporting legislative
‘5b_ amendments signalled that the Department of Advanced Education hence-ff*;:f*ﬁi o

forth would be a new and most important force in post-secondary

education. _ However, it was not until September, 1973 that the,ffsf:;.i ?"i"df
| Department explicitly declared its intent to resolvevthe problems of
| admissiOn and transfer and suggested how (and in what time frame) : T
'A:suchya resolution should be achieved ‘ It was not until November; 1973
.that specific transferability policies for province-wide application
were formally advanced as»part of the Department s "Coordination | .
| Policy We will turn to tgese important initiatives shortly.v> What is j‘

essential t° See at this point is the general significance of the re—‘? 55 e

organization for the transfer issue.s. While the Department may have

e
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been concerned; even preoccupiedh with its OWn internal expansion and !;1'1
| establishment during most of 1973 its decisions were of profound ‘ |
‘: significance for the relationship between colleges and universities ‘d.:':
and the scope of their autonomous action | By late 1973, the reorgan- ,J?"ﬁ
7 1zation had provided the basis for a strong policy thrust in program

coordination with which the colleges and the universities had little

experience;;n In meeting this thrust,-the universities seem.toqhave .
been(the most unprepared,iperhaps because they least anticipated it or
because they tried to ignore it ‘i;ti;ff}gdfﬂﬁfviia ‘ f%p.

e .

e -~_._T'_‘As'1<,;;.~joncsj.:qﬁ; itvERsTTY Enm;cg: .,REQU.Imms_‘ e

The reorganization and expansion of the Department of Advancedi,j-’
B : O

77'> Education was motivated in part, by the Department s desire to resolveﬁgVQ{bfﬁ

questions of college-university articulation and by the belief that a,;*jfj.;]f

revised structure would assist if not accomplish, such a resolution.,.fn'“‘ i

HoweVer, such desires and belief were not peculiar to government.‘~ The g”'”'

Senate Task Force on University Entrance Requirements at The Universityi7~ S

'tgf of Alberta, took a similar view.v In its May, 1973 report to the Senate,v;i;f

the Task Force saw the new directions being taken in post-secondary

C

s c;It is our view that the dissolution of the Commissions as we
- “knew them may ‘prove beneficial to. the resolution of ‘some problems
,,-*relating to affiliation and transferability.u Political and "
»1administrative responsibilities should now be easier to comprehend 82

The opinion of the Task Force was expressed in that part of its report

. %

T
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ni-?‘devoted to a discussion of the problems of transferability among post—~-

-8

h'secondary-institutions.’. Though its original terms of reference directed .

" the Task Force to examine the whole question of entrance requirements asfb

*set down by the University of Alberta,‘- the Task Force found it could not .

@

.‘-,‘avoid theAsubject of tra%fferability., It is apparent from subsequent

5?5.it is 1mportant to look at this particular report more closely. , )

’r__developments that the Task Force s analysis of the transferability issue L
‘.and its recommendations had some im@pct on the opinions and actions of
'.the colleges and the Department of Advanced Education.‘v ForwthiS'reason-p
. In general, the Task Force expressed alarm at the state of

'frelationships between the university and other post—secondary institutions.‘l“

.5,As well it suggested that the onus for immediate and serious efforts to

'»-A'

'“-.;resolve issues of admission and transfer rested mainly with the univer51ty

“gV'system ;wfﬂ::fu3~.

;i'¢0f all the SR areas this Task Force has examined the question o
o transferability has" been ‘the most vexatious. “Much 'work needs

to be done’ by this University and . others before satisfactory ;fl‘f*-v v

-~ gelations can be said to exist betweén the University ‘and non—'f97~“

‘ﬁ*iuniversity post-secondary institutions in Alberta. If the’

- ... 'present unfortunate s "tion prevails, the stature of ‘the e
- -University in the public ‘ nd is likely to suffer greatly. ';ﬂ'f'

Sn In meeting and corresp nding with colleges and institutes
v '.‘in Alberta, we discovere 4 gulf: between the University and\ '

- .. some of these institutions ‘that, appeared-to threaten ‘the
;;‘educational development of many students._ “In, some -cases the
f':term "impasse" might best describe the relationship, in others:

."apparent’ indifference “.-0On a. number' f occasions we heard _

. expressions df alienation’ from the University that ‘should- notj

- be. permitted to develop further.  Whatevar the- details, it is R

- clear that the University's relations with leges and institutes

'*.7requires immediate attention.§4_ TR T T IR
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k In specific terms, the.Task Force considered that thebtransferability issuei

,'had two main aspects J One aspect concerned the several problems which
"'arose from_ a form ofgpublic demand for more roads of access to universityil'
entr’ance‘vv: | o ‘ |

,Colleges and 1nstitutes. o exist to provide training for students L

Tin many fields quite: independent of the University : These essential: -

o programs were: created to fill personal and- social:needs not addressed ‘
© - by the University Some institutions, such as. Grant MacEwan’ COmmunity B

. ~ College and the Institutes of Technology were’ ‘created solely with thesef
,y,distinct aims- An mind. Irrespective of the original intentions of - g
.- . these’ non—transfer colleges and institutes, preSSures for- avenues off Y
]%7transfer and credit to':the University now: exist. -Students’ simply:. .. .~
. do not. easily fit into clear institutional definitions ‘nor. accede - to;'”

““the’ intentions of educational planners. Ic. may be the~intention ‘of . f""J

..gffa college or’ institute to prepare a student for a. diploma that leads® .

" to employment It may become ‘the intention of “th student, however,'

©.: after having developed latent interests at ‘these 'ir stitutions, to
hfstudy_at the. University “Not. having enrolled in a University transfer

e program, or in - -an’ institution with a’ university transfer program, these»_;f

. students face serious problems of access and credit. ' Not only-are .

,f;1students seeking admission on the basis of their non—transfer diploma o
,..w]-programs, but selective university credit for work done at the colleges?

' oer institutes as: well SR el T

. fg In summary,:students enrolled in college transfer programs, remain ;ffi,

f;uncertain about" the University s willingness to grant advanced - credit

~*  Those in. diploma programs or, in the institutes, are insisting upon newiﬂj7‘

g ;f}avenues of -access and credit” towards a University degree..# In this ™
L context, it is. merely descriptive to say that ‘the -admission- policies

'dfof the University must now be formulated in a considerably more complex:':'i

“ﬁ;conceptual and political environment.vtljr,

':blA second major aspect of the issue, accordfng to the Task Force, was the ,Eaf.57

confusion which had developed in inter-institutional arrangements for

R

affiliation and transfer of credit'

RO ) . e

'75During the last decade, the number, variety and importance of post—if;ﬁi e

. _]”secondary institutions in Alberta has grown - considerably..u Three :
. new universities have. been created community and ‘regional colleges--y‘p,
"tjestablished or expanded and technical institutes greatly developed,"t

LI ___\v.
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: : L S
: Ihis impressive differentiation of post-secondary institutions
. - parallels the’ increasing number ofgdiploma programs offered in .
" the- province s high schools. - Whereas; for the first half—century
o of the University of Alberta's life it 'stood almost alone in the - ,
- field of post-secondary education in this province, the’ Univarsity B
. 1s now one option among® many others._ This rather radical change -
-din the University 8 situation is placing numerous new demands on - .
its admission policies.v S T SR e T '{1"
o Some colleges in Alberta exist in part, to offer a combination. BRI
- ~of high school courses - and university transfer courses,", These . .
'[gcolleges (including Red Deer, Grande Prairie, Camrose, C ncordia)i o
o ﬂprovide a-.second. route: for students to:‘the University fr ~high E S
' school. Students attend. these colleges either because hey lackf'j"- ’
reQuired high :school" subjects or. because they prefer the personal’afﬂ*
.. and educational atmosphere of a smaller college to. that of ‘the e e
: University. f”.; B A .'2gr o <ﬁx.'}f{“;}1

Lo During the past several years, the agreemenﬂs that support ‘
transfer of credits between- the: University of ‘Alberta and’ several
“of “these colleges (notably Red Deer and. Grande Prairie) have fallen
"zinto'ponfusion. Informal affiliation agreements have not. been
L transformed into' formal legal ones, . Agreements are. necessary to ST
. .assure’ students' at - the colleges that. the University of ‘Alberta will :;xf}
_ -accept particular college courses for: credit when- the student R
“v;f'transfers to- the University to. complete his degree. Agreements L
" have other uses, ‘but:'the assurance to the college students is - Zﬁfﬂﬁ_Q:J;
) 'Primary.;. In the absence of agreements, ‘the educational future S
.- of these students becomes unsure, ' In at: least one- case,’ we o
xif_encountered uncertainty that" had. reached serious proportions. e
... This particular: situation is now, at least ‘temporarily, resolved el
'“fg;However, ‘the basic relations between: the: University ‘of Alberta’ "f" Q:f,_
~+/ and ‘some colleges offering University transfer programs dre. still e
-_jin limbo.} They should not remain -80. much longer : R

o~

However, in contrast to these concerns, the Task Force found thataﬁ‘ﬁ::

. v“_,

"5_:"in the case of almost all postesecondary non-university institutions, the‘l;f'tu

; }fUniversity of Alberta s Faculty of Business Administration and Commerce hadfﬁvf“i

'“L-]been particularily commended for its willingness to explore and arrange :‘,i s

vihh?transfer and credit.; ;Q”;ﬁg?j It noted too that other faculties maintained}f'

'ffinformal relations with various colleges and institutions and that these

88

‘”i are serving students well .y e Thus, concluded the Task Force,, some {il[w*’

IR :
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problems at. the institutional level which delay formal agreements are

foe)

89
. mitigated by popular faculty— o—faculty arrangements " Never—the—less,

the Task Force's. overall judgement was that there .had been a great deal of -

bidifficulty in achieving acceptable affiliationu’ﬁﬁﬁiments" and that "on all
&

' 9
sides of the issue, clear points of authority appear to have been lacking "

'The Task Force asked:

'Did public colleges have authority to sign affiliation agreements
;. on-their own? The answer has evidently been ‘negative. - What was

" 'the role of the Colleges Commission, the Coordinating Council and '
. the Universities Commission? . .

At the’ University, who speaks for the institution as a' whole o
~in relation to the Colleges? Is it the reSponsibility of the General.
‘Faculties Council to take initiatives, the Colleges Committee of

the General Faculties Council or the Vice President Academic7' Or is
-~ this responsibility.to be diffused among the faculties and schools?
- '+ Who at the University is responsible for nurturing the developing -
' relations with the Colleges? Who has been given the mandate and ‘
authority to do so?- It appears that most. of these questions have
i~ remained largely unanswered, or not satisfactorily answered for
some°years. One observer has concluded ‘that present administrative
.- arrangements regarding the colleges,'".u. . make for a tremendous’
~ bottleneck of conservatism and inertia." . Other individuals have

Vi{i ~expressed similar views on the whole previous4administrative

. arrangements 'in. Alberta
b

In the light of this analysis of the problem of transferability,

'-the Task Force suggssted how the resolution of the issue might be sought.

‘ As a first step, the Task Force suggested that the "provincial universities,

colleges and institutes must agree on the procedures that will be followed

92 o 3':..
to negotiate acceptable affiliation agreements." The. Task Force was
: 3

‘careful to point out that it was "doubtful that the public colleges will

"accept procedures and conditions of affiliation unilaterally prescribed

.by any university Board of Governors or the Universities COOrdinating :

: 93
'C0uncil " Again, the Task Force asked
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Should the university review the original admission of a-
student from GraderII;to.the“Colléges in assessing college '
students for admission to the University? Should entire
college programs be' granted credit statys, or should each. _
course and insErﬁbtqr be approved separately by the University?
- Should the accreditation of a college program apply to all
Alberta universities and the practice of separate agreements
for each university cease? Should the attainment of certain
.college diplomas be considered equivalent to Grade XII for
admission to related Programs in the University with only the
- question of advanced credits to. be determined? Now that the
" University effectively recognizes the capability of high,
. schools to_certify‘the-standards‘of students for entrance .
. must they ‘not also recognize the colleges and institutes?
" Should accreditation of high school equivalent~cqur8es in
‘the colleges and institutes be the responsibility of the
Department of Education?34 = SR

©

WLER hede e T PR
~ With respect to the pqssible-resolupionjpf';hese questions,. the Task Force

hhdfed'tﬁat’the Un%?e%siﬁiés CoQtdinating;Céugcilihéd‘sﬁpéor;ed:tﬁéi~,
  e$t§bli$hﬁéﬁt ;f'énnargiCuiafiqﬁ §o£ng11 F§p£es§n£é£iYé;of §%%iou§}§Qétj

sééoﬂdatyfiﬁétitn;idgs;J‘:Thé Té$k FO%¢¢ a;guéd fﬁat‘"igs:establishﬁéntﬁqu;
'thé_esﬁaﬁiishmen;iofiéﬁ%%miiarﬁbody'1é:ééséﬁ£ia1ﬁ:bécauéé f

'the alﬁprnativé ,
‘ may‘be‘direct»goye;nmenc:1nvolVement,"_ - In making this point, the Task

«’Forée:réfgrréd‘f§ the}sﬁétémenfs.whiCh héd_fécéntly been1madevby thefv}”'_3  ;'

vaniSter’bf AdvéncedVEducétion in the Légisiative‘Assembly;:-th'réply fd}a u;
question by Mr. Rbbgrt'Clark; Jamés*Fther'had said:

With respect to the tfansfef-qf credits, within the’non-universi£y f B
sector there is a working arrangement with respect. to transferability .

and my information is that it is working rather well. -

" With réépécf'to thefunivefSitthﬁé.éame 'oldbproblem';exiéts;

people to resolve this question voluntarily of transferability between:
- the non-university sector and the univérsityfcommunitya' The ‘only
~alternative to that, in my view,ftq‘carry'it'further;wbuldfbe for .
government‘to»getxditéctly:invblvgdg CAnd I am just not prepared to
do that., . I think that where possible these things should be worked

o
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out by the institutions, and if necessary, a: good deal of
encouragement should be given by thé minister's office and
other ‘authorities. We. have not yet specifically responded
to the proposal from: the Universities Coordinating Council
.. on transferability. : ‘ :

I might say that in a " discussion I had. . . a day or so’
ago the ‘question was raised. I . " . reported that it was
. my information that one of the colleges was having great
difficulty getting one of the universities to communicate
" with it on this question of transferability._. « o I am very
_hopeful that the uniVersity community, if they have failed
‘to do-s0, will be somewhat more’ responsible and help the
: .colleges in this question of transferability.9_6

It was the Task Force s. argument that government intervention to resolve

L3

the issue had to be considered not only from the Minister s own statements

l:but also because a chief aspect of. the 1ssue - public demands for a‘broadened

L3

'-accessibility to university education -~ seemed soluble only through
’"governmental actiOn R Rejecting the kinds of arguments which had earlier:
.been raised by the Universities Coordinating Council and by The University e

:‘xof Calgary Committee on Colleges against the Kolesar*Fast trial proposal

4.»We do not share the view that the development of a differential
,post-secondary educational system in Alberta can only ‘be: achieved

' . at the expense of - transfer and credit agreements, or at the cost»

of one-sided loss .of institutional autonomy on- the. part of ‘the

. collegés and' institutes. " Autonomy’ can be maintained on all sideSvI<7“'
~.7if relations are: based on negotiation and mutual professional respect.;
A more complex. University admission system need not" imply less: variety |
~in the’ /Post ‘secondary educational’ system but could, in fact, .Stimulate :
~more.  General affiljation agreements should remain sensitive to the 2
,aspirations of each institution to develop a unique learning environment.97

-In accord with its general views the Task Force presented ‘some . Specific f't
'j‘recommendations and declaned its intent to follow the course of thése
"recommendations and to continue reporting to the Senate and other authorities.

. on their diSpOSition over the coming year.;_ The recommendations were these

«
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Procedures should be . established immediately by the
University and other post—secondary institutions in
Alberta to undertake . negotiations regarding the

.establishment and operation of .akfiliation codtracts

between the universities and other institutions

- While general ‘and province—wide agreements are being

negotiated, immediate -attention should be paid by the
University of Alberta to colleges and institutes :
presently'offering transfer programs under "gentlemens'
agmements'' to assure: that these iriformal: agreements

" and obligations associated with them,’ are fully_

understood by all parties

Insofar as possible, initiatives for affiliation and
description of. affiliation conditions should- emanate f..

",from the colleges, institutes and the universities -

4]
. mutual professional regard

NEE |
" that. wish to explore’ possibilities .for. admission and RS
transfer programs where they do- not already ex1st =

6]

rather than the Department of AdvanCed Education

Agreements should respect the integrity and autonomy .
of all participating institutions on the ba51s of N

Encouragement should be giVen to’ colleges and institutes

»:At the University of Alberta some person or authority
'should be. designated with: the mandate, time and:

“;‘interest to- sustain cordial .and beneficial relatiOns '

"h;i;with the colleges and institutes in Alberta 98

ﬁM'TOWARD PROVINCE WIDE POLICIES Oﬁ’TRANSFERABILITY

" BY the time the uniVersities turned to a consideration of the i

.»v

.-'recommendations of the Senate Task Force, the Department of Advanced y':’“

l

C g,

O

PRI,

A Al et £ s e

[‘Education had already presented some new recommendations of its own for 2ffy;f

_ S
Qsolving the transferability controversy On September 11 1973, Toward

the Development of Provincial Policy for Transferability was released by

_'the Department. _ Prepared by the Program Services Division under the'

dleadership of Reno Bosetti this document was essentially a departmental

Y B



”i_"jFurther, argued the Department adult and continuing education programs i;

I S ' ‘,1.28.
'p031tion paper on transferability though it was not described as such
fThe position paper stated what colleges and univer31ties should do -
h,regarding transferability in the light of what the Department would do by
January, 1974 The Department s intentions and suggestions were f
- presented within the context of its understanding of "the Present
‘situation,"rth .positiOns and proposals" of various groups andvcertain
‘ criteria for policy development"»which 1t proposed | =
A | The Department 5 characterization of "the exiSting'situation"
",regardlng transfe:ability‘was, in some respects, 31milar to that prov1ded |
fby the Senate Task Force In fact, the Department thought that the
'Task Force had captured the essence of the problem when it stated {”'g
| Not only are students seeking admission [to universities] On the
‘basis of their non—transfer -diploma programs, ‘but selective.

,d';univegsity credit for work done at colleges and instltutes as
'H‘well - S BEEE X :

-

‘,l'are 1ncreasing1y attracting students" and "recent commission reports in jil# -
'h'fthis province have urged expansion of these areas" favoring.the recognition Qt

‘ 100”
--fof these [prOgrams] as. legitimate and creditable activities S On this

vaint the Department emphasized one recommendation of the Task Forqggon ;1fﬂx'

| ‘h‘,d»;MBHPOWer Training and Retraining which suggested that.v.;5-'.;;fs'*

r[TIncreased integration of now separable training programs must
.. be-established to -allow, ‘in a career ladder sense, transferability -
of credit from one:. program of training to another and from one level
- of training to :another.  This’ implies .that an individual should be
.7 able ‘to initially undertake a short. term program and later plug this ,
o ‘into a more extensive diploma, technology or’ degree course of studies.lol

J7"Therefore, concluded the Department, "the whole matter of admissions and

H7'ftransfer has much wider implications when the total spectrum of educational



o fthis way

: ;."Sub-systems,‘

129.
o 102 | N
opportunity is considered " The Department identified these

implications as the most important.f
. Thus the problems of admission and transfer may: be viewed as .
having system—wide implications which necessitates the development
of provincial policie These policies need :to transcend narrower
-institutional concerns in the interest of creating an integrated
~and articulated system of post—secondary education. el

It was. the Department s v1ew that in spite of efforts which had been :

. made to facilitate student movement through the post-secondary system,__

ot
Ly

‘ demands for further im rovement c0ntinued "unabated " The source and
. P

- nature of these unabated demands" were described by the)Department

g ' :
.Students in non—university institutions are- insistent that they ,
be.assured in advance of the utility of programs and ¢ourses for ,f. oo
"admissiOn to other programs.;' They are equally’ insistent that '
they know. in advance whether or'not" they will be. granted advance _
credit for courses or programs ‘taken -at-a non-univefsity institution.,.
n,_These demands are not 1nconsistent with those which echo throughout
. the consﬁmer world. . People want to krow in’ advance what the -
- _product which they purchase will: do’ whether it be an automobile or'
~an educational program They want to: know how it will perform,,
A.jwhere’it ‘might take them, and its trade—in value should they find
'giit not completely satisfactory o o _

The Departmental document also reviewed "the most recent efforts

/~,
/

. fat resolving the transferability problem" by describing the prop0sals,and
B positions of the main parties concerned - the Universities Coordinating
’ L

el

]fCouncil, the Colleges Commission, the "Non-University /ost~Secondary

C T
'.the Alberta Association of Coll/ges/zdministration, and
/f'h '"Government Position W The Coordinating COuncil's support for an L

v.;articulation council was. noted as was the trial proposal of the Colleges DR

";Commission. The position of the non-university sub—system“ was

. 8
e e

""considered to- be one which favored the trial proposai on the basis of

e



';f the Worth Report

}h‘:(Worth Report p 112)

130.
'~thepagreement1deVised in April, ll9721 The position of the Alberta ‘
'-Association of Colleges Administration (A A C A ) - basically,

.i association of college presidents — was described from its advice to. \i

) the Minister of Advanced Education in July, l973 regarding A Choice

- ;of Futures and Master Plan Number One.ll The. following recommendations

o Were among those which this association urged the Minister to adopt&from'ilh

THAT - further (continuing) education differs greatly from youth
‘ ducation and - that these differences must be reflected in admission
‘requirements, objectives, content and achievement criteria Bt

‘-ATHAT - admission of students be based on any one. of the follow1ng

school marks, a definition of maturity, Or .scores. obtained on

'”_leepartment of Education power tests.;, (Worth Report P 139)

"Fff;From Master Plan Number One, the AtA C A urged the Minister to adopt, as’

o 106
V;poLicy,_a proposed two—year project on transferability.,;ﬁbf

e nvirtually identical to the trial propOsal of the Colleges Commission.~h"_?J7»v“:'”

: ?:‘l-Finallya the position paper claimed that the Government of the Province’i“fxfl”;?"v

A Choice of Futures, was "still studying others and had "partially

f;of Alberta had endorsed in principle” several‘recommendations from

| vﬂlimplemented'still others.; According to the Department, the following
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lhe portion of the position paper entitled "The Department s
iIntent" was based upon conclusions which the! Department itself had
vuadreached about the compatibility of the positions and proposals it
:reviewed and the value of further discussions among interested parties.'
>-¢The Department said | S | | |

- The problems of admission and transfer have been the subject of

, prolonged discussion, debate, -and"’ investigation and . . | threaten:
' gito create serious conflict 'if  their- solution is lost in further
similarly prolonged activities. - S S -

s Recognizing that solution of the problems is o simple task
“.and- that - the possibility of reaching .an:ideal solution to which
“all will agrée 1is remote, the: Department of Advanced Education .

_‘has. undertaken a ‘two- ~fold task . Firsty it ‘will develop policies o

- and guidelines which will be a- "bestwfit" solution to the problem... o

. These it will- implement by January 1, 1974, Second, it will '

; "i{‘fcreate a mechanism. whereby the effects of. these policies and ,,,_._ ,
»"ﬂ[guidelines ‘may be monitored and by which the policies and guide- I

h'fiilines may be revised 5}_..,: iy ‘,uc -~~u:.--;-u = :,:4,

S HOpefully during the period between.now and January l we
-~ will . be able to. reach agreement e b as’ “t0 what should be the R
~“‘-content of policies and guidelines. _ However, the time frame 3
TVadOpted requires that we' take immediate action .ﬁgg;j.lOS‘v, .

THE SENATE TASK FORCE: NEW FINDINGS AND REPEATED
: RECOMMENDATIONS if;.i'-

The Department 8- hopes that system—wide transferability POlicies :*ﬁV*

t'fjcould be framed in a four-month period was an ambitious one given the B

Y different positions held by college and university groups and by the

""-{Department itself Nevertheless, the meetings WhiCh the Department

. f‘arranged tp realize these hopes drew support, though the support from »vfi‘

".1l:universities was cautious.J In contrast to this caution, the Support of S

‘; the Senate Task Force was enthusiastic. In a letter ‘to James Foster,

L R
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’.October:lo, l973,’the"Task Force.Saidi o
The University of Alberta Senate Task Force on Entrance Require—"
Vaments wishes to express its support for the project undertaken
. by the Program: Services Division of your Department in relation o
S to” transferability. " You may recall that,”in our Report of May,",_.
- i*1973 we. cited- this entire realm. of entrance requirements. - We =
- .are pleased ‘that a systematic effort is being made to_improve,
, 'the present situation.109 B : : L '

. ,However,_the efforts of the Tash Force went beyond.letter writing and A:j
iverbal erpressions of support for attempts to solve the 1ssue.:: As it ld

VT had promised in May,‘the Task Force continued to‘report ‘upon’ any new_“
ffdevelopments and ig particular, upon the fate of 1ts recommendations,: jf

' diTwo of its efforts in this regard are especially important the second vp

-b".fﬂyreport of the Task Force to the University of Alberta Senate on September e

‘x128 1973 and the meeting of the whole Senate at Red Deer College on'di:;t

v'iThe Second Task Force Report

Following its first report to the Senate, the Task Force had

‘”'Qcirculated its findings and recommendations widely.rf Copies of/the report f?fﬁ”Uf

) agzwere sent to all deans and directors at The University of Alberta, to the

‘

’tl‘:Board of Governors of the University, to the Executive Committee of jij-;-buf"”‘

‘"fifGeneral Faculties Council to all post—secondary institutions in the :

:”f-:province, to the Minister of Advanced Education, the Minister of Education,;;iftf.

*q:;and to all who had contributed letters and briéfs to the Task Force.;,,j_-~ g

BA Y :

u'-In the case of The University of Alberta and the Department of Advanced

'f‘Education, the views of the Task Force were presented in person to selectedl“-*"

.{Fyofficials. v Thus, the report of the Task Force to the Senate on. September ;
Ve .

‘l 28 1973 was primarily an attempt to identify which of the Task Force s

””'3;1earlier recommendations had been acted upon and what the results of its B
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1personal cOntaCts had been
With ‘some regret, the Task Force noted that the General Faculties

Ff»council‘athhe:Uniyersit of Alberta had not yet formally considered its

lﬁireporthof'May,_l973,:f owever, the Task Force applauded specific interim

-(

"}p'efforts which were being made in improving communications with the public

"17;,on the matter of admissions he Office of the Registrar now published

*v‘.a monthly admissions bulletin which was distributed to all high schools
'.h and post—secondary institutions Also, a booklet for prospective students,srzb

"3 which promises to be a more readable introduction to the University

"lj'Calendar, was now available, noted the Task Force Also, the University L

:*ffhad designated Mr D Burns Assistant Registrar and Secretary of the

%5f:7'Colleges Committee of General Faculties Council as a contact person" ,_:Csi ﬂ:fk

) ujifor relations with the colleges_and other post-secondary institutions.wm

'ihh But,.frankly» said the Task Force,- a question remains whether the o Y;afff.ﬁ_'“

v'fj }assistant registrar, with many other duties, has the resources to adequately

e 110~ '0.@;,»:
t;;wperform this function._.ggjf The Task Force said that "ii does not appear‘

B The Task Force elaborated'a'

e et
’Vh{gthat the situation in this regard has materially changed from past practices;”v3;'

e wl
: I

P

'1The Colleges Committee of General Faculties Council wants to meet
~with other colleges and institutes, but the: Committee evidently
. -lacks ‘administrative Tesources to do-its. job., In our visits to’
.. ‘the Colleges and Institutes last’ year, My Purns was - universally
"’;praised for his work on. behalf of the Co‘ieges Committee. " But as
. the’ Colleges Committee ‘Chairman has" repeatedly said,. "with all the R
‘;lgoodwill in’ the world; we simply cannot handle the demands made on "i
-ﬁ,us . ._We wish to repeat Several sentences from our May 25 Report,]f

g ;T,"At the University, who speaks for® the institution as a. ;l?'
- whole'in relation to the- colleges? . ., Whoat the _' SR e
' “rUniversity is respOnsible for nurturing -and" developing ‘h- J:'-»_Qgg,}l
. “..relations. with' the- Colleges9 ‘Who 'has been: given the- '.' 1'*-av.,1;'f o
¢ mandate and authority to-'do so? It appears that most of - . 1 . a%
.~ . these questiong ‘have remained largely unanswered or. not f*._~ S o
'”tfi‘satisfactorily answered for some years. R e

PR v./ o
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C e these comments seem as' true now.as then and’ have since ‘

been completely corroborated by the Chairman of this University s
College Committee, - Given - the particular problematic nature of
our relations with other pPost-secondary institutions, we wish to -

Dmechanism for dealing with‘the colleges and. institutes in this'

~.Province.n

We 'will await their debate!on this particdlar p01nt’

3 with considerable interest 112

The Senate Task Force had also met with a representative of the .

'”'l,Department of Advanced Education, Dr Fast in June , Fast had indicated ._5

: that he intended to call all post—secondary institutions together soon E

l 300
to begin discussions abOut a new system of transfer arrangements " v

'f:ffiWe applaud the fact that an organized effort is now being made to solve

114 G

s this aggravating problem,"l“' said the Task Force _ At the same time it '

1ﬂi’drew attention to its earlier recommendations regarding the appropriate

i.source of initiatives for the design of new, transferability arrangements‘-7"

§ as our recommendation of last May indicated we had hoped o
that the initiative for describing a. new’ transfer system would come g
%:,from ‘the post-secondary institutions themselves oIt appears now
- to_ have'come- from the Department of Advanced. Education The
_‘:;institutions,_in the' form of. the Universities Coordinating Council s
x¢,[f;Oriother.manifestations, were evidently not" capable of dealing with-’h_
.~ “’coordination.’ - Hopefully, this will not. ‘become’ Government: direction._gﬁ
In expressing our ‘conviction to Dr, Fast _that leadership was- needed
v‘fin this area, we reiterated ‘our- hope that the institutions would
“retain the ‘inftiative ‘even under Government supervision.. In a b

‘letter to Mr. .MacNeil, Dr, Fast has assured us that, in’ the present ;?5-‘"‘ .

'rhiround of meetings,_ the institutions themselves will have major : R

’dec1sions made "1

‘bxfg'The Senate Meeting in Redlber ?5;_;1?’_'1'“

The meeting of the entire Senate at Red Deer College on November 7:ﬁv'v
Sy zz and 23 1973,

'» of the transfer issue and its efforts to

was another example of this body s continuing investigation

ep the attention of various-« S

,»./_
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-

].groups focussed ‘upon it . The Senate held both an open public forum '
and a formal session in which it heard written briefs ‘V'Then ‘
announcement of the meeting said in part

v'President Wyman, Registrar AcD. Cairns, Dean E, I Chambers
.of the Faculty ‘of Busiress Administration ‘and Commerce

' Dean R. ‘G. Baldwin of" the Faculty of Arts, ‘and- public _
. .. members,of the. Senate will be available to participate in y
e m:1.the discussions o '

*he‘following day, Friday, November 23 . -
.the trarsfer of credit and' advanced- standing
*condary institutions in Alberta.l;6_ = '

":will focus §
L among post
On the matter of nsferability, the Senate received written sub-__

h missions from ts

Cf

e Students Association of Red Deer College, the
'” administration of Red Deer College through the office of Dr G A
: Kelly, Director of Academic Programmes, and the Colleges Committee
-_li:'_of General Faculties Council at The University of Alberta
R The Students' Assoc1ation brief 1dentified two main'problems':ifyﬁ

"*?f in the College s relationship with universities..; There were

. university admission and advanced standing fgr non-matriculated college i} L

5§h} students %nd the f advanced credit which might be allowed any

”1; college studen r td a university The students contended
| oo o adOpt fair and flerible entrance.requirements |
ve maintained fairly rigid policies in this

greed the students,:"it has been ShOwn over the
ho: have not met the conventional entrance
ed‘with and’succeeded in all types of programsn"-“*

.. According to t udents, the situation where "a person cannot receive
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:if, way by the Students Associatlon ‘:xf”

:f_fand under existin larticulatiOn arrangements,’"the colleges are being

ifﬁleft out "-:-MJ“

/ e 136, |

credit for these courses from the University of Alberta until he or

119
she has completed their matriculation, n‘,shouldrno 1onger'exist.
- _1 ‘ . l ., B .] . )
ThisftudentS“proposed.this'solution'~
" The - University of Alberta should haVe an obligation to accept
~.courses recognized\as transfer courses -as certiffed by the
sending institution - Mature students and others who - enter
_ College under ‘special circumstances 'stiould not be expected - _
to complete their matriculation or have it re-evaluated, ‘after
- already completing more advanced courses1 the opinion of the
-1‘sending institution should be: respected : o
A second major problem and 1ts solution was expressed this

N .-

E3

A Many students have a de31re to re ive from Red Deer more {
© . than’ the’ ten courses The University of Alberta.will. accept '
- for: credit This once again questions. the creditability
'~ /sic/ of the College . In an institution whose courses . and

’vinstructors are so- carefully screened by The: University of - j’Gxx'f”ﬁ

ffAlberta 1t seems ridiculous and is" equivalent ‘to. the Dean U;”Zf~
. of g limiting the : number ‘of courses a student

L can receiVe in a single building on the University Campus i;;n;.”"”‘

The University of Alberta should reconsider its position

:*,“and accept-any number of courses. that are recognized 8t

'ff;university transfer courses

’\.,"'

“fl\ In the students view, the persistence of these main problems affected

C'f{ the security or in reality the lack of it felt by College students" ;Lffi

The "Red Deer College PositiOn Paper,ﬁvpresented by Dr G 0-"gi72vz
v'ifKelly, an administrator at the College, was similar to the students v{ﬂiixj

A'fﬂipbrief in the particular problems identified However,,the administratiVe

problems internal to college operation and concerning college-ff'?ﬂ

}

'tf university consultatioh were given more attention Basically, the :

) !

S




B college complained of the "inordinate amOunt of . college resources

: G123 i
which must be expended to effect transfer proceduﬁes. i The

bcollege considered these procedures not only excessively time i i
‘consuming but also extremely complicated and confusing.

"3'Firstly the. College must - obtain permission from a University
-~ faculty, or: usually one of many- departments within a faculty,
. to offer a particular course at the College. Secondly dt-
" is also” necessary to. gain approval from respective departments
‘at the Univeréity for ‘gach faculty member. ‘who is teaching the -
course. . This 'ig an annual occurrence and 1s. extremely. time :
B consuming for numerous persons at" each institution."

] Even 1f these procedures have been overcome the College SRR
Student is’ still faced with® the third stage;- that of gaining ' B
‘admittance’ to the University. " The: University of Alberta

.+ .Procedures are such that it makes it difficult for a. College .

" :student to have a clear’ understanding of - what is required , R
*lg{’Furthermore, ‘the University Insists on another evaluation of - A
<. ‘the student's high school background to determine admissibility._

o In effect ‘the ‘student must. undergo a .form of double admittance
S to post- secondary education._v ‘The inse&urity of ‘the student' s
'“_pQSiCiOQ is;compounded.byfthe7fourth7stagegwhich;involveSraj'
';judgement*onfthe'part“of)thefuniVerSityIas*tofthefStudent's - e
" advanced standing’—»the number. of- courses taken at. the College s
for which a student will receive credit , TR s

: ALl of these stages take place within a framework in which
,.v:neither the student nor. the- College is completely aware .of - the”
,};¢~exact procedures followed ‘nor . the criteria ‘used by personS;‘wff
o within departmentz faculties and the Registrar s office at

'”{the University , R e T

waThe remainder of the administration s brief outlined what the college

"gé:administration thought was the specific cause of problems at each of the b

'four phases.i As well it provided recommendations for their alleviation.gf-’"
The college administration suggested that problems regarding

”";of the University of Alberta that the College exists only to serVe as ‘a fff,.?h

.'u“.'cbranch of the University. that it offers University of Alberta courses: s
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and therefore should be subject to University of Alberta scrutiny.'" T . }

The‘College considered Ehis‘a,féise'éssumption especially "Qheﬁ‘there o

'~,1s little likelihood‘of finding‘différent segtions-of the a%g'cou:se\f'

o

.-at that uni#érsity whiCﬁ éré eﬁﬁivélgnﬁs.fizé-‘Beéidés; tﬁ;‘g%ghmeﬂt >"

.ééptinued;.“#he*expécﬁétipp ghét'we‘wo;ld‘simpiy mirfof ﬁgiQersity ofl ) .
,‘41bérta offe:ings«has Qe?ere limiEéfiqps,for‘éﬁfri¢ulﬁm deyelopﬁen;; . . .ﬁ1?7_
The féll&wing fecommendati§h by tﬁeicqllege was:suppdsédifbAsblyé:tﬁis» '

broblem: ’
3 §§>We.wish it .to be recognized that‘Red,Deer,Collégexdoes:not'offer - .
f{University.of.Alberta’courses,',-Instead;the Collége offers courses S
' with approximately the same content as the:University of .~ . =
- Saskatchewan, University of Lethbridge, Simon Fraser University,
University of British Columbia, and to other universiti  to the = -
east and south. Certainly our instructors should seek to establish = .
professional relationships with counterparts at the University of . -
Alberta and other universities to share viewpoints regarding course
.content.  However, the true yardstick.lies not inm the individual .
gﬁinstrpctqr's*qualifICaqions;nbf{thé-specific.course'conteq; but
_¥in what the students who have completed the course know and how
_#they perform in subsequent céurses. ~ Do our students perform as
“well as the University bf"AlbgrtaiS‘studéntslin‘secondvandﬁthird4
year? University records show that they do, in spite of repeated
-} objections we' have received about individuals teaching some ‘of our

“-courses. !

L -The}hecessity:for u‘aversity'approva1 6f college instructors for
. / . | . . (f"rl . ‘ ." - * - N T T R
"“transfer courses was considered a related,difficulfy?fb%'the-qulége.nv{ g

s N . , TR S
This was nbt\en%;fbeCause the system "1mplies q3lack~of confidence by the

’ UniVérsify in.ﬁgé Cdllege'é'abili;y to‘sgleét staff" but also;bécausg?it =
Eéndeﬂ to rely "

4

solely'on’paper qualiﬁicgfiohé‘thie ptﬁervqualitieé of -
the instruct9r~aré'notfEonsideged,";:g‘

The College jadministrator
S SRR

‘ vexp1aineq:, S b; o ;,:‘ 

.’;v.’the-ﬁxactice of instrﬁctor épprovalloveflovks.tﬁe fact that
;hg‘College has differen; problems and operates in a different -
R T

i
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’_be required to provide information for this assessment." 34.

© 139,

environment than the Univergity. For instance, our faculty
‘have to be versatile. Sométimes a subject area has an
: insufficient ‘enrolment td& Justify hiring one specialist it?
may be necessary to hire a person who teaches physics who can
~also teach introductory calculus. . . « While a faculty member
. must have the expertise to teach a second year university
~.course he nust also have the’ ability and interest to teach
high school equivalency courses, remedial courses and. adult - .
evening courses.. The staffing policies of a community
college must respond- to many needs, only one . of which is

L university transfer. R o e

The administration of the College pointed also to. the fact that there

“was disagreement within the University itself on the need for approval.‘ -

”'»For example, the Faculty of Commerce has repeatedly stated that

we should have  the: authority to do our own hiring, while persons'*po SR

iiwithin the Faculty of Arts (notably the Department of English)
- have consistently criticized, questioned and attempted ‘to

. “ influence oyr. hiring..: These inconsistencies on the part of, the v

.. University require the College to be aware of. multiple sets of -
. ‘ground - rules which are extremely difficult to work. with ‘

t'In response to this problem it was the College s recommendation that

the necessity for approval of our instructors for each_transfer course

<

. 132’ B :
' is an anachronism which should be discontinued " ;\' In its place, the

|

college recommended “an advisory system whereby the college would seek‘
»:advice concerning qualifications from the appropriate university department.

.',However, the college considered that "the logical position would be for

R

'"colleges to be completely independent in regards to. assessing faculty :

qualifications and be judged only on student performance at the receiving B

133 ,
institution.' The College recognized that "follow-up research would

The administration 8 discussion of the "admissions problem was :
o .

very similar to that of the Students Association. "The,administration

Aot A S g 5 e



i ‘lstudents.",

3 »)r [ _‘ : | o
, , . ' - : - 140.
,Iproposed that "procedures should be developed whereby admission “f
rulings of Red Deer- College should be honoured by the receiving
| university 135 This should include the situation where the College.

rules that .an applicant is admissable [to a college program] and

“:decides to waive a matriculation deficiency in view of work experience

or age: . ,v ;6 said the administration““‘Further, argued the College,'

) >Uni rsities should make known to colleges their explicit procedures
’ ; ! [ ‘/’,‘

(including contact persons) for processing applications from college

137 °

to the guestion which the Senate considered so crucial to any resolution g
-of the transfer issue :

. ‘h Who speaks for the University7 ,H'.,To avoid inconsistencies ‘
o _between departments and faculties within ‘the university it
* would be preferable to 'have one .office.or body which has

' final’ authbrity to speak for the university with regards to‘ , h,-g_"'

.- transfer. = The existing Colleges Committee of General

..~ Faculties Council attempts ‘to- perform this furiction but . its
. relationship with other segments of the University appears Qf"
~to be nebulous T o o :

LA
4

Regarding the question pf advanced credit, the College recognized f:"

that this involved the need to equate course content and to check on

"-'{

-"ipre-requisites.i‘ However in place of "the awkward procedure of re- T

'5jiadmissions and re_evaluations" the College favored a system-wide mechanismf'

*dwhich would "allow the sending institutions to arrange for the transfer

_“of students from college to university-'; The type of mechanism d'nth»?”Vb

recommended was this.
:,A province—wide Articulation Council should be established which
- will have as one -of 'its -functions the annuai publication of a.
g*booklet -equating courses from institution to institution, similar
- -to the one publisheéd By Simon Fraser University with respect to '
;the B C Colleges o , R o SO

In. justifying this proposal, the College drew attention S

ol



‘ f}_College and to the one advanced by the Senate Task ForCe in May, 1973

, ‘141.

Concluding its brief the College proposed that the Senate

T-} might establish a committee representative of universities and colleges
B to study the recommendations it presented‘ ‘The College suggested

further that representatﬁals "shall have decision—making authority o

.'vested in them by their respective institutions and that ",a

| »satisfactory agreement pertaining to transfer should be [reached]' |
o later than March 318t 1974 "140 Clearly, Red Deer College thought '
"_there was a degree df urgency about solving outstanding problems and it

. suggested why a resolution of issues should be important to universities

.'and colleges alike L

,The College recognizes that government legislation is to- be Lol
Proposed which will alleviate these inadequacies. - The College e b
‘Phowever,pcontends that such intervention is" undesirable and .o j;»:fT
.'unnecessary if satisfaCtory arrangements can be made at an ;' ’ o ‘f
;’inter—institutional level _ . o
' In its opening statement of "basic principles ¥ the Colleges :,'3-'1 S

LQCommittee at the University of Alberta favored an overall approach to vfithft P

"ithe problems Of transferability which was similar to that of Red Deer :’}

1~;;: The resolution of conflict problems related to- transfer and articulationt o s

can best be achieved through reasonable discussion by reasonable people ~ﬁv

Lo ' 142 SERTE
3’from the institutions concerned "o said the Committee. : In addition, e,

Qsaid the Committee, An articulation mechanism is. necessary to provide a ff

"‘forum for the resolution of transfer and - articulation problems while at
1 7

v;the same time preserve the autoﬁomy of individual post-secondary

'lreducational institutions."143 Three other’principles were advanced by :‘.ih

S

,the Committee.v t ' 'f‘;-gb‘
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(1) The quintessential point of concern with' respect to o
. the whole subject of transfer and articulation is the )
‘student. S . . :

L (2) It shoulﬁ be possible for students who wish to make
 vocational changes to do so. with a minimum of educational
interruption. ‘ S : : -

E (3)7It ‘should be possible for a student to attain a given"
* post- secondary educational end through a variety of ways
' vand means.‘ o '

— _l‘,_____,l .

,'On the basis of its principles, the Committee recommended that fthey ',..-

‘_post secondary institutions of Alberta mOVe at once toward the creation;
. 145
-_gof an Articulation Council as outﬁned in- the Mowat Report of 1971 R

hThe Committee said it considered the changes in the membership of such

‘f‘va council which would be required by the demise of the Commissions werel'? B

iv: but minor details which do not detract in any subStantive way from the :
-.imAJOI recommendations of the [Mowat] Report."¥46 The Committee said E
h'f;it was convinced that the mechanism of an Articulation Council ”would
;enable representatives of the post-secondary instithtions and agencies';

‘ 3:of Alberta to meet as 'a community to resolve articulation and transfer

S * : 147'
‘;problems ranging from system to department level."w_~ That the Senatel

was. similarly convinced is evidenced by the resolution adopted at the f;;f V

'-'close °f the meeting iﬂ Red Deer and communicated directly to Dr.‘fhhhi
l-'Fast in the Department of Advanced EducatiOn- ».}“-_‘-‘ h-*t'h*:-*zldf

‘,Resolved that the Executive of the Senate, after taking
into consideration the representations and discussions -

© of this meeting concerning the transferability. problem,'

" take steps to encourage’ the immediate creation of an ' o
'Articuladion Council within the spirit of the Mowat Report 148,w

-
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WHO SPEAKS FOR wuon ON TRANSFERABILITY"

In its submission to the Senate on November 23,vthe Colleges

oy .

’Committee was careful to point out that the contents of its brief
represent the views of - the members of the Colleges Committee and are 2
»u~not necessarily the views of General Faculties Council.";4 - This
.qualification in the Committee s submissionﬂwas another illustration o
-.of the crucial importance of the question who speaks for the university
’on transfer7" In a similar way, a series of negotiations between The‘

h‘University of Alberta and Grande Prairie College - negotiations which

'un were unresolved at the time of the‘Red Deer meeting - illustrate this L

'."_n' : "y

: same crucial point, HoweVer, one of the negotiatiodimeetings shows R
| that the question of "who speaks for the colleges on transfer7" was

- . perhaps, an equally troublesome one.;, The meeting also suggests that fd,-~f3»'
'5_the Colleges Committee had become as . unhappy witheits inability to-'f

n'3brepresent the university on matters of transferability as had Red Deer D S
. SR :_””“_:_ :

Py College, Grande Prairie College and the Senate.»f“~-f;']i‘& SRR

The meeting referred to took place November 9 1973 and involved

k"‘the Colleges Committee and representatiyes of Grande Prairie College, :7
' including its president Henry Anderson.» In general, the meeting

concerned the request of Grande Prairie for modifications in affiliation

- arrangements though no formal affiliation agre en had been in\existence
’f‘« since 1971 _ Anderson indicated how the College viewed this sitnation asd

We had a five year affiliation which expired in 1971 presumably. -\hﬁ
Ab°“t that time, at other 1EV618, there were other Committees SN




": were informal

144,

’ trying to formalize in ‘Some sensible Way what an affiliation

- document was. . ., . It eventually went to the: University 8-

, solicitors who put it in the form of a’ contract. - They said
“this is an affiliation agreement’-'sign on: this .point, ,
‘About thig time the newlegislation to replace.the public

. “Junior colleges took place. . It created "a Colleges Commission

‘which was an intermediary with ‘the Colleges and the University. :
~After new legislation there simply could not by law be any -
““lateral or bilateral regulation WHe' object to the document.

' There really. has not- been- any attempt to consult’ with the 5 '

: colleges. The document g not legal. It said the college -

c would be bound by all regulations established by the. University.
Lo If that is in’ fact ‘what the affiliation document is,‘we ‘have it
' :and will honour it._?v R AR S

Eh ’)

However, explained Anderson, getting modifications to the affiliation'”s*—

| , arrangements had usually been difficult and prolonged f_fV

'_,,We have attempted with some consistency since 1968 to get.,ir.
“the: modification of the: affiliation agreement with no success.

| fiFirst of all we: would 1ike to operate an ‘evening credit program ;1153

'fa"using our ‘own' approved first year .curriculum in: centres outside

.+ .of Grande’ Prairie. ' The ruling of ‘the Evening Credit and o
*". Summer Session Committee of General Faculties Council was‘, _
,’that ‘the- college was - confined to its own campus. JIf it ‘wanted ;
. to offer” courses outside, that was: the domain of the University
'of ‘Alberta. " We could .not get an interpretation on- that.,’;
OSecondly, we would like - to offer summer. 8school -that was - :

‘accepted.. = But as far as offerings beyond the first. year, there

_.'fhas been no approval for us to do that. = We do not intend to.

. .offer'a secpnd year program but’ would like to offer limited

' and . specific courses. for’ approval : That request has been made
'"'on a number of occasions and every case ‘denied: 15 ’

L Anderson conceded that some progress had been made though arrangements7ffﬁ;°

Cew

'::We'.’, . proceeded on an action-reaction approach . . because o
the need has been so compeiling «-».+ -Ain the northern area ‘to-

" do something P A * -3 established an. arrangement (ad hoc) that’n‘“f”7

“j‘was ultimately . approved e we would - offer courses outside
":of Grande Prairie. The arrangements '« + . initially were fine,
. The students were registered by the University of Alberta, paid
“their fees to the University of Alberta, the instructor involved-'
was . appointed to the- staff of the evening credit program of the
- . University but in all respects the total .resources with the
.. exception of the 18 or 20 books and all of the administration. -
was provided by the college. The. college was subsidizing
.;vuniversity study in northern Alberta Lo

o
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‘ But such ad hoc arrangements were open to question, said Anderson,
: and when this occurred, the College began to wonder whether it should

feel bound by a non—existent affiliation agreement ‘f:' ' “, - R

e-,f_First of all it was: the\opinion of several high placed people

. of the university administration that there. was a serious -
- erosion of ‘quality to do this sort of thing., We. denied that '
' and we deny it today. . We find ‘there is really no. -difference -
. whether we ‘do it from Grande Prairie with people ‘who 1live -

',there or whether they operate under the University: umbrella.--
_"”Nothing has - happened to change the person.who gives the’ course.‘ S
h*-Eventually we' challe ged the right of the university because R

- we.could ‘not. find- any ing in. writing or in common sense that = .

-should not allow us at Teast: to make a judgement on educational -

" need to provide courses 1n the service area of the' college.»;f
- On- October 8, 1971 13. this Committee ‘took - the question as:
Pto whether the college could offer courses outside Grande :"“' ol
~Prairie T ‘have never: heard -what happened to their decision.;fT.
T'Jam assuming it was never: challenged because a- student '
.ﬂg-transferred without any difficulty. o However, no policy has
.~ 'been established, so’ in response to. .. ..a modification' [request]
.. we have been told in a variety of" ways that [the University&
V'g_'cannot deal with the question of the extension of courses

Anderson suggested that a failure to resolve problems of this kind could

"'j“ have consequences for universities.and colleges that each would regard as

- unfavorable';ﬁfﬁfﬁdu | RN , Lo
, jffNothing is gained by pointing fingers or affixing blame . o ;l; ;"
7" It has happened and I'd like.to. see if- we' can break out of [this] -

: .- because if we do not, the decisions are. not going to be’ made here.:_iYFJ.f

. We are. going to have ‘to 1live with gomebody else's rules and that
I think would be most: unfortunate. " T have ‘held out against. my
" colleagues on_the principle of having a ersonal arrangement by
- which-the. sending institution. declares .
I do not accept that and I do not think it would work but’, .,
. some-kind ofbsensible Committee « v can really work out another
":f._.A. approach, so that colleges can discover what needs to be done
.to meet: approval, 80 that" ‘they can in fact work ‘towards getting it :
-~ .. . -and also ‘that. we have ongoing: relationship and Can solve problems
.. as they come up, in a sensible way 156 - iy - g

Members of the Colleges Committee concurred with Anderson s

observatiOns and suggestions but tried to explain the Committee 8

the amount of transferabilitA{ o

e e S L el
4 s T ! ; ; : - .



predicament-.l For example, Dr. Bryce, the Committee s Chairman,
pointed out that

with respect to the whole question of transfer and el e
‘the left hand now knowing what the right hand does, the " e
difficulty of institution~to-institution commynication [is that]
we have at least three Committees that ‘deal with the- questions -
that you have. raised ‘here. One of them is’ ourselves and we. E
are regarded as. peripheral by some’ organizations ... The: Admissions
v ;;,Requirements Committee is. a much more . powerful Committee in terms
. that, simply, we cannot:go ‘beyond- what ‘they. say Then there is
" the Dean's Coyncil, .’ . . which has an input on. these subJects .
. Then,: of course, there are the departments themselves which have
Ta’ considerable amount ‘of say’ ‘and- -also the Executive Committee

. o of GFC which it seems to~ me, hear what it wants to hear 155 i'.a"’l"f

. : e ,
Bryce continued, coming to ‘a; conclusion similar to Anderson s e
I think we haVe to follow your 1ine of thinking and « .. go -
* ﬂbeyond ‘this: institution. .+ T cannot see how. we .can resolve’ this
.,[_finternally - In-my. mind it covers matters which- are. really of
v ;l']provincial ‘concern and - ir[. no-internal* committee can
"'.3-ever come to grips with these kinds of questions il

- L we. h?ue advocated that we move. ‘beyond- ', to the type of thingt1vafa‘”"

i -ilthat hope an Articulation Council might be able to do

Dr Barry Mbore, also representing Grande Prairie College, emphas1zed?t o

Bryce s point when he obserVed

1_}t seems to me that even though this [Colleges] Committee ﬁf;f,fh
S 'might want to look at .Some very- large matters of: prin iple, ' o
. some_of ‘the matters are not. the responsibility of - this Committee)*” '

. mor should they be . . . . commynity colleges in remote areas . . =

. are. encouraged to offer up to the first two years of university o
.}and it not the. responsibility of the uniVersities to say. you
. -can or can't have first or: secondfyear but'its a matter of. '
:-working out the process .. . . . the universities are tampering
S 'with, the” mandate given to the’ community colleges A SRR
: ',which is- not. the- responsibility of the. universities . . . .

what we are trying to. develop is how we can work out the mandate';ii'pf

gi'given to both of us, 15

Another member of the Colleges Committee, Dr. Voss, wondered hpw much f;vsﬁﬁf

help the establishment of an Articulation Council would be in solving

- the particular problems of Grande Prairie College in getting some

Sy T



".]vAnderson replied

I'fe?kLGrande Prairie s particular difficulties.g Rothrock elaborated#//

second—year university courses approved | 'Bear in mind " emphasized

K

'”var Voss, "that we are trying to persudade G F C. for, the second time o

1 8.
1that it is going to have to establish the Articulation Council nld ,

1

»"It is a great step forward This [Colleges] Committee dealing
- with college affairs has not had: representation on-an ongoing
. basis with ‘the colleges.' Certainly an: Articulation ‘Council
. ~will:get the problem on" the table'and have it looked at through
" several perSp ctiVes.', The first thing ‘that happens is that .
-~ there is- an apyreciation- ‘of the problem. ' An-Articulation -
. ;,."“Council can very quickly adjust itself to questions of larger
R principle. : b e RS :

‘_Professor Rothrock. another member of the Colleges Committee, also was _?5

'xl”f;skeptical that attention to questions of 1arger principle" would solve f'l

:'f;f;'gg. I mean if you are approved for second year courses and o
. 'you move ‘a course off campus . ... you can get. nothing but a r.T:h -
_:,jvlittle criticism ‘and jurisdictional complaint from' the- University]

S It is only- because .you are- only authorized for first year work ”

.ﬂﬁi}that ‘'you have to keép coming back on -each. particular thing for f*tilf;t]§737'
”‘Qanything beyond the 200 level.160 ?hi' P e T ;;r;_fjj;'x*f];

oy e

”“:f.Anderson s reply was that the University would not approve second yearﬂ%@f*f;ﬂfﬂ

{university courses without approving a second year university progr -1ﬁZ;th”’

‘7*;“;Grande Prairie s request was a. modest and realistic one said Anderson.,flh"""

,J_“ﬂIt 18 unreasonable [for Grande Prairie College] to offer second
s s,year work .as a program. " We are not ready.  Ig there no ’
.position between full first year and full second year? We

e want to. serve: part«time people 16 :
: : --:i._ o

“t:fIn an. effort to bring to the fore the specific iSSue of approval for

o :some courses of the second year, Anderson asked the Committee to support
.;'”an amendment to the affiliation agreement and present it to. General

3lFaculties Council The effect of the amendment was to empower the L

§

B ¥ S

o e
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’College,. under a yearly renewable arrangement, to offer one’ or J
’?'more senior level courses as part "of an evening credit or extended -

- 162'
'_day program. s Anderﬁ%n suggested the amendment was urgent and

that G'F C. 5 approval could be ery. important for future developments

o Said Anderson

‘.Q:The Minister “of Advanced Education has made up his mind
. that -there will be ‘a resolution of the transfer issue by
.December 31st, 1973 - If this proposal is. accepted by
G.F.C. there is no need for 1egislation. : Then we can get:
, on with .. - the Articulation Council and I think we re on
"L'the way.16 3

’;l Zon the other hand "1f its turned down, suggested Professor RothrOCk

VQ_;"I m sure the Minister will say that colleges will say what programs

H”.futhey are going to offer with what 1ibraries and with what staff and

v‘ilcommittee member, wryly observed

Cales 4
'*;universities will accept college courses as prerequisites.",_ FE

:f;fAnderson said he feared that kind of approach "because it will do . ;ug'

\

“uffnothing for the goodwill of colleges that are trying to maintain :.gﬁf'j;,f"”~

"165

':-*standards.fp As the\meeting adjourned with the Committee agreeing E

hto support Anderson s proposed amendment, Professor P oudfoot, another@

‘,'»

CIF T were sitting dcross the river looking at higher education

&
i

and the[U of A.] G.F.C. was prepared. to. throw out a recommendation ,‘f S

"~ from people of Grande Prairie who have" taught our U, of' A. courses
',;:~;.-. I'd think I d say to hell with that, I o going to make the
*d:decisions. oo S : :
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 THE "co ORDINATION POLICY": } HOPESY AND FEARS
‘ ERE CONFIRMED : B
In the midst of discussions at the University of Alberta""
regarding the request of Grande Prairie College and against the back—

ground of the Senate meeting in Red Deer and its own- position paper‘u'

of September ll the Department of Advanced Education released its

Coordination Policy . Available to all institutiOns of post-

- .secondary~education in late November, l973, the "Coordination Pollcy

proposed specific measures for effecting system—wide transferbaility

:h‘f, of credit." As well, this policy document said that a type of

Articulation Council would be established and would be representative of :

: all institutions of post secondary educatidn, not JUSt colleges and

'tﬂf univeréities.,, These proposals confirmed such hopes and fears as had -
R i Nk WL ggv L _ e
been expressed by Dr H.‘Anderson and Dr Bryce in early November ﬂ:

-ff The document stated unequivocally that "the creation of a single ~Vf;'

'71 coordination agency for all adult education, in the form of the:;_i"”

j‘

o : e :v:,_" 1 :

Department of Advanced Education,_has provided the vehicle by which
167?'

the transferability issue might be resolved " Thus, what most

interest groups had sought to prevent - the Senate by continued study

and pointed recommendations, the colleges by bargaining and bilateral

1uc%-negotiation, the universities by Cautious consideration, even stallingygaa.p~s.
| on departmental initiatiVes'— finally transpired.,i If the ’Coordination i;?f"
Policy was to be implemented ‘as. Outlined institutions of post—secondary ”?iifa
édusatiOn could expect that the Department of Advanced Education would g :

”play a significant, perhaps the dominant, role in any effort to coordinate :"

¢l

e SR A S S S SN
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B . .. . - . ‘\l\\
r'ipost¥secondafy»educatiOn;" Further, if the transferability policies
.4-were implemented as proposed in the document,-colleges and universities-

. oy ‘
-*could expect that the Department would‘act immediAtely, and perhaps

;_unilaterally, to- settle the transfer. issue.- Chapter four examines the
: , . L

transferability proposals of the Department and their significance for

"e;the resolution of the issue eventually achieved in 1974 nvﬁ N
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v lAlberta Advanced Education., "Toward the Development Oféij‘"
Provincial Policy for Transferability,f September ll 1973, P. 6. :
S : 2Universities Coordinating Council ’ "Excerpt from the minutes

‘ of the meeting of the Coordinating Council on June 27 1972 " p 8.

3R. A Bosetti Post Secondary Nou—University Education, Master DR

vbPlan Number One. -. -Alberta- Colleges Commission, September 197245 p. 106.

In 1972 "Mr. Bosetti was Director: of Planning and Eesearch for the Colleges;i:“°'

_Commission. e ey

jaUniversities Coordinating Council, op cit., p l

El

:USIbid’ p 2.r:3 S . o - R
bGIbld’.:'QV‘“;’;bf' S ét.”"l,:']“i A_{+{d~/>
- T1bid.

.. 7Ibid.

”ﬂ.flqlg;a;fb?{

Ibidriprnéifhf

'llzlbid‘;f_f;f‘. :

: 9113

Ibid ;p;55;,f_.si .

18

19Universities Coordinating Council op cit., p. 6.;; L__g(?:;,.~ : »

Ibid, p. 7.;f

oy Ibid o It should ‘be noted that this decision brought the admissions?{aliff'
‘ regulations at The University of :Alberta into 1ine with those already e Iiff,'
existent at’ The University of Calgary and The University of Lethbridge. o
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‘these three proposals by the Commission'on'Educational Planning. -
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Plogas :
. 122W, H.fWorth.‘ A’Chdige of Futures. Report of the Commission .
onJEducgcional Planning:-;_(EdmOntSni Queen's Printer, 1972), p. 304,

23 e L .
- Commission on Educational Planning, op.cit., p.13l. o
‘ ?AC.E.P(, P13, . B o -
- PC.ER., p. 141, Y

Pck.p., p. 141-142. LT o

proposal” of the Alberta Colleges Commission was, °in essence, the first of

o .

27C;E.P;, p. 142, The reader;wili;recognize that the "trial

——

.

) 28¢.E.p., op.eit., p.'1l42. . 0
Prb1d,
. 301p1d.

A

;31Thé Calgaty'ngafd, 1 Augﬁs;, 1972.
321p44. |

o - | o
3¢.E.p., op.cit., p. 131.  /

3The Albertan, 16 September, 1972,

N : 35Ndw; New Directiomns for Alﬁe;td-in the Seventies.‘ The Platform —
of the Alberta Progressive Conservative Party and Its Candidates, . 1971. "

, The document is unpaginatedd ' The quotation is point 11 (eleven) from Part Iii,
Government as a Service to People, Sectjon A, Education, Subsection 2, Afterh

’-bﬂigh School - Alberta's Universities, Colleges and Technical Institutes.,

‘36Now;, op.cit., point 17 (seventeen). . Emphasisvin the Original.
37Th'e Edmonton Journai,~3'Aﬁghst;"1972.‘

38 . - L e

. The Albertan, 16 September, 1972. - e :

30w, , op.cit., point 5 (five), III, A, 2.

3

'éﬁIbid., point 19>(hin§ﬁeeh).

. 41Ibid., point 14 (fourteen). Emphasis in.the original. In'1971,
during the Spring Session of the Alberta Legislature, -Robert Dowling, a’
Progressive.Conservative M.L.A. and . opposition member, presented a private. -
member's bill concerning the provinclal %gricultural and vocational colleges.
Bill 143 - An Act to Amend the. Colleges Act'ffpropoaéd,tha;,these~institutes
be transferred from-the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture to the -

3

Colleges Commission. The bill did not pass. .
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C.EQP.’ .Op.cit-, po‘ 136-37. . ) 'L', e

Srvia., p. 137,

““The Calgary Herald, 25 September, '1972.

-~

- 451bid, .
,461b1d§  B
o The.Universi;y‘of Calgary, . Inter-office Memorandum, - /
2;. T. A, Oliver, Chairman, Committee,dn”Colleges to Dr. W. F. M, Stewart,
Academic Secretary'and Registrar, 12‘September,'l972, p. 1. ~

1
ER

481pid,

491p1d,
- Omias, o2

B T R

521p14, |
S531h1g,

’54The Univgfsitj‘of Alberta. . Exeduti?e-Committee;:Gengrallféchltiés.f o

 ‘CQQH¢i}Q11l“September, 1972, Minutev216.‘ﬁ |
" 55Ibid., 6'Novembet,il972;'nihuge-251. .

- %Ibid. " The qualification “as the addition to point 4 (four) 6f,
the Kolesar-Fast proposals of the phrase "in the sense that the obligation -
normally is accepted among Alberta Universities."" ‘In its originallform,'

- point 4 (four) read: "The receiving'institutionAuan'the recommendation of -

‘the sending institution has the obligation to accept:the transfertring Btudent -
with credit for work successfully completed at the~sendinglinstitution;w

. 'Y-SZThé‘University of Alberta Colleges Committee. ;_VAffiliation Between
-‘Colleges. and The University of‘Albérta."j}.Background Infdrmation'PertinEnt

S to Discussions Concerning College Transfer Courses. - “April, 1973, p. 5.

- 81pid,

- 591p14,

601p14.

©The Albertan, 18 September, 1972,

621pid.

. . 'v»/‘
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Orpia, o R

641b1d.

e »651n an interview with W, E. Beckel, President'of the University of

. Lethbridge, the writer learned that the Kolesar-Fast proposals were "largely
unacceptable to this university." ( Interview w1th W. E, Beckel. 10February

1976 o ‘ co ' :

66 : e : ' o
Department of Advanced Education. "Reorganization of the .

Department»of Advanced Edutation." Approved by Cabinet January 30 1973

67Ibid., p.al The reorganization was a controversy of -some
importance in its own right raising a host of new issues in post—secondary
education. - A detailed concern with the structure of the Department prior
.to January 30, 1973, the variety of reactions that the revised structure ;
drew and the institutional adjustments which the plan prompted are Ainteresting
but ‘beyond the scope of: this: study We are concerned here with those aspects ‘
. of the reorganization which were of. specific importan%e to the issue of S
f‘transferability -Please see Appendices F, G H and I for details of the
- structural changes in’ the Department of Advanced Education during 1971 to
1974 g , : L y

- . 8Department of Advanced Education ; "Reorganization of. the
’ff_Departmént of’ Advanced EducatiOn," op cit. > p 3.

691bid.

S \ 7QThe review did not formally begin until later when, on November 4
1973, Mr. R. D. Karoles was appointed Director of Legislative Services in.
' the Administrative Services Division of the Department of Advanced Education.'

7 L

Department of Advanced Education, op cit., p 3.._-“"4

72 -
Ibid, p.. 9?

73Ibid. S R
74 - L :, _ : , _ . E
’ : .The reassignments of personnel from the Commissions was completed N
by September, 1973, . The main Divisions (Program Services, Administrative
Services, and Special Services) were established first, each of these being
headed by an Assistant Deputy Minister. - The Service DirEctorates (e.g..
Director, College Program Services), immediately subordinate to the Assistant
.- Deputy Ministers, were staffed’ during April to September, 1973.. ' There.is
.one exception(to this, perhaps significant to the issue examined' here." The
-~ position of Director, Degree Program Services, was still unfilled as of

g ',June 30, 1973 and remained 80 until February, 1975

s . e :
The appointments of Dr. Kolesar and Dr. Fast became effective

. April 1, 1973.|

76Though Master Plan thber One was not released until September, 1972
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there is little doubt that the Kolesar-Fast proposals of June, 1972 were
based directly upon its recommendations on transferability. See Appendix
J which is an exeerpt from Master Plan Number One. ‘

77Like ‘the reorganizations’of the Department of Advanced Education,

- the Draft Adult Education Act became a considerable controversy in its own ,
right. Opposition to the proposed act wak the major reason for its subsequent
withdrawal by-a new Minister of Advanced Education, A. E Hohol in January,

- 1976, : . ;o

78See Appendix K for the détails of this proposal
79Department of Advanced Education, op. cit., p. 8.

80Alberta. ‘The Colleges Amendment Act, 1973 Second Session, 17th
Legislaturew,Zl Elizabeth II, p. 3.

: 81Alberta. . The Department of Advanced Education Act, 1973.'. _
(Assented to May 10, 1973) . (Edmonton Queen s Printer, 1973), p.-l., ;

. 82"Repdrt of the University of Alberta Senate Task Force on University
. EntranCe Requirements.~ Submitted to the Senate of the University of Alberta
May, 1973, pe 19. The Task Force was established in April, 1972, under the
chairmanship of ‘Harold A, MacNeil Superintendent of ‘the Edmonton ‘Separate
School District.. Other members of the Task" Force included - Lois. N. Campbell
(Vice~ Chairman), a’ Trustee ‘of ' the- Edmontou Public School Board; Dr. Russell
'Pendergast ‘Associate Profeasor of Economics ‘and Dr.,Stewart ‘Woods), Professor
of~ Physics, both from The University of Alberta, ‘Franz Szabo, a’ student e

. ‘representative from the: University of Alberta; Dr. J E. Reid, Director of

- Research.and Development Department of: Education; H. L.,Spelliscy,.General

- Manager, Hudson s Bay Company (Edmonton) and William Thorsell “Executive @ -
‘j.Officer of the Senate.f; [ 'y” L - _ R

-83"Report of the University of Alberta Senate Task Force,' op cit., p.-l;

: 841b1d ;P 17

»,851bid.,vp. 18
861bid, PP 17-18. T TR S

87 1h1d. N J,,f\ \

‘ ' ’881bid., P. 19. Though_ng specific evidence was cited, the Task
. Force said there were "indications" that. "students who transfer to ‘the
University- throogh these [informal/ arrangements do as well, if not better,
~ than regularily admitted. . s students" (p 19) - S
. 'y C 2

o ‘ 89"Report of the University of Alberta Senate Task Force, op. cit.,,
e 190 : : ' L

Orpiq,
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- ypiq.
21414, p. 20 N
Ly }%{n\.- S
Prbgg, W
94 '

_Ibid, pp. 20 -'21.
, 951b1d -p.\zo
96Alberta Legislative Assembly.. Alberta Hansard. l7th Legielative_

ilAssembly, Second Session, Volume 2, Number 37, 1973, P. 1791 These statements
- were made April 5, 1973 : , : ' R

“P.

ﬁ.eop

P

‘A_in
vv.ConserVative) and vocational counsellor at the. Southern Alberta Institute of
?»Technology. Lee reported to the Cabinet Committee on Education..v\-'

f.xop

21

97"Report of the University of Alberta Senate Task Force, op.cit:,r

‘_'I e

‘ 981bid, pp.,zl -2 -.;_7:: el V{‘

9"Towaré the Development of’ Provincial Policy for Transferability,

| iij.:September 11, 1973, p.c2.z. The position paper quotes the Senate Task Forcez\ .
-directly here (p. 18) _ C . SN Co :

. 100"Toward the Deve10pmentio£?Provinciei.Policy:for‘Traneferability,V"
cit" p. 23n13 .H,v ‘ - :g ,nb .;hf . \-. . ‘  ‘ :
R AT - TR T , ,
‘101Report of the Task Force on Manpower Trahing and Retraining, 1973,

3,5' This- task force was: -appointed by the .cabinet shortly.after the electionf
1971, - 1t~ .was chaired by Mr. Calvin Lee, a Calgary M. L.A. (Progressive

L

102"Toward the Development of Provincial Policy for Transferability,_-

Citﬂ P.. 2, . ‘ o
':‘cIOBIbid; iv".“ TR
104

-~ Ibid., p,'4i o

"{1051513-4] BT | B

| i'1061bid., . 8.:‘ | ﬁ:t 3 -u;'lii "-:g- | ..5?';;';'v fﬁ:[: o i e
"’107 | e |

4., p;’g,‘ .
IOBIbido, p. 5;" o
- : 109Correspondence. H. A.«MacNeil to The Honourable James Foster,"“ R
October 10th, 1973 S _ Lo ::_ s S E L

-

1104 ’ e " "
Second Report of the Task Force on University Entrance Requirements

'September 28, 1973, Pr 2. -,

o

111Ibid
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i??rpid;, p. 3.

Mgy, |
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' 116Letter of invitation to the meeting of the Senate by L. A Desrochers,

Chancellor and Cha;rman of ‘the Senate. " Dr. Walter Worth was invited to attend
~the Senate s meeting but was unable to attend In his place, Reno Bosetti ‘

: 'attended. - The Minister of Advanced Education also attended the Senate meeting

o 1n Red Deer. : -

. 117"Transferability Report.": Presented by the Students Association
"";of the Red Deer College. 23 NOVember, 1973 3o Pe 2.0 0T o '

]1181b1d |
bﬂpﬁ'fllglbid., p..1;}::r‘”'j
.j ;'120Ibid., pp.vl - 2;l5’

*l1211bid., pp. 2 - 3:E”

- ;:lzzlbid. . p_;>3.v ‘ R

s ,;q 123uRed Deer - College Position Paper. v _Presented tottﬁé-Universlty,of lf 

'Alberta Senate, November 23, 1973, P 1,_ T L i e
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"vlzslbidl, p;;2; o
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"Transfer and Articulation Arrangements in Alberta.

) A

Submission to the University of Alberta Senate by the Colleges Committee of -
General Faculties Council at the University of Alberta, November 23 1973 p. l

"ixof Alberta and Representatives of-'Grande Prairie College.»

‘1v143

“4_144

147
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Senate to Dr.. Ray Fast,
"; 26 November 1973 o
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Ibid.

Ibidb:

1451b1d.,'p; 2.

?Ibid.

1bid.”
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"Transfer and Articulation Arrangements in Alberta.‘

Correspondence.- William Thorsell Executive Officer of the
Assistant Deputy Minister of Advanced Education,- -
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162Ibid., P 14.‘ In fact, this proposal had come before
General Faculties Council in a. variety of ways since '1968.
Mr. Doug Burns informed the meeting
with G.F.C," (. 10) :

But,bas
'we didn t get very far with that

6 "Transcript,f op. cit., p. 16
‘164 Ibide > "f' P
e.165_1b1d

167"Department of Advanced Education Coordiﬁﬁtion Policy e
’ Transferability Policies and- Guidelines Section, P. 2. The document
has no date but it was released in late November, 1973 ' L



rdhapter 4 ﬁl-
THESEARCH FOR A nlsoiarjian?opm ISSUE
v'- s INTRODDCTION
A major aspect of the Coordination Policy vas the stated
intention of ‘the Department of Advanced Education to "improve

luharticulation throughout post~secondary education. , The particular

'policies that were presented for admissions and transferability in S

' f;December, 1973, conveyed, primarily, the Department 8 preference as'f*

iffto how this improved\articulation }hould be accomplished, especially

'*hﬁﬂfbetween public colleges and the(universities.n However, strictly

.bfhspeaking,, a policy does not become a public P°1iCY “ntil it is adOPtEd

uf'implemented and enforced by some governmental institution.-} TiThé{:sihg?e,VQ;;
'hxjf"Coordination Policy of November 1973 had been presented to institutions
:“a,jaof post secondary education essentially as a formal proposal Thus,

‘hflcafter December, 1973 it was up to all these institutions to consider ﬂhh o
'Z;the circumstances which might compel the Department to enforce or, indeed, :;A,

viﬁpamend the articulation policies it had pr0posed For the public colleges frﬁﬁ

’:ththe main task was to encourage the adoptiOn of the policies largely as theyif]y

'};*had been proposed by the Department.'i For the three major universities,

vfjfﬂthe main task was to prevent their adoption or, failing that, to encourage ‘

ftheir amendment. This chapter shows that the three universities were

" ‘more. successful in accomplishing their main task than were the colleges R

:'but not without certsin compromises,ﬁffj I

o160,
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THE TRANSFERABILITY PROPOSALS OF THE COORDINATION ‘

POLICY

" The following general policies on admissions and transferability

H

"were pr0posed by - the Department of Advanced Education.~

And:

i,TranSferability‘oj
:”promote ‘a career ladder: concept, and avoid . unnecessary repetition
*:of content and duplication of student effort.3 A : .

Adnﬁssion of students to any post-secondary insfitution ;

~should be on the ‘basis of credentials: Presented, a. definition
-of maturity, or- the recommendation of an accredited sending
‘ institution. . : : :

R

xcdit should facilitate student mobility,

"From these general policy statements a number of more specific policy

““f{'guidelines were derived The following guidelines proved the most

i ;'con trover sial

PN

:;ﬁ;fThe Department of Advanced Education may accredit publicly-:’
J7supported : post—secondary educational institutions to certify

';ﬁj"entrance standings for admissions purposes.;-'*

,jfgStudents having successfully completed an approved certificate,
ftdiploma, or. one ‘or more. years of: an- approved transfer program

""" ghall; on the recommendation of the sending institution, be. _f
?ﬁadmitted to post—secondary institutions.- ' il L

vvthdvance standing for students enrolled in other programs shall

: .be by mutual agreement between sending and receiving institutions. .»~5

i fAdvance standing shall be on the basis of general equivalence of

“,fﬁ¢between courses, advance standing may be on a course basis. e

5;;feA cOntinuing mechanism in the form of an Articulation Council
oo~ will be: created ‘for the. purpose of policy implementation, g
“ievaluation and review._.h; ‘. Memberships will include' ‘one

. Tepresentative from each of the four. universities, two

5 - representatives from the- public and regional. college system, and
L two representatives from)the technical institutes and Alberta

Q‘QVocational Centres.» A chairman shall be appointed by the Minister.v”

'The Articulaticn Council shall review admission policies with a

_programs rather than on a course-by-course evaluation of. student j_?fﬁ.
_records. However, where’ there ig a substantial similarity

:view to encouraging the development of consistent. . policies ;‘.,;_ﬂs: L
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162,

;*wrelative to the nature and content of programs. It shall

. advise appropriate authorities thereon. . . . The. Articulation"
Council shall review and advise upon' the. development of new:

. transfer programs. . . shall. recommend appropriate studies to

- evaluate the effectiveness of policies and " shall recommend to. )

- the Department of 'Advanced- Education such revisions to policies.‘;'.‘“
as it deems necessary. ' IR : '

Acting within. the provisions of existingilegislation~ the .

- Articulation Council shall 8erve as arbitrator in resolving'
.._fadmission and transfer problems between and among institutions. eh e et
_the Department of Advanced Education shall act as final S
- "arbitrators where disputes cannot be resolved by - institutions 3

; or by the- Articulation C0uncil . o :

<

, On the release of these policies and guidelines Mr Reno Bosetti
was reported as saying he hoped the colleges and universiries would give o
their agreement to the proposals at a meeting on December 19 1973 which

was being calledwby the Department.s As Bosetti expressed it, one of the '

”in 1ntentions of the Department in issuing the policy and guidelines was
this'-:ﬁ' . | ’

It is first hoped to have college—university transfer disputes
worked out between those institutions and if this fails, the i
matter could ‘be handed over to. an articulation council. ' If o .
“'the matter was still unresolved, ‘1t would ‘be submitted to the ff;“'::xsz
Minister of Advanced Education for final ruling 6 ' :

."“d]Immediately, the President of the University of Alberta, Dr Max Wyman,x ];:i;l]‘d

"T:-‘expressed alarm at Bosetti 8 expression of'departmental hopes.-. Wyman termed

a '"frightening" the idea that unresolved disputes from an articulation df;f-'mV'i“

tf;':council be submitted to the Minister for final ruling.._ In a meeting of T

3ngenera1 Faculties Council on November 26 1973 Wyman reminded uniVersity

L

:.{representatives that the Universities Act gave responsibility for admissionsﬂj;7‘v

‘ fiand transferability to departments and faculties and that "unless the Act isffi

hchanged the Department of Advanced Education probably hasn t too much to

R g S
-.:frsay in the matter.ﬁ ‘ The possibility of 1egislative change was present, -

R Y



hbwever, : In a preamble to the admissions and transferability guide—
lines, the*Department had provided that threat, however veiled

The s statement of policies and guidelines is’ intended

neither to reflect the content nor. the. nature and scope of
legislative review., - However, the extent to which these .
policies prove to be effective will undoubtedly influence

the final out nf the review. ,

R n

| THE DEPARTMENT 'S POLICIES ~ © /[

N

-

tment 'S hOpes, the meeting of December 19

1973 did not produce unanimous agreement regarding its- policies.'
R
University—based rsaction was mixed hE Some university repreSentatives’f

oSt totally reject the proposals, others accepted

,

- were prepared to

some features , the pro;g policies, still others suggested adaptations L

- in them**r The response of Dr F A, Campbell Vice-President (Academic),

of The University of Calgary, is illustrative of cautious support at one SR

university. In a letter to Dr Worth on December 21 1973 Dr Campbell

presented suggestions which he considered "would make the intent of the -
10

h}tﬁi? policies clearer and ease their implementation.v_, Regarding the policiesn77”°

'“{, on admissions and transferability, "the role of the Articulation Council isfff

11 ‘ ' B
underplayed when I think it essential to both policies,_“u said Campbell.;, -1_1;'

Implying that the role of the Department was. overplayed in the guidelines,

| Campbell alternatively suggested,that an Articulation Council "determine

the details of admission requirements and compile all information respectingb»fﬂ"

. 12 -
: ,admission policies" 4 at post-secondary institutions.-{ Likewise, an Articu—" “'

lation Council could "determine and compile information respecting transfer

P - 13
5 arrangements within post-secondary institutions._, ' Campbell explained hi

1
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reasoqs for these suggested changes- P /” B v]_h’
, . //. . —Y‘
©. I have omitted e, the ultimate power of the Department of .
"‘Advanced Education to accredit institutions . . . this is
‘because I feel that all of these arrangements .should be:
initiated by. contacting the Articulation Council and: if. this
‘body fails to reach a satisfactory,conclusion, the -Department
“'is always ‘the final ‘appeal body and can take the required action.’
However, . . . to indicate ‘this is the number one method of . o
determining accreditation will, in many. people's view, indicate
- the intent .of the Department to take’ this responsibility initially
: unto itself 14 " o : S i
. L ) . . . . . .
And: further. R »<} T fL E R O
. e
I think the Articulation Council can play a very important role
) if, . .. in addition to .the ‘appeal function indicated in your
- . draft document, it will be able -to- compile a registry of. admission_
and transfer procedures which will’ enable instititions to :base -
. .many transfer ‘and- admission judgements on well—documented '
. precedents.and enable one solution 'to .a problem to accommodate Lo
’subsequent matters that arise._. 1f this procedure is not ‘followed,
. ‘many’ ad hoc.arrangements that’ are made from time to time will be
~ lost . .. within institutions and ongoing, positive development ,
Cooowill be. fraught with misunderstandings associated with changes in' .
: 'personnel and personal attitudes.is,,-u R vl ; o

'i;-Campbell concluded his letter by saying that his suggestions could "in nofij

"'fﬂway indicate the institutional position of The University of Calgary" buti?; S

"'?};ﬂfthat his primary congern was that proposals which come forward from the

.\, %

: _Department "have a high probability of acceptance within the institutionsrff”
”.Eand also that we set the groundwork for ongoing positive developments inf57i:
s 16 S '

: »thes@ very important areas."_g Mﬂv,*

‘-f}i The response of W E.:Beckel President of The University of

o

“ "’[“fﬂLethbridge, was similar to Campbell s--¢iHowever, his POSitiOn was an. iﬂ” |

:?? official institutional position.; Said,Beckel

'L;.On ;,.f; "Admissions Policy," before we could accept "the
’Qrecommendatioq of an accredited institution" for admissiOn, g
. "we would have to know ‘what constituted accreditation, who __
}“sVaccredited and we . would have to accept the accreditation.17

"Further._,fﬂf'



T reservations concerning the Department s articulation proposals.gf‘"These .

v e ’ 1650 '

. . . we canmot accept the Department ag final. arbitrator -
" respecting admissions (or- transfer as it occurs later).

The universities must decide on admissions. At present,"_. o %~j“‘ —

the Universities Coordinating Council only has statutory
-power respecting admission requirements for first-year
~ students: Beyond that, the universities decide, and must -
. continue .to have theé authority to: do so. . . . if we_ever
-arrive at the situation where politics decide admission or
, “transfer, then we will’ have. T - very different system of
feducation than we now'have. We believe that pressure will
_have 1its: effect without adding authority to the ‘pressure .
- points., . We want to. see the words,"arbitrator“ and "arbitratipn"
replaced.: e with "negotiato and 'hegotiations." We accept
~'that-.the negotiator may commugkoafe recommendations to the
: ﬁappropriate authorities;,l8 L _“\Q SR S L

'+

Despite these reservations,j Beckel named the University s representative ”i,j'"

Q

b‘i to the Articulation Council in accord with the Department 8 request at'the

"'vg meeting of December l9th._5_ o -77j- ; ‘v,, ,]ﬂ {;~'”.v" ‘{»h

Likewise, Athabasca University soon named it 8 representative to

[

the proposedvArticulation Council In contrast though, to Campbell and

LY

Beckel, Dr. T C Byrne, President of Athabasca University, expressed no f'(
SO s 19

oL 'lprocedures will be to the advantage of Athabasca University,,_ he said
The reactions of Campbell and Beckel yielded immediate and
'"-';conciliatory replies from the Department.;e "I personally see little problem

5”gin incorporating your suggested revisions concerning admissions and transfer

policy guidelines,, , said Bosetti in a letter to Campbell As Well’;nv;;ﬂ;;, S

"fBosetti promised that Campbell 'g suggestions would be considered" in the

_,‘,,

dﬂdeePartment 8. "final" proposals. Similarly, Beckel's reservations were largely;df

lraccepted o Said Bosetti to Beckel.-,"'”

‘[ Your question concerning accreditation is difficult to answer e
at this point since we have not" developed accreditation criteria.,~v5_~9
- If 1t becomes necessary for the Department to accred;; institutions;

then I would envision our developing general criteria in consultation DR

".‘_ T
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with the Articulatién Council. However, I feel that present
practice probably precludes the necessity to accreditation .
since SOme;university departmenté_hgﬁe already been acting =~ -
upon the recomﬁendations;ofusending_ihstitutions with regard -
to admissiops.21 ' B IR

And further:

I would concur with your suggestions for changing "arbitrate"
. to "negotiate" or "mediate" since.this change would more
adequately reflect the intent of.ourfguidglines. I had
thought. . . we did not propose to usurp the authority of
either the Coordinating CoGneil or General Faculties Council.
. However, your suggested revision will serve to avoid any -
future misunderstanding.22 ' . '

The réébonSe of the,University’bf AlBe;ta tb1thé artipulation‘: | %¥V
. pfoPosals was‘éignailed by'Dr. Wyman's-eérlierubbservations;. 5In soﬁé
cogtrgstjto':he‘teacciqﬁs ffqﬁ théjotﬁer~three univqrﬁifies, the Uﬂiversity
of A;berta Board éf Gerrné;elrequésted’that the Miﬁisteilaf Adyanced
 Edpcatiog posfp6ﬁéithef1mplementati§n'of the artichlation{poiiéies.; .The 
Board saidtit di&”not want fo cqmmenflon a-m§t§é£ that had yet'to be
considered by‘g special.meeting.of ééneréi-Faculties.Counc;lfon Janﬁar§.2lsb.
; Bufithe Board had oﬁhet:£éééo§s ﬁdr.éeeking a delaj%
- ,.;;}, ip the mafter‘of.adﬁissions aﬁdIthé transfer Sf'credits. .'.:
this Board supports the view that problems of transferability should"

L : énd“can be resolved by direct consultatioh<among the'inStitutions
-/ concerned, = X ' _ NN S L

y

_ - Therefore, the \Board, 1in response to the request from the
Department for comment on its admissions and tranaferability'
proposal, wishes to record its reluctance to discuss specifics
by means of an exchange of correspondence. - .- :

- Therefore, the Board asks for a postponement of acti®n in =~ .

- this matter by th Department until’q'meeting of post-secondary -

“institutions can. ¥ake place to define, internally, the problems

~of admissions and transferability, and to;seek_brOad“SQlutions.23f.

:iﬁ viéw of its dwn'suggeétioq?and onfthe]assUmptionj;hat'thé Minigterpruid - .

-agree\tb“postbqne pépar;men;él‘iditiative,{;ﬁg Boatd‘said it would take "no )
R o .°:~z.l B o e

i .. i
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action at this time to make recommendations for appointments to the
24 o S : o e oo -
Articulation 00uncil " _ e 3 T
The result of the special meeting of General Faculties Council on
'January 213t ‘was that an official reSponse from The University of Alberta
":would be delayed further. : In 1arge part, this was because General S 3 -
?‘Faculties Council (GFC) planned to consider first those proposals on

p N [
‘transferability being made to it from within the university community rather

: than examine the proposals of the Department. Thus, GFC debated the Reportf i

- of the Task Force on University Entrance Requirements, a report which had . ’
, been circulating,within the uniVersity since May,.l973. As well GFC _'

considered a. position paper and proposed regulations regarding admisaions ‘

{

. and transferability prepared by Dr Henry Kreisel (Vice—President Academic)~~“'

and Dr. Willard Allen (Associate Vice—President Academic) All the
recommendations of the Senate Task Forcé were . adopted by GFC and .the

| Kreisel—Allen position paper was approved in principle. ”f.,‘

‘ The Kreisel-Allen Proposal.- Basically this proposal took the 'i_

position that The University of Alberta should admit "any student who has
, successfully completed one year or more of work at a recognized Alberta Nr”th
. - . 25 N . -
jcollege and is recommended by the college for university admission.

o

But this admission would not guarantee advance credit for work done

:,vpreviously "nor does it preclude the requirement by the University that the

: 26
student make up deficiencies }n background or. prerequisites v o .i;V B

"vAs regards advanced credit, Drs._Kreisel and Allen pr0posed that'

(1) Students admitted to undergraduate programs at the University‘
< of Alberta who ‘have .successfully completsirelevant work at a
.o recognized Aiberta college will, on the recommendation of ‘the L
. college," receive advance credit for courses which (1) are y
additional to normal matriculation requirements of the facult .

'
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(ii) are to serve as recognized general options in the

_first two years of the student's program, and (1i1) are
not. to be used as prerequisites for further courses.v'

2 Courses taken at recognized Alberta colleges may, at the
option of the appropriate university officer or body, be
accepted. for credit on a degree program within the limits
of level or number of such courses as laid- down in ‘university
.‘policies.» .On "submisgsion of ‘a student's college transcript . »
credits will be assigned or. withheld by the appropriate e
university officer or body. »‘;¢A~ , : S /'

(3) Where recognized Alberta colleges have established "university.'

' trangfer: programs," college courses, may, by prior agreement. ;o
between the University of Alberta and the college, be accepted. . .
wherever they fit- the requirements.of,the program selected by
the student ’ e “ - .

{p» As an important clarification of these.regulations, it -was noted that

' relevant work".was to be "ultimately decided by the University in cases of
dispute;"28 | ' N
| As well the . position paper favored "the establishment of an 1p‘ v

Articulation Council as urged by this university for several years.29 ;'In

particular Kreisel and Allen thought that such a body would make it possible

"to provide a list or tabulation of acceptable equivalences among courses at

‘ ;30
- the first and second year level of post-secondary education. _ Anticipating

"some- disagreements" in establishing equivalences, the position paper expressed

i

~a view contrary to the Department 8: where discussions and consultation fail
"the final decision must be in the hands of.those who take responsibility for p
}the degree._31h Finally, in a move that would further frustrate the’
Department 8 desire to" have its proposals adopted, even if somewhat amended
'.GFC decided to withhold final approval of the Kreisel—Allen recommendations.
until submissions from Faculties and Schools of this University have been
Aconsidered and until discussions have been héld with other post-secondary-»l

-

| W32 R
institutions regarding ‘the proposed regulations." R p~)
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Thus, on January 22, the Board of Governors at The UniVersity

of Alberta informed the Minister of Advanced Education that indeed, the
matter of admissions ‘and transferability had been discussed by GFC but that

the agenda ‘was not finished and no date had been set to continue the

" debate. n33 | Also the Board reminded the Minister of its earlier -
recommendation that "the problems of admissions and transferability Sh7uld
be resolved by direct consultation among the institutions concerned and the
5'establishment of an Articulation Council "34’ Further, said the Board'
'v"The University of Alberta would be prepared to make arrangements for such

o 35
- a meeting if requested "

./

The Minister s response to the Board s’ recommendations and request

‘vfwas prompt and pointed R I see no purpose being served by further delay "36

.‘ﬁ‘

said Foster.’ He elaborated

. During the course of our consultations, which we began in

“in. September, 1973, we provided ample opportunity for face-to~face'.
discussions. = The ‘University of Alberta chose to have different’
representatives at our ‘meetings thusg making it difficult to e
achieve. continuity 4in communications and commitments., At the
~Same time, the representatives were either unable,: unwilling, or
not authorized to represent the point of view of. the University
of Alberta. - Each individual chose to speak- from a personal

"rather than from an. institutional point of view. ' For this
Teason, I feel that further meetings of this nature are not
o likely to bring us anywhere nearer to resolving the transferability
. Problem. " Our proposal for .an Articulatdion - Coyncil is designed

Precisely to overcome the communications and consultations
difficulties which we have encountered 37 :

&

And:

Furthermore, I find your Board ] reqyest for postponement unreasonable
in view of the fact that our}action inrproposingvan Articu}ation o

© agree to a solution. It 1s useful to note that our action in
Proposing an Articulation Council: ‘wag urged upon us by the -

- Universities Coordinating Council., 1In -addition, it ig my under-
-8tanding that our proposal has been supported in principle, if

~not in total by the Senate Task Force on Admissions._ Furthermore,
the proposal received strong support during our December 19, 1973,
meeting of representatives of all post-secondary institutions.
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To date we' have received virtually unanimous support from institutions
responding to our. invitation to Teact to our proposals . :

And further

S Surely your Board has not remained ‘unaware of the magnitude and
- urgency of the problem and of the solutions which have been S

‘proposed. From my perspective, I would -expect the Board to welcome S ‘{
. the opportunity to review.our proposals, to offer constructive ‘ .

“suggestions . for ‘change,’ and to support the immediate formation of
'an Articulation Council 9 L TSR
”Q In closing his reply, the Minister registered his disappointment and annoyance
. S o IR A :

. with the University 3 position

If I appear impatient at this time, let me reiterate that I am ]
. .not prepared to be debated to a standstill. = We have. made every
. .effort to 'solicit: involvement from all institutions, beginning B
- with providing them the opportunity to- structure’ the general
- framework within ‘which policies would. be developed, through to"
:*soliciting their response to-the policies and: guidelines ‘which -
we have proposed. ' We have been extremely careful to ensure . -
,'5that we'do not._.‘.-usurp Councils, or the Universities ,
' Coordinating Council. We- have secured. significant concessions :
from the ndn—university community _ But Perhaps most: important '
-of all, we have proposed, ‘in the form of an Articulation Council A
_("a mechanism whereby institutions may themselves resolve ‘any future - jf”;Q*}
© . problems which may arise. Surely, I am sot being. unreasonable in -
A'requesting immediate constructive action on\your part. . .. wel , o
have gone far beyond the point where, . . an Articulation Council e
may be postponed to await further study, discussion and debate 40 B

Yoaw s

'Finally, the Minister requested that his views be conveyed to GFC "in order

.that immediate action may be taken in nominating a representative from the

' 41
University of Alberta to serve on" the Articulation COuncil "

;Reaction from the Colleges ;* e

- The concerns of the public colleges to the Department s proposals
' focussed primarily on thF discretion which seemed to be given to universities*- 3

' in deciding how advance standing would actually be awarded to transfer students :

_and what they regarded as under-representation on the Articulation Council
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»‘vIhelrgaCtioﬁaaféRedvDeér'College was typical of the views which the

N

‘w ~other collegés héld&}}v 

,,The“Coilege'S’géﬂefél reaction Eb‘thé'propoSedﬂpolicies‘..;”. .
~1s very favorabig['-QWe are grateful that the Department of
‘Advanced Education has at last assumed a coordinating role.

tn this area [but] concerns still exist . , , .

, 71L\Tfaﬁsfer'PoliCy',}.ﬁ;'dealstith7the'ttanSferaBility of
- »programs:as‘hellfasJof5individual;codrses"g «.s » If 'the -
2'[éollegeistpdent's];reco;d'showssthe‘COmpletion of an - -
-approved program then the block fransfer~shduldfapply;

" and the recéiVingfihSti;utiOQ:ShOuld n6t"have“a»chqice to
. apply either a block transfer or ‘a course-by-course transfer. |
‘]"ﬂWéffhereforeﬂrecommend”[that:]""AdVanéedﬂstandingAShall be -

o oﬁ’thefbasiSSQf'ggneral,equ1Valencejof programs rather than

. on a:course-by-course evaluation of student records. cIn oo

the absence of general program equivalency, advanced standing "
. may be on -a course basis’where_there'is‘subStantial:similérity
. between'courses.' . .0 T TUTEETREES SHREAE C

}'ZLTWeiSéribgélY qbestioh‘ﬁﬁeF§r0§08éd,méke-ﬁ§‘6f;Ehe;AftiEdlﬁtion:
- Committee: [Council], . Whilefwe'recognize thefadvantages.Qf a .
"balance,between,cOlleges‘and_uhiversitieq,,.‘. . we feel the .
: _,QCollegeé{which_are‘mainly concerned with transfer are = -
~..-inadequately represented_injthe proposed membership.  We. -
- might add that the University.of Alberta, on whose cooperation’
~ much of "the success of the suggested transferability: policies -
~.'depends, has approved the Mowat report . ., . . and that Red -
f_fDeer»Collegijquld;ptéferfthe Articulation'Counci1 to_be
';coqstituced‘alqng the'linés'proposed:ip'that'report. 2 :
In reply to théfreactiqnvftomVRed Deer College, K. A. Bosetti
_ said:that~its°éﬁgggsﬁed.changé iﬁ'théiéﬂvﬁnée credif guidglines woﬁ1d
,,?“beiincorporated:ingo.our'final':evisibns;" ... But on the point about the. -

: ."inadequatgfrepresgﬁtétibh" of the collégesgon”EhéﬂCouncil,‘§osett;

._"s\I”wbuld‘haVe'sqme difficulty in adopting the Mowat Report : R
_ frecommendatipn_concerning'council-membershig,if_the.Ar:Lculation”__,,'
:ICouhcil'isfto_functiOnjip,an1advisory-médiaéing«fOle;as,we,haVe- e

proposed. I believe that our ‘use -of a balanced membership and 3
“ran iﬁdependentJchairmAn.will‘forCe negotiations and compromise; -
- whereas the7use_of_a‘largerfandumore'representatiVe'copnéilv 
. seems'moref1ikelZ’to résult in discussion, debate and lack of

decisive action,24 . e T

'



| - Despite the reluctance of the Department to support a revised
Imembership to the Council the Alberta AssociaLion of’ College Administration .
named by early February, two representatives to it 46 - -Was - the acceptance
by the colleges of this under~representationllon the Council, one of the:“-"
concessions from the non—university system" that the Minister claimedithe -

Department had obtained? If it was, it seems to have been a conditional

. qv.

: one, as these later comments by R A Bosetti to the president of- the ' g.

Alberta Association of College Administration suggest ;';._‘3_}:?‘2--
s 8
»' ?I;,;_; appreciate your noting the president 8 concerns with
_‘regard to Tepresentation - on the Council . My position.:.ﬂ.,
~.1s that. . . the number of representatives is less’ important
. .thanis their" sincerity and willingness to cooperate. S
© - However, if the policies and’ guidelines are changed - R
_;“significantly,‘l might wish to’ reconsider the proposed manner .
. -of representation. 1t may well be that we will® be playing f
'_an entirely differentlgame. : Much will depend upon. o
.Tﬂthe universities 47 SihrEl : . e

'A;THE PURSUIT QFJCoMppOMISE,: ,. ;7$tvnhi ,'f: | "I;dgv‘:
BY early February, only The University of - Calgary and The

University of Alberta had not named representatives to the ArtiCulation b,g:. 5

Council In part, this was because the Minister of Advanced Education fd_ﬁfp

«

decided in late January - surprisingly and somewhat reluctantly - to grant
the request of The University of Alberta. , The Minister agreed to delay
final revision of the articulation proposals and the establishment of the ‘-FUL
Articulation Council if "serious" discussions among post-secondary |
institutions wege held immediately. Accordingly, a meeting of post-’d

'f secondary instiEttions/was called for February 12 1974 in Calgary, byvb
lt the Un}versities Coordinating Council. V’As it turned out this meeting 8

e’

was the first of a series which would go on until May, 1974 | Overallﬁ
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. "

'the major purpose of these meetings wasg to effect a compromise ong

’vinstitutions themselves by devising,in c0ncerg policies on admisafynSvf

"and transferability that all could acceptr ) Though the meetings were. |
"hconvened without Departmental involvement or sponsorship,_they were held
"Min the secure knowledge of what Departmental action would follow if the

i discussions failed For the universities particularly, it was very urgent

’;ithat they n0w, as: a group, take demonstrably more productive initiatives jf.7a”

M

' i with other pdSt secondary institutions on the transfer question.» fAsrjgig”

=:l{Dr. Wyman expressed the promise of the discussions;b"if the institutions

':‘pfare satisfied I think the government will have no further interest in it

g 48
;[the transfer issue] at. all "

hThe First Meeting of Post—Secondary Institutions

The meeting of February 12th was attended by representatives from the

‘if'four universities, the six public colleges, the two institutes of technology

:and the Banff Centre.égg The chief result of the meeting wasean agreement
.;’amcng the representatives on an admission policy. The agreement was l.

' _immediately announced to the Minister of Advanced Education by the Chairman ,

{of Lethbridge), W, E Beckel As Beckel expressed it, the agreement waS»j‘”h
e ve. have eliminated concern about admissions." This S
: problem centered mainly on. admissions to univgrsities, and y o
- there'was clear consensus. . . ‘that. any student from a- '53__: A
{collage or institute would be admissible to . a-: university.,. T
on: the recommendation of the college or institute.? _,."w

Eiw"The major problem, as we all know, is transfer Of Cr3d1t’" c°ntin“ed :

~31Becke1 reporting to the Minister that "the problem was not resolved e&cher
51-‘ R
in principle or in detail of implementation., , However, 'a beginning

',L

S

“of the Universities Coordinating Council (and President of The University ’~{fl“
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toward resolution of the problem was made,- ... said Beckel. He
elaborated"f'

o we: were able to; examine the recent agreement on awarding of
k advanced credit between the University of Lethbridge and, the
,’Lethbridge Community College., We also examined and debated
.,‘fthe proposdl ‘of ‘the University of ‘Alberta first as it related
_to:Grande Prairie College, Red Deer College, Grant MacEwan -
. College and the Northern Alberta Institute of Technology, and
“ then it- might ‘apply .to the post secondary system.ﬁ ‘We -all’
'V‘Qagreed to-start- from what we saw in these two positions -and ‘
L to present them to our institutions for acceptance at: least as ;-
. "a beginning toward ultimate resolution of the problem of a
"leransfer of. Credit 4 S S

The proposal of The University of Albert to which Beckel

'h.j referred was, of course, the one which had been adopted in principle, by

T;':the General Faculties Council on January 21 1974 However, Dr Wyman

3?ﬁf’saw difficulties in wider application of the proposal In his view,_it

involved solving the problem of "how many years of advanced standing the _:lf‘
-/»1universities should accept from colleges when the University of Alberta '

A.‘-gives three-year general arts and science degrees, while the same programs
e 55 Ceel
Soat the Universities of Calgary and Lethbridge are four years.,v ' An-’f*i

'-.1additiona1 complication in the discussions among post secondary institutions ;.j

‘hslwas the independent initiative of The University of Lethbridge and Lethbridge,hi:
,“;Community College in signing an advance credit agreement between themselves._d?.
?pi;Rather than eQuating one course at the Lethbridge College with one at The |
_rUniversity of Lethbridge, the agreement specified a Procedure which advanced -L'_

| ea transferting student a certain distance toward a university degree on an.ffﬂ

| unspecified credit" basis. vahis meant, for example, that college students
'~sentering the University of tathbridge with a two-year diploma in Business-lh
'TsAdministration or Nursing would receiVe, in addition to clear admission, o

fﬁ»unspecified credit equivalent to one year in Arts and Science at the B f”'

so'UniversitY.:‘llﬂtizij:‘ﬁh":}fhhtigph'lpﬂ;‘?f'j;l; s§f‘¥fhw



-';;:coordinating Council was supportive

";1,75. L
i% ; . ) . *
Thus, such students would be considered to have completed one quarter
' 56 , , : cel .
of their degree requirements.‘ : : o , S

It)is not surprising, therefore, that following the meeting:of
' :nFebruary 12, some representatives questioned ‘as did Dr. Wyman,'"whether
‘a single solution can be found for the problem of transfer. ?? ThiS’;f
‘:rf?was a large part of the message containegéin Beckel s closing comments in r-:‘
filhis report to the l‘iirlxis{t:er'»'"6 ve have agreed to meet again in late March ‘Iah}f
v'”fwith the conviction that we can resolve our problems by the_agd oE}April

“

.,or admit failure. 5'_.» o %‘ .

‘ﬁ;The Minister s response to Beckel s report from the Universities v;i'a

'fcautious;; Said Foster.‘],;}_f

PRSETSRA. & am encouraged by your” assurance that con s regarding
‘.a.fadmissions ‘have indeed been. eliminated I look orward to-. -
" . receiving additional detailed. information. . . as’to. how the
. agreement on admissions will affect ‘our: regional colleges and
..~ -Alberta Vocational Centres who apparently were nog offered the e
".,:opportunity to participate in your deliberations. S .,3\“.ﬁ

1u'As well, the Minister made a suggestion which as it turned out, anticipated:p.{

”'~;ffuture developments. .

1ffWhile I am encouraged by your actious and assurances I am. asking
the Program Services Division-to prepare. a-final draft of policies
" and’ guidelines and- to. proceed with ‘the formation of a Council on jf.v}
. Admissions and Transfer.f, In so doing, we will have a- back-up
- alternative in the event that your group fails to find an
2 'acceptable solution. g SR , _

l*g7:In addition, the Minister ssid that he again would invite The University
’ ~:of Alberta/and Calgary to appoint representatives to serve on the Council 'f
, and would find an iudepandent chairman as- the Department had proposed

:The Minister 8 justification for his initiatives was that'"we need to

','5vkeep our alternatives open in order that ve " do not come up empty—handed

S W61
.o at. the end of our chase. = By early March, The University of Alberca

°

ﬂ‘!and The University of. Calgary“?ad named representatives to the Council on

N

G X
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T

' Admissions and Transfer.__ Apparently, support for an articulation body -~
v°:in some . important respects like the Department s ‘renamed Council - was

being conceded by the universities, as a group.

The Second Meeting of Post Secondary Institutions

As planned, another meeting of representatives df the universities,7*
public colleges and technical institutes was held in late March and on

;Ti:.‘April 2 1974 Beckel again reported to James Foster. , Beckel explained

::ifthat the admissions policy endorsed on February 12 applied to "a recognized E

"5fAlberta college'" that "recognized" meant recognized by the Department of
"Qfa'Advanced Education and that "college" referred to any of the public colleges,-f

' ’hf‘the university-affiliated private colleges,'the institutes of technology

’ *and the agricultural and vocatiOnal colleges but not the Alberta Vocational I;f

L 62 O
‘j'_Centres. : As to the result of discussions regarding transferability which

}rjf.were the focus of this second meeting, Beckel reported that a document "thatiliv
"“F;looked very promising for acceptance by all institutions was hammered out."és_}"
‘1As Beckel expressed it, the essence of the document was‘ 'a blanket acceptance lf

vby the universities of first-year credits in some areas#‘negotiated acceptance "

_hf'fof credit in many other areas, all subject to time limits and appeals under EE

= by 64
l}the authority of a credit arbitration committee.‘vy Beckel explained the

;-idea of the credit arbitration committee as it would apply to the resolutionf@;l
vf?ﬁfof disputes over transferability..,: L |

f.ﬁ‘That committee would be chosen by the system of Advanced Education ,3f_“'
 Institutions and would represent ‘the system. “Its decisions would
. ffrepresent the system. = Its decisions would be binding onall -
- parties in any dispute.‘ The' make=-up of ‘the . ‘committee would be e e
.~ identical to the ‘Articulation. Council in the draft transferability RS
;ﬂfdocument of the Department.. , SR S

ffffBeckel indicated that those present at this second meeting expected some
B A Cb \ . ‘:l . . o » V X . ; _\ _" . ’
CTET e e S R
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A modifications of the document would still\be proposed but that by the

“end of May each ins

‘@agree to sign it -'.This.time,'Beckel promised, the proposed agreement
‘slwould be more widely circulated so as to include the—private colleges,
| the regional colleges and the ‘AVC's., To Foster Beckel suggested that
lethe agreement might be "historic " It should make your back-up |

- 66 :

"alternative unnecessary,_- he said

The Result of the Meetings - Success or Failure’ S

i On May 29 Beckel again reported to the Minister saying

I am able’ to report the state of the situation as it exists S
-at the'end of ‘May this year. and - ‘leave: it to you, Mr.: Minister,-

Y- to whether that state is seen as success or not.
. Q :

.[ﬂy{The state of the situation as Beckel described it was. this.tf'f.

Everyone involved agrees that a committee or council should

;_s\\\; ~be: established in Alberta, ‘to be’ called the Committee or ks

~Council: on Admisgéon and Transfer of Credit in Advanced
isducation (CAT) EROREE I S S

ff'Also, Beckel reported general agreement that such a council or committee

:fterms of reference should be's

l Acting within the provisions of existing legislation and .
‘~3 an?idelegated authority the committee would resolve: admissiOn
and transfer problems between and among institutions. Q_~‘-

-

l

2 The committee would be: the recipient\of all existing admission
- and ‘transfer- policies or. arrangements between or among L
institutions and would monitor the effectiveness of these..#
o 2. .. :
3. The committee would review and advise the: Department of
Advanced Education or the: concerned institution respecting
',; the deVelopment of new transfer programs : :

4 The committee would recommend appropriate studies to evaluate . o

the effectivensss of a1l policies or practices respecting

admissions -and transfer and ‘would recommend ‘to ‘the, Department

¥’ d? Advanced Educstion ‘or to institutions revisions ‘of policies,
guidelines,-procedures or. practices as it deems necessary

s

A_gkfwould deal with matters beyond simply credit arbitration and that its _ f,A

*‘
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“”Further; saidlBeckelfb

It is the consensus of the Presidents of the institutions

v ‘”‘anolved that the Committee - on Admissions and - Transfer should

v bg instituted and made operable immediately. - A prime task

K ‘be undertaken at once ‘is thé c0mpilation and monitoring
6t all existing admission and,transfer policies. .+ and
practices, also the examinatién and monitoring of: the nsw

policies recently agreed to by ‘the universities.viﬂ, B
- RN ¥

The new policies adopted by the universities "as a system were

A

.3

‘:_essentially those which the University of Alberta had adopted basad upon

the Kreisel—Allen proposal of January, l974 f It was Beckel S explanationf"
" to Foster that a’ statement of common principles wa needed from the ks

‘"“universities collectiVely because "the process of debate\and legislation"z‘

B ,:'on the document resulting from the meeting in March still had not been

; .:completed by the individual universities. On the question of admissions, .
the ‘new policies said that a student s successful completion of one year '"{

Lf:or more at a public or private community college, an institute of technology

'ﬁ'

‘ifor a regional agricultural or vocational college" was deemed to have

‘l'iﬁArts and Science the courses specified by any such institution up to a

'"fisatisfied the admission requirements of any faculty or sdhool at a i
"hﬂ;university.., For students transferring from post—secondary institutions
‘:whose transfer programs were "approved by the Department of Advanced Educatim

\
,- RoAR

'1‘5the university would "accept for credit towards a degree in the Faculty of ‘

‘._maximum of five full—year courses or ten half-year or semester courses.,;;ggc

b'f‘illn addition, the universities were :ready to negotiate with any post- i-fu“

'[ secondary institution for the transfer of credit of courses at any level

:;fj‘towards the degree of any faculty or Lchool“ but, in such cases,'"the,ﬁblﬁiiﬁ
Vq.;decision of the university is final Gl Finally, the unfversities undertook :
o ‘ .-73 e e ,
]ito'honour all extant transfer of cregif arrangements. *;g[_Jﬁ o

o

e
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For those public colleges which were offering first—year =
university courses already approved by faculties other than Arts and Science,
or those which were authorized to offer some second year courses, these new ‘

h'policies implied either ‘a denial of traditional arrangements which had o
"‘developed under affiliation status or the renegotiation of such arrangements.,

o But the principle'adopted by the universities that they must be the final blii

".authority in negotiating transfer arrangements beyond the first year seemed

v;to the colleges a somewhat unusual condition upon discussions'which were

";;called "negotiations.”; Further, this principle seemed to suggest that

:.-the universities now wished to retreat from arbitration procedures which

"\'had been favored in late March and which were still under discussion.

mThe document resulting from the meeting of post—secondary institutions in :fi'

._!-‘ L.

”tffk'March had proposed that'l}i?ii*jxf'h

: ‘,LTAny institution in the system, if it sought to have a: program jﬁ‘”
. " of courses. or- individual courseg. recognized for credit at a.
- -:university in: ‘addition: to: those. ., . related ‘to "first year e
= of ‘a bachelor's degree in Arts and Science, is: Tequired to .e’f}:MVg}.",r;
-¢~¢f]negotiate with a speci ic university or with the system of - Sl :
0 universities. . . . If the institution seeking ‘credit is not L
.ﬂﬁlsatisfied with the pro ress of negotiations after three months ~:»T-~»~“
SRS § 5 may appeal for a decision to the(credit arbitration committee
o whose decision will be binding on both parties.ﬂ_‘ ERE

. 3».

From the point of view of the colleges, it appeared that the new policies
‘.:gi of the universities would reopen‘old grievances, create new difficulties and

produce further delays in establishing system—wide transferability policiedr

o
D Y

o A Satisfactor/y tO 811 iﬂstitutions. . g E '5:/:' ‘; R

'»'

Ve

The specific complaints of Red Deer College to the University of

Alberta in late May, 1974, again suggest how other post—secondary
sdf _
W

'f?» In a letter to Dr. Wyman, W G Forbes, President of Red Deer College, said

institutions, especially the public colleges, regarded the new developments. f@

A
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‘that he was ''prepared to work within the framework and stipulations
~of the University of Albertalproposal?, “but that his willlingness was

conditional,~ ‘Said Forbes: * . - e

~o N

_ - The period of time over which this commitment holds will
- depend. upon the achievements of the soofi-to-be-established _
' Credit Arbitration Committee [Council on Admygsions and - a
Transfer] , in that 'one of the responsibilities of the .

. ‘~'f;  Lommittee is expected to be tje working: towards the develdﬁﬁeht B

»  of an Admissions and Trapsfer Policy that is acceptable to all .
postfsecondary;inStibutions.*.-,f.‘thexsg;e purpose of the
*Credit Arbitration Committee is not just that of acting as an
arbiter but also acting to 'develop.a -uniform articulation
. poliey which is acceptable to all.", J6 o

¥
¢ .

W

' Forbes hoted~that the tfansferabiiity claugzg\ofgthgamoét»recqntly‘
_annqﬁnced university pblicies wére limited §0-A;ts‘éhd Science degre¢s

‘hwhepeas Red Deer College has approval for coufses in Engineering, Pharmacy,

R Py ST 77 o
Agricult&?%, Pre-DentistryuandﬂP;e—Medicine;f  \"We expect," said Forbes,

"that the.University of Alberta will éccept ﬁprkcredi;,up‘ts\afmaximﬁﬁvqf‘ .

+

five full;éduréeé orﬁtéq»half—coursés; in these areasgﬁ78- jFofbes
had» another tbmpﬂaiht:

Clauses.'.J;"stéte that' the decision of the Univérsity; .. »
is: final - a position that the colleges do not accept. We .
believe that if the. Credit Arbitration Committee is competent B

- to hedr and render final decisions on first year courses, .

- thén ‘surély the people appointed to this committee will have

. the competence and discretion_;o'offer the §3qe level -of .

“ binding ju@gemeqt at the second year level.”” S

g

_‘Iﬁ.gene;al, Forbes suggested the,dbéument outlining the new policies was
. deficient because it,"doés not spéak‘specifiéally to the*rights oﬁ@ﬁhe
. T, LT s ‘ S
Colleges. . . ."~ , -~ o o

)

‘The implications of the -new university policies,for further

& ~

\ discussionS‘on articdlatiqn were evident~to all concerned by May, 1974.;1‘-

': quéed,‘in his lettér of May 29, 197&,'toithe-Miﬁister, Beckel said:
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It ‘would ha incorrect to say that the policies.’._. approved

{\x; “by the universities are as liberal or far’ reaching as the

. colleges expected and wanted. ' They tepresent significant -
-advances and ate~the basis for\further advances in- the- future, -
They establish a position and climate: for action by the T

f‘Committee on Admission and- Transfer,8l - o Lo

And finally._‘ ﬁh ‘ hd," X - Ce ’“f-'

It may be that the situation ashoutﬂined ‘here, Mr, Minister, o
is seen to constitute a, faflureron the part of the institutions

-, to resolve. . . ‘the problems of admission and. transfer If so,.. -
‘then further action. o will I presume be initiated by you.82
o e LT _ 5\ ‘
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COUNCIL ON ADMISSIONS > R \\

AND. TRANSFER S RN

The discussions and developments in post—secondary education during
) Y L
January through to June, 1974, could not forestall the "back-up alternative

M:of the Minister of Advanced Education.‘h In the Minister s‘éudgement, the

'“efforts of post—secondary institutions themselves to achieve an acceptable T

,resolution\of the transferability issue had failed, perhaps had been

\

'.complicated even further._‘ As the Universities of Alberta and Calgary -
“circulated the new admission% and transferability policies to the colleges :

during May through July of 1974, the public college presidents responded in .

0 . .

‘iconcert urging the provincial government to pass legislation forcing the

“universities into more acceptable student transfer arrangements with the :

'colleges. 83} Finally, in a letter to all post—secondary institutions’in

' August 1974 the Minister of Advanced Education announced that he wished f,f

-

to act upon the "request" of all post-secondary institutions "by esta 1ishing

B4 Z
a. council effective September l 1974 "o The policies which have ‘been

‘ developed do not fully resolve existing admissions and transfer problems,_

‘ said the Minister, nor do they have the full aCCeptance of all institutions ff

M I
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B comprising the Alberta system of Advanced Education. w83

i

A document outlining hoh the Council on Admissions and Transfer ;‘ ;ﬂl"

.'(CAi) would operate was Cir°“1ateawﬁy the Department of Advanced Education }i;';?a
Cinc September, 1974 86 | The terms of reference reveal some changeslindthez‘fﬂffx-
nrstance of the_Departmené"of Adv;nced Education since December, 1973, eVen 1“Jéff';
flthoﬁgh‘the/hinister had judged that instigfional discussions during the difﬁy;j.n‘
'l#first half “of 1974 had failed | One of‘the'most significant changgs Qag i':.iéz,:

. S IS '1.; SR
E that the main initiative for the development and implementation of .;[ﬁy‘h-i-

\‘policies regarding admissions and transfer\was shifted from'the Department:

: to the Council and by Virtue of their rePresentation on itji
‘institutions themsélves " The document read S

e e e T

ncil is expected to Operate within thg f ’pework

1,Sinoe the C
. of existing egislation, its power will be limited to those - S
. delegated o'it by ‘the institutions -concerned.- Thus, its fi*“f’ T
~ success will depend primarily upon théfEEtent to which each »Q'L-fsi R
- institution will agree to ‘delegate Ats authority concerning ' R
~ admissions and transfers of credit to a council of peers\ f-;g T
.Alsof'on the specific ‘and formerly controversial matter of dispute ‘f.:~‘: R

e

- resolution, the terms of reference made no mention of Department involvement
v’as*had Been“prcposed previouslyg The exercise of arbitration was left
v entirely with the Council'if

In the event ‘that agreement»cannot be reached througlmediation, i;;44¥
- the Counecil shall’ upgg written request by the,parties concerned

~serve as arbitrator. - S : :
Andi
in fulfilling its arbitrating role, the Council shall within

_ 30 days inform the institutions of its decision.‘and its
decision shall be f1inal ‘and binding 89 - T

”These terms of reff!ence meant, ‘as well that the universities.could not

’

continue to insist on 'the principle of final authority in&negotiating other
. eﬂ‘ ‘_‘. i

'than firs —year transfer arrangements with the public colleges :Likewise,
' N S - LN I LR -

.




: m':Lin resolving genéral questions of articulation with other post—

\;hﬁfiz ;,r'lnﬁ3_°f?ffhf‘y;‘, h"“ : R 133,&-.'

S

\"7;.secondary institutions, they would have to forego this exercise of

“’“.Qfautonomy._ Further, wbile the specific powers of the Council were B .

| 7:restricted to those granted to it by individual institutions the

'"hfscope of its deliberations and the acceptance of its decision would -

f*ﬁhave to'be comprehensive’ fif

”ngThe Council shall review current proposals for admissions and ,
_,f?transfers which have been generated by " Advanced Education and by
V. institutions: and subwsystems for the purpose of 1dentifying those
‘”f'guidelines Te et ich shall be adopted as being applicabde to: all
"1nstitutions within the system of advanced education.?o- : :

+ L

the.Council shall establish procedures by wﬂich admissionlénd‘\fl
transferepolicies :e.i..are granted\szstem-wide approv .v R

N

b"-:Finally, as}the Department had earlier proposed, the Coun il would be

' jf_comgosed of one representative from each of the four universities, two v

R

representatives from the public and regional colleges combined, two

‘”l*representatives from the technical institutes and vocational centres ;=*U;l\‘

%?frand an independent chairman who would be appointed by the Minister.,jf""w

'The implications of this membership was obvious if and when balanced
‘ifactions (four against four) could not agree, the Chairman would
l"arbitrate.- This possibility would encourage representatives .to. make

y

-f_decisions that all institutions could accept.f,"
On December 8 1974 the Council on-Admissions and Transfer met
- for the first time. Dr. Harold S Baker, former Dean of Education at

The University of Calgary, was its chairman While the Council "recognized*

Yy -

E _Jat the outset that the expectations held for it by institutions, government,l
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1;'ﬂ'various views and philosophies held by individuals and institutions"93
B and a review of the Council s terms of reference.f By February, 1975

’d’ithe Council unanimously approved revised terms of reference (with only

'::_ﬁhe\spring of 1975, the Council %pitiated the first of its "fact finding iii

g ‘ljor position fixing studies."?5 These studies absorbed the Council s'i

'“’1This endorsation cleared the way for the development of a Provincial 7'{j'ﬁ

' Publication of its first Transfer Guide'?ﬁ('"

'

1
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- and the public were such that quick action on a. number of issues would

..‘be welcomed " it was "eVen more aware, however, that the complex isSues ‘

.

"facing it weréisuch as to recommend careful preparation prior to action "92

e R e . "-'.,'(.‘ <

The Council' preparation for action included "the exploration of

:nminor changes from those originally proposed in September, l974) and these Ej

EX

o AR
»]were immediately approved by the Minister of Advanced Education._;. foT{;j&;

“attention until November, l976 and were, in essence, a review of

'i'idevelopments and proposals on transferability for the period 1971-1974

i

'f::By November, 1975, the Council moved to wha} it called "an action stagei ‘ri»
"fgbpresenting to all post-secondary institutions "A Policy for Admission andfg'

'fiTransfer of Credit at Alberta Universities based upon Work Completed at

” f‘Alberta Public Colleges and Provincially Administered Institutions, ?é--b

df*which the Council k) membership had unanimOusly approved { By the-end of_;‘

i

bpMarch 1976 When the Council released its First Annual Report, this

\

policy had been endorsed by all public post-secondary institutions.,jng'

4

_Transfer Guide. The publication of this document was realized finally,atdl

97"

hbin March 1977._,f It is important to see how the Council regarded the T

e

P

The Council is aware that the production of a. provincial_fff'a-7t'
transfer guide will not of itself do: more . than ‘begin to
’ resolve some of the more difficult problems of admissions



i and. transfer.jaa;-. The . Council believes,‘however, that
' Hibeginning with inter-institut fonal agreements ‘will place
- the reSponsibility fofvworkability where it belongs? fn_
_»the ‘$houlders- of . institutions, and ‘at the same’ time /3 :
:provide a matrix for enlargement throughout the aystem.gg 5 d

H

Indeed it seems that the Council even is optimistic about its approach

of beginning with particular inter—institutional agreements and

fostering, over time, the wider applicabili:;\bf those agreements._~,'ﬁ

,There are real reasons for optimisw here. One is the

ac, disposition of universities themselves to cooperate with

: i3~ﬁone another. from..the" University of Calgary, for example,,..ffb

~comes a proposal "to coordinate our efforts with other =
g icﬁuniversities in the province to ensure ‘that similar- credit
'jfﬁis given by all receiving institutions," and from the -
.. University of Lethbridge a proposal that’ "ttansfer credit

for coursescbeyond the first year in Arts and Science or;;}Ay-‘H
:jﬂfor pr fessional programs. should be: initiated through a ‘f'i,ﬂ'-
. specifid inter institutional agreement, then extended as
5jwidely ds possible through the agency of CAT."  'Another
-Yeason. for optimism is the" existgnce of precedents whereby
-.one university recognizes the evaiuations of another: the'&

':Y::University of Alberta, for ‘example; recognizes- the- Un‘versitYf. S

of ‘Calgary's .evaluation of courses at. Mount Royal College ,

_'vf'.l.“and Medicine Hat COllege 99

' Thus, concludes the Council \1k.

.“

?dIt is therefore ot unrealistie-to hope that this sort of

.,.;}mutuality, prompted ‘and fostered_by the_Council,iwill_tendie

‘to move courses and even programs to- system—wide ‘status -

” 7:approved by the Minister, registered by the COuncil and

" lf‘listed in the Provincial Transfer Guideuloq T AR B ;'f';h 4
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R N 1O CHAPTER 4 . - et
s rf.”ﬂ,r“‘ i FOOTNOTES\TO.CHAP?D 4,_» e ;}U~__ ‘”‘t |

N 1Thomas R.. Dye, (pnderstanding Public Policy, Second Edition Lffv
L Englewood Cliffs' Prentice Hall Inc ) p 18 3 DS :

RS Dgpartment of Advanced Education, "Coordination Policy" Section
" om Transferebility Policies and’ Guidelines, P.5,. This document has no L
' f-date but it was releaSed in late November of 1973.° g : P

L 3"Coordination\901icy s op cit.p£:Section on Transferability
'jiPolicies and: Guidelines, P- 7 LT L : e

”-. y o IR B I AP N
R 4Ibid., PP.7s 8, 9 This is a- selected list of the guidelines PO
"f_vaSee Appendix L for the comple*e policy guidelines.~?-- S R o

: ."'-‘J;“BThe Edmonton J0urnal' 27 November, 1973. -

”ﬁf;:f6lbid

";'fgff7The Edmonton Journal op cit.dﬁ_,fi5f;7

: p'SIbid f, ‘“,&:*zﬁ fg»a&jfbeX;yf,'”ﬁ;'iﬂjx“ﬁ; RREE S RS
’»?igfof;',Q e A s \‘s\ :
A "Coordination Policy,“ op. cit., p. 4 Some of those. interviewed ™~
" fo¥ this study were: present ‘at the meeting of December 19,.1973. °. When-
. these interviewees were. asked whether Departmental officials threatened
'5zlegislative changes if the proposed articulation policies were not supported
-and" very soon': ‘tried they all answered: "yes L AS one. university i'-i” U
.. representative: expressed it, "we knew there was a big stick in the corner n""'“
—*—~—whiEh—would be used if we were not supportive of the Department s intentions.,”

fé,,; :itlf;,locorrespondenqe, CampbelL to WOrth 21 December, 1973, p.,lp_yél-
'flllbid R L

‘"-filszid.,;p.yz;;'i.[ S e

"'gyijp’LAIbid e , SR
:?16 N

Ibid., P 4{5:

Ibid., PP.. 1—2.f;'17‘

1 | KR : ST
9Correspondence, Byrne to Bosetti, 28 Januery, 1974
..;ZOCorrespondence, Boeetti to Campbell 4 January, 1974

8. . B i - \;
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_ : Correspondence, Bosetti to Beckel 22 January,»l974

N

Ibid

,._.23Correspondence, J N&col to J Foster, 18 January, 1974, p.il:fp*.
i 24 ) I TR D DR S S O
® '_ul]‘<' .23:‘ , o R , TR
S SR Proposal on- Admission and’ Advanced Credit Policies for Students
LA Applying to enter University of Alberta Faculties and Schools following
U iwork- at»;ecognized Alberta Colleges and Institutes., The University of
Alberta, Japuary,l974 B L T T .

7 ‘A‘ . e - .4 o oo . J -, - .“‘. .v" \‘-_ :.

‘j261bid “-“a; R L e e
v

21 e L
Ibid" p"A?.'}wfvr},'@;hf;?h'.f«“

""";lifffzalbid S T e s L e
- Ibid., p.12,ﬁ:*;;,' o T e e e T

TJQBQIbid.bf f"f‘ |

”L:?ZFolio (The University of Alberta Staff Bulletin), 31 January, l974
_.lfﬂ*;f33qorrespondence, F T Jenner to J L Foster,.22 January, 1974, p. l;
,_3'1[{34Ib1d., p.,z,-_ff5574;,?f;, BT el AR T
:”p'351bid. | %'t*?*[=‘Fi:ﬂ;fip-i’ ;é_;r:l?ri;p_,i_l,:, ey
S Correspondence,'J Ly Fostér to F T Jenner (and M. Wyman), L
25<f23 January, 1974, p, 2.-‘~ ,;\vggsrg_ TN FU AP Sl

= 37 v ,

e 38Ibid., p,,2.”, The Chairman of the Senate Task Force, Mr. Harold
iMacNeil had attended the meeting of December 19, '1973, ‘and was -among’ those. who

- advocated 'no further’ delay" in ‘establishing a mechanism for the’ resolution. of }

~:the. transferability issue.l (Personal interview with H MacNeil February 25 L
1976) SRR B T S A ' e

o 9Correspondence, Foster to Jenner, op cit., p. 2.: ‘ﬁfjf-:jv}ff'l;p(.

WG e L - L -
S ‘Ibid. SERU ”vfi=aj g
| .._7‘7;411b1d.__-“I"C | . |
LR '42C ' ﬁ 4?
e o OrIGSPOHdeﬂce, R. C Cooper to R. A Bosetti 1 January, 197 ¥
Jffpp. l - 2 .j~v'/'4.:: R
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43Correspondence, R. A. Bosetti to R, C Cooper, 31 January, l974.l'-'

-n

’ ,‘441b1d

45This organizatiOn was- occasionally referred to as the "Committee'_
of College Presidents." = At the time of writing, the two. technical L ;
institutes and -the three regional colleges at’ Olds VermiliOn and Fariview :
had associate membership in the A A C. A : :

- ‘ ».'46There were six public colleges and three: regional (agricultural S
' and vocational) colleges Together these nine institutions would have two
representatives on the Articulation Council : The Department regarded the 5
‘two ‘technical institutes and - the three Alberta_Yocational Centres as a- .

'somewhat different group of institutions..' Theirarepresentation was. similar
Cin that together these institutions would reCeive two representatives as well. :
_ é,'uv*f ‘.47Correspondence, R A Bosetti to C BR Stewart; ll February, 1974
' Ihg_gaggyay, 7 February, 1974 ”T‘»fifﬁ

S : 49The regional colleges and Alberta Vocational Centres were not f&’ s
: invited to- this. meeting. Perhaps ‘this ‘was . because they were regarded ag .-
provincial schools rather than ‘autonomous - Anstitutions;- although NAIT. and ~’j':“
- SAIT were invited Nor ‘were there any private colleges, such. as Camrose e
:,Lutheran Collete, ever invited “On’ the - particular matter of representation .
. of: private colleges, The University of "Alberta . ‘seems’ to have set . the precedent.;:
CIt successfully opposed the Anterest of :Camrose Lutheran College in separate -
‘representation on- the. grounds thatsthis college was. already represented by.

v virtue-of its- affiliation agreement ‘with the- University._ ‘The Banff Centre
(formerly the Banff School of" Fine Arts) was represented likely because it
had become, as.the. Worth Report recommended -an-autonomoys. post-secondary R

. "s¢hool of - fine artg and. management - studies" severing its previous formal

o affiliation with The University of Calgary : -~-"

50Correspondence, W E Beckel to J L Foster, 14 Febqwary, 1974

i :»A'Slxbid fiéiﬁ{ii%.fff?fftf'}7fl’;:f;fttﬂ:f?:s§“ g
| 53Ib L d. s p2 \ -
t r’“‘f{ 55The.Edmonton Journal 14 E@bruary, l974 M 's‘
¢

ﬁ”ﬁxxzdf‘ 56News Release,; The University of Lethbridge, 2 January, 1974. S
The, unprecedented agreement ‘specified the particular university programs in-
-which advanced credit ‘would be- given. ‘In- ‘some- cases, transfer students,-’
f}would recieve unspecified credit equivalent to one—half year in ‘Arts and =
,fScience. ~In thesge cases, the student's college program was: considered as
""related" or- "similar" to the university program not "largely equivalent"-t'-'
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60Ibid Note the change in terminology from "Artigulation Council"'_
"Cgtncil'on Admissions ‘and ‘Transfer", The new terminology (and-later on_ .-
one of “the main functions ‘of the Council) seems to have- originated with a
proposal urider consideration at  the time. by the General Faculties Council of
The; University of Calgary. ‘That- proposal later adopted in May, 1974, as
‘the official: admission and transfer of credit policy of The. University of: _
Calgary, recommended that "a committee, to be called the Admission and Transfer,»
Committee, be established for the sole purpose’ of : deciding on -1issues of S
dispute ‘that - may arise between or. among the: post—secondary educational -
institutions of Alberta about admissibility .and advanced credit. .*;"'* Pt
(Admission and Transfer of Credit Policies, The UniVersity of Calgary, May 14 o

1974, p 4)
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g l ‘ - R S AR - R
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‘7i}'chapter s primary purpose is to analyze and interpret the contrOVersy

’1f‘5;so as to provide a satisfying explanation of it.' In this analysis

L AALSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE CASE
& INTRODUCTION (IS

e

.'L‘ Cy o

.'fgissue using five categories of analysis and interpretation, namely,‘tyifs_‘V{f

;i75the nature of the issue, the social and institutional context, the 1;7.

'finterests and goals of the actors, the resources and strategies of

Vf;the actors and finally, the policy Outcome and its consequences ,

'ﬂ'lagThis chapter complements chapters two, three and four which from an 71-11:'
P‘gghistorical perspective and in narrative detail, sought to reveal the ?';

. ”1l}origin of the issue, its changing nature the changing social and

'“zf;_during the controversy This involved primarily a careful description

: Lﬂijand explanation, special attention will be given to the expressed

B h‘perceptions, views and judgements of those Who were involved in key Jl.JfQ -

>

‘7t;events and who can be considered as representing the actors invblved\

'ffivin the cdntroversy.kfyff{i',vw'

" I: THE NATURE OF THE ISSUE Rt

PR B o p : T ERTE e R

”4vﬁc:;'{ Here we are interested in answering two basic questions..“.v,=fﬁ'7’ L

ﬂ_xyHow doeS the issue originate7' and 'What is the nature Of the issue

e e

f:The purpose of this chapter is to explain the transferability :ff;';}s

i:f.};institutional environment and the main activities of the chief actors {f”:ﬂ

M'ff:;and narration of all important developments In contrast this ff};@;7h;f;
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A as it develops and how* do the actors define it?' The ‘answer to the
first question is perhaps easier to provide since it resides

_ essentially.in the changing character and circumstances of the ;

. [ _
'.colleges in the latter half’ of the 1960 s.’tThe second question is

‘ more complex because the iSSue must be seen as having several sides
e} o aspects, of which admissions and advanced credit are important only,
rin relation to several other aspects This section identifies these

i-fseveral major aspects of the controversy including the one which .T"

) originates the iSSue.“
fOrigin”of‘the”ISSue‘; The Constraints of Affiliation
8 '

Chapter two has already provided a détailed treatment of the
; -
'origin of the transferability issue and the important developments up

to 1971 Therefore at this point, it is sufficient to’ emphasize
: ;that the seeds of the controversy lay in the changing character of

the public colleges during the latter halfkof the sixties. In |

essence, the change was the developing desire and capability of the S
colleges——encouraged first by the Department of Education and later by
. the Colleges Commission——to become less university-related 1ess~'

‘ junior colleges and more community colleges" with a broadened

Ll

-

,curriculum which could cater to a. more diverse clientele. The

implications of this shift in role became- increasingly controversial

!
for the universities with which "the colleges were affiliated. Thus,

the idea of transferability, a simple concept g&ben a close and

1
harmonious college—university connection, became an increasingly

complex controversy., Here is a description by Dr. Gordon Mowat of

how this controversy began to develop:
s S TR <

¢



194,

The universities found it difficult to move away from the
, traditional pattern of preparation for university—-they had
-.developed fairly: strong opinions as to what constituted a "best"
program.i The colleges wanted more discretion with respect tq
programs offered in-the colleges and thé§ ran into opposition L
when' they tried to change:'the "mix" of subjects in 4 first year
! program. in the colleges.. 0f " course, under affiliation, ‘the ...
,‘universities really controlled:the. content of courses and o
- programs, -had much "to. say: ‘about- instructors and examinations, and ‘
' set. the conditions under which courses were offered. - Colleges, ‘
having started with! affiliation had to move -away from it- and in
f so .doing encountered 'some of fhe obstacles based in the '
‘ circumstances of affiliation : -

The colleges enc0untered obstacles because ‘the univer51t1es feared

C certain consequences of a changed partnershlp According to- Dr. @'f

Mowat the chief fears of the universities by the latter half of the

l960's were - these 'j.f\v“? y;ihi: 'iff_xl \ . i."[,

;.“There was ‘a- feeling*in the university that if the colleges ful-
. filled ‘their” newly 3uggested function. and*admitted ‘many people
ﬂnot qualified ‘to go to university, ifxthe colleges were permitted
to apply their own standards to their own internally developed .
: curriculum ‘and then later had the privilege of saying 'these ’_
, people are now admissible to universities,' thensthe universities
-~ . would have. ‘people coming in substantial numbers. for third and
fourth year work who' weré not really ‘as knowledgeable or as well "’
" equipped ‘as their "own'" students to undertake work in a :
f:university - They saw this whole movement: potentially- as a way ofy‘
-reducing the ability level required- for entrance to university--"
_"in result, not in purpose ~They saw it as eventually affecting
".programs and the offerings which would be given in third and
_',fourth year. They were very disturbed In summary and. retrospect,
it occurs to me that 'who was going to come into the university
; from the college?' was an issue and 'what. program would ‘a student
. - take in the- college and 'who would control that program7' was
‘vthe other issue. , :

»/ Mbwat 8. comments emphasize the’ key difficulty in college—
o . ‘ ‘
o university relationships during 1965 7l ~‘could a broadened role for

fithe colleges in post-secondary education be accomplished within the

"affiliation concept or was this an impossibility7 In this dilemma is

the origin of the transferability issue., Until Andrew Stewart s

Special Study on Junior Colleges (1965), there ‘was iittle attention
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: given tb matters of" overall articulation policy in a post—secondary

: system that was becoming increasingly differentiated.v This was, of

\
Vi LX)

tl course because the junipr colleges were initially establisﬁed
primarily for’ junior level uniyersity study in. general arts and..
gsc1ence. HoweVer by. 1967 with the formation of ‘the Board of Post—

' Secondary Education and certainly by 1969 with the establishment off:
the Colleges Commission, the issue becomes more complicated indeed'
‘it escalates. In retrospect it is clear‘that Moyat 's Report to the‘
:Universities Coordinating Council in June 1971 was a. landmark
document in identifying the maJor problems of the affiliation conceptb
C“and in suggesting a means for accomplishing its gradual abolition——fA'u
bipnamely, amendment through discussion and concerted action.: But events:'i

after June 1971, overtook the opportunities that the Mbwat Report '

' presented Already, the issue had begun to turn on some new aspects.d 1

_ The Advocacy of the Colleges Commission ,g'f_ ’A;fiagr = Ltty~s:-3i’
. . e : : » S o :
A maJor catalyst of complication and escalation of the issue SR

o Wag: the change in government policy signalled by the formation of the;“"'

:Board of Post Secondary Education but perhaps more importantly by the
"establishment of the Collegés Commission.t The policy meant, of " |
course, that thencolleges would be required to fulfill a- broadened‘
omandate and that the pursuit of this mandate would be encouraged and 3
regulated by an agency for college coordination, by an advocate,' inyf

a sense of college interests Thus, after 1969 discussion on the

<

‘issue shifts from the role of the colleges in post-secondary education:
——although in some respects, thisfauestion remained unresolved—-to

technical matters of facilitating college-university anticulation by

N W

SN
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adapting (by warping, some- argued at the time) the affiliation ﬁf,; -
.: concept.‘ Given the requirement and genuine ambition of the Colleges :

’CQmmission and most of the’ colleges to build a broader college level

l’”ucurriculum, and eVen though affiliatiOn conditions Were modified, the

' Commission inevitably came into c0nflict with the universities.' This
¥

was' especially true in those instances where the colleges desired to N
1move beyond the first year of university study, proposed that transfer

students receive advanced credit without regard to their college

"'!.

admission stagus and later on, . suggested that some courses in the g

career curriculum of colleges be given the equivalence of university

credit so that, in some instances, students might transfer without R

the necessity of having been enrolﬂed in regular university transfer '\
‘ P ‘ N
- programs., In the face of these suggestions and on’ the strength of

) \

”fuytheir legislative authority, the universities said -t at they would

, consider _what "might"‘be done, suggested that some/considerable time
'vfwould be necessary before the councils within and among the univer—"“l-
,;‘ sities could agree and argued strongly for the need to exercise :."h

\:discretion and final authority in order, they frequently said toilgifﬁ
.hy7protect the integrity of their degrees In general the result of l

‘:*this reaction by the universities was the growing belief on the partIl f

"of the colleges and the Commission that the universities were not i

;taking an active interest in the resolution of articulation

-fdifficulties. It is us%ful to see ‘how the Chairman of the Colleges

']Commission~JDr Henry Kolesar understood the dynamics of college~ : b;

. TN
' »university relationships after 1967 into the early 1970 s: {_ﬁ_ .

The issue in transfer is that the colleges ave always wanted to
“be accredited institutions although they sfarted out in legis- . _
lation as junior colleges affiliated with hniversities._ As they -
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gained experience and as they observed that their graduates were.
doing well-at the universities, they " began to. say. we don't really
want this degree of control.' ~In'the’ late 1960's, came ‘the . ooy
strongest objections to university control. In fact,_the response ,}
of the universities at that time was to relax their control, They o
began to .say to colleges't 'go. ahead and hire your own staff )
admit your students, you decide on the content "of courses. and yOu

. mark. the examinations There was a gradual progression, some '
authority was' granted to the colleges.3 . »

But problems continued In part this was because ambitions were not
satisfied and because increased freedom for the colleges-brought new :
problems Kolesar explains "-‘3f:€~,;‘..3r'_[:ﬁﬁﬂv fi',,kfﬁ:s
, ’,There still remained certain constraints on the colleges, such as.
B the high school matriculation requirement—-a university still 4
. ‘wanted: a college student to . hold matriculation standing if they - ‘
U were going to transfer, ‘This also the- colleges began to question o
. because” they had students who were adults and who had mot - ‘
e chompleted high school matriculation but who were: nevertheless
y “enrolléd in university transfer programs and ‘successfully
~ “completing ‘¢ourses. Thus, there came ‘a time: in the early. 1970's"
iy y;when the colleges said 'we would like to be . accredited so that
Lilwe can decidé completely ‘the ddmission requirements for university
__ﬁtransfer, the - ‘placement of :students within programs, the content: .
. of courses,-"the nature of examinations and then recommend to jd'\{f“b“
,:j.funiversities those students whOm we’ judge are capable of _";i.f
.7 ‘continuing.' . This" arrangezgnt would theén have been like the e
'sbifexisting arrangement between the high school and.'the universities. o
4. .At-that point;- the universities: began.to.balk. : They said "this
r;gf;c0uld lead to: irresponsible action by a college ~and .'we: do not
‘i”zﬁ,want to grant this kind of authority to the colleges;i4

"giAnd there were other probléms—hfor the Commission itself and in ik~e“

. ;.4_.

1bf;;general for interagency negotiations, says Kolesar-:f7?\¢ v} _-,f

’.‘\

SN
_ﬂf;There were attempts by the coordinating authorities-—the Colleges
. Commigsion for one--to: improve the relationships between the
% universities and. the: ‘colleges. - There -were attempts, from. time to
~time, to: study, to: negotiate—-as was the case with the Mowat -
o vCommittee “in’ 1971 ‘And there were government representatives
S RE threatening that there would be legislation which would force the -
o universities to accept certain policies 5';~ SIS T et uf;,fi
The attempts that Kolesar refers to were largely unsuccessful

”'hfin getting a resolution of the issue._ But in the case of the Colleges

"f-Commission, it is worth emphasizin the way in which its establishment



‘f“the colleges as a system——it aggravated college—university conflicts..”.

i)

fV;ThiS ObServation is not meant to assign blame for a deterioration inoi_rji;f

f?;colleg ,university relationships but to suggest that the role and

f{_activities of the COmmission from the outset were inevitably

. . A
R

?f;controversial and became an important aspect of the transfer issue.

P

e

ff;Quite simply, the hommission could not easily ignore college—‘;_;;"pjﬁy"":’

f%funiver31ty articulation as ‘an important feature of college coordin—hif{byt

.\;‘

{;}ation e in legislation_it had no independent authority to

'h{regulate the conditions'of affiliation or to modify them because i;fi{l i

,wi

ﬁ consultation.and agreement with the Universities Coordinating

ol

‘ffCouncil" was required by the Colleges Act.. Not Surprisingly,

K

"ito obtain a resolution of articulation questions as a misplaced
'5fadvocacy~-a rushing in Where it hos no authority,v:as one university
‘ - _

‘__president described it when the Co.ﬁ

ssion s Trial Proposal was

S . T

’/advanced in 1972'A:_>5?!;t':j_nq |

”V“’



.problem was.this', - ;[#;&“; ”55{' LA ~;-"'f’_ o L.";'}
Each school*and faculty wanted to be independent and there was ‘no’ ST
, _-~desire ‘on -the. part of sthe university to set up some body that .
~iicould-deal’ with the colleges for. the university., ‘So the colleges'
“"had to deal’ with these different faculties and each one would S
-;*have a‘ different standard or’ desire.ﬁ-"',’ T T e fﬂi_i!Q{[

whooee

'qiThe university was like a bag of jelly.» You couldn t go to the _3';~}‘f'

‘. President and say 'let' &, work out:.an agreement " The. university ,

' had a colleges cqmmittee but- it really had no authority to ‘make.- >_~. |
- any iagreements or ‘require’a dean to do ‘anything, I rememeber . ”~75T
'Tf;,discussing thig with Max Wyman, President of ‘the. University of -

" Alberta. Looking at: this issue as an administrator, T couldn t -y
. see'why you couldn't _say: 'there is a responsibility here to: do
"fy{something, its legal that thege community colleges and: o'ther. -

) Ig?post—secondary institutions exist: and somebody ‘must. solve this
4>;]y‘problem '"'He, had vdtious excuses: why this: couldn t. be done: and
. :I'was.d.little impatient. My view was that it was.a matter of :
'.c‘vtwo people sitting down and talking.~ But- nobody ‘seemed. able to’ﬁ$;j,‘;:f
. speak for the: uniVersity-—not even the, president. .The freedom L

"fand decentralization of the university did not permit that 7 _f L

:DriﬁWyman 8. own analysis‘of the problem was similar

»_vlt wag asked ofﬂ‘e several times why can t we come to you and if
j;iyou s yisomething-doesn ‘t that make it so7" ‘They just misunder- ,=
" stogd™ the role of the university president in ‘modern times. The

;fmodern university ‘president does not have authority in that
fsense. The university president must provide leadership by Co
‘ﬁerSuasion.;gHe must: go .to both General Faculties Council and to J?”’
fjthe Board of vernors to get ultimate decisions

:”gn, Le d." If you listened to GFC debates yOu'd hear some ,
“;facult ho were not only eloquent but incisive, going right to..

"}hey hadn't read
ved~+they felt they L
ead: wrong or trivial 9 ,_~”

o £ hy r;arguments,‘that
= the work or weren t aware of 'he issu“;y
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e colleges, the Colleges Commission and the Department.:‘hecisions whichh
: he colleges, the Colleges Commission or the Department of Advanced

;.;: Education regarded as’ simple and urgent were not made with dispatch byijg;i
L the universities.‘ Ginerally speaking, each college president spoke

”tffifor his college including its lay board of governors and the faculty |
-C'%The Colleges Commission could and did speak authoritatively for the

‘kgcolleges collectively Usually, departmental officials spoke for the3fi;ii

7“§;'Minister or his deputy in meetings and negotiations._-In contrast

1,‘representatives of a university rarely seemed able to speak authori-u'"

tatively for thﬁginstitution as a whole and it was very difficult ﬁo;

ﬁi;anyone to speak for universities collectively These differences in fi4

i

+§$titu€10nalghutonomy

The Justificatijn of Incompatible Ambitions

takin’"re"ponsibility. Asﬁan aspect of the transfer issue, it was of ;qfil'

autonomy was the fundamental issue for both colleges and
un versities: -Had'‘the colleges ‘had - this autonomy earlier, the
transfer issue would not have grown to the same extent. ' They iz
asking that the sending institution assign transfer: credit
niversities just hit theiroof when they say that That

¢h meant that we had to give up our autonomy.

;.tAutonoml isua;majorLptincipleéfnotfa;bogeymaniﬁ lt;canlbe extended “



.. .too far ‘and’ misinterpreted but in its simple form the university
. has had through ‘history the. authority to define own degree’ S
.programs._ The minute that ‘some other institution can come: along . -
~and take a .plece of that. definition arbitrarily, then the v 41?'*f
“universities no longer define their degree programs.. So' the - <.
t"university itself must be the agent :of definition. It can .
.- .be liberal in terms of what it will dccept; it can be generous’ 4n o
. terms’of ‘what it will delegate’ but it must have the final i R
% authority . to define its programs That s the whole being of : the '
‘ /univers&ty CL . = : L IR

'i(Beckel s view was typical of university opinion and universities were v o
: . - _.\ e : .
,4fthe strongest and most strident advocates of autopomy as it concerned i

« : . o

gfthe transfer issue.ﬁ In a comment equally typical of college opinion,.y,;”v“

ffa,f9rmer ¥ college registrar, R D Cooke, suggested why this was the

”case:?f* S

I guess it is easier for someone who has grown up in the college
system to accept arguments agains automomy ‘than - for someone ‘who '
“has ‘grown up in the university system. Colleges from the. . = - il
beginning, had been more closely directed by a central bureaucracyi‘[f
“than ‘the universities have ever ‘been. We. have«seen ‘the good:and
~bad features of " bureaucracy and 1 guess. we are more’ comfortable f’
Cwith: it. As’ a college person, institutional autonomy is not as:
_ important as’ some other. things. We see ‘the things the Department
“-of Advanced Education, foi example, is doing as. coordination
e rather than interference. o Ce e :

And o

",‘
SRS

, With respect to the issue of transfer specifically I don t think

“the- public understands ‘the question of. autonomy “The Public 1ooks-lh: ,

5_ -education” and it's made up of universiti ; colleges ‘and other»

. upon education as almost’ a ‘monolithic th%ég ~+'we have higher"
institutions ‘but they' Te - really part-of ‘the same thing; the-

‘'dollars’ cdme from the same place and, there should be a: high degree ;H;a, -

“of coordination among the ‘parts of a system. : Autonomy is some-: L
~ thing to -be respected but its not- sacrosanct and when- autonomy jv R
-gtarts to- interfere with the public good or what is perceived to
be the public good, then its difficult to defend

These several comments show that both colleges and universities -
ijustified their separate ambitions in a single doctrine—-autonomy._ In -
:essence, the colleges sought to expand the scope of their autonomy and
ks S . s

bthe univeraities sought to protect their existing autonomy from

2
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: encroachment by ‘the colleges, the Colleges Commission and later on,;:]

\‘

by the Depantment of Advanced Education How could each institut on )
have its requisite degree of autonomy7 Clearly,rthe expansion of'
autonomy for colleges implied a reduction in the autonomy of |
\\g\;\\universities if only because of the tradition of affiliation. That
o partnership had required a close institutional connection 1in which the ’

college was the junior partner.v The developing ambitions of the

‘}.J
.

colleges, the Colleges Commission and the Department of Advanced
Education implied a not—so-close partnership of equals What<wasjf
EEETIS SO S e R
zgoing to give" Who was to give in7 f o B T e

The Policy and Posture of Advanced Education -}”g’].;j;fgi%z R

v If the Colleges Commission and its advocacyvbecame‘avv
complicating aspect of the transfer issue after 1969,‘the creatiOn of
the Department of Advanced Education in 1971 meant even ‘more -
complications These complications were most evident:byoDecember;vﬁ";iﬁ

l973,,when the Department s intentions to. coordinate all post—ngif-;iff””'

secondary education as a single system were most comprehensively and _3-

explicitly enunciated in the-'Coordination Policy.,paOn the particular L

', matter of transferability, a set of policies were suggested for
immediate implementation.ﬂ In content, the policies were largely a

’1 resuscitation of the Kolesar—Fast proposals so they represented ‘a; 7u'f'

T

renewed challenge to the institutional autonomy of the univbrsities

In contrast, the autonomy of the colleges seemed to be enhanced as‘

o they seemed to become the beneficiaries of the Department s favored

doctrine-—coordination.» Like the Colleges Commission of old, the new

%

Department of Advanced Education~now had a policy on c011ege—university;
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articulation which essentially invoked the principle of the sending
institution assigning advanced credit for university-level work
2.Thus, by 1973, the universities were faced with a new and more o
bipowerful actor in the transfer controversy, who favored an |

,;garticulation policy that was still unacceptable to them.,'But the'

B situation in 1973 was a. little different ‘a resolution of the issue f'f

't' now had to be sought against the background of what the Departmgnt

4hfw0u1d find acceptable not simply against what the Colleges Commission'il,'
't;7hoped would be accomplished 9 And the possibility of changes in | |
.fillegislation——a protection for universities in the controversy up toti ‘
.T;that p01nt in time—-seemed likely if an acceptable resolution was not””(
vb:“found soon Quite simplyu the presence of the Department in o
‘j;idiscussions.and even in the background affected how all institutions.
:ffunderstood the transfer issue and what solutions could be‘entertained-ﬁhi
:éfAS one of the Department s officials, Mr Neil Clarke, has observed |

ff,"Coordination was the thrust--as far as government ‘was concerned’
. and, I'm: sure ‘as; far ascommon perception would discern ‘A lot :

'-730f us in the Department assumed that: coordination of programs W*‘”G:*f

i‘g;automatically involved transferability. Transfer, from the f.v :
~foutset was a. major issue within coordination SRR

= a,

thhe Problem of Identifying the Problem

The foregoing discussion suggests that the transfer issue was

T”\multi-faceted that it involvedlat once, questions of the affiliationvfff.=.

'irelationship, of the proper role of the Colleges Commission and
glater, the Department of Advanced Education, of authoritative and

'f°consistent communication on the part of the university, and.of how the‘f

*iidea of institutional autonomy was: to be reconciled with the notion off,b"'

ﬁ_system—wide coordination That the issue was multi faceted produced
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;:%an obvious difficulty could consansus be achieved among the\actors
'f:;as to what the problem really was and how" it might be'resd/ved7 The

fcourse of events, until l974 at least, suggests that the answer to

o this question was- ”no 8 This meant that the’ lack of consensus about
o i ;

I

7'the nature of the problem and its best resolution was as much a. T

"difficulty as were genuine differences of Opinion on particular
R J r,x.
B problems for which there was a. common understanding and definition

E ',\\/:' o

:‘"The'plethora of.proposals‘ ”The multiplicity of proposals and counter ?
-Ciproposals for general articulation and particular transferabillty e
!'larrangements evidence; this lack of conSenSuS about the nature of the «;'f
:':problem and its solution This was in large part because different
'Tsroles for institutions fgi coordinating agencies.and for governméht
=Awere.5uggested by each person s and each group s proposal Granted

fthe differences evident Were sometimes slight——as in the case ofvthe.biif
i'%Colleges Commission Trial Proposal of 1972 and the transferability if%en:
ihhpolicies Presented by Advanced Education 1n 1973 However, becauseu R
'githese prOposals were similar, they were equally unacceptable to the iiff
'?guniversities | At other times; the differences were major——as with |
fl;forvenample, the recommendations of Andrew Stewart in l965 and,lon”.

SRR :

fithe other hand, the consistent opposition to them by the Universities

‘3,Coordinating Council because of its reluctance to abandon the

LK B

';The unique grievances of the colleges To complicate matters further,

ifeach college s relationship with a. university or universities was:”;i_,f:ff'

f;unique and from the point of view of each college there were SOme

:fpeculiar grievances or difficulties which had to be resolved in the
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E course of designing a general articulation policy ﬁ Some specific o
examples will illustrate how important this source of complication

was to- the issue and its unravelling o
,-(,.,

Consider, for example, the so-called "hidden agenda" of Red

' ;Deer College which particularly affected this college s discussions L
:.vwith The University of Alberta ?>y}'

. One of the problems which has influenced college—university&a Ry
o relationships in the 'past is the idea that Red' Deer College . wanted.
‘to. become ‘a- degree—granting institution.u I can say from.-my point .
“of view and. ‘this would get general agreement from the ‘Board and
" the President that this college doesn t' want to grant degrees _
- The reason we ‘don't 1s that it would: really take a.-lot of emphasis'
~away, from our® other programming—career upgrading ‘and community o
~ Interest’ programs, I think ‘that: two years of: university is just
" fine, - However, I ‘think underlying some .of -our difficulties on :
’L;transfer has been the- attitude ‘that:" “tdamn 1t,. if we give ‘them
the: second year courses, they ll want third year courses and.
“: that's just ‘one more step along the ‘way - to granting degrees!"" .
. That is not’the intention of this. college ‘at- all,. “though thatﬁ.._
-1‘,so called hidden agenda has been a problem in- the past = anl

'Als" bOth Moum: Royal College and Lethbridge Community College seemed\v._:_ I

fito have still other problems with The University of Calgary and mhe
vriUniversity of Lethbridge respecfively. These problems concerned '
i?primarily the matter of advanced credit from other—than—regular‘;;{idyﬁg't'
*iuniversity transfer programg A S DERRIRNIES PSRRI

_ij',gThe concern’ ‘wasg this Here we. had people coming into an “1f' R
’”7Qginstitution like Mount "Royal College ‘who were. receiving a- good

- “education, ‘were: doing well and were; being rejected by ‘the ,
,"provincial universities. These people were forced ‘to leave the .
-~ province: to complete their education or. be severely penalized in
.~ terms of transfer credit. ‘The: general . question was: ' why coald
fothese students ‘g0 to American ‘schools and complete their degrees

- but did not have the same’ opportunity in. the province in Alberta7‘
It ‘was a difficult question to deal with at “the’ college it was'
_‘ff;difficult to explain to. peOple.' Generally, ‘the only- thing I~
... ‘could say was. that' 'we are attempting to resolve this “we are
*’fj,attempting togpegotiate with the university o :

Still another peculiar grievance was evidenced by Grande

Ry f\

Prairie College It saw The University of Alberta as\frustrating its b
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L .

legitimate desires to expand regionally

V.The University of Alberta maintained for a long time that its
:fmandate was Northern Alberta in‘the pr0vision of university
. education. In 1969, there’ was a group .of teachers inl Peace River
- _who had been knocking on theé door of The University o Alberta and
_* ‘even on' the door of the. Minister of Education saying,_ we want. a.
~"v'course But the' univers1ty was saying 'we don't really’ think
there is.'ag demand."' ' We couldn't, as a college, offer this course
S off—campus so-I, a college staff member, was appointed to. the
,eveningvcredit=staff of The University of Alberta, The démand-
. for :the- course was fantastlc-—on one week's advertis}yg,_over 75
-showed up -The. course was’ 'Introductory Sociology

And some of the difficulties encountered by Grant MacEwan

;Community College were different again, thOugh the other colleges @,);;gf
vfwould recognize them as a variation upon problems they had largely o

,) . : 0 ,.\- »

"‘overcome by 1971.7 President John Harr describes how a: significant

‘Jrsource of difficulty arose for Grant MacEwan College shortly after itsf'j'f.‘

Aliestablishmentaln 1970

L r;"?“y.

.«?In Alberta,,there were certain colleges-—Red Deer, Grande Pralrie,g:_hgvi
" ‘Medicine Hat--who’ ‘had arrangements with universities for transfer . .. -

_-;fg'and ‘the unlversities played a maJor role in: shaping those coursesrﬁ}
3 < ‘But - in our case that was not- so. - We. insisted on- havtug the staffi”;*

'”_ we required for.. our primary function--the vocational side..,-.ﬂj*'“ e

o Transferability was only relevant to students who ‘wanted to go. wi*?
" "beyond our - programs.‘; S Oun staff may be absolutely adequate o
" to” teach’ our. 1evel but this ‘1s one_ of. ‘the arguments we had wit o
- the’ university "If ‘we teach introductory’ psychology and later on,gdf:
‘want to transfer- it_ why should - we ‘have to: have ’'a.Ph. D. teaching

vﬁs;it when the university staff, in’ practice, uses graduate students7il7 .

~ So-we’ suggested that if the performance of our people was . not -

o acceptable——and they were often. the. university s own. graduates——f’bﬁyf

;ffbwe should- stopahiring thése - people CIfS you've' graduates that . oo
.27 are not good en0u§h to teach for us, we will have to look else-~f L
»fT]jfwhere,_ we . said X s . S . Eon s

Interestingly, the matter was quickly resolved ?jﬂﬂal“-i{' Lo

B oyﬁ"‘

'jThe result of what we said was a 1etter from the university (and

- I senta copy’ to. the Minister and took 1t to- .my Board of . -

_ ,:fGovernors) saying that under the Human Rights Act We. couldn' t e
' ~,discriminate against people on the ‘basis” of the institution where

'*ivthey were trained Our ‘response to that was simple:” 'We re not. - Pt

.. ‘discriminating’ on the basis of where they were ‘trained but on the
. basis of the- qualification, performance and capacity which: suits;

'ij;our program, -we said We never heard another word about this. Ainfi.:'
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But this'shows how ludicrous this canbecome.19

- te

u?% L

Finally, the experience of Medicine Hat College with

.

transferability had been unique as’ well Accotding to Mr. C.L;‘Dick,

it was this: (
We are essentially a two—year university transfer institution
" Our affiliation 1s with The University of Calgary——admittedly not
a legal . one but an emotional and operational one. - But. the .
i - University has no jurisdiction-over what we do here; we got our
&ﬂ . - mandate from the provincial government, not from The University of
- Calgary We ‘have found it to be a great advantage to our students
to, have a close’association with The. University of Calgary. ' Our
transfer students are automatically admitted to ‘the University, ,
any university which recognizes The University of Calgary '
o U automatically recognizes us--as almost a branch Sampus of the
University. All of these things are. advantages. .

r R But, also according to Mr. Dick, there was a problem with the attitude R

i
v,

"of universities in the ‘past which he regards 'as having been recently
. L \
Llovercome -3tu [',," ' _
. think the problem has been that the universities in the past, ,
. felt that .they were so- senior and so all-wise about transferabllity g
‘that "they- could ‘simply dictate to us:what would be done.- I hasten
" to add that some of us here|have credentials that are every bit as’
good as ‘those held by people at the university. . We're’ responsible,
;"well—trained .people who are interested in academic standards. '
.. -We're not going to be obse uious in our attitude towards the.
university., That.attitude T rebel against very strongly. We. have
to sit down as reasorable people on a relatively equal basis and
deal: with problems.21 ~

-hi\

BN o . .
: NN it
t . ~

‘The ' unique concerns of each university. If circumstances were unique

ifor each college, so were they for- each university Most important
;to the transfer issue ‘was the fact: that university programs were .
'different from one‘institution toﬁthe next-—not only in content and

| emphasis but even in. the‘length Again, som“’gﬁgific illustrations
will show the significance of this fact for theétransfer controversy.ﬁ

' For example, in arts and in science The University of

Alberta had both a three-year (general) degree and a four—year

R - : S - i
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.(honors) degree - The University of Lethbridge and The University of
o Calgary (since 1970) had only fOur—year degrees “This meant that The .
f: University of Alberta alone could be in the position of granting its ‘
;.general degree to ‘a transfer student who would Spend only one year in

tthe university - But there was also the question of how the degree—-

o whether three years or four years in 1ength——was structured in terms

of ' generalist" or: specialist" courses, ‘some contended Dr. Kreisel . -

e and Dr. Allen, when they advanced their proposal at The University of»,

Alberta in January, 1974, explained why they considered this so

-{w
1mportant
;_Advance credit must. be seen as related to the requirements for a-
. '}degree at this unlversity "Every undergraduate degree program -
"~ has two recognizable components: ‘a general component and a -
‘ specialist or professional component :

unndﬁ
- It is worth noting that about 85/ of our . students are fn

"f-speciallst, professional or pre-professional programs, ‘and only
about 15/ are in general B.A. or B Sc. programs :

~And further

_.Within the spec1alist or professional component of most programs
‘there is a high degree of structure there are required .sequences
-of courses, with pre- or co—requested in most senior or adwanced '
courses. .To a lesser extent this is- true even in the areas of -

* ‘concentration required in general B A, or B.Sc.’ programs. This
‘reflects our basic principle that ‘a degree should recognize the
Successful completion of 3 or 4 §2ars of organized study,

'_starting from a recognized base

Therefore, they said: - . ;
We do not accept the accumulation of miscellﬁgeous credits as a
proper or sound basis for awarding a degree.”” .- PR

. And:

We must. distinguish between advance credit in the general
component and' advance credit in the specialized component of a
program. If we are to maintain ‘the integrity of our Structured -
programs, we must ensure’ that advance credit in the specialized

- Y - [
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component rela@bs in both content and level to the rest of the .
component.. On:the other hand, we can be much more relaxed in.
~giving -advance credit in tgg general component area, as,our

proposal. . . ,,recognizes . Yy ‘

Thus;lfor The University of Alber alone, there were some unique .

1 _‘considerations in approaching the transfer controversy-~two degrees

of different character, the distinction Between_ generalist" and .

Spec1alist' courses 1n&any degree and the{intentions of the transfer

Sy

student——did ‘he desire a general" ‘iz"honors degree7 In the light
. N :

of - thesp considerations and in the/face of college ambitions The

University of Alberta tended to take this view says Dr Wyman

. \ < . &

iI think what the colleges wanted generally speaking, was to have

their first year’accepted so that whatever courses -they: gave that
were roughly the same .as ours. would be accepted without question
Now, Red Deer and -Grande Prairie wanted to have the second- year
on the same basis. That was. problematical ‘and difficult to. sell
The argument at the time was thls “'What was. a reasonable
~number of courses that people should take elsewhere and still get

‘The University of Alberta degree?'. “You See, many of our courses .

_ —-could be given at both the: second a dfthird°year If we were .
~going to open up those courses to: the junior colleges why not e
- the colleges. go :all the way and ‘let them give théir own - degrees7
PGeneral Faculties . Council had no objections whatever’ to ore’

. “degree-granting institutions - It was the junior colleges that

.. didn't want  that solution yet they still maintained that th§7
--academic program was really the core of their*in ti utions

At The University of Calgary, the sameﬁbasic argument that };,A'

Sy
nyman referred to arose It appears though that The University of

'Calgary did not regard as seriously the particular concerns of its

<ix;sister institution, partly because of its four-year degree., Here is

Ev;the recollection of’ one individual who, as: admissions officer at The

'.;University °f C3188YY, has been intimately concerned with transfer- “,.:“'

E iability

In the recent past, this talk arose 'Were we . giving away one

) year of. our university s degree7' By :the proposal we are
epresently working under--collége transfer: programs of one or.two .
years duration may be approved by the Minister subject to -

Qo

-




.-‘consultation and agreement of the institutions involved——this has.
been resolved: nicely., What the university is keenly interested in
.1s. that it have some control. oher ‘the types. of courses that are

, transferred to,the di degree and how they fit ‘that degree and -

' " .eventual end product. But the decision of The University of B

o .Calgary in 1970 to adopt a four-year degree was not at all related
‘to transfer That I'm certain was not any question at “the time 28 »
: ’/(,.
If the view of the President of The University of Lethbridge )

S was typ1cal .this. university had perhaps the most basic reservations ;f |
about college ambitions Again, these seem to relate particularly toﬂ.
how its programs articulated Wlth college programs within its
geographic region |

: .The transfer problem ig- serious because we've got colleges (which-
have a tremend0usly important role to, ~Play) trying to do too many
_things,(colleges having: expectations that are inappropriate
Mount Royal College and Lethbridge College are examples of this"
’situation.v Lethbridge College for example, doesn't have a '
recognized transfer: program——the government . admits this=~but: they‘
“have their students coming through ‘their program and being

- marketed for credit. into: small. colleges ‘and. one or ‘two state.
universities in the United States. ‘Then_ they come here with that
‘credit, having it recognized ‘because we recognize ‘these.

' institutions in the United States, Then by virtue of that .
,recognition, ‘the’ college makes - the argument that their program '

'”should be recognized ‘in. Alberta as a university transfer program.

Thus, the unique circumstances and concerns of each college L
‘and university together with the variety oﬁ proposed solutions to the

'“;;transfer question made quite difficult a common understanding of JuSt |

”f;what the issue was or seemed to be about. On the college 51de, Mr o

'”f'Donald Harper has observed that "the issue for colleges was very

‘fi_diVerse because each college tended to have its own kind of transfer

1130

| hproblem Likewise, .as Dr. Wyman has observed university opinion

'”',was not unanimOus on how to approach this question of transfer "31

'.Indeed according to. Wyman until mid~l974'"this opinion was entirely )

N div131ve. B?u;;v‘ ,»“:"'tt',}ﬁ i1715‘fn,;:1;'*g‘h': ”Qllf jzh*d
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e '\Overall, the transfer issue seems to have involved several
»j'aspectsh. The broadened college role after 1965 and the attempt to‘hf:“
lpursue this within the limits of the affiliation concept appear to be o
~,among the earliest aspects of the controversy. In a similar way, thejfb
v:advocacy of the Colleges Commission and later on, the coordination
‘ policy of the Department of Advanced Education undoubtedly complicatedf‘
'the iSSue and the possibilities for its resolution | Further, problems_
i. fin inter-institutional communication and negotiation——particularly the.A
matter of who spoke authoritatively for the universities--seemed to |

';worsen especially aff&g:lQ?O when strict affiliation was being

"abandoned ’:Also; the concern of both colleges and universities for',phl,

2
R TR s

, iinstitutional autonomy was undoubtedly a major feature of the
”1 controversy.p Finally, the combination of genuinely unique
u;71nst1tutional circumstances within~group diversity of opinions and
' h;between-grOup disagreement was a significant source of controversy

i and confusion.q

:a"‘7:;

‘ﬁ*'ffII;fiTHp_socfALfAﬁD:iuerT?IioNgLidb&iéxrjff5

| The use of this analytical and interpretive category assumes ':fl
.fpj\that.certain features of the social and institutional milieu affect v’
1ipf the interactions among the actors in a controversy, the political :bfli'
“ resources available to them, the effect of strategies chosen by them,m
"iand in general the way the issue is debated and resolved Chapteri
’ two, three and four revealithat on the transfer issue the dbst

. important contextual factors were these. the changing climate of

h opinion in post—secondary education which emerged during the 1ate

i



‘.{f’ 1960-5’ the popul rity of certain ideas with government-—notably

o

- ) """ ~

e gJ, coordination"——a d the changing p°11 .?

e T

'-‘_:i».,fr’x,'-pa;ft_'ic'ul'a,f,?';-’Hbv .dﬁidi 'é.aéﬁ‘ --offftj.ﬁlé‘ssfééﬁteﬁ?ﬂé% : 'asfFP"r'.j

E .situ‘ation') \'\ Coe.

;_The Changing Ethos in Higher Education

As Dr Gordon Mowat has recently‘observed | old arrangements QS'
j:i'ifor achess to post secondary education are: 1nvtransition and the.h s
.;7lefactors generating‘such change are tot. entirely matters of. 4:€;_[
;zf;;speculation ‘33 Mowat has identified three predominant societal
b’pitrends of recent%emergence which he judges are of special relevance ‘ y,i
'1vi5!to college-university articulation and issues such as transferability.iva

, “The democratization of higher education. "The first trend that can

'fi;be noted " says Mowat ”is the advance towards mass education with itsiif;
’b;;inherent development of a feeling of public proprietary right to h.ﬁhl"ﬁ
'?ffadvanced education.”34 That a. greatly increased number of - people 8
T‘;"_,_».chose to purSue post—secondary education by the 1960 ] is clearly
'f‘iwevidenced In Canada, during the period 1951 to 1968 university
Aenrolments.quadrupled‘and "other post-secondary" enrolment increased»
o thirty times.35 Mowat, along with others such as the Economic Councilh.'“
'v”,'of Ganada, has characterized this increased participation in post—»
i‘secondary education as ‘an important shift in public attention and
.:;attitude.v"Education,‘in both the private and the public eye came.to f

: ,enjoy a new status as investment,"?é says Mbwat. The significance of
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\'f(fiIn the period 1965 68 then, both the intrinsic and economic

. values of” higher education 'had come to be recognized much more :

U widely among members of’ ‘the Canadian public The -public saw a.

o ‘definite: link between ‘the: level of educational achievement and

T the quality of .1ife.” This view, perhaps more than any other, ,
':f*promoted the spread. of public ‘conviction that: obtaining a post~.
“secondary’’ education was not so much the exercise pf an individual.

".privilege as’ the_claimingzof.a public right 37 e o '

; :frThe demand for public accountability. A second major trend identified;if

iby Mowat is related to the first Monat describes it asf"?he;”f~\ L
V”dbroadening Of public knowledge of post-secondary practices and the |

) t?inherent tendency to bring more aspects of practice under greaterw“

‘;public scrutiny and criticism "38 It is Mowat s contention that as the y;

'f?percentage of the population having a direct 1nvolvement in post—3

"l?isecondary education increased so grows the volume of external

| fjfopinion and judgement on the system of-higher education 3?5 Apart V';d;

‘ﬂ~from the major impact that rising enrolments had upon the size and

V'f_tcost of post-secondary education such changes also "in degree shif;ed o ;

d.f_ the formation of practice in higher education from the board rooms ofv

fi\‘institutional discretion to the arena of phblic policy,','40 claims

S

’:Mowat,l By the 1ate 1960' s, these two trends, together, began to_»fif‘-" -

”“iilproduce a new context for decision—making in higher education.'"'

: .Demand for education mushroomed and society began to question L

?!}*fseriOusly conditions ‘of access to- ‘post-secondary. education as theyj;,g

©. existed in university-dominated systems. Concerns which were - o

'“,.typical of ‘the world of education—-the early identification of
' capacity for higher education, the preservation of "best" | ,,\,
'”.approaches to further, education,’ the production of the "well-

.~ rounded" individual, the .sanctity of. institutionally—controlled :
"‘Lprograms——began to diminish as the major determinants of conditions e
- of access,.” Increasingly, these began to . yield to political - '
"ﬂrealities .which:. -were a}ready modifying not only access. to, but
"also the’ very nature o ,'university education.41 , :

‘>Of course, one of the most significant political realities to emerge :
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ﬂlthe creation of the Department‘of AdvancidbEducation

i

coordinating authority for all post—secondary education.' This

;'Thehideafof;coordination The third important trend identified by

0

‘,Mowat has been the tendency of governments, on, behalf of the public,

"142——in short the desire for coordination,

) condar education. Using explicit policy, revised legislat10n ih

all institutions in higher education This also happened in many

other countries and iﬂs was in response to the same basic imperatives K

'> and with the same accompanying dilemma As Perkins has observed
T ' e ‘ ' RN
fﬁ"It seems to be at least generally true that in those countries<¢i,ﬁ'f
- where ‘institutions were once ‘substantially autonomous, ‘change - © R
-“favors increased coordination under systems ranging from public: g
" “supervision to public control . . . the two great imperatives -
‘“tof academic freedom and institutional autonomy, on the one’ hand
.and public responsibility with respect to public funds, on the ’
" ‘other, are exercising their irresistable influence to produce
;"arrangements that ‘lie between complex institutional autonomy,andg .
:*absolute public authority.43 _,~.~ L SR :glfgf“;ff”wcg'fq

And as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

(GECD) characterized it this was the main dilemma
ipIn planning new structures and responding to. pressures and
.. proposals emerging from within existing systems, how can’ societies
- .reconcile, on the one .hand, the need for institutional diversity
. and differentiation of programmes occasioned ‘by widened -access.
. and new- relationships between post-secondary education and. ,
'_employment, with on the other, the\need to maintain and enhance S
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the values of scholarship and science all within a politically -
" sensitive context of limited resources, demands ‘for greatbr public ‘

_”accountability and a press towards greater democratization.;

~What is the import of these nation—wide even world—wide,.j

gfrends for post-secondary education in Alberta and the transferabilityvah
L
vaissue, in particular7 Simply this., The trends identified indicate
rfvthe overall climate of opinion 1n which the transferability issue'
‘deve10ped and was resolved These trends were evident in:Alberta,;

- indeed, they became evident in an. obvious, concrete, and in large

'ClPart intentional expression of them.; the eStabliShment °f the ?ii:

,prlberta Department of Advanced Education as ‘a single coordinating

' '“Qauthority for post—secondary education The WOrth Commission and its

v

ti~:necessity for coordination, the Commission said

'H:“And as to 1ts form, 1t observed _€3

" The pressure of numbers and a Series of socio—economic factors
c_;_: signal a serious movement ‘toward mass higher education in
Alberta. During ‘the: intermediary and critical stage. between'
“elitist. ‘and mass higher education a comprehensive planning and
coordinating megganism will be indispensable to a smooth
transformation. € _ : . o g

'5: Recent studies report that the vast majority of’North American ;,“
Jurisdictions are moving toward some " form of statutory coordi—‘~

“‘ﬁ ‘nating body that is responsible . for all’ types of . institutions

Since this pattern enJoys the support of emerging practice, the e
major issue would appear to be whether that body6sh0uld take the égf;W
form of a commission, board or. government unit.kp,, Lol R

And finally \ Ry

Commissions or coordinating beards are seldom as’ effective as they,%f,i

.are intended to be. In fact they often. amount to another . . -
' bureaucratic layer between government and institutions, and - they
~ open. upconvenient avenues for avoidance of responsibility by -

government.r Unlike government departments, commissions' and’ boardsﬁ”"

_.are not’ subject to the . . . power of Albertans to guide and °
_evaluate their efforts. For .these ‘reasons, the Commission on -

Educational Planning believes ‘that the performance of. coordinating :ihf

and planning functions must be undertaken by a. government

Al

'*jReport clearly manifests these trends and their import As to the :;3& -



department'47f
: ;;The idea of coordination and the form it took in Alberta lS most’
{important to the transfer issue because it produced specific changes,-
" in the policy and structure of government . These changes had direct .

Ay

‘vconsequences for the actors involved in the controversy including the

.reSOurces and strategies available to them and the possibilities for

A :

Vresolution which could be realistically entertained

) lehe"éonsequences of’CoordinatiOn ;f
: In his report WOrth stated that coordination meant that
2 various parts of the structure for schooling must function in harmonyf'

;‘ﬂ‘with one another" and that "unless each [part] performs adequately andji
:‘as expected the total structure may be jeopardized "4§ When the

P FEEE L

';'coordinating authority is a government department, some 1mportant

;p’consequences arise from this conception of systemic ”harmony. Again,f o

'”¢Gordon Wowat hac identified in general and in hypothetical form some of

: the most important consequences which would seem to follow from a ;'f

| Z“strong governmental role in coordination He says | "‘”j>*

: RS : i )

,ftf.If "coordinating" is defined as" the bringing of post secondary e
“institutions’ into a- proper" relation to. each ‘other’, ‘and. to -the.’

: 3usystem of . which each forms a part,,some of the 1mplications of a.

© 'more’ active- provincial role. become clear. » Judgement as’ to the'
. "proper" relation will not be Yhe sole" prerogative of any e

utffinstitution or of institutions collectively..-g_3~u‘“
'.F.ITherefore D :'. SRR
f{Institutional discretion,will be reduced in importance as a basis LR
o for decision making._ Compromise will increase. Decisions will:
Litend to.reflect™ “the’ growing impact of judgement held by parties
‘external to institutions A, R ‘ S :

3]“jAnd ‘overall the results will be these

“»bf; issues of wide public interest will attract the increasing
attention of governments.‘ Institutions, and particularly
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s \\\universities may not long Be’ able to prolong some of their
© traditional. practices when those practices are: subJected to
7ﬂ extensive public scrutiny, especially criticism “Provincial
‘governments will be inclined" to force remedy. This is particularly'.
‘true, perhaps. of issues which have high public visibility and the
transferability of college students ‘1s certainly. one of these"
‘an active third party in the solution of university-college
disputes constitutes a new- gontext for decision—making in post—
secondary education',n; . :

,‘) f-~ L
Su Ty
It is reasonable to suggest that the trends Mowat has
o identified and the consequences which he suggests follow from them

T were evidenced in Alberta during l97l 1974 The Worth Commission made'

_v\almost certain that the idea of coordination would produce Judgements

of systemic harmony from other than institutions, such as universities-:_'h

iif_or colleges, or from "their" agencies such as the Colleges Commission
) or the Universities Coordinating Council. Further when the

" .
government of Premier Lougheed endorsed the idea and the form .

recommended for it the judgements of the Department of Advanced

Education were not to be limlted (in theory at least) by the need for

perSuasion or the cooperation.ofrlnstitutions or buffer agencies 1n- e

effecting coordination.; Institutional discretion was reduced——indeed '
this was the chief purpose of the "Coordination Policy of the
Department. This policy stated that a greater degree of compromise in fh'jf

inter—institutional negotiations was necessary and that more

.»_’.

compromise might be required of the universities than of other post— T

secondary institutions.a The transfer issue did attract the increasing S

attention of the Department to the point, after December 1973 of

trying to force a remedy of controversy.r The Department became an {,lﬂf"‘

: active third party in the solution of what was in the beginning,
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essentially a dispute between the universities and the public colleges;. g-
The initiatives of the Department during 1972 and 1973 clearly

’ revealed the’ operatiOn of a new- context for decision making as regards-
postesecondary education in Alberta | |

.'.IIvI‘:V | THE »INTEREIS'J_“?S"AND'.’coArs';o_E rHE, AC‘,TORS_'

. e

= Previously it was suggested that an interest exists when a
. body of persons displays a common concern, attitude opinion,

; orientation, position or policy with reSpect to a certain matter.f It o
was also suggested that a political Sltuatlgﬁ necessarily involved the_
competition of interests Therefore, in this section, we are

B 1nterested 1n answering two basic questionS'- 'What interests do the e

actors bring to the controversial matter of transferab lity7' and_-
"How do these interests diverge?'

~minders regarding the conceptualization of this study

ate at this point First when we say that a group-vf'ﬁ
a certain obJective we recognize that only some -
%of such a group SOught this We are aware of the errorff;

concreteness and the risks that it involvef'??'

of the actors are treated here within three main ,f

4 he interests of the colleges, the interests of the

lf.are large and there are some weaknesses in their ‘use but they are

essentially accurate for the purposes of this case study 53 Thirdly, AR

‘ a concern to idehtify the interests of government (more particularly

Secondly,rz“”:3

‘and the interests of the government These aggregations _Q{biﬁ

those of the Department of Advanced Education) does not make it an lhjf~f.f:

. interest group._ Again, the rationale for considering government as ‘an’ ;i“
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actor unliheiinterest groups:has'beenﬁprovided earlier,séliiyif*r

The Interests and ObJectives of thh Colleges .

-

In general the main interests of the colleges are revealed by

N
~

the seVeral aspects of the issue and its context notably the .
l constraints of affiliation, the idea of institutional autonomy, the
economic and social dimensions of "the community college movement "

: and the unique circumstances of each college. Almost from their

.9.

FQ . . ) .
. establishment thejcolleges wanted to alter certain conditions of the:;wt

'; affiliation relationship which they judged as restricting their
| autonomy In the judgement of the colleges a greater degree of
fr:autonomy seemed to be necessary so that they could adapt more readily_v“
: to distinctive community, regional and institutional needs Affile |
"iation,.seemed not to allow this adaptability, at least not ea¥ily,
g;“they contended ‘vThus autonomy became, at once a necessary conditiongf*,i‘

_fof effective institutional operation and a justiflcation for change

"r,'especially change in the conditions of affiliation.; Besides, autonomy

'u:?iwas a’ laudable aim with which no one, certainly not universities, would

‘:g 'view of autonomy, the colleges held:i

B
o

';want to quarrel Thus, the extraordinary 1nfluence of the university

‘"fin the affiliation relationship was not con31stent with an enlightenedAfjff

’"f_that the desire:for increased autonomy which focus§ed increasingly on

"‘}well Mowat explains

£

'.gthe demand that affiliation had to be modified was,‘indeed fundamental»f*b

’i“to college interests but that other broad interests were involved as R

,«,{ At the bottom of the controversy was, desire for people in i
'-"3Q;colleges and ratepayers and citizens:interested ‘in the deve10pment
v oo of colleges to. gain a measure of" -autonomy with respect to-two -

"“;,things. one, the right to decide,‘unilaterally, whether they were f?;ﬁ

o

It is Gordon Mowat 'S’ recollection:i;“
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.--‘_‘ . ‘. S ) . . o ,
"going into university work and, second a broad agreement that work
.done in any..college would be accepted with full credit in any = | .

. -university. If those two issues could haVe been solved satisfac—
-torily from the standpoint of. colleges and universitigg many :
:Vother underlying interests would have been satisfied P

For- thé colleges, what were some of these "other underlying
'interests7"" Mowat claims that early on colleges came to be seen as "”
; rather prestigious members of communities where they developed" and

A that the development of a college in a centre seemed to fit into the

PR

chamber of commerce pattern of regional development "56m R rther
ilipsuggests Mowat, educational opportunity ‘was of genuine concern, it

;fibeing easier for some students to go to a college than to go to _
fngdmonton,_for example "57, There was another argument that the L 5
l..n . "_' . . ‘ . - »

-'colleges frequently made, says Mowat, and that was that "many young

: people who were not qualified to. go to. university or who would have:f5;3~'7

"f difficulty in the first year of a larger institution w0u1d fare better

="§in college 58 Of course, these arguments were part and parcel of the

N

_\. ___, N

community college movement" and as I sensed at the time recalls

_.v. .

the development of colleges was of grEat public intefEst and

_dtherefore’the conditions which affected the operation of colleges was

| _ e TR e
Tisvery political "S?_~Overall Mowat sees the development of colleges as

ﬁfcontaining certain expectations, and favoring certain interests which

'":were economic and social in nature as well as specifically educational e

[g——expectations and interests which in some respects, remained

A"'unrealized into the 1970 s Again Mowat explains ‘

. JVI think these several aims and expectations 1ed in part, ‘to- the o
ffmStewart Report and his recommendations that the: first two years: of -f',,g
_';,university work - -be- taken out of .the university and spread around
¢ . 'in’a number of ‘centres... Stewart and his committee. undoubtedly
. 'had seyeral things in'mind: the fuller development of . regional
_f_services which WOuld have ecdnomic impact throughout the province,
“*and which would have political impact on educational opportunity
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throughout the’ province. 'Had this happened it would ﬁave
satisfied a number of, desires held by college people 60,

Against the background of economic and other community

C e

: ambitions and along with the desires of teachers and administrators in,

x.the colleges ‘to alter some or all aspects of universify supervision,

| each’ college had its own peculiar concern. Red Deer College has the
‘complication of its. presumed "hidden agenda” in negotiations with The |

:.University of Alberta. With the same university, Grande Prairie |
_College had the frustrations of having its programs restricted to a.
_region and level it thought it c0uld begin to extend Medicine Hat

"College needed - somewhat more flexible transfer arrangements than its

traditional association with The University of Calgary favored

.

;1}vbecause, after 1967, some of its students went to The University of

‘Lethbridge.; Both Mount Royal College and Lethbridge Community Colleger‘ ,
seemed to find that it was easier to wo;kﬁout more generous transfer .

arrangements with American colleges and universities than with Alberta

i P

funiversities. Grant MacEwan Community College, like its sister

"college Lethbridge did not want the possible transferability of itst

éocational " "career or applied arts courses to be decided by theiy
luniversity 8 scrutiny of its instructors qualifications or by a , :
rigid adherence to 'equivalence" criteria © Could not partial

i

'university credit be granted and be granted systematically to college_d

5rstudents from career programs which were. "related" to university‘

. . -\_- o o : e ey
4programs ~ . : , 4 L .i.,j

Al

b
‘What, then, did the colleges want as regards transferability7

3/

- If we consider, as do many college spokesmen, that the’ public

B colleges ‘are of two basic types, then we can answer this question

S
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222,
A__
with more,precision. One group of colleges are those which are more -

or less "Junior" colleges, in the sense’ that their major programs are

designed to give students equivalent university credit upon transfer

‘This group 1ncludes Medicine Hat College -Red Deer College and Grande

:Prairie College The second group includes Lethbridge Community

‘College ‘Grant MacEwan Community College and . Mount Royal’ College whose

~— , N
chief programs .are in the "career" or applied arts" areds and are.

des1gned to give students semi—professional qualifications and

'training 6} Speaking largely to tHe interests of the first grOup, a

Xy

) LA general statement that can be made is that the colleges are

‘ ‘Saylng this: 'If we're going to be. involved in programs which
-+ are at the level of first and second year we want to have a -
-legitimate ‘say . in the . content of ‘those programs. We ‘aren' ‘t

. granting the degrees and we don't want to. But if our first and

i "'second year are legitimate they are just. as’ legitimate as those L
. years within the university. : That 8. the generality of what we
want S o N '

It is the second grOup -of . colleges——or rather "career

l

"_ programs 1n all the colleges-—which have given force to a different

but related concern ‘p“"

Other kinds of specific concerns relate to the upSurge in
-vocational | programs which have some academic content This

'eupsurge is double—edged because in a lot of these programs,vthere -

is more academic content inca liberal ‘education sense than: ‘there
. is'in a business administration transfer program, for . -example,
. The concern is that becauge the "academic"tor "liberal" studies
'content is there, we should be getting recognition for it and -
vshould have a mechanism for working out that recognition.63

kS

“The substantial development of career programs gave impetus

a _to a concern which both types of colleges could share.? This concern

was the inadequacy of the mechanism of affiliation for dealing with

X

_problems of transferability, and especially with problems concerning

new types of college programs. The colleges judged this mechanism
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inadequate because it favored the discretion of universities -and not

‘ negotiation among equals and because system—wide discussion of general,

'>articulation problems and opportunities was, negligible._ As one

college spokesman expressed it: . t._k | ceo : A

" Our position has been that no one. institution should finally
determine what is going to happen. What happens should be the
result of a process of negotiation and if agreement . cannot be

' reached, it should be referred to a third party. - The third party

~we see playing that role is the Council on Admissions and Transfer.

I can understand the universities' hesitation to grant to colleges

~an absolute right to ‘determine the first two years of a program,
There has” to be disé¢ussion back and ‘forth. - But' the decision has -
to be the result.of some form of mutual agreement If you're

gOing to develop a' system-wide solution to the -transfer problem, :

you can't have 'a situation in which you accept .only favorable
'judgements. Institutions have to ‘be pregared ‘to yield to the s
system some powers, rights ‘and autonomy v

v

In summary, the colleges sought increasingly to enlarge their ‘

1ndependence 1n program determination as their own: institutlonal

h.development and community expectations seemed to require. Oﬁ

: necessity,»this meant challenging the concept of affiliation—-the Veryf

: connection which gave the six public colleges their prestigious ,5‘

f‘beginnings, at least in the eyes of their local communities. In time,l"

»wtheir challenge to affiliation led to their abandonment of it g

REEE

‘iand procedures for obtaining univensity approval proved too irksome.‘;*f

ffA forum for negotiation and decision making which did not glve o

.inordinate power to university opinion came to“be advocated by the l~;ftfvr

'colleges. The Mbwat proposal in 1971 was a step in this direction
zbut it did not go far enough toward meeting the interests of the

fcolleges as they had come to understand them., The colleges

)

”endorsation of the Colleges Commission s Trial Proposal in 1972 and :

Y

'of the Coordination Policy of the Department of Advanced Education inf“

: altogether as. particular grievances concerning both the nece851ty of .

¥
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11973 must be seen’ as the most obvious displays of their interests ~To :

: what extent and in what manner their interests were realized is a

_‘Judgement we will make later.

The]Interests and ObJectives of the Univer51ties L 'f:w‘

f% overall the colleges sought to enhance their autonomy,»
the universities, overall, sought to protect theirs from encroachment
Tlgby the colleges, by the Colleges Commiss1on and by the Department of

| Advanced Education.' Thus, early on, the colleges challenge to the

concept of affiliation ‘was: met always with a concern not' to allow any

changes to Jeopardize what the uniVer51t1es regarded as the quality o

.band 1ntegrity of their particular degrees According to Mr. Doug
f Burns, a university official long-acquainted with the transfer 3]='

1,question, the basic concern was this

The maJority of faculties ‘at’ the university felt that there was- arff*v

'considerable difference between an. introductory level ‘course and
. a more. specific, higher level course ‘in-a subject area. They felt
”thhat if the university is ultimately to have to put its- label on.

~ the: individual and certify that person as having met. the same "

°7'standard as somebody within the university, then all parts of the V,djl

*_'degree must meet the same requirement 65

_;fAccording to Burns, this concern became increasingly difficult to

'“:present to the colleges because those who raised 1t either did not S

- understand nor did they want to accept the developing ambitions of
_'the colleges and the government that these institutions become less

junior colleges and more "comprehensive colleges. Says Burns

'g5;Something which is rather significant in this whole controversy

- .1is this: The Universities have always really thought of the:
ﬂ.colleges offerings as being arts and science courses with a few.

- professional courses in business administration and commerce or ey

" something like that—-courses that could be used as. options or
' approved” options in a university program.» They never thought of
the colleges as, trying to establish their OWn two year programs
- that really were aSSOCiate arts degrees or diplomas as in the '
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’ American system I think there was ample evidence to . show that
many of the. reservations the universities initially had were well-
‘founded - because in the enthusiasm for getting started there was a A
tendency in the colleges to want to. do all things right away. In"

' many cases,_the colleges were not set up to offer the sequence of
university courses because they had- to have . people--from thetr 1'

. staffing point of view--who could-teach in several disciplines.
. Thus, they could not prov%de the staff that. affiliation required
Cdin a university program , o ‘ ,

However, in response to the desires of the colleges’to alter o
affiliation and as a specific counter to the Colleges Commission sfl
interest in ‘some form of accreditation,lthe universities expressed
~‘.:nanother main‘concern | Co |

: The other point that sgme faculty got very concerned about was a
wide proliferation of courses in. the colleges and, at. some point,
- college- transfer students having to. get -into a university program. .-
~ If 'you had too many different approaches. to programming in the
- colleges, 1t makes it difficult to place students properly and
it's the student who usually suffers. These people have been ;
~ anxious “to protect. the’ student and this caused the university to 4
. be ‘more cautious, protecting people. against their own -follies as
it were, - 1'm not sure they should Have taken up this role—-it was
. controversial--but they did 67 Sl s . .
, v.ow o

To this point we have emphasized the basic concerns of the ;
-iuniversities as they first arose. This is because the obJectives and
'Avpositions they adopted as the transfer controversy developed were '],-‘

R I

»rooted in and derived largely from these on—going concerns. Because'

Hdajthe universities regarded ‘the affiliation relationship as’ a kind of

';guarantee of the quality of university offerings in the colleges they
‘fg’did not wish to- abandon it . When the colleges refused to sign such _l

~f;»agreements with the advice and support of the Colleges Commission,-;»:

e then university discretion over advanced credit and some scrutiny of

'-the admission status of college transfer students seemed even more Vo

: necessary to some.» Further, any system—wide forum for decision—making

. on college—university articulation would have to take intoﬁaccount the i
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individual character of each university s programs and would have to ".-
'respect the principle of university discretion in. cases of dispute }
because, after all the university granted the degree | The Mowat
iproposal in 1971 seemed to meet these requirements and it was more orp».
_iless acceptable to the universities for the reasons that it was- less
"than satisfactory to the colleges. ‘Therefore, the’ universities
:vacceptance, 1n principle, of the M0wat Report and their complete
opposition to the College Commission s Trial Proposal must be regarded
.as one of the most obvious displays of their interests to the end of

'1972

ﬁf Hdwever the response of universities to the transferability

' new interests emerged after 1973 No longer could university

v-»'

lvidiscretion over transferability matters be preserved in its tradi-’” L

'.3tiona1 form The question now was nog,so much how to preserve

"7itraditional exercises of autonomy but what encroachments upon it would

»hfbe permitted AlSO,ilt was vital to the universities that they answer

'1"fthis thorny question for themselves rather than have the Department or

".’the Minister answer it for them either by setting admission standards RIS

3, . M q
‘ ?for all post-secondary institutions pr by arbitrating admissions and
", /f

jtransfer disputes, as the "Coordination Policy proposed The desire
'_3fto prevent the Department s involvement in a matter which universities
- ‘ o

- sregarded as entirely a concern of institutions produced the.

//

"_‘negotiations of January to May, 1974 This desire even made for a ; |

/ .

'time, allies of the colleges. The dynamics of these negotiations and

.[,

their outcome is essentially a matter of political resourcesg

A-'strategies and tactics but we will consider these later.~"



v e

) The-Interests andfoﬁjectives of7Government'

A
."“.5

17

Sy

The quota of interests offered by government was considerable

'-;throughout the controversy and the "Coordination Policy of the

rDepartment of Advanced Education should not be seen as entirely .

5.surprisingiif we consider thelgovernmental attention college develop—
.“hgment had attracted during the late l950's and- mid l960 s. Gordon Mowat?

byhas expressed the view that the development of the Department of .
'E-Advanced Education as a coordinating agency was partly the legacy of .

v:earlier times and tensions He explains

;-The period up to and culminating in the Stewart Report was
L ~characterized by a growing:. dissatisfaction ‘and ‘some hostility on-
" the part of the officials. in the Department of Education with the
’;universities Members of ‘the" Department had worked for years to .
*rtry to liberalize the: conditions governing entrance ‘to universities
‘*:-—through'various boards and committees using debate and force of .«

1‘fpersuasion to. cause the universities to agree to.changes.: . Some ,Vg~i£
i‘i-fmembers of ‘tthe Department despaired of making any progress.’ They e
~.'reacheda point of feeling “they. might have to try to generate'a

4'fposition from which they could solve the problem by the use of

.’"fifauthority

"';Theiresult was this, according to Mowat

fide change occurred over time government instead of leaving the
Ly“debate to colleges ‘and’ universities or tending to have a minor "
“.part in’it, came out into-the’ open more. It tended: in. budget

,;;;ipriorities and’ other subtle’ ways to. "side" with the colleges. ~I‘::;:f‘
‘f.fwould characterize some of those years in the sixties as a period
Codin which government . took its first early steps—-almost unknowingly"ﬁ,
o without enunciating where it would ‘end up—-towards a position of o
" Z.coordination. It developed the’ readiness to arbitrate, to solve f{f,fg
©. . problems which it perceived, even then, to .be. disadvantageous to’

" ‘the degslopment of an. adequate education system," in the broad

L ;'sense

In particular,vMowat recalls that this changing view of government hf_{h'ﬁ
prompted the establishment in 1970 of the committee to review

' affiliation, a committee which he chaired Mowat explains.“éivg:L

The chairman of the Universities Commission at the time~~he had
very close contact with the government-—believed that .the temper
of government with reSpect to the college—university relationship
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1_-had risen to the point where. some . unilateral action might be
. taken if the. universities ‘didn't show greater’ concern and make
o an effort to re8p0nd to college initiatives on the matter of .
'transfer to'see if some of the issues which had long been debated ‘
could not be resolved The growth of public. pressure. and interest__
'really brought government to -the point ‘of saying "do’ something or
' <else" but it said this in a subtle ‘and nOn-public way. Obviously, .
the . gOVernment wasn' t prepared to accept that which it viewed as
‘ :,being ‘a continuation of the domination of the universities over.
" the conditions of - transfer.. Also, the colleges at this time’ had
~the view that. if ‘the. government moved in an. authoritative ‘way- to. .
= solve the issue the solution would be favorable to the colleges -_:"

a;f However, Mowat s recommendations of June, 1971 were not implemented.«"'
»This was because, initially,_the election of a new government in

- lAugust 12&1 delayed their consideration and because, later on, the

f-dnew Department of Advanced Education showed that 1t did not favor them.g’aff

'-What particular governmental interests are revealed in the actions and'
B ’ \~‘ o : .
:;'policy proposals of the Department of Advanced Education after August,'

First,,the creation of the new Department itself must be

.~v;considered as. the earliest and ~one of the most fundamental expressionsﬂl;‘}‘f

' ﬂtof the interest of the new government to gain firmer financial and
T;:managerial control of post—secondary education - Also, the abolition

o fof the Commissions with the absorption of their functions by the

'fDepartment can be seen as; an even more obvious expression of this same R

ffrinterest.“ As well these decisions likely reflect certain b“reau_f ST

f fcratic tendencies and political ambitions of both the outgoing and i'
“,fincoming governments. Extending the observations of Mowat about the
""desire of some bureaucrats and politicians in the previous Social

LS

fiCredit Government to have post—secondary education coordinated as a ?_f

_'single system, Reno Bosetti suggests that the Progressive Conservative _e;‘_}?

":Government during 1971—73 executed a development which had already "" |
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-begunas'Says-Bosetti'\

It .is interesting that before the change in government, ‘the -
~_Colleges Commiission was asked to undertaké a planning document, -

- Master Plan Number One, so that the Minister-—Robert Clark at the ..'

time--would have an . alternative perspective on how,the post— :

- secondary. system might be coordinated. I would say that Clark
‘was interested in a single coordinating agency but as'to'a -

-zcommission (I recommended this in"Master Planumber One) ‘or- a

- government department I don t think he was fixed on either.
However, I think’ that a single coordinating agency would have’ been

‘established independent of whatever form of government we would -

- have had e . The decision was. to phase out-the Commissions
‘was ‘long in’ coming because in the Colleges Commission, there was

':general agreement that we ‘had a fragmented system with the- cabinet -

having to. exercise the over?ll coordination but not: having the,_’
'itime or - expertise to. do SO, L -

Thus

. :'From a politcal perspective, the new government found itself wich
S a, fragmented system, with competing demands and a_ basically ; ’
"”funsuccessful ‘Universities: Commission."- This Commission was not
‘able to make: decisions on university programming. “The Colleges _
_ 'f<Commission was reasonably successful in programming but there was
" 'some demand from. 1t to create a coordinated system. As
' finterdependencies grew- (and quarrels: between universities and
colleges’ developed), the. government came “to recognize the need

'lifor a- single coordinating agency.: of . c0urse “there was the,jf' S

: tiquestion of ‘how'do. you do it--do you use ‘a commission or-a-
j;jdepartment of government to coordinate7 The ‘fact that the
\-;Department of Advanced Education had already been: created tipped

‘"gnthe balance in favor of a department.zz‘jgg.:__W,¢,:r- . ', J_;_g~'

While the Department s establishment as the coordinating ;;ff?

fsauthority was a concrete expression of the objectives of thevff}1illf'

"ﬂgovernment to increase control over post—secondary education and to BN

;; rationalize 73 a- fragmented‘system, it is not entirely clear why
v%these interests took this particular expression after August 1971
'f,TWO main explanations can be identified Bosetti 's comments} ff"“

gfcharacterize one explanation

}N:I think the decision of the government to abolish the commissionsrfffd, L
was. based on the recommendation of the- Worth Report inrdune, l972,-*_‘35

9f;j-because the government came forward. with a ,8ingle commission in~
V,Jfgits 1971 platform but didn t implement this. If there was an f’
-:,influential factor, it had to be ‘the Worth Report 74 L
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The other explanation, characterized by W. E Beckel President of the
University of Lethbridge in 1971, is this

',It wasn t surprising to me - when the Conservatives were- elected to. .
jfind ‘that the Worth Report, which I was convinced- would recommend»&~
“‘the amalgamation of the two Commissions in one. post—secondary o
‘commission, suddenly got changed. ‘It came out with the L
- recommendation to eliminate em. The Report ‘reflects the politics

. of the government that got e ected ‘There was no way Worth was

: going to- -say that they shoul n't. disappear—-if one were politically
‘astute. The’ Commissions were\bound for. slaughter when Lougheed

. was. elected . The creation of a. Ministry of Advanced- Education,

. the: policy that Ministers would become ultimately responsible for

" all-affairs within: their jurisdiction, and the fact that the-
'Commissions ‘were - seen by ‘that party, that premier and' that’

~‘government as’ removing the govermment from direcg contact with the
\people, meant that the Commissions were- doomed

These explanations‘are to some ertent competing The first'
b-erplanation suggests that-the interests and ambitions of the Worth
Commission became, in a sense, those of the government of Peter ‘jfh .
Lougheed after June, 1972 The second explanation suggests that a. :
politically astute Commissioner recommended actions which he recognized
would be favored indeed, already were intended by the political party
:hf. which became the government in 1971 In any case whether the ,~'t‘i"}}<f

b government s action reflected primarily the 1nfluence of the Worth

TS

:/y Report or the previously established partisan intentions of the ‘ j¥57i S

Progressive Conservatives (or,_indeed the preferences of the premier ‘ff:~

TTI or: the Cabinet and the consonance of these with the Worth Commission s;t¥4j&

"'recommendations, independently formulated), the action taken proved *{:gﬁ

controversial, especially when Worth became the Deputy’hdnister of
| Advanced Education ' ’ -
Immediately upon Worth s aPPOintment institutions of post—ﬁ:f:]f}f'

secondary education c0uld expect that the Department s objectives
_ff regarding transferability—-at the time as escalating and increasingly o

Sy [N
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,public dispute——would reflect Worth's known views Not Surprisingly,

'the Department chose to treat transferability as an aspect of

' .coordination.b Thus, the transferability proposals of the "Coordination o

B ,‘Policy,"

the meeting of December 19 1973 and the eventual establish-;

'1‘.ment of the Council on Admissions and Transfer in September, 1974

' ﬁtogether reveal the other main objective of the govegnment. This

’

o obJective was to- obtain a settlement of the transfer 1ssue which w0u1d

. .(\

b.reflect certain principles of system-wide coordination which the :

.h.Department favored Here is how a departmental offic1al saw’ this o

“.intention and its realization

-A_,The meeting of December 19 1973, culminates and 1egitimizes the_{
- explicit interest of the Department of, Advanced Education - ‘in-the
transfer, issue as an. aspect of coordination It represented a
 shikt in attitude on the part of the government from, one which'
:'previously thought it appropriate to leave' to institutions thosej”
-~ matters which they thought were in'their discretion to one which
- asserted that,’ because of ‘the- public interest being involved, .-
»certain mattersgwere properly within the purv1ew and responsibility

. of governm

In summary, the main interests of the government as they _jfif/_.‘

wi'relate to transferability were most ev1dent 1n the deci51on to create

';f.the Department of Advanced Education in the first place and

72'subsequently, in the policy and initiatives of that Department during

?fﬂ1971-74

;i7initiatives were, in general the desire to arrange governmental

The chief interests reflected in Such policies and _f-~7“"

'lfcontrol and surveillance of all post-secondary education to order a o

4leragmentary system and in particular to settle the transferability

:f;issue as an aspect of théghesire for control and order.v If from the

ufDepartment s point of view the transferability proposals in 1973 were

ffa genuine indication of substantive intent and were not primarily

J"strategic and tactical then we can conclude that the settlement of

Sl
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_this'issue necessarily had to limit, if not eliminate, the traditional

discretion3ofk niversities‘regarding-college—to—university'articue :

'fiatioﬁ.b Ve B  chat the desire to limit the discretion of

“universities? ?-matters wasiev :nt within the Social Credit,'

fough thefmanifes ation‘of‘them was never as-.

isvadministration as -was forlthe‘ProgressiveV

rnment. Thislis”because;'after'l9ii,fthe;“doctrine"“;{"

whether.primariiy:partisan-or hureaucratic.in oriéin"
1] _;Qée}cen;. ‘{o the pursuit of the Government s interests ‘ThelmoStg
: ;obvious"an .ecific expression of these interestsiwas the i‘
;1‘?C00rdinatﬁ Policy,Qofh1973‘andfthe_reorganlzation'ofgthe Departmentd

i of Advanced ation:tofeXecutevthat'poiicy,v}

' IV. THE RESOURCES AND STRATEGIES OF THE ACTORS ' .

Introduction
In thig n we seek to answer two main questions

(1) What political strategies did the actors use to advance their

interests and deal with‘opponents7 and (2) what political resources __3)f;h

affected the choice of means? As Chapter 1 has already shown, an yffiﬂ ;i.5

analytical and interpretive framework which relies upon the
identification of political resources and strategies involves a few

important assumptions F These assumptions deserve restatement at this

R

First we consider a political resource as, anything that can _f%"_

V7

be used to sway the specific choice or strategies of another " __'Fafffijiﬁ}

this reason,_the identification of political resources is a difficult

task and complete precision is never possible.N3As Simeon]hasnobservedzja;é]

Sy
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, 7“fff1of. may be quite different
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;Political resources are subtle and complex._‘No fixed'a priori
_classification of resources will suffice. -Resources are rooted in -
.the social context, ‘the issue and- the time, and, even more '
* .important, in the mihds of the participants ‘Not only does the .
. balance of resoygces vary . but also it is continually
shifting :

Themu, ond assumption relates closely to the first It is
that resources have a significant subJective dimension——to some ,”

‘ G e =

' important degree, they residd in the minds of the actors.v Again,

'Simeon assists in clarifying khis key point
' hThe allocation of- reSOurces i varies. greatly according to the L"
' subjective* perceptibn of: the actors.f A’ psychological dimension;
~enters into their calculations .about "their own and others’

-resources. This stems from the ambiguity and’ uncertainty in- the _--'-

'/political7 process.'.],'.4 In\a real sense, therefore -an’ actor s
resources: depend on - what resources he believes he has and what '
_others believe he has . : : '

|_. L . : < P

Thus S : s
I RS Ll

_ subjective considerations [regarding political\reSOurces7 o
"may help to: explain some difficult problems ‘in assessing ‘the -
_ “.1nfluence of.one: actor ‘over another Often it is- 1mpossib1e to
o point-to a Specific legal sanction- by which ‘actor A 1nf1uences
%~ actor B, “In -such situations, the best answer is” probably that ‘B :
o 3believes——or A has persuaded him--that A has: power. - Actor B acts
- on this belief; ‘even’ though the reality, which no one can be sure

A third important premise is that political resources ‘are

h.
. .\..

usually double-edged-—most obviously,vone actor s resources are often
_<\‘§'1 B g

-;";J’another s constraints. Constraints may be defined as. "those factors

T

\»‘-

::?; which serve directly to limit the ability of actors to persuade others

and to engage in certain tactics and strategies. gl According to

"»‘//bimeon, this means that constraints are not simply a matter of slack

V

or unexploited resources' that they)are not merely the absence of

sanctions but are positive deterrents" to action Therefore, along

s with resources we must consider constraints' we must identify both

: 1 R -
those factors which help an actor pursue his interests and those which
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Linit his pursuit of them. _7 o

g

Merely the possession qf political resources will not secure T_““}

success for an actor, they must ‘be exploited in various strategies

and tactics which advance an actor S interests. Thus, our fourth

BN

L assumption is that resources and constraints will affect an actor s '

choice of strategies-—his general approach to an issue and to his ,i:

v

moves that he will use.:_"In general ﬂ says Simeon, we shOuld expect rw;

82

- own strengths and weaknesses but we will need to‘wary of viewing

the actors as perfect Machiavellians who judge‘various__

actics simplyﬁﬁ?

283

on the basis of their effectiveness in maximizing goals.orif

is a more realistic view,.Simeon says,.to consider ”that thevmeans SRR

o themselves may be as important as the ends.;gﬁ'ff

Finally, wa assume that the social andkinstitutional context

in which the transferability issuelarises and develops is not just L

’ﬁ"background"—-historical legal and structural—-but a strgtegic

- environment'“ Traditional practice, existing'legislation, the state of
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the means they\chose. In the next and final section of this chapter,-

we will see how the decision to create the Council on. Admissions and

' Transfer and the powers given to it reflected in varying degrees,_the f"}f ,1‘

o

'_ interests and influence of all the chief actors.. In particular, we ,;"‘{
will try to Judge which actors interests and influence were paramount

.T in th policy outcome achieved and what main factors account for this j"

~,
‘te "

paramouncy Of course, the unequaP’distribution of reSOurces and the
dlfferential effectiveness of the~actors strategies will be the most

- . T

important of these explanatory factqrs.__ _tgi,,;z:v_’;~¢.y¢ '

. Ehe‘Resources=of3thefhctorsf*'

[

t%ﬁ;t_f‘ What kinds of political resources were of the greatest

importance in the transfer controversy and what was the allocation of §'3ﬂﬁjff*
o '”*Tzzl~;“:"'-'1l’?;:}_.~, ':A;.vt,_:a
these resources ampng the actors? T e T

Legal ‘&uthori_y .Perhaps the most "objective kind of political

°-resource is 1egal authority, that is, the legitimate right to action

embodied in statute or subsidiary legislation (regulations) - To the ;
3 ’ f © : . .
extent that legal 6bligations legal powers and the right to’ give or e

withhold consent permit certain choices for actors in a political

situation, they are political resources. To the extent that 1egal

e N

requirements and jurisdictional limits restrict the actions of actors

5

in a: political situation, they are constraints. This means that

1egislation relevaht to a controversy confers both reSOurces and L S
constraints upon actors in that controversy. Thus, changes in ; -:f"

. &
. . . l

legislation, especially as regards the 1ocus of legal authorit ito ? 7

& Sl

give or withhold consents on matters important to a. controversf,

S

,affect the distribution of political resources among actors.

. - N
P

. ] . SRR e




: The legislative changes ihtroduced by the Conservative y

'Government in 1973 illustrate the nature and importance of legal

“‘h

‘ ,.‘authority as.a- political resource The most notable feature of the

: iamendments to The Department of Advanced Education Act The

"ﬁfaUniverSities Act and The College Act, passed ‘in l973, ] was the

N R -

‘;,enlargement of the Minister s legal authority to make regulations and ‘

f‘

'i«7,1fto give or withhold his consent regarding almost any matter concerning e

ta

'fipost~secondary education. Ministerial authority was. enlarged, of
‘ "course by reducing, conditioning or eliminatlng altogether the legal

llfauthority previously held by post-secondary institutions by theb

;’ff:\fCommissions, or by the Universitiés Coordinating Council :For_;

'birexample when the Commissaons were abolished the Minister of Advancedga

N N

“dEducation assumed all of the powers and duties they previously hetd.

‘h'mtqkln the case of the public colleges, this meant that admission require—

-

jments set by a college board for its students were subject to the

nbj;gMinister s approval and that afflliations with Alberta universities

‘o

Vl}i;were permissible only "if the Minister first approves of the

'~Tiffaffiliation.h

i Ltfaculties c0uncils to regulate admissions and university degree ’

'86 In the Universities Act,vthe powers of general

\

'requirements was not altered nor was the right of the Coordinating

"€1Council to set minimum standards for affiliation.. However, the legal "“

: fifbpowers of these bodies were conditioned by the Minister s right to'

VL approve all affiliatioﬁs and "to make regulations prov1ding for - ‘the .

o coordination of programs and services between universities, public

' and private colleges, institutes of technology, agricultural and

L bvocational colleges and vocational training centres."87 In summary,

'the legislative amendments of 1973 made - the Department of Advanekd
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Education the most 1mportant actor in- ‘the transfer controversy

because it came to possess the lion s share of the political resources

N located in legal authority.

_Support. One of the most important political resources is support for

onefs'cause. In general, support is the assistance, approval loyalty

i

or « encouragement that an actor receives from other actors, ind1v1duals

or. attentive publics In essence, it is something lent to add to or g

4

,promote another s own efforts to secure an end a position, a policy

or a dec151on 88 Concretely, support consists of public statements
"whlch commend an actor, usually at a strategic time-—when, forb
’example, that actor is embattled or is seeking someydecislon in the
face of determined and strong opposition..

| | In the case of the transfer issue,vit is clear that the
‘ political resources -of the colleges were increased when the ambitions

of the College Commission regarding transferability became the policy

. of the Department of Advanced Education in 1973 As these two‘_-

observations exemplify, the Department s support for the position of ‘viffiv,“

}\

"ythe colleges had important effects

! -I think the Kolesar-Fast recommendation—-by itself—-wéuld not have :
‘had a great deal of impact. It probany»would have hardened the
position of the universities—-except for the pressure from the - -
Government. It came to be ‘recognized- that the Government was o

' pushing for change in this area, that it meant- business and that

it was looking with some favor on the recommendation of.the &

. Colleges Commission. 1In fact you saw -the language of Kolesar
and Fast in the proposals of 1973 on the" Government's side.. So .

' these two things together got the universities moving. s

© - And:
It would. have been acceptable to the colleges if the universitiesj
/ were forced to comply with the December, 1973 transferability -
guidelines. It. would not have been acceptable to the universities.
I don't know that: the universities had too much doubt about the ’
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strength of their own position but I think they had some serious
doubts about the Government s recognition or tolerance of it
v
The Department s active\support of the colleges prodded the

~

“‘universities into action and they were not able to maintain their

traditional position ‘on transferability. Their position was

1',‘pr0gressively weakened by the Department s actions during 1972 73

Increasingly, the colleges possessed a con51derab1y strengthened |

N : e
position 1n discussions with the universities concerning transfer—‘-
‘ability,‘as the negotiations of January through April of 1974 revealed
vIn those negotiations, the colleges ‘were: able to withhold their
'agreement from the policies which the universities favored despite
:the legal authority of the Universities Coordinating Counc11 to set
minimum standards of affiliation In Summary, the approval which the

k-”Department gave to the idea that the policies and mechanisms of '

college-university transferability had to be substantially modified

-served to confer political resources upon the colleges and constraintst

. upon the universities. _V o

}JExpertise or~skill This category of political resources concerns

"»,both technical expertise related to the acquisition and use of
. ;finformation and knowledge and political skills, related to the }‘;, .

:fexploitation of resources and the choice of effective strategies and i ’

tactics.- It is apparent that technical expertise and political skills
: \ Sy \
.are derived from other political resources in combination. For y

- example' technical expertise is the product of the time and attention

officials can give to a matter, their knowledge, experience and know—:
' A , o . ‘

:how and the money and manpower which is available to . assist them.

Time attention, money, manpower knowledge and know-how, in :
u‘_‘»/ . . : R

RN
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ucombination, are the classic components of bureaucracy- Together they
‘create a technical competence and a generalized organizational .
capacity for study, preparation .and action,'which ‘can be a political
= resource. 'The establishment of the Department of Advanced Education ‘vf

iin 1971 and its considerable expansion during 1973 certainly involved
the creation of political resources in the form of bureaucratic
'expertise.~ The Department s knowledge of the several issues involved

‘___,,.«

’ in transferability and its comprehensive understanding of the

~

'positions of interest groups helped to determine what approath to the
iresolution of the controversy it could take, what efforts at

R I

'persuasion would not be successful and what 1nducements could be
:'used toiencourage productiveknegotlations between the colleges and the -
»Aluniversities.g%; In short the Department 's political resources of |
'technical expertise increased its capacity for influence.~L;””
Similarly, limitations in an attor s skills can present if"
'Thpolitical constraints.:.Some of the constraints which faced
';universities,-for example, during the transfer cbntroversy were‘

f7limitations of expertise or skill

“-fOne of the problems we've had is that the university has been
peaking for the past decade or so- with multiple voices and the'.

. volces don't always hear- each other. -And people’ from colleges—-,:"””‘ .

.'yfstudents included—-who had honest intentions and seriously wanted
.. reliable’ information got different information ‘depending on Which: "
.- volces. they listened to. This was ‘an internal deficiency of the '
nuniversity with respect to the issue of transfer. ' L
. And: .
' fEarly in the discussions with the new Department the university
- was represented by ‘people who certainly were equipped in terms o
- of position to speak for the university but, in several instances, -
'were not people who were internally involved in the details of .
..transfer and the problems which arise w%gh it.v This was’ one of
‘the prime difficulties in negotiations

?

D
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s.;;Alsot
. Sometimes decisions were made by General Faculties Council
~~adopting abstract solutions to rather complicated problems. This
-was done on- ‘only partial consideration of the complexities of the
.situation. -That body itself lacks the expertise to recognize all
of the difficulties you can get into with such solutions
Specific political skills are difficult if not impossible to
A_identify. However, the most important ones in the transfer contro—

x versy appear to have been the ability to exploit political reSOurces

to devise tactics which took the best advantage of prevailing

ii’circumstances, and the ability to create policy alternatiVes which

'by persua81on or: inducement, others could adopt or adapt thrOugh
B negotiation and compromise We are able to. recognize indirectly some

XY

/‘”vof these skills when we examine the differences among the actors in

l".

o :their choice of strategies and tactics, the considerations which

"jinformed their choices and the results which chosen straté’lesaand
e tactics seem to have had For example, the ability of the Department

“_of Advanced Education during 1973 and 1974 to force all other actors S

”‘-7‘to react to its proposals and its deadlines seems to have been as much

ile'fa matter of skillful strategy and tactics as it was the Department s_f”

L

*upossession of political resources in the form of legal authority. ,In'. .

’f;response to Departmental initiatives (and threats), the universities' S

.l'did nove more quickly than previously to negotiate directly with the S

AN
\

'hcolleges Also, a system—wide forum for dealing with transferability;'7“‘

v—-the Council on Admissions and Transfer-~did result We must now ji‘"
' take a closer look at the strategies which actors chose to advance ”:lltmj

. their interests and the role of particular resources in the actors

'i choices.'

.8 “o
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o The Strategies of the Actors

Because of the variety of strategies possible, some claSSi-"
.i'fication of them must be attempted at the outset " In this effort, the °
Aworks of Herbert Kaufman, Robert Dahl Charles Lindblom and Richard

lSimeon will assist us. . First what are political strategies’_ i_,

According to Kaufman, these are cOurses of action devised and pursuedl:v—"

"iby participants in the contest for political stakes to increase the

.)\

_'share they obtain for themselves or for those they favor._95 Further, S

. Kaufman suggests that political strategies are of three main types or

fclasses, namely, (1) those designed to determine who gets publicv:
G _

.Office and employment (2) those designed to manipulate the structures3"75

5‘s}and procedures of government and of parties, and (3) those designed tof*;.n

.‘_influence policy deliberations policy adoptions and policy enforce—*'“

li_iment without regard to who holds public office and regardless (more

‘

"?‘{or less) of structure and procedure..96 In this case study, all

: classes of strategy are evident but strategies of the third class were'i»“”

ihfﬁthe predominant choices of the actors As a strategist in the

'~transfer controversy, the Department of Advanced Education was,x

P

o j three types of strategies while the colleges and universities were

.

’however, exceptional It alone among the actors was able to use all_;ﬁ”?:,c

restricted largely to" using persuasion to influence policy deliber— f.f;w,

.1jations.' As we . should expect and as we shallssee,-this was largely

'-';because of the particular resources which this actor possessed. o

- Selectinggofficials.. The underlying premise of the first class of l}”
‘flstrategies is- that he who selects the officials also shapes the o

dcharacter of public policies. The appointment of Dr Walter Worth as
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.Deputy Minister of the Department of‘Advanced Education and the
v?:subsequent absorption of most of the Colleges Commission staff by the. '
‘A”Department certainly reflects the strategy of having in public office ~t
'»h'men who were "right" for the job from the Government s point of view._j
'lIndeed at the time‘of these decisions Mr. James Foster, the Minister '

"of Advanced Education evidenced this strategy by his public comments.97_{'”
. l{‘ l . ' A . . . .

.‘Manipulating structure and procedure The second class of politrcal‘?

: strategies was . reflected in the reorganization of the Department ffter o

”_i_January, 1973 and in the passage of legislative amendments to the :

ithe Department of Advanced

,ACollege Act, the Universities Act an

'HEducation Act.‘ These actions were designed to effect maJor structural

and procedural changes in the coordination of post-secondary education
and, simultaneously, to create the very political resources of
SRR T . : .

bureaucracy and legal authority which would be required to sustain

"'uh'this strategy. Departmental officials and those Who approved and

“'5_condemmed such changes knew the strategic importance of what the

e

.fa:Department was doing.n No change in organization, no mOdification of .{a;i

'fa”procedure can be instituted withOut affecting SOme political

"?Participant," says Kaufman, and "it is the strategy of almost every

'?f;'participant to make the structure and process he approves as enduring

v“fkas possible."?§

‘iAffeCting POliCY adoption persuasion and inducement.; Contestants o

] :;for political stakes and influence may not succeed in influencing the Sl

'i;vselection of officials whose jurisdiction affects their interests. .'“
K Likewise an actor may fail in his efforts to make structure and '
Eff-procedure the implements of his political stratigﬂz._However;?such;f

Sk o
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factors are not left without means to- advance their interests. .
Alternatively,.actors can try to. affect the dellberation ofbpolicy
and its adoption Because they cannot pursue their integgsts by the
-1"gselectionbof officials or by controiling organization and procedure,
they must\use what Robert'Dahl callsfpersuasion and inducement
”-These are, in themselves, broad categories of the means of influence,
: f;as Dahl concedes, but however broad such concepts may be, they point
to some important differences in how influence is attempted and what f

'different effects are intended ’ "Influence by means of communications

V_-fthat provide information (correct or misleading) about the advantages

'cfand disadvantages of alternative courses of action ‘can - be called s, _;
3:1}persuasion 100 according to Dahl In contrast influence by means .;ﬂﬁ"‘
"which "bring about a change in. the nature of the alternatives

”gthemselves by adding advantages to an alternatlve or imposing new

'h?jdisadvantages on, an alternative' or both, can be called inducement."%?l

| “7fFor Dahl persuasion can be rational or manipulative, the latter being

:fcharacterized by the communication of false or(distorted information :h

”fvaower, coercion and force are, for Dahl all forms of 1nducement since

3 . by these means actors are influenced by rewards,'sanctions, or both

"cf;and by the promise or threat of them : As Richard Eimeon understands o

i'“l.it the key differences between persuasion and inducement as forms of -ift:’,'.:

{1political strategy reside in whether an actor means to change the K I7f‘>1*"u

fﬁ;fperceptions or the reality of a situation for other actors' whether he ;Wf”:

' ‘gjmeans to encourage action or force reaction., He explains

One large group of activities is designed to change the R
perceptions of other. participants about the probable advantages L
- and’.costs of. different courses of action, both for themselves and

~.for others. Here. the actors exchange 'information and appeal' in_f];ﬁfy

 what Lindblom calls partisan discussion.l A SeCOHdlgroup of .
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factivities includes tactics which actuallz change the situation
-~ 'and the real costs and advantages of different moves, either by =
-~ the proposing of new. ‘alternatives, through taking unilateral N
action or through the exchange-of threats and promises. L
Some tactics . . . involve direct exchanges between the actors, .
while others are more public, designed to bring pressure to bear '
'.indirectly A

Keeping in mind these conceptual clarifications, 1et us now look at
' :the specific ways in which actors in the transfer controversy used

persuasion and inducement in attempts to realize their interests and

"goals

"uTacticsfof ?ersuasion
The dominant form of per3uasion is partisan discussion--the

flairing of v1ews and arguments in face—to—face and indirect exchanges

: _among actors In the transfer controversy, it was a. means of

'ﬁ,lnfluence employed by all the actors and it was the primarz mears used 0
ﬁby the colleges and universities The fact that the colleges and
.giuniversities had to rely primarily upon partisan discussion to advancev.‘

i;their interests is largely explained by the nature of the political

. resources each pOSSessed This fact is important and we will come to hf:

| "f;:an explanation of it a little ter. At this point we want to

| ‘v”recognize the major forms which the airing of views and arguments tooka -

fs,h*in the transfer diSPute. ﬁjf‘f‘ -

‘ehi,results appear to be these~,f'

"'31 One important form of partisan discussion was the effort to
R S L Ry
";define the issue in. terms which favored an actor s own interests R

ﬁ;fWhat are- the possible benefits of this tactic for an’ actor and what f:,.d

;’;are its 1ike1y results7 Some of the most important benefits and f{7~[;f"‘i

d

It is generally true in policy-making that the act of defining an

: issue——what are the general principles involved how high are’ the f.fﬂf )
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- stakes, is it soluble or not, and so on”-—is crucial to the final
outcome. The act of definition suggests that the problem will be
viewed from a certain perspective. A particular set of precedents,
prior experiences, arguments, and: general rules will be called
into play and will structure future action. Equally, others will

- be ruled Out._ ‘So.when the terms of the argument are, defined, the

. »  range of possible outcomes is- drastically’ reduced. At the
| extreme, to state the problem in a certain way is, in effect, to

' state the final result, Hence, in , . negotiations, defining

- the ‘issue itself . becomes a partisan process. The actors try to. =
_hpersuade each other that issues should be defined-in their way.

In practice a large amount of time M ¥- 1 taken up in Just this_'
'-debate 103 . _ - :

=

:lli,AS section one of this chapter has shown :a lot.of time certainly wasvi
R taken .up in debating what was at issue in the transfer controversy. ,
AWas it the need to abandon the concept of affiliation because it was i
'an outmoded and constraining institutional relationship (the collegesfg
win ) or was it the need to protect the traditional rights of

',universities to. control the standards of admission and advanced credit

!

'_: in their own programs (the universities‘ win )? Was the general

!

B principle to be invoked the idea that the sending institution sh0uld

*decide transfer credit because it knows the student best' or. that 'the

4‘“;‘fina1 authority for transfer credit must res1de with the university

’".ﬂwhich grants the degree" Was the issue the unresponsiveness of the

'1funiversities to reasonable requests by colleges or was it the need to_",

:__{contain unrealistic and unnecessarily expansionist ambitions on: the

vh?;?part of the colleges° Was transferability really a matter of system- ‘

biwide coordination, as the Department of Advanced Education and the

7sghicolleges claimed or was it a matter of the internal academic policiesl.:;lw

'i,of a university’ And SO*On, for almost every aspect of the transfer fi

'7.lhquestion.. This kind of discussion was wide—ranging and diffuse and no fad.

'”:f;aSpect of the controversy c0u1d be framed in unequivocal terms that :

f:would not be debated : However, to the extent that the establishment
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.
L

| of the Council on Admissions and Transfer was a resolution of the L

controversy, the Department s definition of the iSSue as a problem of

5{:system-wide coodination did eventually prevail

A

i

I
i
i

ﬂuliresponsibility for assigning advanced credit because this approach

uvjiuncertain Jhat particular impact this argument had upon university

v'-had already been agreed to’ and was being used by the colleges and

Another form of partisan discus51on is to argue the need for af'

"logical‘ extension of a present policy.» A variation on this argument‘

is the suggestion that a new, policy of a certain character will "fit"

l

- well with another related policy which is a progressive precedent "

This was one of the main arguments presented by the Colleges

Commission when it advanced the Trial Proposal to the universities in

‘:; June l972 The argument was repeated by the Department °f Advanced

Education in Toward the Development of Provincial Policy,for

Lf“Transferability, the position paper which the Department circulated

to colleges and universities in September 1973 Thus, the Colleges

‘1g'iagree to ‘a poficy which would give the' sending" institution

other institutions in the non—university subsystem. While it is ',-v
“pbopinion at the time, it is certain that the agreement on a transfer

-Y'tactical than it was substantive._ The recollections of a college ;7’

: *'}:official regarding this agreement are these

.‘;"I attended a meeting in’ Edmonton that Ray Fast called in 1972 at
“which the proposal for. non—university transfer vas outlined

~This was accepted by -everyone there and: it was seen as a strategy'f,

. for levering the ‘universities into" accepting a similar sort of

. .proposal, It was.purely a strategy.s Everyone said they. w0u1d :
. attempt to make it work but, in fact, the' transfer taking. place "
< at th minimal therefore, it was easy for people to

a

J;D‘CommiSSion and later, the Department appealed to’ the universities to -

{’”*ipolicy among non—university institutiOns was more strategic and« t"f?v*"



accept it, It was the strategy which was the important thing,
. It was something to point to and say: 'This 1s what is happening; -
- this is what colleges and ‘technical ‘institutions. have done; this
~ 1s the way these institutions are Prepared to treat each other,.
-now, why don't the universities begin to. treat the colleges in a
similar way"'104 ) : oo AR

The recollections of a. university official provide a similar
interpretation of the agreement reached "

One of the really memorable events was the Kolesar—Fast
recommendation. I do know that a number of colleges dealt with
~the. recommendation ‘as a strategic or: tactical device. Since ]
college officials, ‘saying. 'don ti.quote me on this, told me - that
they could. not .even accept it for transfer between colleges but

.{”that they wouldn't ‘state this publicly bfsguse they saw it gs a - 3

‘,good device for moving the universities

“y

t
5

‘SUCh recollections aS these Suggest that the Kolesar—FastfrecommendQS'}

e ation and the Department S endorsement of it was, in Dahl s terms an_ o

f'exercise in manipulative persuasion, since misleading information was;;j .

an aspect of the appeal made to the universities

B

V'L Another tactic of persuasion is to Suggest that the weight of;:y“h°-ﬁ?:*

o lexperience proves the merit of 0ne s position Thus, the Colleges

"LCommission, the colleges and the Department of Advanced Education

H.f:fpointed to. the fact that college students had been transferring for';j;;ﬂfﬁfp'ﬁ’

“i@j;fmany years and had done well as far as’ anybody knew., Favoring the

v;giTrial Proposal or a mdaification of it they asked ; Was not the

4 N

.:several years of experience with transfer and the absence of any

/"

v~fevidence which might discourage it Sufficient to allay the skepticismhl'.

'~§f'of the universities toward a- common or systenrwide transfer phliey’

‘dmodification of the affiliation relationship a; very limitednrisk for ff;f{ ?fj

';all institutions” Here is how one college official understood this fﬁgar;_vu

"'.fargument and the strength of the colleges position

‘";:ijn the light of the successful experience with transfer, wasn ¢ a i;;v : ‘




.gf»The colleges generally have maintained that is the responsibility ”f'j@.

e of the college to- assign credit. We haﬁe felt that 1f- the-' oL

AP an,;fguniVersities could provide evidence that Ou: students are not e

..’ Tcomparable to students who have gone tor the university straight o

. away, then’ fine - He! will have a'look at the studénts we . send them S
»:and at. the” program we're giving them But the universi ies simply
-gfhave not done that'106 ;ﬁ At - ; g

.;i55;Pr°P°8a187 Wasn t the university s position a minority viewzand.wali'

T IR IR .




' Skepticism was expressed in this way R\

‘system might, in qge long-run produce Often, thc caution and

- SOme compromise necessary .on the part of the uniVersities7 Couldn t

a11 groups begin immediately to seek agreement on a transfer policy

KON

- in the general direction which was favdred by most of the groups”
\, .

’

Finally, actors in a conflict can try to change others

B

assessments of the long—range consequences of certain decisions and
actions y Thus while the Department and its supporters pointed often
“to the benefit for students and for college operation of a system—wide'

approach to transrerability, the universities often tried to foster;

» »icaution and skepticism about what - effects a coordinated post secondary

\

It's really questionable how much extra cost is justified in terms
of making it possible for the oddball to keep. Juggling his ,
. interests, his ambitions, his planS without any penalty That's
Vreally what one of the aims of - 'greased transfer' involves. ‘The
other disadGEDtage not a dollar cost directly, is the cost in
the calcifica¥ion of the system. ‘Because, if .you're going to have~
a system which is truly coordinated then before you can make a’
- decision as point 'A,' you have. to check with points 'B,' 'c,"
~down to 'Z.' If you're going to have to consult and get approval -
from The University of Calgary, The University of Lethbridge and
the college system, no way are you going to make a change easilf
The cost fn rigidity in the educational. pf89ess and in the
deVelopment of programs Would be lmmense.

¢

Thus, partisan diseussion—-the exchange of information appeals o

,and arguments-—was a major means by which actors attempted to

designed to secure acceptance of an actor 8. position and to reject

4 influence policy adoption.w In part this was because the actors found"

e

';perSuasion a familiar strategyvand generally favored it. In- some

Ainstances, for certain actors, it was all their political resources

seemed ‘to allow En any case, all forms of partisan discussion were -

o

others" arguments' to: convince others of the validity and strength of

g_one ] position and to point out conseqﬁencesrwhich others either had 'f
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‘not Considered.or.had downplayed.' Such tactics‘in persuasion clearly ‘
;were‘variéd invform but'not in aim, They were designed “to change the
perceptions of actors about the. probable benefits ‘and costs of .
'different actions, both for.themselves and for others.’ Alternatively,
an- actor can actually change the situation for other actors, instead

‘of persuasion he can use inducement. “How 1is the exercise of |

_ influence by inducement differenttthan persuasion and how 1mportant
‘ ‘was this type of influence to the policy outcome of the tfansfer

‘ controversy? -

- Tactics of Inducement

\ \ .
The key feature of all tactics of 1nducement is to°a1‘ﬁr the _

»
s S

actual situation which confronts other actors forcing them" to react.

L4

' VOne obvious and important way to do this is to take the initiative
posing alternatives which others have not considered or do not favor.

. The Department of Advanced Education, after -its effective establish-

£

~ment in mid 1973, consistently took this approach This tactic was

v\.\__,

certainly reflected in the preparation and circulation of Toward the

. Development of Provincial Policy for - Transferabili_ygin September,

1973.; A Departmental position paper (except in name), this document °
:iwas'des;;ned to reveal what‘the colleges and universitieswmight do ‘to 1
solve‘the transfervproblem.in.the~face‘of whatvthe Department’said it
.Awould do by January, 1974 : ThebDepartment's suggestionshand" |
'declaration of intent which this position paper . contained was a clear
inducement to action,'especially-for the-universities. The Department

' said that "prolonged discussion, debate ‘and investigation on transfer

problems wa34notvin the ‘public’ interest and that "an ideal solution
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to;which all agree. is remote.", Against this background, the Department

Y

said it had‘set for itself two main'tasks4

First At will develop policies and guidelines’ which will be a
,‘"best fit" solution to the problem. These it will implement by
+ January 1, 1974, Second, it will create a mechanism whereby the

effects of these policies and guidelines may be monitored. and

o .. revised - G :

Further, said the Department

;

‘ Hopefully “ e between now and January 1, we will be able to
reach agreement as to what should be the content of [these] .
policies and guidelines. However, thsgtime frame adopted requires

. that we take immediate action. . '

The Department s proposal that an agreement on transfer policy[

o _be achieved' by January 1, 1974 reveals other associated tactics of

; *7inducement try to determine the timing and the agenda of partisan
discussion or negotiations. The meaning of the Department s

- restrictions of time and agenda was clear 'ignore the time limit and

o agenda and be faced with a transfer policy that might not be acceptable

‘to ‘you.. \ It appears that the Department 8- inducements here were both
pos1tiveiand negative, that is, both rewards and sanctions were being
promised Involvement in negotiations promised the possibility of a .
.utransfer policy being agreed to which would be acceptable to an actor,»
\ ignoring the urgencies ofytime and topical deliberation promised the o
., establishment of a policy by the Department itself a policy which an.A
actor might- find less than satisfactory. h ) |
| It is apparent_that the Department's proposal' itS'expression
of urgency and its mposition of a deadline did not produce quickly
_the results it desired. That the results sought did ‘not materialize S

by the end of 1973 seems to have been due’ to both a misunderstanding :

of the Department 8 objectives and to cOunter tacttcs by the
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| uniVefsities. The impressions of one university official rggafding
the period Séptember to»Deéember,‘l973, are these:

- In relation to transferability,_Mr.UBosetti's opening remarks at
the meeting of December 19, 1973, implied that (a) the Department
- was Present to state its position, not to negotiate and - S
'(b)vprevious-consultation had taken place in September;with‘all
the parties concerned. I was unaware that the September meetings
were seen by The University of Alberta, for example, as final
discussion prior to firm policy guidelines. Certainly, the
September document circulated by the Department implied a
-continuing process of negotiations. There was a meeting in
September,. 1973, at which there were ‘representatives of the _
" University but. the expectation was that there would be further
- consultation rather than a formal proposal being put. forward by -
‘the Department for acceptance. “From our point of view, what
happened between September_and’December'was.that_nothing happened-
until December, 1973, and then it was almost a'fait'accomplif+a
final position which wasn't formally appfiged was put forward by

|

the Department. It took us by surprise,
* Another uﬁiversity Officia1 hés.£hgse recollections: -

‘-There is.nd questidn thét.the University draggéd ips'fegt. vThe '
matter of transferability had been brogght.to.Genergl Faculties

Cdundil_séveral»tiﬁes and ‘discussions were poStponed,'delayed‘and
‘put off and what discussion there was seemed relatively 2
superficial. Essentially, nd‘actiohvwaS«;aken, Insofar as the .
University can be faulted on this ‘issue--and I'm sure there is g
blame on both sides--it is the treatment Generaleaculties-CounCil
‘and the University gave to the. issue. 111 R R ’

TﬁéIViéw gf‘br._Worph regétdihgﬁdeveloéﬁehts,ddfiﬁg.Septembéritq
: Dégembérféf 1973, gi&és @ost ét£éntithfd counter tact@ﬁs ﬁy;fﬁéi
.uﬁivérsifies.,.He'suggests.that.'ﬁiéuﬁdérstandiﬁg?of ﬁhe‘Débérfméqt'é
: objéctiﬁes wastboth réai and §a¢t;qa1;_“ : L S o

That meeting-of December 19, 1973,';$s\§gantto be a culmination .

. of a long series of consultations and there had just been a hell -
of a lot of meetings. I ap surprised.that'someoﬁe would use the

- term 'surprise package' to describe the Coordination Policy and
yet I'm not surprised at this reaction by some, for two reasons:
First, some of the institutions sent people to that December

- meeting who had not been involved in earlier discussions.. . o
Secondly, one of the typical strategies which the university
Sector in particular hag tried_to_USE'in fesponse to anything the

- Department does, is to express surprise about howﬁarbitrary the
Department is and about:the lack of consultation. And, of course,
in ‘the university community, it is easy to say that because you

L

-
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really can't consult and communicate with everyone. But thatfs a
: typical strategy S

In many respects, the "Coordination Policy and the meeting of

,'December 19 1973 which was aSSOciated with it were a repeat by the

' Department of its earlier tactics of initiation, timing and agenda

o determination.. In addition, the December meeting revealed a new and

‘in its effects, more influential Departmental tactic: threat.c As

regards the December meeting, Mr. Reno Bosetti has observed
'The purpose "of that mee%ing was two~fold Ve dealt with -

. coordination in general as well as transferability in: particular
.- On the transferability question, the purpose of the. meeting was to
- bring people together to discuss a "position paper," if you like,
which was a blend of the Kolesar—Fast proposal ‘and the Mowat :
";Report and which tried to bring together: opposing viewsrand effect

a compromise or synthesis of views. - He wanted to get. people :
. aware of a possible‘way of resolving the transfer. issue. We. had
. no. intention of intervening .as.a department of government to
.. actually control transfers: However, it was no surprise to me
“that many- university people saw the position we .took .as more .
. - sympathetic to the. position of the- colleges. It was, " but it
- didn't give the colleges what they wanted either (for example o
.. one member for. each: institution on the Articulation Council) We
really presented a position which nobody liked P

From the Department s point of . view, says Bosetti --this position had .
both strategic and substantive value. a »

f The: strategic value was that a threat was implied if the tw0'-‘”
~grgups could not get together and agree to something that was

. hcceptable to the government and to the institutions, then

- legislative action would be taken. ".The transfer proposals had
" substantive importance too because they invited institutions to
"look at what was. possible in terms of policy and proeedure 114

It appears that the Department 8 promised threat of

i'legislative change-—though no specific 1egislative provisions were :

f,'ever identified by the Department for amendment—-was well understood

,understood the Department s stance and message' B

Aby the other actors, as were the implications of the threat. Here is

.how several individuals who were present at the December meeting

[
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I think all institutions went to that meeting with a relatively
-positive attitude saying 'yes there's a real problem and we've got:

to clear the air and get down to solving it,' There were certain

defenses existing before the meeting and. these became more

'ﬂmanifest as the meeting went along, in" part, because of. ‘the
~approach of the Department. It's approach was.to give a not-

terribly-veiled threat, saying: 'We've ‘called ‘you toge&her and

we're asking you politely to get together yourselves and solve

this problem and we're- saying under our breath—-bﬁf hear us loud

~and clear--that if you don't resolve it, we will. ‘We'll legislate
~a resolution and wipe out everybody s autonomy. - As well, I

think it was the purpose of: the government to give public
visibility to what it was saying, which was: 'we're forcing
these institutions to take action; we' re recognizing you, : the
public, in attending to this problenm; m, we're acknowledging with

.some regret that institutions have not: solved it to this point and-
’:?we re saying to them—-solve it. '115 y _ v

Here is another impression

V'The purpose of the meeting was to transmit information about the

‘Department s policy, it was. not £o reach agreement among the

_parties concerned Despite the use of the terms: consensus" and .

"mutual decision-making," it was clear the’ Department was’ merely. :

-providing information about-policies- “and procedures which it

f‘intended to implement in January, 1974. The _government recognizedfa

".vthat by virtue of existing legislation that the university had. thef"

- final say with respect to.the credit which could be ‘given for
~transfer courses.. ‘However, the statements by both Mr.. Bosetti and

7 Mr. Foster made it clear that, while the university was favored in“'~hhi

" the present legislation, ‘the" Department would not. hesitate to
_.’change’ that legislation.« Now there were words used to this- =
. effect: We re not waving a big stick butqﬁts sitting there in .

'the corner.- 16 R , ‘ : : .

another'

._'aiThe meeting of December 19th, 1973 ‘was a circus not a meeting-—itf

" _was 150 people or so gathered together at The Northern Alberta . -
~Institute of- Technology to listen to Worth, Bosetti and others

~ tell us what the "new order" would be. None of us know what the .

" terms of - refbrence were for the meeting or. whether we’ represented :

A3

our institutions or -ourselves. ‘There was threat and there was

inuendo and the Minister was ' backing his officials. ' He said he“
believed In what the Worth Report said and he was indicating

‘through his officials and his ‘own comments that things were: goigg

'_ go - change-—the day of the dominance of the university was over.

It is apparent that the transferability proposals of the

} Department and its threat of legislative intervention produced

immediate and specific reactions on the part of the other actors.

e



| The immediate reaction of the. universities, under the leadershipvof :
'The University of Alberta was to request that the implementation of
_'transferability proposals, including the establishment of the proposed
| Articulation Council be delayed so that the universities and the' §{< =
o colleges could try to devise a solution of their own. This request e
Vwas itself a tactic of 1nducement directed to both the Department‘and
- the colleges. Both acceded to the request._ Why, in each case, was
Lo LI
this tactic Successful for the universities7 | |
| In.the case of the colleges, this seemed to be mainly because
they thought they could get something better" l? and because the%,‘
‘ }dtoo, had some’ reservations about Depar/;ental intervention;«'A collegef;
official explains-»?' | | R | |
- n 1974 with the threat of government intervention,~we‘felt the. [v
_,universities became very, very. cooperative-— a: cooperation born. of
- desperation' as someone in the university expressed it to me.

1”But, to some extent, - the. colleges were concerned’ about ‘government
intervention’ and the autonomy . of educational institutions, ‘though

© .we thought it was helpful to have-the "hammer" of the Department =~ -

. of Advanced Education: behind: the whole thing.y Our attitude to- tbe
.;guniversities was essentially/this.' Yes, 1f we can work something
. out, ler's not - involve a third party. It was our understanding
- that the Department did not want to ‘control: transfers and that it
- -was saying essentially Sure, if the job's getting done, we ll
‘g'pull back 1119 : R A
The reasons for the Department agreeing to the request are 'ffyit"ﬁf
'd_'interesting since they reveal tactical considerations as well.f
: Initially, on the 23rd of January, 1974 the Minister of Advanced
.hEducation, Mr Foster, said he rejected the request for delay.1 ‘
' ~However by January 3lst Foster had changed his mind Why did he do'
R this’/.Bosetti says the most important considerations for the Minister o

,and the Department were. these'v

The reason for permitting the delay resides in the overall f.ﬁ
' solution we. tried to impose or generate. That solution was one of
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getting institutions to delegate a’ major part of their transfer _
-~ responsibility-to-a council.  Now this solution really. required a
- willing delegation of. responsibility. We could not get a willing

'"delegation unless the institutions were prepared to cooperate with

. each other. Effectively, ‘had we persisted in insisting that the :
" universities act following the ‘December meeting, all the
universities had to do to stop the: operation was to refuse to
_ fappoint anyone to the Articulation Council—-that s all they had to
- do. - So,. although, the Minister, 'saild he was not prepared to

accept delay, he did not have the legislative authority to’ impose .

that kind of solution. . But Mr. Foster said he wanted it done now.
~We talked to him about it. .My, Foster backed off from his
original position. . Thus, there was a rethinking about how we
- -could really get. the institutions to cooperate. . So, we ‘again .
invited nominations to :the Articulation Council. In fact, we had
: all the nominations well before the Council was formed 126 o

-

Thus, it appears that the request for delay seemed to provide, in part,l
.ta way out'" for the Department. A search by the universities and other
’-ipost-secondary institutions for a transfer solution of their own meant f
‘:v'athat the Department would not have to try to: make good" a threat it ng;“

’"f_could not in its own Judgement, carry out at the time. Also, ib ﬁ

53pSo1ution fail then its own solution would be seen as necessary perhaps ;ff-‘

'even acceptable after all This possibility was adso an imporant

'fi'reveal

'iThe essence of the . appeal from the university presidents was give -

qjus some time to see if we ¢an. solve the problem.,v We said: .
s allright we'll give .you a. chance. “Finally, ‘they . supported the'

Vﬂ';-Seemed to the Department that, should the search by institutions for a :.v: -

':":'reason for the Department 8 willingness to wait, as these explanations ;”""

'CAT proposition. It worked, from our point of view, beautifully. frfﬁ}

. We were anticipating that. “But an alternative outcome would
”probably have been acceptable to us as well because it ﬂyld have
. ‘meant that the institutions themselves would have put in*place a
f-mechanism that would deal with the ) iiiue. We didn t think they
"could--but we gave them the chance : , .

”The whole idea was to give the app/ga/h of the universities a trialh“'
ings, B

- and 1f- they couldn t 8olve th CAT would be implemented
“:Actually, we: could have set CAT up .in May, 1974-—we had - the
'membership, we had the nominations.. We .didn' t. We_wanted to make
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sure that we were not vieWed as stepping in and taking arbitrary
~action. These were very difficult ‘times in terms of the
~credibility of ‘the Department o

;o

| The'Presidents' MeetingsF ’Negotiation and CompromiSe'

Immediately following the Minister 5. yes to the request for
_delay, the Universities Coordinating Council arranged a series of

e meetings among the presidents of post—secondary institutions. From a

'j'tactical point of view, these meetings revealed the main failures and

,;achievements of both partisan discussion and the exchange of threats

‘or promises asnforms of mutual 1nducement. Having taken the 1nitiative
for these meetings, the universities approached them this way

S The purpos? of the meetings was to exchange information to see if

n there wasn't,: through the presidents, the: possibility for ‘some

©' common.position that we could put before the, Minister to indicate

. that the universities, the: colleges and the- technical institutes ‘

~\; had ‘come to a meeting of the minds that’ could work ‘1'didn't feel -
7“it was ‘to negotiate but it turned out to’ be a kind of negotation.

- -fiIn general according to Beckel, the process of negotiation wdrked like {'f_a

b this:

""We came to a position, which after sharing it with all the collegeskff"'
_,*and the institutes: of technology, we each then- took toour- ...
or espective General-Faculties Qouncil. We' managed ‘this way’ totf'”
 jclarify the whole question of dmissions and,” to some extent, the .
 'question of ‘transfer. On transfer, we. essentially 'gave away" the e
. first year of. unspecified credit in general arts and science : RN
. .programs. . That, in itself, was a major advance. We put that -
~through and although it didn't satisfy the colleges they began to
“see .that some progress- was actually being made and that something )
~was actually ."coming their way." The colleges had always wanted » oo
- to feel that ‘the universities were actually giving something-—even'f;%lf.
_1'though the universities didn t have t - . T

It appears that the colleges were initially encouraged by the f'”
f';'meetings and began to appreciate more the unique features of each ';,.]

\.7. -

' university. However, as discussion progressed, they began to doubt

L;l that a complete solution was possible or that the universities final

position would satisfy them. Here are the impressions of one college



~258.
president regarding the progress of negotiations

.After January," all the presidents of the universities got together
in Calgary and the first session ‘was the. airing of difficulties :
and attitudes. -The second part was a recognition, gradually :

ﬂ-beginning to dawn on some people, that the problem wasn t simple;

'holusebolus solution. But at these - sessions we got an_agreement‘ o
on admissions And at one time we had an agreement upon- what -

And there was another prohlem.from the.colleges point of view. Was

' 'their cooperation and willingness to negotiate with the universities
AJeopardizing the possibility of the. gains which they perceived existed
.in the Department s proposals7- According to Bosetti, complaints were -
made by some colleges to the Department during the meetings and

"revealed some insecurities : _“v K ?*‘ -rf

LDuring those meetingsv overtures were made to s by some colleges; o

-~ -and “they told us they were. unhappy with the. way. things were ‘
f*?'progressing—-it wasn't good " enough for them. ‘For the initial
‘u.[discussions, ‘they were willing ‘to say let 8 try it' because they

were unhappy with what e proposed in December because it wasn't

l'f{iexactly what' they wanted; - Now the reason the colleges’ cooperated:-‘v:”

... was that they thought - they could : get something better-~and so . did o
- . the universities. But' they found they. co?ldn t agree and at that5i '
'~point the: universities were prepared to have ‘the: Department Create
lan council, revised of course. The college presidents recognized =
- that what they could get in a council was less than what - they could
" have had in the Department's’ original guidelines. In the final
Sy j.analysis, the universities were probably more prepared to estak%%sh
o ;.;the Council on Admissions and Transfer than were the colleg

By May, 1974 it was clear to the presidents that agreement was
'f%not possible. The principle that the sending institution would o
h;»determine advanced credit was recognized by the universities with ;fle

'I?.Lrespect to the first year—-they had conceded that.» The outstanding :
.'Dissue was the assigning of advanced @@?dit for the second year of

‘hjifuniversity study.b The cdileges could not obtain control of this,
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'because the universities were not prepared to relinquish it.
Discussions ground to a halt In May, 1974 Dr. Beckel informed the
. Minister of Advanced Education of the stalemate and recommended that
‘the Minister establish the Department s proposed articulation council
| keeping in mind the modiﬁications to it which the presidents had
suggested It is apparent that these modifications themselves became. -
the subject of negotiation which after May, the Department itself
conducted. | | |
It was Reno Bosetti who came’ up with modified terms of reference '
for what was ‘soon being called the - Council on Admissions and
. Transfer. ‘He checked: with every. university and college by sitting
~down. and talking about them, hearing objections. and modifying o
-Zagain. Those modifications became the basis for the terms. of
‘reference of ‘the Council which was established- ‘in September, 1974

~and it was the Coordinating Council which put forward the nam% of
the individual who ultimately became the Council s chairman.

o We have seen that political resources of actors were dirferentiq7h‘
and that the strategies and tactics they chose were reiated to these
"reSOurces.v It seems that the colleges most important political

'"resource was the support‘for their view shown by the Department of ,-'

;;.Advanced Education. Thus, they urged Departmental iﬂtervention to L
S d, ‘-f“, |

. iovercome the resistance of the universities to their view They

'1vytsought this in partisan discussion and tried to use tactics of

{iV'inducement when some eried 'legislate transfer .7d°

The most important political resources of the universities,

"~:ﬂithose which they possessed in their legal right to control transfer,‘hf_d.‘”

"were not secure. This was because of the unusual and superior
; A R

B political resources of the Department of Advanced Education which were

- represented in the Minister.: The Minister had ultimate political power”;i,7
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tovsponsor legislative change when exiSting legislationhwasian
obstacle to the transfer solution his Department favored This meant’
',that the universities, thOugh they had individuals who had a knowledge :;
. of. transfer issues and through their stand enjoyed the approval of
“‘some églleges, found their resources of expertise and support of
‘alimited value against the Department., The sustained attention which
the bureaucracy of the Department gave to transfer questions and the
fact’ of the Minister s ultimate legislative authority for all matters‘
: Mfof post—secondary education were constraints for the universities "gl\ji.f
Thus, the universities, along with the colleges, had to rely more upon \-

} y .
_tactics of»persuasion than upon tacticslof'inducement to advance their Qﬁ&h

- interests.
The Department s resources permitted the widest repertoire of B
i‘strategies and the choice of the most potent ones.‘ Except for the ,

f:Success of the universities in inducing the Department and the colleges

to accept institutional negotiations over Departmental intervention,

"~’the Department was able to use tactics of inducement more easily and

| more effectively than could the other actors. ~Again'this was because,
lijunlike the universities or the colleges,vthe Department had¥pomgthing
ttfto withhold to offer or.to impose on others. Threat canroniy ?i used
-}?effectively when others recognize that the actor who threatens has“
7ffitheiresources to carry outithe threat.; The Department may notfhave‘fq:H:‘
Tia'been able to‘carggﬁout its threat of intervention._ However it.created.

W sufficient doubt about this POSBibilitY that the taCtic was effective

:"'iin forcing the other actors into action .fvf5f'



o ‘v‘: 'THE POLICY OUTCOME AND ITS c’onsEQUs'Ncss
The most obvious question to be addressed first in this
section is thlS. What was. the policy outcome of the transfer
cgntrdversy, that is that overall was‘the result or resolution of*
thexiSSue7 In addition, since we have characterized the controversy
‘as a political situation, we. will want to know whose interests and
f‘influence were paramount in- the policy adopted and in what sense the
4 policy reveals -an’ accommodation of several interests Of course we '
want to know why it ‘was that certain actors succeeded or failed in |
~advancing their interests and what iin large part explains the success_h‘°
: and failure of actors 4 w |
. Avdetermination of the consequences}of a policy’outoome‘iss;;f'

‘. -complicated and necessarily tentative. This is because we are trying

“‘here to understand the "real effects".of the policy adopted. To*the : ;i'gf

hextent these effects can be identified they are of two main kinds

”1;First we are interested in what difference the policy outcome giylwv

“vﬁﬂjﬁractually made to the resolution of the issue Did it resolve the issue pf'ff

n*?for not’ If so, in what way’ »The. second question concerns the o

”i«fgdisposition of the actors to the policy outcome achieved How do the {}vfjf

-

Vf,actors regard the policy adopted—-how satisfactory is it to them and

- what meaning does the resolution of the issue hold for each of them’ 5'f*i'

«’

’ ‘ ﬁAny identification of possible, long—range consequences of the hlfﬂift.

.{these will be part of the discussion in chapter six and will be Q“;f o

identified there a8’ "implications -arising from the study

gegolution achieved is assuredly speculative. Such consequences aS fif?};ﬁ”



EL
C ey

Cosls

W

A

SO

- 262, .

g7

*The’Policy'butcdnesii R N ;f'f.. &

The policy outcome of the.transfer controversy was two—fold
&

The first major aspect was. the position which the universitie

; collectively adopted on admissions and transferability as a result of"

the negotiations among the presidents of post—secondary institutions

during February through May of 1974 The second major aSpect ‘was thef“

g

establishment of the Council on Admissions and Transfer in September, N

‘»

1974 We will examine each of these major developments separately

thpugh they are related.d

SN

The universitieso policies on transferability.{ The key elements of

‘these

iffd[a] A11 agreements between or among institutions respecting transfer“‘f*—*

R

| ‘the common position reached by the universities in May, 1974 were ,f o

[l] The universities will admit any student who has Successfully
- completed:one year or more of. workiﬁt a. recognized Alberta h

: 'College or Institute of - Technology and is recommended by—the N
;.Institution for University Admission r S .

ilbrfrzl.? degree Branting institutions -;.'. will accept the ci ,d;i;jf‘

_Ugjrecommendation of any member of the ‘system for the. first five SEARTEE
L f(year) ‘courses or'.the . first ten s ?ester (half—year) courses
,‘;d”ﬁffin a bachelor 8 degree program in rts. and Science.v Students
% will ‘then feel secure. ‘that at least five (or ten) proper and_
R i-'appropriate éourses ‘taken elsewhere in@the system will be. ]
© ‘credited toward ‘a’ bachelor s degree inﬁﬁhts and Science at'a __y_
Tkjof the universities within the syste .T_f;-4 O TR S

‘f;i[3] Any instioggion, if it sought to. have a program of courses or o

rindividual courses . recognized for credit at a university: in

sff;»affiaaddition to those . .+ related to "first year" of a bachelor“s e

-+ .degreé in Arts and. Science, is. Tequired: to negotiate with a.
"7v1”78Pecific university or with the system of universities. @3Lf o

v "

oo of credit that are now in effect to the satisfaction of thei,.
f%“institutions concerned will remain in effect .

Strictly speaking, this position was not an agreement" among the,"h

presidents of all post-secondary institutions ' It was rather a iv"”

@
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position which the universities could alb, at a minimum, agree to
) Co)

accept. As Dr. Beckel made clear in "his letter to Mr. Foster on May

29 1974, the position to which the universities had come was not

entirely acceptable to the public colleges.

Y

Establishment of an articulation council On the second.aspect of the

policy outcome (and this became the more important aspect of the

: resolution), the presidents of,post—secondary institutions were in

essential agreement. A "Committee or Council on Admission and Transfer‘
129

1n Advanced ﬁducation (CAT)' shOuld be immediately established, they

‘said SIt: was their expressed view that such a council would representqdjﬁ

. Y .

the post—secondary system and that its composition would be identicalg,'
. “y

to the Articulation Council in the draft transferability document of

130

the Department " ‘In addition, such a council wourd "within the

>

. Provisions of existing legislation and delegated authority,"131 resolve

admission and transfer problems between and among institutions of post—

\ secondary education.

)

)

-

When the Council was established on September 1, 1974 its

compoaition was as the Department had proposed in November 1973 and

.as the presidents of post-secondary institutions recommended : one

representative from each of four universities, four representatives -

‘from the colleges, technical institutes and other post-secondary

institutions combined, and a chairman, appointed by the Minister, for

"> a total of nine memberg} ‘Also, the terms of reference for the Council ’

~

- were. essentially in line with the presidents recoumendations but

o

contained significant additions of detail, some of which revealed a

retrgat by the Department from certain aspects of its earlier position '
A . .

x

v
Yoo
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in tﬁe Coordination Policy;' These additiqns of“aétail'and the
7partiéular chahgéé in the Dgpartment;s earlier position we leéve'tq the
. . .

~ next section whereﬁhe will try to explain, in general, ghx the Couﬁc%l
. w;s established és it was. 7Fd£ the moment, We are ;ntéfested in EEEE
=thé”main terms of:regquncé were. Eéseﬁtially,.tﬁeyiwgre thesé:‘ 

. [1] Since the Council iS éx§e§téd1tQ obératé_within'thé4framework‘

of existing legislation, its powers of decision will be limited
to those delegated to it by the institutions concerned. S

. ﬂZ] The Council shall review current proposals for admissions and.
' transfer which have been generated by Advanced Education and
by institutions and suhsystems for the purpose of identifying -
those guidelines and procedures which shall be adopted as being
applicable to all institutions within the system of advanced.
education, | I o . SN

[3] The Council shall establish procedures by which admission'aﬁd
transfer policies, guidelines and procedures are granted =
system-wide approyal. I : T S

[4] The Council shall be the recipient of all existing institu-
tional admission and transfer policies, -and shall monitor the

effectiveness of these.

r
[5] The Council shall upon request serve as mediator in fesolvihg
. Interinstitutional admission and transfer problems.

[6] In the event agreement. cannot be feached,thrbugh mediation, the
- Council shall upon written request by the parties concerned
serve as arbitrator. ‘ ‘ )

- [7] In.fulfilling its qrbitréting role, the Council shall within 30
s+ days inform the institutions of its decision, and its decision

shall be final and binding. R , o

[8] The Council shall recommend to the Minister ﬁhatéveé changes
~ in Tegislation it deems necessary in order to implement the -
‘policies for which it is responsible. ) :

‘ [9]*The Coﬁncil shali reqhest'review proposals and advise Advanced
’ Education respecting the deyelopment of new transfer programs.

-y 5

"'[10] The Council shall report éﬁnuallyiig the Minister of Advanced
v Education on its activities., . ., . 2 B
_ ‘ . vities. T

3
- . hd ’ . <« b N
. . - \ ~q
, Wiy

»»»»»»»»»

g
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Explaining the, Policy Outcome

!

The transfer policies:' a "winning" concession. The.policy position

of universities in May, 1974 revealed an acceptance, in part,‘of the
principle that advanced credit for students in transfer programs shOuld
_be based on the recommendation of the sending institution This
acceptance should be seen as a concession by the universities to a
position which ‘the colleges, since 1972 and the Department, since |

1973 had explicitly favored The concession though was partial

since the application of the principle was restricted to the first y

-

;of arts and science programs in a recognized college However, the
willingness of the universities to negotiate transfer arrangements

,mbeyond the first year of study and beyond arts and. science programs‘f :

: suggests that they did not seek unilateral discretion ove;\second year:\*

ka

transfer credit but rather the opportunity to decide whether so—called :

second year courses in a college were, in the light of their own‘

.‘programs,h proper and appropriate.v It is interesting that at no time

'following the establishment of this position by the universities did

- the Department question or oppose it, th0ugh its "transfer policy i
Tguidelines" of 1973 do not seem consistent with the particular

- restrictions which the universities favored. Indeed these earlier

‘ transfer policy guidelines" are conspicuously absent from .the

statement of "directional guides for the development of- procedures

' concerning admission and transfer contained in the document which

established the Council. Simply, it appears the Department withdrew o

them and, by this action, showed acceptance of the universities

position and a ‘retreat from its earlier position. Simultaneously,ithis'

I8
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éétion removed ﬁhé strongest support which the colleges had from their
position as they reéogﬂized:v

The colleges lost some backing by having the Department of Advanced
Education play a lesser role in. the whole thing. I say "lost"
because, if by entering the picture the Department. caused the - _
‘universities to start: to move, thenvtheir Eu%ling.put caused the
universities, to some’degfee,,tO»retrench.b3 : I o

Why did the>Departmeﬁt retreat.from‘its original policy
position on tfansfer‘and‘Wifhdréw‘its suppo;t from the collegeé?
Senio}'officials“in‘the Department of Advanced,Educ&tion,proVide:;hese

'eX§lanétiohs§>

" -often got. in the road of them thinking about the problem rationally.
- The~technical'instICQte’peoﬁlelwere‘more reasonable,'ihisdmeﬂways,ig-
“than the college group. Then'there'were”some‘pébplefin the other

~ institutions who were so concerned about being "way down in the .
" pecking order" and who say transfer as. a way of gaining not parity .
- of esteem but some greater status for their programs. But it was =
- a'strange exercise for us in that motives vere ‘somewhat different,

-difficult to discern and difficult to separate out from a-variety”‘,.k'_,.
of concerns. One couldn't really look ‘at the college pref%genté o

to provide the kind of support we ‘thought would be shown.

N

4

_And: o ; . o ',

‘Fhe universities corceded certain things--they conceded some things
about the first year and yielded a.traditional~stancefoﬁ”admisaions;n
Also, they conceded with an increased awareness of their ° 5
responsibilities to the system of advanced education and also their
responsibilitieq, in a general way, to the people of the province.
‘For them to be somewhat résponsive’to‘tbe initiatives from @ -
government .was also ' a responsible ¢oncession. In the eyes of some,
~the universities gained statufe, that is, to some éxtent they '
llwon' " ) A ‘ . . - . ] =
"~ R ‘ REE - ¥
And further: ; ' ' ”
My personal preferences were met, That our Department should not //
.ihtervene in issues which could more effectively be decided by
Institutions and that the Department. should not determine - .
transferability levels—-these'werevmet. And we did creaté a _
mechanism--CAT--which would do these things and still be acceptable
to the\i;%titutionSa - Neither the colleges nor the universities won

‘what they /wanted independently but the Department won what it -

.\
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wanted-—a mechanism put in place to deal with these issues—-nl
without having done this itself To ‘me, that was an! ‘important

'_accomplishment 13 o
. . . t‘“ o .
These explanations suggest that the concrete c0ncessions of the

S
t

universities, their conciliatory attitude and their willingness to

support the establishment of an artlculation council "softened" the .

‘Department s original position on transfer policies to the point of its

'abandoning them. ~But the Department s original terms of reference for -

the articulation council were modified as. well. It is to an

4

i explanation of these modifications and to the Council s terms of

jﬁ,‘positions of the universities, the colleges and the Department of !

“,disputes and their resolution was undoubtedly one of the most

5important. In 1973, the Department had proposed that'-

L*When CAT was established its

reference, in general that we. now turn our attention

~—

CAT. the calculus of compromise. The terms of reference prOposed for

- CAT represeqt some important changes and accommodations in the earlier

::‘AdvanCed Education A change in the Department s position regarding

Where mutual agreement cannot be reached at the institutional ‘
~level, the matter will be. referred ., .. . to the Articulation-
.Council Where the . . . Council is unable to. reach a’ decision or i,

where appeals are lodged by students ‘and/or . institutions, the -

Department of- Advanced Education .',a; will act as [iinal]

f_arbitrator.l37 R e

rms of' eference did not include its

' Ahearing of appeals by student y only i terinstitutional disputes.

'Further, the exercise of arbitration was eft entirelz with the COuncil

'{and its decision would be final. Thes

g
p v./~ .

changes reflect an accommodation |

to the separate interests of each of the three major groups.- For the

t"fpublic colleges particularly, the Council s jurisdication extended to

b-‘disputes oVer admissions as well as transfers, ‘a; point the universitiesh'

¥
.

.
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~could not support enthusiastically:‘ Also, for the colleges, the
-mediation and arbitration procedures, especially the time limit imposed
"on the Council meant that’ disputes c0uld no longer be ended by the '
unilateral action of any university nor could they be prolonged by
seemingly endless negotiation and debate These provisions satisfied ; ""::“
‘the Department as. much as they‘did the colleges because it as. well “""7";
'.wanted issues addressed promptly. For the u?iversities, the chief o
benefit in these procedures was that the final powervof arbitration :
."did not reside with the Department or the Minister but with a council
' lfon which the universities could expect, on a numerical.basis alone, to';vlf"v,
f'exert a strong influence i R o
| On the matter ofbthe Council 'S membership. the Department s .

f_'preferences prevailed University and other post—secondary

R

: representation would be balanced at four r%%resentatives each

"'bappears this de01sion was some disappointment to the public collegeSi “jﬁ‘

"’"f. but was’ supported by the universities From the Department s point of

) view this "balance plus one" approach to the Council '8 membership was L
essential for its effective operation. Bosetti explains

We wanted a balanced model with the two factions having equal BN
representation and with an independent chairman sort of . holding
'a club over the two groups. If we had, for example,\goneathe ‘route
of having three university and six- college representatives it would
have been intolerable.‘ If issues were to be: resolved by vote it -
couldn't be by Virtue of ome faction having more members. Rather- -
. the council had to display consolidated opinion on one side and 138"
o consolidated opinion on the other side before the chairman acted S
And: \'
- An independent chairman almost symbolically becomes the Department AR
or the intruder. This was my strategy--to ensure that the Council
would be“forced- to act and make decisions and be" forced to make
compromises because, if it didn t, the ingspendent chairman would
have to act or "arbitrate " if you wish R

Loe - LU . ; S 2 : X
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' Finally, the broad mandate of the Council to deal with .
farticulation arrangements and problems throughout post—secondaryﬁ‘-e
education and to seek the acceptance of all types of - institutions in
_‘any decisions might make reflects most ‘a long-standing concern of the,“
5Department. However this broad mandate and representation.was
undoubtedly appealing to the non-university subsystem as well.. It is

. SRR :
»clear though that the Council s specific powers were limited to.

those d‘ﬂegated to it by P°St Secondary institutions.. This condition j-',':'p i

‘»Tiof the Council ) oﬁeration reflects mainly the interests of the
"_5_universities and their Support of an. idea that in their judgement, R

62N

M'h'could have been acted on earlier.,vfy,iﬁ: o ‘*fﬁb;'fpre i'de”ﬁiﬂ.f':

C'TCAT°' 1971 revisited If the articulation council that

v7fthe Department proposed in 1973 was the immediate parent of theul}°7
bfoCouncil on Admisaions and Transfer, Gordon Mowat s proposal for a.
i;similar council in 1971 was the grandparent of CAT In both Mowat s
'Afproposal and in the terms of reference for CAT the powers of the x
,fﬁcouncil were only those conceded to it by the institutions which
’ d tcomposed it. In both there was'a concern for the resolution of
transferability disputes although the terms of 1974 make much more ;fhh

Al

v“;explicit how this resolution should authoritatively proceed In both,”

“b'.’the idea of the Council having a broad mandate to investigate and

"g!advise institutions and the Department on all matters of post-secondaryT

.‘;articulation was evident.\ In addition, the need fOr policies to. have _f .

buniversal acceptance (thOugh not necessarily universal application)

. B T S
. was underscored., S _,ﬁ_h : v
R S e g

As intéresting, are the basic differences between the two
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S propOSed'councilsr These differences seem to 1ie in the council s

B membership and the manner in which the council would make its decisions.

Ihe Mowat Report had recommended a total membership of fourteen-—four -

r

representatives from the university system, six from the public v‘:
RN : ,
colleges, three from among other non—university institutions and one
"ﬂi representative from the private colleges The Council on Admissions
» ”i;?y and Transfer had a total membership of nine-—four from each of the

'iluniversity and non—university sub-systems plus a chairman app01nted by

the Minister.. Apparently, the Departmént continued to hold the view ~-”

ddfh that Bosetti had earlier expressed to disappointed college presidents:”Va'iy:~

though the university and non-university representatives were equally'p7~5&fe’

Sy

balanced the presence of an independent chairman, who could decide ;:{“15“‘

- .L

.’7,\.-

any matter by his vote, would encourage representatives to pursuer'wg'_ SRR

'4

earnestly policies that all institutions could accept.»i‘:"

With respect to the c0uncil s decision—making procedure, the‘f~ﬁull,"

Mowat Report had proposed a "dasble majority" principle.v Notwith—
';f standing the application of the normal rule of majority for decidingli'f’
di matters before the Articulation Council Mbwat had suggested that no - 5;13€

proposal should be presented to a university unless a majority of

university members of the Council favored the proposal nor to colleges e

d,unless a. majority of college members favored it. Certainly, the f |
: Department'd decision to reject such a procedure and establish a balanceid
of university and non—university representatives in an uneven Council

membership of nine was an effort to prevent an impasse in decision—"4

making which Mowat 8 representation and double majority principle e

seemed to invite.

Overall though CAT's terms of reference reveal that the
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4

Department of Advanced Education had come to accept Mowat's idea that

\

_ the Council 8 effective operation ultimately depended on 1ts powers of

decisive action being limited to those delegated to- it by the » )"

F“A,institutions themselves. Nor ‘were institutions required to adopt

particular transferability policies advanced by the Department when .
they agreed to the formation of the Council The Council s terms of

K reference required only that it review such policies | It Seems- that

,‘Q*qthe Department came to recognize that ‘z Such policies would most a

7‘]}effect1vely be devised by the Council in the course of its operation

T and not by the Department itself in advance of the Council s B

'establishment.; Thus, the terms of reference for CAT in 1974 were a‘fiﬁ'
&

.ﬁfspecific expression of the key political dimensions of the transfer

."fissue as. these had developed after 1971 In a sense, the Council on

.éi;; :

"'fAdmissions and Transfer was the residue of past politics

o -gTheiConseQuehces‘ofrthefPolicy.Outcome —

' ;f'Was the transfer problem solved7 Did the transferability policies of

'Elthe universities and the creation of the Council on Admissions and ;ql»if
;:ijransfer represent‘a solution to é%e transfer question7- The answer tofﬂ
*;this question seems to be "yes,ﬁ to the extent that the doubled-edged fh;hff.'
ls;resolution was the only one more or 1ess acceptable to all the key |

"actors in the controversy. Certainly, from a technical point of view, L
lrthe admissions aspect of the transfer question was solved by the

universities relinquishing their traditional position.- On the other L

aspect of the question, advanced credit, the resolution seems to
'suggest that this would remain -a matter of negotiation and that wherever
0 .

\ possible system—wide policies would be agreed upon throughgshe mechaniSm Y
: . : SRR, , u S [

-
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:of the'Council. lndeed theucreation-of.the”Councii itself;was‘an
».important feature of the resolution achieved A representative forum
 now existed for the deliberation and solution of transferability
‘problems which earlier had developed in part because such a forum
dtdid not exist. Thus, specific problems of policy and procedure |
"regarding transferability were solved by 1974 but the Councll on -

t :Admissions and Transfer was- 1ntended to be and has remained a :;

: ' 140
. continuing, .even changing, resolution of the transferability issue.'4 :

3

i ‘“Was'thefsolutionIsatisfactory? From the point of v1ew of the key

actors was the resolution of the controversy a satisfactory one7 The :

I

.j@answer to this question sgems to be a qualified "yes " As chief
f spokesmen of the Department of Advanced Education, Worth and Bosetti

o have made clear that their personal preferences were met and that the ;f
- . ‘/> ‘ -

:a?establishment of an- articulation council (perhaps the Department s v”:";

i

: f*chief goal all along) was accomplished The Support which the ﬁ

'1f:ffuniversities and colleges have expressed for the Council has been moi”;ff‘

'”iilqualified however, While institutioual representatives concede that

b.ﬂfithe Council has served their separate interests to a consigerable '

* extent, they suggest that several problems remain.» The following viewsijfﬁ@iﬁfg

gare representative of the polarity of continuing concerns regarding thefﬁv?fff

O"'

7"transfer issue, in general and the_Counci%? in particular

,r-jvall the' CAT can’ “do is d’ w1 ; 'eginformation about problems_
.+ that are brought to its a€tent # It.¢an also be a coordinating’ ]
- force in terms of circulating inﬁbrmati n widely ‘and then ensuring
'-that ‘the impact of the information is® clear--that it’isn't ‘buried .
or forgottenu It serves a- very:- useful purposé but its not going

to be the place vhere’ that aspect ‘of: transfer which the colleges‘ﬂ.r;

- are so anxious to. have made law will be negotiated mamely, ‘that -
the college has' the authority tovdefine the credit that will be

- transferred when a student comes to the university.i Frankly, that
lis never going to be accepted by us in the univérsities. So if .



'Jifl_looked first at the nature of the issue and identified its key facets

273.
.there is_an-impasse,-it_existsgright there. :

" And:

The" creation of CAT was a threat held over our heads at the -
. December meeting but really, ‘ag it was created it was really only -
- Mowat's. Articulation Council. The Council has no- binding powers

at the moment. We're closer to Mowat's ‘original idea but its the

only possible thing withOut legislative change and its a concession .

"from the position that -the colleges-would like to see and from the S

: position which we thought the Department indicated it would be
taking. . CAT still hasn't taken away. from the universities their
- . absolute right over certain. kinds of concerns. However, the
. support" for some. articulation ‘mechanism is widespread.: The
'.colleges, in the sense that CAT is a continuing mechaniSm for
resolving problems, are: totally supportive. - The universities, I .
- think, ‘are. supportive of it as a group of- liberals saying: 'its .
.. 'a good thing as long as it. doesn't infringe on our rights.'. But
* ”_there is also a fear openly -expressed by- some universities,‘of

';'~what ‘this monster CAT might eventually becom That fear is, in ‘]-

";a sense, the hope of the other institutions.,

Py ,1cf O . o
The purpose of this.chapter was, to explain the transferability

,,) . o

”ﬂtissue usrng five analytical and interpretive categories.. Thus,

Thv;Next we examined the social and institutional context of the issue,'ﬂi‘
f?giving particular attention.to the impact Of the idea of coordinationr-

"‘?uPOn the issue In turn, we tried to clarify the interests and goals

ﬁahVOf eacﬁlof the actors throughout the controversy and t° show how chese‘

"?interests were competing. Next we tried to identify the political

*'resources which were especially important to each actor and how these

”_fpresources influenced the : choice of strategies when actors sought to

sk

' ;hadvance their interests.; Finally, we explained what the resolution of

S 4
'the controversy was, why that particular resolution resulted and what

o meaning actors attached to that resolution. Throughout the chapter,

"Qour purpose was - to analyze the important aspects of the controversy in
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Qetail S0 as to provide, at the same time a comprehensive explanation f

of it and of its resolution. In all cases, a special effort was made

-

. to let the actors speak for themselves in order to reveal their

i perceﬁtions of the dimensions and’ dynamics of the conflict.

-~

e
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) 33Gordon L. Howat, "Transferability An 01d: Problem in a New P;fﬁrl;&
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; Edocation'- Issues and Dilemmas" (Paris OECD 1974) It is obvious o

", in reading the Worth Report especially those sections concerning

“"higher" and "further" education (in. particular, .pages 82-83 and pages ;

_130-142) that the OECD\document of 1971 was very familiar to Worth. .

o Worth's particular recommendations on coordination-—in oncept, Lo

g A Choice &f Futures, op. cit., p 132

-;f~3. S8 ’R,;'

. terminology and rationale--reflect directly the influence of this OECD
”.'zworking paper. . Also, it is of some intérest that Mr. James Foster,,f_“
"' . Minister of Advanced Education, and his executive agsistant, Mr, Peter
. Jenner, -were among the Canadian,delegates ‘who' attended the OECD T
‘_~Conferenee in June 1973. S e * = .\x»;- ‘ L
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49G L. Mbwat,'"Transferability.f An Old Problem in a New ,;ﬁ

”ilSetting " op.;cit., P- 145
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SoIbid , p 146 LT e e

SlIbid., P . 145 ;j-g‘ :,‘Ff.7 ~i;,',- SO
52, e | .

Please see chapter l, pp 22-23. - : o
53Please see chapter 1, pp. 17-19 . el

ERL
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5l’Please see chapter l, pp 7—9 and pp;~18-19
- 55Interview with Gordon L Mbwat op cit.”:.Wf?itl
'3ﬁfﬁ‘. 561513”" » .l;;}»li_i - 5£i;’:ﬁ77_: :afg,:"f o | o
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Ibid

6OIbid ai'rf,7°-“‘fa~f].3;r“°;*;fl;, = “~?1‘

1M’ount Royal College really belongs\i\‘both groups. AlSo, alljfe
public colleges have’ "career programs _ T

62Interview with Donald C. Harper, op. cit. E '
631bid L 3:.'5‘""u7o‘1'7~': f'il -lf'ﬁ‘
641nterview with Richard H. Cooke, op. cit.
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6SInterview with Mr. D Burns 23 February, 1976

- ”((fi':_ Ibid

73This was a term that Departmental officials often umggi. i -f:ﬂﬁ

A 74Interview with Reno Bosetti 3 Marqh 1976 ;7§f;f’V'
’*f ’ 751ntervie with V. E. Beckel 10 February, 1976 :I»--:-“’.'*“;Zu
76Intervie with Reno/Bo//tti 3 March 1976 : jlvfrfa_ﬁff“r:‘
: 77RobertJn Dahl Who Governs7= Democracy and Poner;ihﬁan i*wifhff
_qumerican City. (New Haven Yale University Press, 1961) P 226

78Rich\rd Simeon, Federal-Provincial Diplomacy. The~Making.of”l
,'Recent Policy in Canada.f (Toronto. University‘of Toronto Press, -1972), -

’Zgibidp»p;_ézs' o ‘f%g; N

e SOIbid., P 201. . ;"‘fuf_“{;i ,.v*: fff'ﬁ;,'¢;:;” W
. - R R o

. § 81Ibid., p. 15.- See p. 226 and pp. 229 242 for a fuller h“g
: discusSion ‘and illustrations of political constraints as Simeon R
understands them..er s i, Ll :

%."SZRichard Simeon, op. cit., p.v227

Simeon, op. cit., p 228..1r; ,,:‘ﬁ=: »e,.:,ﬁfTif;»@Kf}

841bid. ! v ' //
‘ 85The statutes of amendment were as follows' The Colleges @;i
. Amendment Act, 1973, chapter 16, Seventeenth Legislature, Second - '

-~ Session; The Department of Advanced Education Améndment Act, - 1973
-~ chapter 21, ‘Seventeenth- Legislature; Second Session, and The- SIS
- Universities Amendment Act, 1973 _chapter: 58, Seventeenth Legislature, g

'.Second Session. See Appendix Q for The Department: of Advanced Education
'Act passed in 1972 (Chapter 28, §eventeenth Legislature, First Session), o
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'-;le79}
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'"“and Appendix R for The Department of Advanced Education Amendment Act
‘passed in 1973 . ',.' &v,~xpg- S

u“se

=

.

The Colleges AmendmentkAct 1973 chapter 16, section 9

87The Department of Advanced Education Amendment Act 1973
L EIEN

This definition of support as a political resource is based

V:i,upon the work of Richard Simeon and’ Herbert KAufman -See: Richard

*;Simeon, Eggeral—Provincial DiplQmacy : gg Making of Recent Policy. in

"~jsCanada.{ (Tpronto: University of. Toronto Press, 1972), PP+ 204 213, -

""Governments.

- and He;b t Kqufman, Politics and Policies in State and Local
Z(Englewood Cliffs:.: Prentice~Hall .1963), pp. 99 lOl

">],In fact though Kaufman treats support as:a strategy rather than a-

‘wff‘resource, that’ is ‘he is concerned with the. lending of sumport: rather_"u_f
"-than an actor s possessing it. It seems that the. differences between S

e the two writers: are d fferences im points of view and therefore

- classification ", When. we are concerned with what actor A-.does we are :'“gj
concerned with supmort as a: strategy. ‘When we are concerned with: what L
"actor B possesses or. receives Cfrom actor A-perhaps) we are concerned

, y with support as‘a- resource. _j- ;;:;-,., . :, ‘“;_

>

B R 89Interview with Dr. W A. Blanchard Associate Dean, Faculty
of Arts, The University of Alberta 3 March 1976 N S
: _ o “-.!7;:j
90Interview with Mr Donaldcﬂlcﬂarper, op. cit.i‘ SRR
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SN 91Interview with Reno Bosetti 'op cit.t,;v-
nglnterview with Dr. W A Blanchard Op.vcit.

o 94Ibid

R 95Herbert Kaufman, Politics and Policies in State and Local"‘
G0vernments (Englewood Cliffs Prentice-Hsll 1963), p. 88, '

96

| : 97 . SRR .

o See, for example, the reported comments of the Minister in
The Calgaryﬁherald 1 August, 1972 The Edmonton Journal 3vAugust,
1972, and The Albertan, 16 September 1972. '

®

v aufman, op. cit., p. 96
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e 99Robert A, Dahl, Mbdern Political Analysis (Third Edition),
(Englewood Cliffs: . Egentice—ﬂall 1976), pp. 42-53, . :

1°°1b1d., PP. 44=45. - T L ?" |
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_ . 102Richard Simeon, op. Citi, pp.,242-243 Simeon is referring=\

. to Charles E: Lindblom' %_definition of: partisan discussion iin: The o
Intelligence of  Democracy: Decisionjmaking Through Mutual’Adjustment .
- (New York:  Free Press, 1965), “pp..-69-72.. :Lindblom. says.that partisan'
discussion is "a form of partisan mutual adjustment in which x .o e
induces ‘a” response from'y: by effecting through communication a. :
reappraisal by y ~of 'his partisan.interests and the means ’to satisfy
" them without x's: actually altering the. objective consequences for y ofi,:

'l- any of his possible responses.:.i; (p. 71) ”j R ‘:f}_n . .

**lOBRichard Simeon, op i' 243 f;;{’5ﬁ' -

,f}\~ f-,clO4Interview wf\h Richard H Cooke, op ii"' N
S 1080y |

' 1:,2%%i1ifliu Interview with Dr. W A Blanch rd op..cit

S -‘j106Interview with Dr K W. Robin De’n of Instruction, ERE

‘-fLethbridge Community College, 10 February, 1976, “There was'a" study S

. done ‘at The University of Alberta which relates to Dr. Robin's point

_';See°f Sharon: Batt and- Christian Janssen, "The Academic Performance of

.- Transfer Students,'"" Colleges 2:1 (February, 1974), 1-4. " The- study

- involved an analysis of the ‘academic performance of- students who

,‘transferred to the Faculty of Business’ Administration at. The University
‘0f 'Alberta’ from junior and community colleges as well as’ technical ﬂ/;

wl”institutes in Alberta. - The: study covered 175 students who- ‘spent- one - ,
. or more of the academic years 1970-71, 1971-72 and 1972 -73 in the \u*f
f‘Faculty of Business’ Administration, after~attending ‘a college .or institute

- The performance of-these students, of whom'a portion lacked:high school

" matriculation and were technically non-admissible to the: Univeraity, was
compared to that of regular students in the Faculty ~ The conclusion of -
"the study was - thiS"’ '"There appears ‘to be no ‘appreciable difference in ¢ :
'.academic performance between transfer: and non—transfer students during ;p_

. the period studied.: - Also, within the ‘transfer. .group, the’ non-admissible .
' did as well asthe. admissible students. . It is true that the non— -,

.. - admissible students vere admitted selectively, and equal performance '

" would not be expected 1f all college students were admitted. However,

it does not' appear that the University needs to fear a reduction in
standards if admissibility of ‘college students was to be based upon -
7their course program and performance at the college" (p 4) :

R 107Interview with Dr. Willard Allen, Associate Vice—President
’fl(Academic), 20 January, 1976 : , S . o

L : 108Alberta Advanced Education, "Toward the Development of
' Provincial Policy for Transferability," ll September 1973, p 5.

”'1091b1d..
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10Interview with Dr. Willard Allen, op.-cit

1llInterview with Dr dilliam/glanchard op cit.
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BRI 19Interview with Dr.
Red Deer College 25 February, 1976

;.'~ 120,

'9-of January 22, 1974, for'a delay ,of ‘action by the’ Department of
Advanced Education, the Board of . Governors of The" Udiversity of .
“‘Alberta said that. it preferred to ‘take.'no action at this time to make
recommendations for® appointments to' the Articulation Council "

‘ 2Interview with Dr. Walter Worth Deputy Minister, Department
of Advanced Education and Manpower, 7 April 1976 ol R
13Interview with Mr Reno\Bosetti op.

""“h: Lo "llA

o

Ibid

R llsInterview with Mr.fDonald C Harper,
-'{"116 -

e 17Interview with Dr. W E Beckel,_op.
118

Interview with Mr. Reno Bosetti, op

..\.

Interview with Mr.;Reno Epsetti,'op

of Calgary took ‘the same position.“

‘threatened.

121Interview with Dr. W. Worth op._cit

281.

[

cit. ,A"

Interview with Dr. Willard Allbn op.;cit.

cit o .;;

Cit- .

cit In its request

" The

N

‘As Bosetti observedﬂ, ‘
e

?tthese refusals to- name representatives helped to: stop the action t
‘However, The" University of Lethbridge already
had named its representative to the Articulation Council on January

Gerald O Kelly, Director of Academics,

L o

22Interview‘w‘ith Mr. Reno Bosetti, op.

23Interview with Dr. W E Beckel op.

Ibid ’«_lv

Interview with Mr. John Harr, op. e,

126Interview with Reno Bosetti, op. cit

127
{l28

Transfer of

Alberta," April, 1974, pp. 1-4

were not ¢o

cit

t.

Interview with W E Beckel op. cit.A

"A Mechanism for the Resolution of Problems of Admission and
Credit Within the Systems ‘of Post- Secondary Education in "

4, selected.
ngidered "recognized" colleges._-“

: 9Correspondence W E Beckel to James
1974, p. 2. .

B 0Corres'pondence, W E. Beckel to James
: '1974"p0 2. "

Alberta Vocational Centres

L Foster, ?9 May,

L. Foster 2 April
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S ,31Correspondenceiiw.q.tBeckel‘to:JamesIL. EoSter, 29,Méy,_l974,s
P: -; - . .‘i - ,.,,~,, Lo 5 S
132 “Alberta Advanced Education, 'The Council on Admissions and’
Transfer," Proposed’ Terms of ReEErence, Composition Guidelines for -
Policy Development General Policy Statements, September, 1974, pp._ e
3- 4, selected Emphasis is the writer S, : S

- 133

Interview with Dr..G 0. Kelly, op i

;4"134

R Interview with Dr. W Worth, op. cit
e ""fwl35Ibid -‘ : 4.: /-‘
; AT Interview with Mr. R Bosetti,_op cit.af.» ‘
o l'137 e : ". L e
SR Alberta Department of Advanced Education, Transferability :
S Policies and Gu 'elines " November 1973, P, 8 IR N :

S ;:'138 i S, -1:v~:,r;:7“f'j“h
. Inter.;ew“with Mr.,R. Bosetti, op Bol v e

R ‘140For example, in 1976 =17, the Council published its first J
'iannual course ‘and program: registry of: credit equivalences for\post—»-

L "3secondary institutions. -Each issue of the guide has proved. useful ‘to S
L many. publics and has: ‘beenannually updated and ‘expanded. In that same
i‘fvyear, the Council adOpted a set .of" "procedural guidelines governing
~u;,transfer negotiations" among post-secondary institutions, a goal long

' 'sought by the’ public colleges particularly.- Also, in 1976- 77,_the:;w1‘a5”

~ Council’ commissioned 'a study of post-secondary program quotas in .

“accord: with its terms of reference.. Further,- by 1978, the Council 8 B

" 'membership ‘has ‘been changed from nine to~ eleven members..  Thus, its - ";n;%;;

" present membership stands at four representatives from the universities,

Z‘I”ffour representatives.from the public colleges, one: -representative from
.+ the technical institutes” and’ one representative from the: Alberta‘

'VZVocationa14Centres plus a chairman._ For a detailed review of the i,' }
~Council’s deliberations ‘and accomplishments see: Alberta’ Council on -
”Admissions and Transfer. Annual Reports (1975-76 1976—77 197%—78 and

} l978 79) SR R ..g ;f

2 e

141Interview with Dr. W E Beckel op. cit..s\,f e
\‘\ 142Interview with Mr. Donald Harper op. cit. :f



| f_?Finally, several implications which are suggested by the study will be

“:{';identified and discussed

”fffissue was designed to reveal

. PR

':t?political situation.. Then a number of conclusions related to each of B

' SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS =

Low o o EE L RN

1i:yThis final chapter bégins with a: SYROPSiS Of the key develop--5'

) ments in the escalation and resolution of the transfer issue as a

\-« A

.'7Y:f'the major analytical categories og\chapter five will be stated

Vel

As outlined in chapter one,.this case study of the transfer:k}}jﬁrﬂ;

Lot

“,l'fadoption or change, and

l The origin of uhe issue and the key factors in its .

B 'A'Q.

'ﬂi_escalation after 1971.; h jf;j}f;h»idnvfg°;ﬁ;,p,-””,7;7“fv}5I*gﬂz7

'*Af;‘21° The major circumstances which accounted for the resolution

rfof the issue becoming a matter of public or governmental policy.

;"-:513} The response of the Hepartment of Advanced Education tobf

» ythe issue and the chief reasons why its proposals proved controversial

& 4 The response of~certain interest groups to the Department s

?proposals especially their efforts to enc h‘age or prevent their

LT d\v .

‘fﬂSQJ The relative influence of the key actors—-the colleges, ggf‘

SRS
Lok

cepl

'f‘the universities and the Department-—upon the resolution of the issue R



vfwhich\was:achieved‘in 1974;»"',.’ Iij Qu‘yu‘i“

‘ 5 | - ' .‘.';--“- \-,“‘ . ' v“ ..284. A‘. ]
A synopsis of each of these main ' aspects of ‘the study follows. -

~

, ,;‘f_Origin and Escalation of the Issue
E 'l"ﬁa~;j . o

This study revealed that the transferability issue originated

'h;vw with the egpanding aspirations of the community college movement" in .-*

Alberta post-secondary education. A major feature of this movement in

Alberta was the increasing dissatisfaction of the @olleges with the T;?j"

procedures for effecting the transfer of students from college

R
»

1’ programs into university programs.- The results of this dissatisfaction

were the colleges rejection of the concept of affiliation and their lf‘f,

Suggestion that a college effect transferability mainly through its ’f.i';

- own recommendation for advanced placement in a university program.,i"*if'

1¥l This rbjection and suggestion by the colleges was resisted by the

. l

universities but there were differences among the universities them— f;f”'

ki

':: selves regarding the particular admissibility and advanced credit

policies they favored.v By 1971, confusion and conflict among the

colleges and universities over particular university transfer policies
o

and the idea Of transferability P(Oduced> a significant issue in post- J

ORI \\g S .';p,;f?j;:i:;w:""'

——

secondary education.,l '“-‘@rwtﬂ }“;;'r’/f:*;.“

'tv. The escalation of the issue after 1971 seems to have been
primarily related to the so-called Trial Proposal of the Alberta

Colleges Commission and the creation of the Department of Advanced

'.ff Education by a newly—elected Progressive Conservative Government...ggf\"u

Lol _;' s

The failure of the universities to endorse the Trial Proposal ,and the

consequent discontent this produced and the Department s "take—over

' | S5
of the Commission implied that the transfer issue could become a . -



P
.«

s

"_matter of more direct governmental interest By 1973 the Coordination
‘?Policy of the Department of Advanced Education made explicit the
uﬁgovernment s interest——a resolution of the issue would be imposed if

}1the colleges and the universities themselves could not agree on af:' ”
, system—wide transfer policy.- | _ “ | | L
. e e ._‘..,_. o ) -'.. ‘ L : v". K ; i . v

;‘-“The Resolution of the Issue as a Matter of Public Poliqy _;5
There is no question that the increasingly explicit intentions

v!-»ff'of the Department of Advanced Education and its administrative

ifhhfreorganization during 1972 and 1973 affected the debate over transfer;;; o

'fability and the manner of its eventual resolution.- In contrast to. the Aup~

'"ifprevious Social Credit Government, the Department of Advanced

. (J ’

;5 TEducation became an active third party in the resolution of what was, alf"h

'"JhTf?in the beginning, a dispute between individual universities and

”tf,bfcolleges.. The involvement of the Department seems to have been S

'hirelated to the desires of both its politi/al and bureaucratic leader-fu

1 :ffship to hasten the settlement of an issue which in their judgement, f-'ii -

’ *s

: 3-;;:had gone on too long The issue was embarassing to the Minister and

:fh;frustrating to his senior officials who sought to realize“more fully

T«jv‘the Department s avowed mandate to coordinate post—secondary education.go =

"":?.Transferability was an aspect of coordination and a. failure to resolve ,h

f-this issue was a failure, on the Department s part to coordinate f

‘ 7.';Q%post-secondary education Undoubtedly ,the position of the Minister R

 and his senior officials on the kind of. policies which should be e

;ﬂg:adopted and on the role the Department might play in this was 5.

.”iin*‘influenced by certain recommendations of the Worth Report.- Indeed

ifthe government s appointment of Dr. WOrth as Deputy Minister of

cE S
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-v'fﬁff

Advanced}Education ensured that the resolution of the fran.

question would become a matter of Departmental policy.‘,“7 ‘
The Controversy Over the Departmené"s Transferability Proposals

Y

, In the absence of a comprehensive transfer agreement among.
post secondary institutions, deSpite bilateral efforts and govern—f e

ff mental urging, the Department announced its own "transferability

ot

policy guidelines" in the latter part of 1973 In essence, these,:fi fﬂ

= \policies proposed that transferability normally should be effected by

<« -

' the sending institution recommending advanced credit by the establish—*»

$

B ment of a post-secondary Articulation Council and by the Department s

( s

o j use if necessary, of arbitration powers to settle disputes. Also,._f,* 4
. _ )

!ﬁ G
the Department said it would implement these policies at a specified e

3

time if an alternative policy had not by that time, been agreed to
by t\e,universities and colleges In these policies and in this

threat, the colleges found encouragement for their position., The

o N . L S
universities on the other hand, opposed the adoption of such policies SLD

v"ailey were "interventionist LE "dangerous in their implicatiOns _f.n'

and, given existing legislation, "illegal ", However, the universities
‘75;‘ff* concluded that the Department might change existing legislatioh and
thereby adopt such policies | It is clear that the Department s}bold @5 |
initiative and explicit threat was meant to mohilize the universitits |
1 fi to negotiate an early settlement of transfer questions with the
| colleges.‘ It is also clear that this tactic worked though the final

Qlfff'r resuft of the negotiations was not entirely satisfactory to the fﬁjt;”

]~»colleges..‘,'g;f - "f;’:a}'";".f;“'ii f‘vfhﬁ‘f{;gh‘&“rf .é"fj"h ARSI
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The Response of Interest Groupstf Negotiation and Compromise

i‘j This study showed that when the universities and the colleges

v

l» met in the early months of l974, each group had distinctive interests

1 /

1 and goals. For the colleges, the main task in discussions was to

¢

encourage the adoption, in large part, of the transferability policies ;

Aff which ‘the Department had proposed For the three major universities, lfg'i
A _) © o

'7,j~the main task was to encourage their amendment since their adoption,' S

in some form, could not likely be prevented The process and the

L : PRV

'product of these inter-institutional negotiations in 1974 reveals that
. ./_v

/

.Tcompromise was, evident on both sides but that the universities were

/

},vmore shccessful in accomplishing their main task than were the colleges

o k ?in accomplishing theirs.-:ab?”
. S [RR ,/ .

J{ff‘The Influence of thejActors on the Resolution Of the ISSUe

The previous comments suggest that the universities were more
‘ ,'_»c

",successful as ‘an interest group than were the colleges., This is

/"-;secondary education. ;"'

\.Their complete jurisdiction for all college admissions and first year "d'lﬂ

"?fgbecause the two-fold policy outcome of the transfer controversy was»nV».”:‘“
{*iimore consonant with the expressed interests and goals oﬁ the univer— A
fi:;sities thanithe interests -and goals of the COllegeS Concretely this.
iafis seen in- the transfer policies which the Universities Coordinating
AhiiCouncil adopted in May, l974 despite objections from the colleges,

'“jand in the restriction of the powers of the Council on Admissions and

L Transfer to those specifically delegated to it by institutions of post-*ﬂigf

r The colleges realized what interests they did largely because

'Mftof the influence of an ally, the Department of Advanced Education.: i{fffg f



programs, for example, was linked to the shpport of the Department for

l their cause Nor is there little doubt it was the Department which x

\\

insisted that the establishment of an articulation council be égﬁ
representative of all types of post—secondary/institutions.; Furthertjila;“:
the colleges position on Council membershig/did not prevail when the o
'.: Minister finally established it. .Also, t e universities conciliatory

attitude in 1974 seems to have been rel?ted more to the Department s

threat of intervention than to persuas ve. arguments by the colleges. N

Thus, all actors were influential in vhe resolution of the issue but

the Department and the universities.had more impact on the resolution o o

‘inally achieved than did the colleges
c Ngius_;qi«_s" .

Some key generalizat ons have emerged from this investigation._f4 :
"gs the important insights which were
provided by the analyticil.scheme used ;n the investigation. Theﬁlf:lv |

conclusions concern the 0verall significance of several specific i?;f R

developments and as ects of the case and relate t& the nature of the

P

'Lb“issue the impacl of the social and institutional context on the

contest of ac;ors interests, the intimate relationship of political

I"j} reSOurces t_'strategies and tactics and finally, what factors are

w*the mos fimportant in explaining the outcome of the controversy.,n:heylzaniy

main conclusions are these'- l'- -L}l' .*ﬁ o

”u”fl;‘ The transfer issue was ‘a multifaceted issue. This is of

: J{

;;;,' fundamental significance in understanding the development and resolu-;-

tion of the controversy.,--[jf’ {i’{_?.fg<;fg*'*’

«

"f In the first instance,‘this characteristic of the iSSue meant i



oor o e . . S ' BRI o
ER -that the search for solutions to specific problems, such ns the

-

i‘ standards appropriate for college*admission, had. constantly to, be ’

conducted in the face of unresolved underlying iseues.m Of these i

-

‘underlying issues, the appropriate role‘pf the college institutions in -

’L post—secondary education and the reconciliation of institutional

’:-autonomy with the idea of system coordination have been the most
-enduring dilemmas“forNinstitutions a;hyﬁgr governmental authoritiesrif;'

' Secondly, the‘complexity of the issue.andvits unique'5'
: i":Flnmanifestation in particular situations often produced proposals for o

o. “ s

‘ffsolution at a lewel of generality or abstraction which seemed meaning— e
less. This was because they were too comprehensive and presented too

”'i.imany difficulties in their concrete application.’ Certainly, the Trial

N

'gsf~;Proposal of the Colleges Commission and the Coordination Policy of the
:vDepartment of Advanced Education were regarded this way by the

‘l"‘

f*hléuniversities.- In contrast, the prdposal of Drs. Kreisel and Allen, at

s

JfffThe University of Alberta, encountered a’ different sort of criticism.‘,;-"°

!ff;ln the judgement of the colleges and the Department, their approach

o

z:Qlike that recommended by Dr. Mowat in 1971 would not however allow hjf

l .

“°VVJ?;for the development 0£ a SXSt J!%QE 301“t1°“ to the problem Of

xv‘vf”transfer. ; Simply, the Kreisel Allen proposal was not comprehensive Ee

w0 ‘,'

Thirdly, the multiplicity of transferability proposals produced

‘ :?5¢1a confusing debate, the proposition of which was never exactly the
"ffsame over the period of debate. The advancement of several proposi-:'i

S N e ol

L tions at once meant increased confusion and delay over solution.'fFor %gf o

.4". el

"3example, for some time there was not agreement that the problem was to

'3ﬂldesign the means to improve articulation in post-secondary education. -



Some in the universities thought that such an: effort was not only - I

' K

' impossible but was neither necessary nor desiﬁable ‘ Thus, the s
o ; )
transfer issue was a quarrel about both means and ends in post-'

» N
: K s . <

secondary educational policy and practice. ;7J,
‘ - "y, . - ) B .
-D. K Jardine has'reminded us that the subject of transfer-':'

°

S ahility is, at once both simple and complex.z. Its simplicity, he \ -“

: saya, is about the mechanisms for facilitating movement through an

educational system without anyone suffering undue penalty in the

‘ credit ledger.' However'~ l;;”h_';_'n -s]?‘.“ (R

,*‘Its complex nathre is rooted in the fact that transferability is ,
& 'the acceptance by one institution of another institution '8 credits
 and courses . . . complexity is' embodied. in the question of ;.
whether Community Colleges have the. authority to initiate ‘and . »
name courses which, ipso facto, become ‘dppropriate. preparation
: for, and are therefore part of, a . . . baccalaureate degree R
e granted by a University. : e L (

The attempt to answer this question in its sgve al aspects and

- i_plications is what the transfer iSSue in Alberta was all about.‘ :

2. To the extent that governmental policy, the climate of

\i

gpiniOn and prevailing ideas constitute ‘a. strategic environment for a’

political situation, they provide support to some actors interests

and are. a constraint upon the interests of other actors. For mast of

'-the period 1971 to 1973, the capacity of the universities to;press'

their interests was constrained by the more "popular" interests and

T r.
oy Lt

goals of their opponents o
- - Ty oo :
It is clear that the policy and actionsJ of the Department of

’Advanced Education during 1972 and 1973 revealed a new context fori
'decisiOn-making on. transferability. To the extent that;decisions |
‘about admiseion or advanced credit affected how studeyts might move?.
bwithin a system" of post secondary education, the Department, as a

. ¢ /‘

N et f

) ’
,r} . B -~ /
S o .
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"lprepared to influence such decisions in the interests dgb"syst7/,‘mc

‘&coordination Thus, the idea of systemic harmony, combined with

291.

coordinating agency with responsibility for the entire system, was l '

& "f."

LRI

ZZthe prevailing ethos of democratization and greatér public l,%i o

/

"accountability in higher education favored the point of view of the

E lLDepartment and the colleges over that of the universities.a The demand

of the colleges for eased admiSSion and transfer policies and for

'government. Alone, the deliberations of the Senate Task Force at the:ff-»”m'

»;'was seen as resisting the dominant ethos in post—secondary education

‘Q‘loosened ties with particular universities can be seen as consonant
*with the general mood and call of the public at the time and with theuﬁrw

N Ciw ARTPEREIRE T
“j‘views of those who claimed to represent "the public interest " the . -

fUniversity of Alberta reveal that the. predominant climate of opinion’,‘_':“_,_-v:=

at the time was an important form of political support for the

7'}

, / -
Department and the colleges. Because the position of the universities .
‘ 1.4 . . »/’l .

&

7vand in the conduct of government,\their point of view was unpopular

.and therlfore weakened - The essential meaning of this situation for

‘the uniVersities ‘was this the only realistic solution to the R

"controversy was one which wduld be seen as responsive to some of the ,

]aspirations and expectations of the colleges and the public. In‘;l“

)

o additioh it was very important that the solution devised be acceptable
':to the Department of Advanced Education.; In fact this latter
.requirement ultimately proved to be a ‘more - important one for the
i universities to meet than that the policies devised be entirely

'?satisfactory to the colleges.

3

3. While -the government is not an interest gr oup, it does

however have its own quota of interests to advance and ‘this cannot be

Sy



’ *“ignored in'underStandinggthe develdpment and‘resolutiOn‘of'a political“

i - N

.situation. As thatgpart of . government having formal respoh%ibility

’1for the policies which ;houldgovern all post-secondary educationu the '

";TDepartment of Advanced Education wag itself a decisive elemdht in the v

’-resolution of the transfer controversy which was achieved in l97&
1: It is clear that the Department s interests and goals were , -
' jrealized in large measure, because it was the government With a -

prdeclared policy of its own on tranferability, the Department helped to

R create politically active groups and encouraged the bargaining of

i'interest groups not only with each other but with itself over policy

'ffalternatives., An example of this, of _course, was- the modification of ﬂf"“‘"”"

‘,-the universities position which’ the Department s policy (and threat)jfzf}}fi;w

o aeventually produced This is both a fact in this particular case andiﬂfd;.?n'

’h.}an important theoretical point which concerns the study of politicsbkx
“v7and policy—making We need to recognize that government is not to be”i"
igunderstood primarily as an independent arbitrator of interest group

f:a;gﬁals Rather, government considers group interests along with its own -

7‘ibinterests and thereby limits or aids the op\ration of group interests

‘.’.

tThe capacitx of government ty both arbitrate other s interests and be ﬁi
':an advocate of its own interests is related to its ﬁormal official
or public" status in political struggles—-it has a degree of "h' "e &

bk flegitimacy, authority and power unmatched by private" groups -"]g_'l

i4;_ Political resources and tactics are: intimately related and i'€§§

» 'those actors who mobilize other actors by forcing them to act enjoy
- . ——
- thegpossession of unique political resources. The effective use of

: .threat as a tactic of inducement by the Department of Advanced P

“Education was based upon the belief by other actors that a*legislative

S . .
: - k3 . . -1,
B \



'»i_threat of intervention in 1973 credible and therefore effective.,

o

293,

- resolution ofithe-controvefsy wasia[real pbssibilityQ

.'Perhaps more'than most'tactics, threat*reveals-the need fbr,

s

. distinctive political-reSOurces. " As well threat as a tactical choice ‘

+

"shows how important is the subjective dimension of political resources

- “and contraints. If a threat is to be effettive it must be credible-- o

_other actors must believe that, given certain conditions, a promised

“action will be taken This makes threat a risky tactic to. some degree

\

'kbecause if the "leff" is called and the threatener 1s not willing to -

I,.

'hmake good the threat, then the bargaining reputation of an actor is :

N

1.'jeopardized and his future committments may be questioned ’Thevf;i

R ,credibility of a. threat therefore rests on. the user s capacity to o

4convince other actors that he can withhold something from\them or can 2

|-

bimpose something on them, that is, the threat can be made good on the ';',

v basis of the threatener s possession of certain political resources.r.

'd‘5uThe Department's formal authority to advance legislative changes':"ian

-‘5\

1",appears to have been the requisite political reSOurce which made its

J"

Transferability negotiations between the universities and the colleges
'{?lwere an: almost immediate result of this tactical choice and a change inff.

'ifi'the position of the universities also resulted

5. While the outcome of the transferability controversy was’

L ’ ’ é |
‘a product of several factors opgratingﬁtogether the most important

: determinant of the outcome and the relative influence of the actors was - -

- ) oy

\

~ -

3l_the distribution of—Poiitical reSOUICEB “and the strategic and. tactical S

3l:vopportunities these prbvided

With respect to the distribution of politiéal resources, we

[

" can say first that the Department possessed more resources than any ‘of
‘v.‘ . P . N

Lo



| the other’actors,' Secondly, the resources of the other actors—-the j

“colleges and the universities-—depended mostly on - how well the

Vv N~

Department as the central actor took their views into account . Clearly

'”had specific legal authority to control most aspects of transferability

'(in The Universities Act), their political resources located inj‘

'Alegislation were not secure because of the Department s suggestion -

fﬂthat the legislation could be changed

.i:jbthe Department. The keystones of this improved influence for the |

”:;] It is ihteresting to note that though the colleges had always

-

\.

:‘“fbeen closer to the Departmentis position on transferability, it was s

‘°.fl974, their discernible yielding of position in the presidents

2

'and its willingness td modify the terms of influence of its proposed

._,gcolleges as it turned out) to have the Minister establish an ?jﬂ'f
'*Lw-fartiCulation council It appears that ‘one of the 1 most important
vresults of the presidents negotiations was, therefore, the Depart-f"

-‘itfment 8 decision to. "back off" from a policy it said it w0uld impose

articulation council in ways which the universities favored more than

)

-did the colleges._~

The Department 8 action in this respect is interesting

'K,

'jbecause it seems to‘violate a truism of political conflict, namely,

’the most important political resource of the colleges was the support .

o ?which the Department gave to their views. And though the universities.

1~fnegotiations and their willingness (somewhat greater than that of the .-.f

e

search for a settlement which will recognize the interests of the other‘

[

*~g_the universities in the final result, who were more influential with L
: : ) R

juniversities seems to have been their evident conciliatory attitude in i

. \-b

’Lthat the actor who controls most of the resources is less motivated to ..



’ '1to reach when conflict is greater.v In this case, it appears that the

295,
actors. How can we explain the Department s action in.the latter ‘
hhalf of 19747‘ The answer to ‘this question involves the rejection of .~

‘_Lanother apparent truism of politics namely that agreement is harder

. . \r - e
»d Sy
3

”-very‘existence of severe conflicts in position or” at least the wide-?lh"i' E/,
ﬂ’spread recognition that prolonged conflict would be mutually ;w;gh:. g
.fdestructive to all actors, was a powerful incentive to produce a :
:'settlement The relatively rapid settlement of the issue during |
‘several months of 1974, compared to: the previous four years or more of |
iécontroversy; suggests this conclusion.5 Thus,)severe conflict itself -
.rimay not make agreement difficult in a political situation, what is
iperhaps most significant is that the contestants are able to find some
t,fcommon ground‘ While neither the colleges the Department; nor“thev |

:f;'universities agreed that the issue was finaily resolved in May, 1974

f?these actors did agree thét a major mechanism for SOIution over time '\

.”“Pi5iwas available in the establishment of the Council on Admissions and | EEn fvibj.

T

‘[fTransfer., To the extent that there was agreement about the essential

:i"-f_need for the Council the actors discovered what might be called a

common interest.fi

: f,J»p‘ ’

The implications which ar suggested by an investigation',‘.t
o ;attach distinctive meanings to 8| mething examined ' For this writer,,l‘?: -

-the main implications of this s'udy reside in three areas. (l).fV'H‘ Q; i?' Hdc,
'v,suggestions for additional rel ted research (2) conceptual and V

-t

",theoretical insights regardin) the study of politics and policy—making, =



. e SR "Q“.‘ ':A... e “_”
jand, (3) practical suggestions for decision—making and administration

“ in post-secondary education. e

2fSuggestions for Related Research

) e l Because the establishment of the Council on Admissions and
';;‘Transfer was an incomplete resolution of the controversy, the operation
- iof this Council ahd its work since December 1974 likely deserves ;'

_h. careful examination While this would be an important study in itself

fJ

:it should thl‘OW additi(\mal light on the nature of the transfer 1ssue R

e ‘ . o T
.ffand its solution inva’ developmental and evolutionary manner. vft
8 ;2Qf We have Seen the importance of contextual factors in the S

1fdevelopment and outcome of the transfer controversy. At least two of;\ R

f{:these factors deserve more independent and 1n-depth attentiOn—-the _.y |
u‘e}"Coordination Policy,' including its revision in 1976 and the "Draft |
:“.Adult Education Act " proposed by the Department of Advanced Educationr
ghjin July, 1974 and withdrawn in January, 1976 f These developments gfﬂV““
fytouched the transfer controversy but it iS¢Clear they were" thQ.SOurceiffff'

Cge

_gof other important controversies as well Since these developments’yf R
: T

-involved the same actors as did the transfer controversy, it would be.“j;‘r”

iinteresting to see what differences would be evident in the dynamics o
\.-/ ;

8 I
x,of conflict, the role of government and the relative influence of the»f;;iﬁf_

B

o actors on the outcome in each case.’ pﬁ'”'

>h3'The Study of Politics and Policy-making

’1. In the first instance, this investigation implies that the fff;ﬂhszih

‘Scheme for analysis was useful, that is, it provided insights into

"fv:significan aspects of the politics of policy—making ‘as. regards the

“'transfer issue. Thus, while the particular nature of the issue and the



'jparticulariinterests of the actors yere fundamental emphasisiin the

: ;analysis, we saw the importance of.considering the effect of indivi-
:jﬁduals, governmental structure and policy and ideas or climates of
?'opinion upon the issuegand upon the actors’interests and goals,.their

‘-political resources and their strategic and tactical choices :Inf7g}g

'"f,Particular, the result of our analysis suggests that the fundamentals JEREI

‘*fof politics—-the conflict of interests-—is probably not well under—f'f:,a-f“v

"'stood without attention to how interests and goals are formed and

lgh'modified and what actors can or cannot do in a political situation.,nif':'“'

K]

'ii 24 Second it appears that policy—making is not by and large,T: h,l;;

b'fgé»simply ‘a matter of "problem—solving" in which "decision~makers

”~{]identify some "common goal and try to find the "be!t"psolution j»7

V;QV;Rather, it is a. matter of several groups having different interests and'_’.’_'v__f:E o

““;‘making different policy choices which cannot easily be weighed againstj"ys_hff:

S s ‘
’_,;each other in some. cost-effective" way

:'rom an analytical point of

e view, it therefore appears that the most i portant questions to ask in o
T AT -

| 'f-dthe study of policy—making are: still those of Lasswell who gets what _f}s’*ij

hif?when and how9‘if;f;d?;;g
: ":;f 3;i Casehstudies, such asvthis one, present both opportunities ;i'
;:"d pﬁ?blems for those interested in theorizing about politics and i
2:licy—making. Case studies undoubtedly provide ‘a- sense of the
.if{complexity and‘nuances of real world policy-making which thoseiiv

: interested in more abstract model-building should remember But the

Y

u'flfact that individugl case studies tend to be uniQue, even isolated andv wf; -

L involve different issues, analytical techniques and questions the

-?fgenera}izing about politics and policy-making is made difficult

) H'because comparison is difficult.; It is possible that some of these



P

| problems might be overcome Programs of coordinatedggase/studies B

- which apply similar questions, methods of analysis and interpretive

4r'frsmeworks to a carefully selected set of iSSues could reveal important

.“-,5generalized aspects of political behavior and policy—making..~I’“

'ffcontrast, the application of different models to a single case might

v 4 X ,fv o
‘_aalso be useful e

V;:;sSome Practical Suggestions for Decision—making,and”Administration S

m‘i l In the debate over transferability, little attention, if :{."'
'fj’any,‘was given to the actual degree of academic success or failure

=fytransfer students met compared to students whose entire university

_‘5»;3.studies were taken in a. single university or whose admission to

't's_;luniversity study was by regular matricdlation Nor was there any

i}"serious advocacy of such studies such that data relevant to the_‘”j:L_J¥&9571"”

Tffffcontroversy might have been svailable to help settle some specific y‘:f“':

Jfﬂ‘idebates.; As a device for monitoring the effectiveness of decisions on .

'Vf“f?transferability and program articulation, perhaps such comparative

v;‘fstudies should be initiated and the results shared widely among post- xff;?.if

';}secondary institutions This suggestion of c 6rse, aSSumes that theg.éif;ghf

o“'

tvfpzsearch for information relevant to policy questions will make more
rational" their resolution .
'”_;r{”z This investigation makes very clear the need for

,‘f’institutional administrations to be aware and sensitive to certain

"'i socio—political realities and chsnges in these if they intend to be

‘[_[influential as political participants._ This is to suggest of course,

”"fthat reliable knowledge is at least the beginning of effective ,ﬁﬂ“

""jinfluence, if not power, in a political situation.. Those who

Cd



_ o _ 299.,
‘recognize this need will see for example, the crucial significance f,if‘,

Za . . o S
of legislation and legislative change as a means and as a protection

vtc_for the realization or containment of interests in a«controversial o

‘,v'situation

‘;?SF; The inability or unwillingness of university representa—~li '
? tives“to‘speak for their:institution was often a source of difficulty Jf -
"in the resolution of the transfer controversy | Undoubtedly this was n’

féhrelated to the large size and diversity of universities and to the 'KL;;;ginj.

':wf.traditions of academic governance within them This suggests that

'h;uniwersity people particularly try to answer these questions IHou:&j,,;

'_can spokesmanship in the university be improved without jeopardizingljlf‘if”'

AN

L *the concept of academic governance’ and How can administrativeslfi

fii'procedures be devised which will be more immediately responsive to ‘ bgf

‘;":problems which arise in interinstitutional relatibnships’-;f}7‘3> i

“i;l'fh}g}From the point of view df day—to—day decision-making and

“lffadministration, policy constitutes a general solution or guide for

3 S

“fsolving several specific problems or- carrying out certain particular

5:iactions., This dpes not mean, however, that broad intentiOns regardingﬂfiffjﬁ7fﬁ
‘fla certain matter can always be decided first by so-called "policy-l?]i_.‘“'V

i;ﬁ:makers.;- Nor does it mean that one can easily recognize gh@n a 1%_‘;g_
S e RN R
'ﬂw'particular action or way of doing something is or is not wlthin the "g”g:,';f

b'a'limits of a broad intention.- In some respects, it appears that thef.fvi

e

"-:Department s, approach up to the end of 1973 was to make assumptions j.*f’

P _l» .,‘,ot

S such as these. It seemed to expect post-secondary institutions to f{;f;'
”*_agree to general policies on. transferability, including the creationiﬂllﬂt
ug:.of an articulation council This expectation perhaps minimized the BIEECON T

A e i
e support for the Council ‘a8 system—wide forum for policy-making which_f”



““'presumably, the Department thought was so important to create. Why 3

o ‘could not the Department have created\the Council first (and,earlier w o

v'7u in the course of the controversy) and let the general policies for o
N ; :

'i.transferability be developed by it7' By this strategy,particular }

problems in particular institutions might have become more matters for,}n.fﬁ o

2

b”fjoint solution by Council members rather than being,’as they often

._".

ﬂ.;were,simply reasons for objecting to this on that broad poIisy\proposali?: '

1

: :7;”because its application to pargicular situations would prove too o o

o A O L
"N?TtrOublesome. Thus bureaucrats who work at some distance from the o

i”:;'daily operation of post-secondary institutions, need to consider

b':ffbcarefully the problems as well as the opportunities that their

n:'kintentions and interventions may present._ i;"" £

o
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" THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
. - EDMONTON, CANADA L
T6G 2E1 o

FACULTY OF}DUCATION )
- DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL

/BMlNI‘TRATION

Room 7-150

February l _1976

- o T TN P . Lo : , _
 bear .. “5'7'-3'v£j:f - ST Y R
4 . I am a- doctoral student at the Unlver51ty of Alberta
presently engaged in: dlssertatlon research - The maln purpose of ¢
. the study is to examlne ‘recént. efforts (especrally 51nce 1970) to’=
'resolve "the transfer 1ssue"_1n Alberta. The issue is viewed, o
vbroad terms,vas concernlng the acceSS1b111ty of persons -£o hlgher-
_ education’ and.the type of .arrangements which might ex1st among. -
. '1nst1tutlons to- fac111tate this- acce551b111ty - In narrower terms,
P the 1ssue is con51dered as’ a problem in- dec1d1ng the. degree of
' advanced credlt if any; ‘a student should receive upon transferr ng
- from one - 1nst1tutlon to another, -as from a. college to a. unlver51ty
More recently, ‘the 1ssue has arlsen -as. 3. problem 1n publlc pOllCY";‘
“maklng on the matter of artlculatlon in a system of post-secondary
‘,_fgeducatlon., In partlcular, I am 1nte ested in obtalnlng 1nformat10n
~. rélated 'to the. Views of interest groupg on- this issue and the '
'“U01rcumstances which . account for. the contYsye sy becomlng a’ matter

.f:of direct: governmental lnterest as: shown: by ? policy proposals_-”'_ v
. related- to. adm1551ons ‘and’ transfer credlt presentedmbymthe Department
faof Advanced Educatlon ln late 1973 _‘;;1;';_ BT e

In the course of my 1nvestlgatlon, I have 1dent1f1ed a number'h

"fffof persons from whom ‘I might: seek lnformatlon .and’ oplnron as: regards .fwff'f

" ‘this issue. - You have beén 1dent1f1ed as such a’ ‘person-and I would"
T-apprec1ate your assrstance I would 11ke to have an- 1nterv1ew w1th
1fyou _The’ interview would be approximately 30 mlnutes ‘in length and
T would ‘tape-record-it. At no. time will an entlre t?anscrlpt of the

.p'lnterv1ew be used in ‘the dlssertatlon.i Further, should’ there be",”

. certain-statements wh1ch ‘you:would not. want ‘attributed to. you '

Lo fpersonally, but whlch are deemed essentlal 1nformat10n for this o

'~:{the515, then ‘such" statements will be. attrlbuted to"a spokesman,"pnﬂ '

formed observer" or some. other approprlate anonymous acknowledgement.ff;f{

‘7ffnl I would appre01ate rece1v1ng cqples of any documents-—especlally

LT T

“Comti i
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letters, p031t10n papers, brlefs or reports—~wh1ch ampllfy or 1llus-h'f'
trate your taped comments and observatlons.i,_' Y 4 -

: ?D4“,f' I plan to conduct 1nterv1ews in your area durlng February
. v 23=25. and ‘March 1-5. I hope.that we can arrange ‘to . meet- onv6§e of
these dates.A'}gb_ui B . _- ‘ DT e S
Should you dec1de to grant my request, please complete and
‘ireturn the enclosed Interv1ew Conflrmatlon ‘sheet.at your. earliest .
_ convenlence, if’ you w1ll not. be avallable, please suggest another
E person whom I;mlght contact for 1nformatlon.= Should: you.wish. to
.contact me by phone, I can: be’ reached’ at my home——434 7817 (pl
call collect)——or offlce——432 3094 (please 1eave message) N
' . R e e T ' ”ﬂ TR
' Thank you for your help.rﬂw; N L R :*("-“”7
' Loy Yours téuly . - "

?:fBJéL/eb_7fﬁ sloel ;‘.,j:-l f",}b.ﬁr:John C.;Long.;,‘f“u”b’.
S Bnell T e T e T e
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INTERVIEW CONFIRMATION

35' “" Please return this sheet at your earllest convenlence 1n the 2
'stamped self-addressed envelope prov1ded* gl - :

‘iia..Réépondéhtfé Néme"’“i e Phone\No.- Lo

(

2 Durlng February 23 =25 and March 1-5, 1 w1ll be avallable for

'f an- 1nterv1ew on .. R L N ,' at“.' L

‘date e o time

» N.B.: One. of the above alternatlves w1ll be conflrmed in advance.

)

3. I W1ll not be avallable durlng the day5'spe01f1ed but w1ll be

avallable on

date(s) o tlme(s)

I

4. I w1ll not be avallable but suggest you mlght contq@@ the

follow1ng person(s)

name o ~ address . o . phone’no. .

-

name ° < address . = " . _phone no.

&

name = . " address = . phone no.

R &

‘Thank you.

” ) T
‘John C. Long ¢ L
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Dr Wlllard F. Allen, Assocrate Vlce-PreS1dent (Aca emlc), The -
Unlver51ty of Alberta : :

Dr Harold S, Baker, Chalrman, Counc1l on Admlsslons and Transfer.
Dr W. E. Beckel Pre51dent, The Unlver51ty of Lethbrldge

Dr.:H. Betz; Vlce—Dean, Faculty of Arts and Sc1ence, The.Universityv

of Calgary : o . : o ) . -
Dr. Donald Black, Department of Educatlonal Psychology, The'Uhiversity,.
“of Calgary : o

~ Dr. W. A, Blanchard Assoc1ate Dean Faculty of Arts, Therniversity
of Alberta. o "

.

"~ R. AL Bosetti, A551stant Deputy Mlnlster, Alberta Advanced Educatlon ‘
~-and Manpower.»,‘ ’ _ o .

:?b'w A. Doug Burns, A551stant Reglstrar and Adm1531ons Offlcer, Thevbv
: Unlver51ty of Alberta. : : : s
Y : ~ : : .
-ff~Professor Phlllp Butterfleld, Assoc1ate Dean, F;&ulty of Arts, The

' UnlverSLty of Lethbrldge.' SRR . L ﬁ\‘ e

Dr. G Campbell Faculty of Educatlon, The Unlvers/yy’of Lethbrldge.-;-~

:'The Honourable Robert Clark M L A., Leader of the Opposxtlon,
' Provxnce of Alberta.- '

.Mr. Nell Clarke, Dlrector of COllege Programs, Alberta Advanced , _
' Educatlon and Manpower.; - ‘_-.‘ S L r : .',t:-

R. H. Cooke, Representatlve of Publxb and Reglonal Colleges, Counc11
~ on Adm1551ons and Transfer. : , .
. e

,'C L chk, Vlce-Pre51dent (Academlb), Med1c1ne Hat College. y

Don C\ Harper, Representatlve of Publlc and Reglonal Colleges,,v
' Counc11 on Adm1551ons and Transfer.‘ ' :

John Harr, Pre51dent, Grant MacEwan Communlty College, Edmonton.

Dr. A. E. Hohol Mlnlster, Advanced Educatlon and Manpower, Government
of the Prov1nce of Alberta.‘ , :

 Dr. G. O. Kelly, Dlrector of Academlcs, Red Deer College.
Dr. Henry Kolesar, A551stant Deputy Mlnlster, Alberta Advanced
Educatlon and Manpower ‘ . :

¢
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G Krivy, Director of Admissions, The University of Calgary.

hDr G. Loken, Assistant to the Dean, Faculty of Education, The
University of Calgary. ,

H. A, MacNeil Superintendent Edmonton Catholic Sdhools. e
’ 3
o Mr M. McManus, Board of Governors, The University of Calgary

Dr.‘Gordon L.: Mowat, Department of Educational Administration,
The University of Alberta..‘ ' : .

: Dr.~W B Pentz, Senate, The University of Calgary. L

" Dr. R W. Reesor, Academic Dean, Camrose Lutheran College.

"Dr;‘K V Robin, Dean of Instruction, Lethbridge Community College. .f

Mr.TDouglas Ure, Director of: Student Services, Red Deer College. o

7-‘Dr;fw H Worth Deputy Minister Alberta Advanced Education and
R Manpower L _ S Co S

- Dr, Max Wyman,MHuman;Rightstommission,”Edmonton,;»v”‘

LN

o

A\



322,

An Inteniiew Schedule _; 

Designed to Collect. Data fdr‘thé Thesis

The Transferability Issue in Alberta A
v:Case Study in the Politics" of Higher
o o Education : B

vy

.v-,?_'fj'f : 7'fJohhﬂC,~Longﬁ5ii



1.

' ‘1nterested in this issue?

i_c1rcumstances or events of. which y0u speak

"With respect to" each of the following groups or agencies.

j‘Would you say that the issue has been resolved? Why:dO'you;say -
: this? FUCE IS B , T

323,

You have been identified as one who was involved in, or is w
familiar ‘'with, the transferability issue in- Alberta post-
secondary education. When and how did you become involved/

N

. What do- you think the co-called transfer issue is about or: .

has been about,’ essentially’ Please indicate the time,;_

A. What do ‘you understand as their main’ corcerns and »1--»'

objectives (interests) regarding this 1ssue7 .Did
these change over time7 L R o

B.jﬁow did they seek recognition of their concerns and the;
' jrealization of their. ob3ectives7 ‘What strategies or
- tactics were employed’ »%;f’_ S

'V(i):The universities7 (Are there or were there any A
b .,differences in concerns "and. objectives among them7) ‘

'?(ii) The college37 (Are there or were there any -
S differences in concerns and obJectives among them7) . R

&*(iii) The Alber;a Colleges CommissiOn (during 1969 to 1972)9'77““

‘j[“(iv)gThe Alberta Department of Advanced Education (during -f“‘

ff“1971 to December, 1975)7

,?(v)vThe Universities Coordinating Council (during 1971 to
: 'sSeptember, 1974)7 : .

w»(Vi) Other post secondary institutions (such as the Northern o
“ .o Alberta Institute of Technology (NAIT) in Edmonton or 7
“the Agricultural and Vocational College at Olds,:.~ L

f,YAlberta)7 R B ;j.?’,l;,>'f
S e S S DT e
'(vii) Any other groups or. agencies or associations that you
o fconsider important actors in this issue7 .'/;/f
;oo . S '/)./f" T

IAre you- aware of any documents related to the/COncerns and
'.objectives of any of . these groups, agencies’or associations7
-Where might I obtain them? R - '

L

v‘/.‘./,

,iAre there other documents which are related to- the transferabilityfv
~issue, in general, ‘which you would recommend to. me7 ‘Where might -
,:I obtain these documents7 . : S

b,

\"

*

e L
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. Who are they and how were they especially influential7

- 10.

- 324,

: » . .

; 7 Are. you aware of any particular developments or: circumstances
. which may have" influenced .either the outcome of the controversy

or the objectives of any group, agency or, association7 co

: Please elaborate. g

. Are you aware of - the involvement of any individuals whom you :

would consider especially influential in the controversy7

»

.aDo you have : a position on this issue7 Have you always held .

this point of view or not7 Why do you. take this posit10n7' e

"In your opinion, what are the implications of the outcome of . .

: this issue and- the manner . of ‘its resolution (if it” has been~' e

: resolved) for the operation of post—secondary institutions

- and: their relationships with other institutions or agencies? -
,_Speak to- both ”practical" and "philosophical" consideratiOns;‘,“-,'

Ut 2
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APPENDIX C f:
',V-BRIEE or HE ACADEMIC PLANNING COMMITTEE T SR

Q‘;THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA, OCTOBER ;1965,f |




_ ‘ﬂ" A brief prepared by the Academic’ Plannlng Commlttee regardlng

" "The Stewart Reéport" was considered by the. Execytive Committe of
General . Faculty Council on October 7, 1966, and’was referred to

"General Faculty Counc1l itself, with’ a number of amendments: proposed

"by the ExecutrVe Commlttee, on October 24, 1966 General Faculty ..
Council réeviewed the orlglnal brief and the propose: amendments,_~

.approved the brief in its rev1sed form, after having' added 'two minor.
revisions itself, and. agreed that it.go forward to the Board. of

. Governors as representlng the’ v1ew of General Faculty Council.

The brlef as rev1ewed by the Executlve Commlttee and General
: Faculty Coun01l appears below ‘ : : : :

. ., THE STEWART R.EPORT e

The "Spec1a1 Study on- Junlor Colleges" by Andrew Stewart ST

h(December, 1965). offers several suggestlons with: respect to the:
‘needs . of- Alberta for- post-secondary educatlon. “One ‘suggestion 1s

._called "The Maln Proposal" while others are: referred to as modlflca—tjl,i'

.‘tlons thereof

Central features of the Maln Proposal and the assumptlons:il'

"UPOD Wthh it rests are the .subjects of reactions offered in this @ =

: document, whlch also presents "a position’ statement" on Junlor ‘
'QCQlleges in- Alberta (Stewart prefers the: term’ Dlstrlct Colleges;

W'The words_Dlstrlct andeunlor are used synonymously 1n thlS paper ) .»;

The General Concept oﬁ the Junlor College

L Two concluslons reached by Stewart (p 46} partlally reveal'
.hlS concept 33 the Junlor College '*.;<u B . . .

The term Junlor College should be abandoned It lmplles
‘pean 1nst1tutlon preparatory to unlverSLty, fulfllIing '
*{the requlrements or part:of. the requlrements -for a;

5colleges, whlch would

:H_colleges,'lncludlng comprehensi

?}students taklng certaln programs at’ colleges in the:
;ﬁDlstrlct would be permltted to” transfer to a unlver51ty

"(2) As Junlor Colleges grow 1n'51ze,“how w1ll thelr role
vdevelop? The role of ;the District Boards ‘would be to

fuprov1de non-unlver51ty post-school educatlon*of_all k1nds’ffff

._fw1th the opportunlty for some: students, on completlon of
- two years in an approved District College, to transfer

\to unlver51ty , DlStrlCt Colleges would be llmlted to:ffy

. 'unlverslty degree.” The District Boards would: be: respon—ii->'f
.»_f551ble for all forms of’ post—school educatlonal servxces, ~@’jl
““.other than’ unlver51ty programs The Boards could operate_'r

,}be referred ‘to as. Dlstnlct Collegés.. By. arranqements,:_gf"d




-

5transfer programs of .two. years‘ duratlon, and. students
‘with a Dlploma would require attendance at. a unlver51ty
" for at least two years before rece1v1ng a degree
Dlstrlct Colleges would not becoime . degree=- grantrng
1nst1tutlons."Unlver51t1es or branches of. unrversxtles
'-mlght be establlShed in DlstrlCtS."

2. Junlor Colleges and Un1versrty,Educatlon

Notwlthstandlng the empha is seemlngly placed upon- the non-~

. m;unlvers1ty role of Junior Colleges\ the bulk of Stewart's dlscussron/"

 ‘of "The Main Proposal" deals with the unlver51ty functlon of the-
”V'Colleges._ : : . S

2 l Uniyersity enrolments;' Stewart estlmates that by 1975~ 76

"+ there will be 33, OOO unlver51ty students in Alberta, of whom’ 22 000 -

,w1ll want to attend a university in the northern part of. the’ prov1nce.-
Eleven thousand will"’ want to attend a univer51ty in the southern part
. of the’ prqgince where, 1t is assumed, Calgary w1ll by that time offer
~‘an expandéd range of programs.- ’ .

Present plans call for the accommodatlon of 18 OOO students !

W=Z at: Calgary and the development of a ‘second Southern-Alberta un1versrty

bat Lethbrldge. ‘Itds ‘clear, therefore, that ‘the problem .of accom~.
, modatlng unlversrty students is- now‘acute only in the north, The o
bproblem will llkely remain - acute untll the’ 1980 s.f Accordlngly, the .

- Stewart recommendatlons are of major 1nterest to the ‘people 11v1ng

fgnorth of Red Deer and of lmmedlate concern to the Unlver51ty of Alberta

B 2 2 A four-year unlver51tyyprogram One assumptlon upon whxch

»gStewart s ‘Main' Proposal rests isthat all uanEISlty degree: programs;'
‘should and will: requlre at 1east four academlc se5510ns of study

ﬂniﬁbeyond Grade  XII. Thls requ1rement 1nvolves an academlc dec151on to

add’a year of study to the general programs of. the Faculties of Arts .-
- and 5c1ence, and to other programs that now extend over three year% B
'-_”"only._, : . L . . . .. :
v /3 The general lntroducthn of four-year programs would not
alleviate the. problem of prov1d1ng accommodatlons for unlver51ty

‘"7zstudents.; Indeed, -it would aggravate - the problem.  Some years. ago, e

however, " the introduction of. four-year. programs was suggested to the . =
.+ + Board of Governors - by General Faculty Council. ' The same suggestlon,f”_
if ralsed today, might be endorsed by present: counc1l but its endorse-"
:jfment for academic’ reasons would: not lmply endorsement of any other

; fgfeature of Stewart's Maln Proposal : :

| ji 2 3 MaJor separatlon of flrst-year and second-year enrolmentstg,: =
i from unlverSLtles., Stewart ‘assumes that a substantial proportion "_..:
" (probably about: two-thlrds) of unlverSLty students will attend ‘Junior

. Colleges for the first year and possibly -the second year of unlver51tyiff
. studies. The. hlgh proportion. _suggested implies that, normally, flrst-: :

year students ‘will. hot be allowed freedom of ChOlce to attend a TR

sl



328.

: college or a uniVersity The further 1mp11catlon is that students
-who achieve success in certain two—year college ‘programs will ‘be

ellglble for entry to’ thlrd—year programs ‘in the unlver51ty wlthout

penalty

Stewart gives several reasons why a comblnatlon of two years -

~at a District College and two years at a. university would be an
jlmprovement over the 51tuatlon presently ex1st1ng in Alberta TWO';
- of his reasons requlre mentlon here. - : Lo

(1) Many students have dlfflculty in maklng the trans1t10n o
from hlgh schools to unlvers1t1és. One- study indicated: that, ten years-

. after their admlSSlon, 38% of unlver51ty students had not achieved
- degrees. Stewart seems to belleve that a substantlal proportlon of
- such. students: could achleve success in a two~year college progran,:
_that some would decide’. thereupon not to go to university, and that
~ others would make ‘the. transrtlon to unlver51ty life more ea511v than

they would have w1th dlrect entry from hlgh schools,v"

Stewart seems to ‘argue that the problem of . fallures in- post-

"secondary educatlon w1ll, therefore, ‘be largely solved It séems

doubtful, "however, - that many students’ who cannot make’ the transfer to

:unlver51ty at. the f;rst year level can.do so at. the level of the ‘third =
'year. There are, moreover, reasons ther than- fallure whlch contrlbute.f

“to 1ncomp1etlon of degree programs - Stewart's arguments consmst of |

‘dents who: enter the. first
‘.hw1th the number of youth who'. undertake other forms of post—secondary
¢;educatlon or ‘pursue none at ‘all. ‘There .is a large populatlon whlch

"VSpeculatlons whlg%%have not- been tested——whose truth has not. yet been

establlshed Such Speculatlon, by 1tself prov1des no-. ‘reason to-»”

“remove: from the unlver51ty the majorlty of flrst year students who
}_'do ‘make successful tran51tlons to- the unlver51ty, even though thelr ;f
'_jnumbers could be ar- 51gn1f1cant factor ln contrlbutlng to the success

h'of the Dlstrlct 1nst1tutlons" (p, 44) : : -

(11) The second of Stewart 'S " reasons for mass removal of flrst-~fj

fyear and second-year students from the unlver51ty is:to: enable the -
;f colleges,”"partlcularly in Districts with: relatlvely small numbers——'ﬂ
- .[to]draw upon a ‘diversified student body, of sufficient size for .
foﬂeffectlve and economical OPeratlon w1th attractlve functlonal fa0111-ﬁ?f’
f.!tles and competent staff" (p 44) : . S I I

The Academlc Plannlng Commlttee does not questlon a. relatlon— .

"}shlp between a large student body and effectlve, economic operatlons.rv-;
. It does. questlon, hgwever, the contention that the. major portlon of ..o
all flrst-year and second-year unlver51ty students in the’ prov1nce EAR

must, therefore, ‘be house%$?n District Colleges.' The number of stu~
ear of university is small in comparison .

~mlght be attracted 1nto post-secondary educatlon in 1nst1tutlons that

.f;offer no’ unlver31ty work of any kinds. The.Academic: Plannlng Commlttee_"
e*;supports completely the creatlon of Dlstrlct Colleges to. meet thls e
,1major need.tcz ST B T A S T
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ed

?the foregolng appralsal Stewart' s Major o
the Academlc ‘Planning Commlttee. Particularly,:
major. portlon of junior enrolments. from. ‘
e unnecessary, quantltatlvely, for the - .
“in potential for the-solution of other

_ ? n the 1
Proposal’ is- reif
- his proposed ref
universities lsé
L growth o) )

" problems

reasons’ for rejection of the Main'propoSal should

ling staff: Durlng the present year,’ 1966 67 the
frta had.306 -academic positions to fill. For 270
hs which were open, only 162 staff could be recrulted.
tember 1, 1966, ‘the U iversity was able to fill a -~
positions on any babis. In ‘addition to staff, the
s’ graduate teachlng assistants.’ Currently, about
,work equlvalent to'that of: about 230 full tlme

University o
* permanent . pod
Moreover, by 1
total .of only'
.jUnlver51ty em
© 700 ‘assistant

staff. With t
possible_tofrun

'}e Unlver51ty w1thout graduate teachlng as51stants.'=

R y Slnce ar stltutlon llke the UanerSltY of Alberta, offerlng
,fthe fac1llt1es that it does, has ma]or difficulty recruiting an'
vadequate staff, it seems: extremely unlikely to the Academic’ Plannlng
Commlttee that an. i tltutlon llke ar dlstrlct college could reasonably
- ‘expect to attract taff quallfled to teach thousands of first-year’
,‘and second—year u rsity students. Certalnly, the recrultlng :
*experlences of prg siunior: colleges 1n Alberta, does qnot. prov1de
- any. ba51s for sug pectatlon. It is our p051t10n that ‘in general
‘:smaller 1nst1tut1ens w111 experlence greater recrultlng problems.

E o Related ‘to the problems of stafflng produced by dlfference 1n
5:;51ze 1s the questrpn of quallty of 1nstructlon.: The: argument mlght ‘
. be. raised: that the employment of juMpr. college staff: with- quallflca—;’f

-fftlons 51m11ar to ‘those of" graduate te chlng a551stants as presently

" that- ‘at present in operatlon in t

'employed 1n ~the unlver51ty would- not ause’ the level of first and:
,ysecond year 1nstructlon in’ Junlor or;
:unlver51ty. It is one situation .

1however, to. have persons so’ quallfled teachlng lndependently (as they
- willdn colleges) and "another situation to- have: them teaching under o
fvthe superv151on of hlghly quallfled staff as in’ the unlverSLty *bm7‘~%

S '?Ib R@Sardlng COSts.1 Even grantlng an. adequate 18vel . of

- instruction. in district-colleges, the: costs of the separation of s

ubflrSt’Year and’ second-year students from the unlver51ty and thelr v;_‘_
;1nstallat10n in colleges would be- prohlbltlve._g'j; A : [

al By 1975—76 (a tlme, Stewart estlmates,‘when there w1ll be
}-22 000aunlver81ty students in .northern’ Alberta): ‘there should be ‘at'
-least 4,000 graduate students in the university. . of these, at least .
_f2 000 would normally be employed as graduate teachlng a551stants, at ,[ S

1str1ct colleges to fall below u" B
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an estimated cost of about $6,000,000. The shifting of teaching.
duties from these assistants/ (in the un1versrty) to even 500 full-
time staff (in colleges) would cost at least $6, OOO 000, ‘and probably

E more; by’ 1975 76 - But the. hlft involves more than transgerrlng ‘

: expendltures. It represents the removal of major financial support’

from. the graduateﬂprogram ’If work. fof’2 OOO graduate students. were

taken’ away, then' at: least $4 000,000, or possibly the whole $6, 000,000

would- have to be replaced in the form of. scholarshlps “Surely no’

other course of ‘action would be comprehen51b1e in an era when: Alberta <

.hand the rest of Canada are, shorg of . hlghly trained: professlonals,
" when. economlc and general: soc1aléi:velopment are largely. contlngent

prupon more advanced educatlon,ban when expenditures. for. educatlon are -
‘flrmly establlshed as belng inves:

I
\

The sum of dlrect and 1nd1rect costs of Stewart s Maln Proposalﬂ

”would 1ndeed be: hlgh The hcademlc Plannlng Committee cannot endorse -

L an plan for post—secondary educatlon in northern Alberta that will add
-lmllllons of ~dollars to the cost and, .at .the: same tlme, prov1de an»;
" inferior form of unrversrty educatlon L SREARI S et

4? lMleflCatlon of'Main PropOSalr:'

‘main. proposal whlch are dependent upon dec151on as. to" whether .an year :

Vv
i

The Stewart Report goes on to con51der modlflcatlons of the

~of study is' added to- -the. present three-year program, -and. whether'f}jw

students w1ll be requlred to attend a'district: college/‘ The report

‘states that removal of ‘the restrlctlon of. requlred attendance at a pj_ﬂ;
“dlstrlct college would 1mply addltlonal unlver51ty fac111t1es 1n -
:Edmonton -in- the near future.j The Academlc Plannlnq Commlttee, General
_Faculty Counc11 and ‘the: Board of Governors have prev1ously recommended'
fan expanded campus for the Un1vers1ty of Alberta. g e

'“}5 A P051t10n Statement by The Academlc Plannlng Commlttee

The Academlc Plannlng Comm1ttee ls critlcal of the Stewart

'"*proposals but - ‘recognizes the need- for college type educatlonal

_1'.of 1nst1tut10ns, commensurate w1th thelr academlc e11g1b111ty

) 1nst1tutlons to . be- developed in: Alberta., The - follow1ng posrtlons{f"~;mf
fi'are recommended for adoptlon by General FacultyxCounc1l o

1
b
A
ol

5 l Governlng v1ews are.hf it f~ '

'.'-' 'Q' P

N

1 .

: (11) The unlver51t1es,’1n all years of thelr programs and
enrolments, should be allowed to] develop wlthout the penalty of the

".forced d1v151on, suggested by Stewart s maln proposal

J
(111) All post—secondany students should be allowed cholce

.»]

ents yleldlng hlgh natlonal returns.

- (1) The educatlon of non-unlver31ty students should comprlseg
:_‘the maln functlon of district colleges, and such colleges should be
,,fcestabllshed only as the need for them is’ demonstrated..;. Lo :

b
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5.2 Recommendations are that:

N

v R (1) General Faculty Counc11 recognlzes that there may be a

need for dlstrlct colleges throughout " the- province, to offer a variety
‘of two-year programs, non unlver51ty in character, for post-secondary

:educatlon..v. Do . S s

(i) General Faculty Counc1l oppose, as; general practlce,
- the-creation of district colleges primarily for: the accommodatlon of:
' matrlculated students de51r1ng unlver51ty educatlon, the only excep-
~tions’ being dlstrlcts in. whlch unlver51t1es are to be: establlshed
' ;w1th1n a 51x~year perlod S

. (111) General Faculty Counc1l recommend that in dlstrlcts-h
7wh1ch have no unlver51ty fac111t1es, colleges be allowed to ‘offer,
-with' the approval of the co-ordlnatlng Counc1l and the UanerSltles
Commlss1on, unlver51ty work of flrst-Year level ' :

v (1v) General Faculty Counczl recommend that in dlstrlcts'

Whlch have un1versrty fac111t1es, a dlstrlct college should not ‘be
.hallowed to offer unlverslty—level ‘work,: except where the program is
o of a- spec1al nature such as- the blllngual program in ‘the case of -
jj;'College St.:Jean,.or" the comblned unlvers1ty—matr1culatlon program

-”;at Mount Royal College.vu_. ISR P N

O ' (v) General Faculty Counc1l support plans for JOlnt unlver-
[ffslty college efforts to Provide- _students not. formally quallfled as
T;zmatrlculants, a second change" route to unlverSLty stddles.;*'

S i .,fSubmltted by Academlc Plannlng
:.fu7“.ff";Comm1ttee B 3

October 4 1966
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' PROBLEM

at the second year level Lo

333,

REPORT TO ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON AFFILIATION
OF COLLEGES WITH UNIVERSITIES

o

° Several months ago, the Dlrector of Instructlonal Serv1ces
in agreement w1th members -of the Commonalltles Commlttee 1nd1cated“
he,would attempt to clarlfy the status of the afflllatlon document

prepared jOlntly by. Drs. Mowat and Neal, and accepted by the

A A‘

: Unlver51t1es Coordlnatlng Counc11 and the Alberta Colleges Comm1551on.

bviu81nce the agreement assumes that ex1st1ng afflllatlons\at the flrst
fyear level will contlnue to remaln 1n effect untll one group or the‘:‘:
‘other termlnates them, the problem does not 11e 1mmed1ately at the

Iflrst year. level but rather at the level of second year afflllat;on.I

: _Furthermore, thls document 1s not clear as to the procedures or

methods to be followed in establlshlng an afflllatlon arrangement

’

- ACTION -

As a result of thls uncertalnty, the un1vers1t1es have

proceeded to- establlsh a varlety of hierarchles and procedures to

‘ examlne colleges for approval of second year courses. The example

below will 1nd1cate some of the conquLQn whlch ensued

'Example: .The Red Deer Situatlon - ' : v

‘Red Deer. College -made appllcatlon JOlntly to’the Unlver31t1es

~ i

Coordlnatlng Counc11 and to General Facultles Councxl. nThls resulted

tln the follow;ng seven commlttees hav1ng to glve approval to the -

Red Deer request- , ‘ N

[
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; Fl. Universities Coordinating Council.

K

2. Junior Colleges Committee.

3. Ad Hoc Committee.
'FZ.» General‘Faculties‘Council,
SQJ.Ekecutive Council.

6. Junior COlleges Committee.

“_z. Ad Hoc Committee.-,

ThlS approval had to be granted after all UniverSity Department

‘hHeads had glven approval on faculty, and 1n some cases texts,

'curriculum guldes, and examinations.

W
Ve

o Besldes the above confu51on, we . became aware of the fact that ffi
at least two 1f not three groups at the Univer51ty were draftlng
“separate affiliatlon agreements.

The Ad Hoc Commlttee of the Coordinating Counc1l of Wthh I

was a member, after v151t1ng the Red Deer College, recommended w1thout S
any reservatlon that the second year program for Red Deer be approved

But 1t went further to recommend to the Coordlnating Counc1l that

[

afflllatlon procedures be clarifled and that the process be shortened{ o

Then since it became ev1dent that the‘Red Deer request which

would receive approval from the Unlver51ties C00rdinat1ng Counc1l and

“its two sub-commlttees, but not from General Faculties Counc11 and

T
o

its three sub-committees (at 1east until they had v151ted the college .‘

for the same reasons as the other committee), Dr Kolesar contacted

ki

'the Coordinatlng Counc1ltand requested perm1531on to- appear at their'

. ©

next meeting.

vThe'Medicine Hat case'naS-similar;to the Red Deer.casenin most
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respects and thérefore will not be discussed here.

Meeting with Coordinating Council
On April 28, Dr Kolesar and I~ met w1th the Unlver51t1es

Coordlnatgﬁg Counc1l to dlscuss afflllatlon probiems.- We requested
. : v s
that approval be. glven to the Med1c1ne Hat and Red Deer Colleges to

offer»second year of the unlver51ty transfer program Out of thlS

.~:request arose a good deal of dlscu551on on the problems presented

?w1th1n thls report We were 1nformed by the Chalrman, Dr.

-Carrothers, that whlle 1t was too late to a551st ln the Red Deer .

2

‘request, every effort would be made to comblne members of the two
‘_rmajor commlttees 1n the Med1c1ne Hat evaluatlon.' I was- also ‘a member
'1hof thls commlttee. However; when i.rnqulred as to the jolnt memben
ishlp of the commlttee upon my arrlval 1n Med1c1he“Hat the‘members \
h‘lndlcated that they were not aware of 1t,'and assumed they were'
belrepresentatlves of the Coordlnatlng Counc1l only.‘ Nevertheless, the°
‘?evaluation tqok place and a.recommendatlon should be forthcomlng ;.

shortly on the Med1c1ne Hat 51tuatlon.

THE FUTURE :

While to say that thlngs have not gone well mlght be recorded

¢

'as the understatement of the year, we do see a gllmmer of hope on the

“horlzon._ We say thlS for several reasons. Flrst, we are confldent o

-

that Red Deer s request w1ll be approved for September, 1970 and

that approval w1ll be glven to Medlclne Hat if notfln 1970 then 1n o

.-

‘,_1971. But we also have an 1nd1catlon that the Coordlnatlng Coun011

'w111 géet wlth ‘us 1n the near future to establlsh shorter and more ;f‘

<
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»reasonable procedures for afflllatlon. We were glven thls assurance -
’by the Chalrman of the Coordlnatlng Counc1l when Dr. Kolesar and I
’met w1th‘that group 1n Aprll. If the Coordlnatlng Counc1l does not.

1n1t1ate act;on sooner, ‘we will’ attempt to begln dlscu551ons early in

“the fall of thlS ‘year.
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' THE AFFILIATION OF COLLEGES

”Affiliation

1. a. Proposed or ex1st1ng Colleges, ‘both publlc and prlvate, may -

- apply for afflllatlon with a provincial Unlver51ty to offer.
unlver51ty transfer courses.~ The appllcatlon should- be v
accompanled by a brlef settlng out the steps which the College
has’ taken, or w1ll take, to meet its- reSpon51b111t1es as: these
are lald down in thls doqument.’ The pr1nc1pal purpose of
the appllcatlon w1ll be to arrange for students to enter R
Alberta prOV1nc1al Unlver51t1es. I

o le b, Afflllatlon w1th a Unlver51ty Wthh is represented on the

' ' Un1vers1t1es Co-ordlnatlng Counc1l will, entltle ‘the students
of ‘the. College to apply for admission to- any  other Unlver51ty
so represented on, the same terms and condltlons as. are
appllcable 1n the case of students from the afflllatlng

“Unlvers1ty ' o : T

R c. "In the case of a proposed or exlstlng publlc College, the
o appllcatlon should be directed. first to the Alberta Colleges
Comm1551on (herelnafter ‘the Commlss1on), with a: copy to the .

Unlver51t1es Co—ordlnatlng Counc1l (herelnafter the CounC1l),,-7

‘and. ‘must be’ forwarded by the Comm1551on to. the Council at -

: least twelve months before the date on which ‘the appllcatlon con

- can ‘become’ effective. In ‘the- case. of'a proposed or existing
‘private College,vthe appllcatlon should be. dlrected f1rst to
‘the Council. and must be: recelved by the Counc11 at. least ,'
twelvecmonths ‘before the date on whlch the afflllatlon can
become effectlve.:f; ’ R LR :

‘100 d: The CommlsSLOn and the Counc1l w1ll act in® consultatlon and

o ".'}agreement on the application of a proposed or ex1st1ng publlc

' College, the Counc1l will act on ‘the appllcatlon of a proposed
-or 'existing private College. In.the case of a proposed or .

. existing public College, neither the Commission nor -the . Counc1l"ul'°'

’ Wlll communicate- its decision .to the appllqant College nor‘to
any .other: party without prevrously having passed it to ‘the

other. In'either case, the General Faculty_Councll of the

- University with which the affiliation is sought will - appolnt'.:,'

‘, an evaluatlon commlttee consisting one member nomlnated by
the Council, three members nominated Yy 1tself from the staff’

of ‘its own UnlverSLty, one member nominated by each of the 'v;gf«*

~other Universities that are members of the Council and, in.
" the case of 4 proposed or ex1st1ng publlc College,‘one member
- nomlnated by the Commlss1on. “The evaluatlon committee will

v151t the - proposed or existing College and hold such dls->"~-*

_-cussions as may be necessary before submlttlng a report to . -

. Council on the basis of which a recommendatlon will be U '}“l,
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submltted to the General Faculty Counc1l of the Unlver51ty

with which the afflllatlon 'is sought.:: . The evaluatlng~comm1ttee
in submitting its report to Counc11 will have regard to all .

. the respon51b111t1es of the’ proposed or ex1st1ng College as

'these are: 1a1d down 1n thls document

'The exten51on of a publlc College s unlver51ty transfer j'
- courses beyond the ‘level of unrver51ty first year, or'any -
- changes in affiliation must be sought from the Council and’ the .

o Commlssrbn, a. 51m11ar extens1on of the unlver51ty transfer B

Jf,courses or:. any: change in afflllatlon for a prlvate College N
. must -be . sought from the Councxl, -and the ‘same procedures w11 R
' apply as 1n l d. - ' : o e AT //// :

: ;Perlod of Afflllatlon

An afflllatlon agreement between a Unlver51ty and a College :

gw1ll be contlnuous, but subje t to reV1ew as requ1red

A Unlver51ty, the Counc1l, ‘a Colle e, or (1n the case of a
‘public College) - the Commission at. any. time may apply for the
’rev1ew of ‘an ex1st1ng afflllatlon. _‘;

.When there 1s an appllcatlon for the rev1ew of an exlstlng i
'afflllatlon or any change in afflllatlon, an’ evaluatlon

commlttee constituted- -as above (1n 1.d.) will be set up for L

- the purpose of such a review which w111 ‘submit-a written
-l'report to - the . Counc11 for a prlvate College and to the Councxl
Q~and Comm;ssxon for a- publlc College ~ e Sl

.1;The Counc;l for prlvate Colleges, and the Counc11 and Commls- LR
““'sion for public Colleges, w111 establlsh a schedule of perlodlc S
'ﬂrev1ew 1ndependent of 2. b., which shall entall the rev1ew of

o each and every College not less than once w1th1n each perlod

o }fhof flve years.; i

:TStaff

A College 1nstructor app01nted to teach f1rst-year unlver51ty o
-cdurses, whether - full-time or ‘part-time, shall have at least ;T,y?
f’a master's degreé .ox: ltS equlvalent, with' approprlate content' -
ﬁand spec1allzatlon for the course or courses he isg: to teach

Dy = B

with - appropriate content and spec1allzatlon for the" second-

year course or courses he is to teach. | 1 - T

A mlnlmum staff of six: College 1nstructor;§é€ying theﬂmajor 'th'
N portlon of ‘their time to first-year unive®%ity transfer work ..
'ls requlred to offer flrst-year unlver51ty transfer courses.

o —

;nA College 1nstructor appolnted to teach second-year unlver51ty ,f
_Vtransfer courses, whether. full-tlme or part- tlme, shall have '
" substantially more than'a master s degree, or its’ equlvalent,rf -
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In addition to the minimum staff of six College instructors
necessary to provide a first-year university tran¥fer program,
a College, to offer second-year university- transfer courses,
mustihaveVat'lgast ten addi%tional instructors possessing

'1gaCadémiqfqualificatiOns as outlined above (3.B.). -

‘ Once”an affiliation agréemeﬁz has been established, the res-
_ponsibility for the appointment of College staff.offering

university transfer .courses should be left to the affiliated

' College unless an evaluation .committee has specified temporary .
- restrictions based upon circumstances found in the course of ... .

P

Cel T T e T T o A
: Each,proposed.Or'existing‘GOILege‘shall establish p fipies

~dealing with academic appointments, academic freedom, tenure
- and .student relationships. ' In addition,ugach:prqposed.or

'v,exist;ngtcollege shall establish an academic council, or

a.

‘council, ‘to faéiiiﬁate'paxtiéipatiqn;in’thg.deVélqpmgnt of‘__
- the academic program in a fashion similar to that used in the = -

Universities. The evaluation

_ .committee shall investigate~and
report upon these policies and academic councils. "~ .- '

4. Egﬂigmént'sl
’*4}:' ::Eééh Col1ége,shallfpiQVide“adédugte:iﬁéfruétional;résoutcééf.” _
... 7-..and facilities, particularly in relation to. such matters'as”

 jlabbrat6ries,’ii5tary, ete. :Thé?adéqﬁa§y of;;hése-instruc#*

- tional faéilities;'forjthejofferihg*9fffi;st+yéarvuniveréity:'5

‘-‘traﬁsfeff¢ourse3jahdlfo:‘thé]offéringfostecoﬁd—year university .

transfer:COurses;"iﬁfthé.firét:instance; shall be. established .

”°jby_theiévaiuaﬁion'CQmmittee~ipspe¢tingkthe College (a) for' =

e apptbval'toqufergfirstfyear:uniVersityftranSfer;cbdrses¢and,f}

‘; xb),fo:‘app:oval totbffErxSecchd4y¢ar;UniverSityjtranSfer R

.. courses.’ . .

, Curriculum .

a.

Lou i

" The ‘main, concern of the Universities who are members of the -
' Council is that students taking uniVersitygtranSférjCQurSés :

{Vat’an}affiliated1Collegeiwillﬁbeﬁprovided with courses of a '« '
' comparable qualitYltq.cqurses;atjthéﬁsamejléYel:offeréd3by P A

those Universities. . = | = e
’3--U‘r’xive'r's"jf.t§’{;'iansvfer ‘courses 'foeréd'a_t’ga'féol_léée, 'the;’é‘fbré,{"-‘
. .'need not be identical with those offered at-any provincial ° : S
=~Uhiversity;¢fEach.College;willacon;rol its own curriculum, . .

. teaching methods and examinations, but with the clear underf_-f

‘standing that its students will be evaluated as to ‘their

.university course credits and as to their,3pprqpriatgﬂplace__:f:

-  in-a’degree_program by the Uhiversity faculty and/or depart-



341,

:Agreements to effer unlver51ty transfer courses in’ general : 5X§L>
will be in terms of particular programs, or areas of study = = . °

the range of courses. necessary in- the flrst instance belng'-

. speclfled by the evaluatlon commlttee. ’

‘A College w1ll to gulde it in the evaluatlon, and lf necessary

‘_Ln the amendlng of its university transfer programs, maintain

records of ‘its students' unlver51ty achlevement and ‘the

.,UnlversltlES that are members of the: Councll shall pledge'
thelr co-operatlon 1n .the provrslon of lnformatlon. ’

I

‘,Transfer of‘Credlts k

-"af-

A College student seeklng adm1551on to a provrnc1al Unlver51ty
with a transfer of unlver51ty credlts obtained as a result of .

;"5tak1ng university transfer courses at a. College, if required
by the faculty of school at the Un1versmty to whlch he seeks

admlSSlOﬂ, shall possess’ the Alberta university matrlculatlon,_,

o or its- equlvalent, necessary for adm1551on to 'such a faculty
or school o .

‘

It w1ll be the respon51b111ty of a College to adv1se Counc11‘

. ofall. courses offered as- equlvalent to those necessary for
..matrlculatlon. If a prlvate College, ‘the’ Council should be -

adv1sed dlrectly, if a public’ College, the Councrl should be

,adv1sed through the Comm1551on._~

tlThe equlvalence of such college courses to those normally

accepted for matrLCulatlon shall be establlshed 1n1t1ally byf';

"fdlscu551on between the Counc11 and the Commrssron..

y‘The hlgh-school equlvalent component of comblned def1c1ency L
“and preparatory progranéffor the purpose of a hlgh school”

‘ff dlploma w111 requlre a ¥elationship between the Colleges and"

‘“',;the Depaftment of Educatlon.' T

,:Flnanc1al Support

. a?;

'The Unlver51t1esassumeno responsxblllty for the f1nanc1al
';“,[support of afflllated Colleges. - The responsrbrllty assumed by R .
x‘~~fthe prov1ncxal government for. approved Colleges is- outllned 1n ’ﬂy_:*‘-"'
‘?,“»'the approprlate sectlons of the Colleges Act (1969) LA

ﬂ'ﬂAfflllatlons w1th other InstltUtlons

o , 2 _ _ B A
'Colleges afflllated Wlth a prov1nc1al Unlver51ty may not,..'

- 'without perm1351on of the Council, have or ‘enter 1nto affllla-" ‘

_l’:tlon or accreditation’ agreements with' other: Colleges, or with -
: .Unlver51t1es whlch do not have representatlon on the Counc1l.jg-



APPENDIX F

ORGANIZATION OF 'THE DEPARTMENT OF ADVANCED -4;"

.'EDUCATION (OCTOBER 1971 TO JANUARY 30, 1973).

>h,,{-Sourté :"Reorganization of the Department oft

Advanced Education," -approved by

Cabinet January 30 1973’ p. 2. ji?iT
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| APPENDIX G

PROPOSED ORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF-

e ADVANCED EDUCATION (JANUARY 30 1973)

Source.”"Reorganization of the Department offa,”

- Advanced Education," approved by
Cabinet January 30 1973, p 8

Ai‘%:"
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&%PENDIX H -

ORGANIZA;ION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ADVANCED;

o EDUCATION (JUNE 30, 1973).

P AR ' '
~Soyrce: Alberta Advanced Education, -
Second Annual Re It (Edmonton:

Queen 8. Printer) 1973, p.»9
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' APPENDIX I
~ ORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ADVANCED
PR - EDUCATION (DECEMBER 31, 1974) ‘

/L

Source: Alberta Advanced Education. o
: - - Fourth Annual Report. (Edmonton:
‘Queen's Pfinter), 1975, p. 3.




349,

ueuujeyy

oIstug

=

N fam.cu oys1g v 90y " piunoun 0J1u0n uojuoipy R
. -40sjasodng [ -J0SjAz0dng los)As0dng S Bayuyesy Jos)mning § : o
: " ‘onuoayp “enuon “onuog - Ansipu Jonuog
JeUOlIBOOA leuopiesop - “jeuoresop " wnajonay leuosiesop
T T _ _
s . eBsjjog ...o,mu:oo : #Bajion abajjon . M_:_:: s198{04y
ouekay _MetAey . - 'sSplo puejayet - _aﬂm_ﬁ“m . je1dedg
luapisaud ° _van._uc_‘i . o _.ua_o.:ta. uapisaiy w.o,mc_ubgo 10i8U|PICOY
: g 3 " o
i 1 I i |
$ad1aleg S02(Aldg S : o ) sedjAles 589|A10g
suojjesedp’ Bujuuelq U L1'YCN SIS weibosy uojjeonpy
9oueuly aaueury " weptsasy . - uapisalg *O0A/YDA L Jayung
- Joydang 1010011 - e C 10)10001¢ . Jojoeng
C ] — ] . ]
8021A08 uotusio . : - . ETLHIT YOI SOIANG YodlAl0S
uowdojeasg .uoneanpy” ydieasoy weiboay $02inosay
sndwen podueApy - pue Buiuueg 201Bag Bupuieoq
1019011 Joyvang - Jopdenq 10}29a1Q - 1010010
. L I | . ]
SGOIAINS] wo.;_m._mz:: - . PO v -
g : : [ $82(AJ0 L CETLSE S
palaisjuiwpy pue sebajjog m_ho:.mo_::EEoo . . S8%Meg. Eﬂ_oo._w ..EE_aoi
‘A0Jg ‘sedjnieg ) $30|AlOg ) .._Smc_Eoo,u [ Sluapnig e6ojjag ._Euanw
aAllesisIuIWpPY eAjlelisSIulWpY : i 10y3anQ 10100119 10338110
Joloang 1012811 ) o
— ] C ] — 1
saojues| . S saojaleg se3jAeg
sAjesisiuipy |suuosiag {etoedg wesBoiy
Jeisinw Jojeuipiooy PEAEITHIT . Jeisiuy -
- Aindeq “issy . . Aindoq "1ssy . Aindeg “1ssy |
. . .
) F _ [ ]
y sorsumy )
Ayndag .
_pieog’ . oIt n - _
“ edueuly juepmg. vL61L°'LE \moEoooQ JO sp tm.co zotmh\cmogo

_NOLLYONA3 03ONVAQY




@

o APP'ENDIX 3

RECOMMENDATION ON TRANSFERABILITY,
MASTER PLAN NUMBER ONE (SEPTEMBER 1972)

. Source:' 'Post Secondary Non-University Education N

. ‘Master Plan Number One. -
"~ by R. A. Bosetti, Alberta Colleges
_'Commission, September, 1972 pp 105-107
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RECOMMENDATION

‘-

Transferability

The transferability of post—seCOndary‘students from one institut on
to another stands as one of the major unresolyed problems facing the
post-secondary education system in the Province of Albertag

Stated in itshsimplest'terms, the problem has four'basic dimensionsiy

(a) How to provide for the admission: of students who have achieved ~~
a high school" eduivalent standing through studies at non-
. university post- secondary institutions.

(b)'How to provide dassurance’ of advance standing to students who have
 completed university—related studies at non-university post~
secondary institutions

(c) How to ensure that the quality of educatiOn for which students
are granted advanced 'standing is at least of the same standard as
that provided by the receiving institution.

-‘(d),How to ensure that each institution may preserve its autonomy with .
" regard to the content and. quality of the programs which it offers
and" for which it awards credit : o -

AFFILIATION ARRANGEMENTS RS

FOT

i.,The first two. dimentsions of the problem, admissibility and advanced
standing, have been resolved -in part ‘only by’ affiliation arrangements
negotiated on a one-to-one basis between colleges and universities. o
,While students’ generally are admitted to universities on ‘the recommendation

" of affiliated institutions, advanced standing is determined by the

f faculty and/or department of the receiving university. Such ‘an -
‘arrangement: provides little or no assurance to the student that he may

= transfer from a college to a university without 1oss of credit.

In addition to provgding only a partial solution to the problem of

. transferability, affiliation arrangements may have serious implications R

for the sending institution. Although the specifc content of affiliation
arrangements ‘may vary with each institution, all deny the concept of"
institutional autonomy and integrity by imposing a junior-senior- ‘
relationship between colleges and universities. While universities have

‘ maintained that ‘affiliation arrangements are. necessary to protect their

- own autonomy, each -arrangement imposes serious restrictions upon college
autonomy by either explicitly or implicitly specifying conditions with -
regard to the following matters.

[@W) Qualificatibns,of instructors and conditions'of employment. .

(2) Minimum staffvrequirements._
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'solutions to the transferability issue. R . : .

352,
(3) Resources,and'facilities required.
(4) Gontent_and;organization of curriculum.._

(5) Evaluation of students. .

- (6) Organizational structure and administration of the institution.

Affiliation arrangements have long been recognized as  less than ideal

THE NON—UNIVERSITY SYSTEM SOLUTION

The non—university post-secondary system addressed itself to seeking

. a solution to the problem of transferability of students within the
-non—university system. Representatives of the’ Agricultural and

’~Vocational Colleges, Institutes of Technology, and- Public Colleges,

with the assistance .of the Alberta ColIeges Commission, prepared and

~ jointly approved policies and procedures for the transfer of students

* . within the non-university system. SRR

Essentially, these institutions adopted the philosophy that ”,frf. all
of the’ eleven post-secqndary (non—university) institutions are mature, M

i respon81ble, and viable- educational institutions in their own right .

‘,,with mutually acceptable accreditation status" and then proceeded to

establish a policy statement along with procedures for its- implementation;

'The university system, ‘on the other hand has remained unwilling to. ‘. :
- adopt a transferability policy on the grounds ‘that it wishes to. preserve R
- its autonomy with regard. to. ‘the content and quality of the" programs for

L which it awards credit. i

EIt appears that the problem of transferability will not be resolved

e either by discussion or by 1egislation. " What appears to be needed isr.Vl
' - a short-term. solution subject to review and modification following a"
- ‘trial period of operation.v. . R :

RECOMMENDATION

That the statement of policy which follows be adOpted as the basis for
a two-year pilot project on transferability £ SR : :

v_'l Any . student ‘who has successfully completed ‘work in a public two—year

post-secondary institution in Alberta shall be admissable to any .
. other post-secondary " institution in the Province upon the
: recommendation of the sending institution.‘t’

: 2.“A student leaving an institution for purposes of transferring to

‘_another shall be advised - | -

(a) that program requirements may vary from one institution to.
another, and . L .
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(b) as to the level;of‘advance'sténding'for which he will be
- -recommended to the receiving institution. e

o3, For the purposes of'édvance‘standingfhithin'the receiViﬁg institution,
the sendingvinStitution“shall maintain the right to certify that a
given level of course work has been attained by the student, and

.“‘recommend”that‘theIStudeht'be credited with advance standing to-

the 1evel.which_it’deemS'apprOpriate;

“4. The receiving institution upon the recommendation of the sending
“institution has the obligation to accept the transferring student
- with credit for work successfully completed at the sending -
Adoption of this proposal will provide an. immediate short-tern solution
-to- the problem of transferability. - ‘At the same time, it will provide.
. a basis upon which to-teSt_the_hypothésis-that post-sécondaryfins:ituions '
- can function in an atmosphere of mutual trust and cooperation with:each
. honoring the other's integrity and autonomy as’'an educational entity. S

‘The3ulti@afé_tésf56f>ﬁﬁe“éffecﬁivengsé 6£“Lhi§ prop6sélTVi1i be in fhe  ‘ ; -
degree:of;suc;e$sfof}ttaqsﬁer;ing students. " If it ig found .that - " /-
..jsending.iﬁstitutioﬁs_are=un;éa119tig‘inVth'ei_r,-expectat_:iqns,_f’fchenfthévij

”“fjpilot'projeCﬁ mayfbe?terminatédféﬁdfanothervsdlutibn sought.
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: . THE ‘ADULT EDUCATION ACT. A Draft for

- Discussion. Preparéd by ‘Legislative .

'.fServices Alberta Advanced Education and
.;Manpower,‘July,,1975, pp 12 13




Council on - 13, There shall be a Counc1l on Adm1551ons and Transfer 355
‘ ~“Admissions and- wh1ch sha]] mon1tor and promote arrangements which will

Transfer o ensure

(a) - that all quallfled aspirants to advanced educat1on
.‘are prov1ded admission to the system of advanced

educat1on, and
(b) that tranSferability_of’credit o

'(i)».o facwlltates student mob111ty among 1nst1tu—

*thnS programs of study or courses

(ii)vt av01ds unnecessary repet1t1on or dup11cat1on

of course content, and

:hf(fii) accommodates both general educatlon and
) "“vv career deve]opment |

I

}thegistryvt;f ﬂﬁ't~im};vs14{s (i)’ The Counc1l sha]l comp11e ma1nta1n and dlssemfnate
3;3@a reg1stry of admlss1ons and transfer arrangements w1th1n the

.%g“:;yzjnfssystem of advanced educat1on ;;5

(2) Each 1nst1tutlon shall subm1t for rev1ew by the
"“cdunc11 proposa]s for adm1551ons and transfer S
- o S
4DjsputefResolution_:'e {:}Sﬁ .(I) The Counc11 shall at its dlscretlon med1ate between

' _;_’-fof-the system of advanced educatwn and pr1va—t§ co]éeges to

resolve d1sputes concern1ng problems respectlng admfss1ons ‘and -

oy ‘r.%‘l.

'ftransfer

:°‘5arf‘,éﬂmembers nf the éystem of ag%anced educat1on or between members S




Membersh1p on Counc1]
of: Admlss1ons and

Transfer

h}med1ate d1sputes between 1nd1v1duaT students and members of

. the system of advanced educatwon f‘

‘ftlme.h

- 356:

'p (2) In the event. an agreement cannot be reached pursuant

"to subsect1on (1), the 1nst1tut1ons 1nvoTved may submlt a

';wrltten request for arb1trat10n to the Counc1]

3

(3) On recelpt of a request pursuant to subsect1on (2)

the Counc1T shal] estab]1sh procedures for the resoTutlon of

the d1spute and shall reso]ve the issue and TtS dec1s10n shaTT, W

be b1nd1ng upon the 1nst1tut10ns

(4) A dec151on of ‘the cOunc1T made pursuant to subsectionhﬂf\';

,(3) is f1na1 and w1thout appeal ‘or review. R R

A\

(5) The CounczT on Adm1ss1ons and Transfer shaTT not

”*;f16;21(1) The Counc1T on Adm15510ns and Transfer shaTT ConSTSt
"vhfof such representatlves of the members of the system of

::fjadvanced educat1on asfthe M1nwster may app01nt from t1me to

1T~ef;(Z)ttThefanfsterhmayiappOThtfafqhairman'toptheaCnuneilbe;’f:e'

R AR
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= "TRANSFERABILITY POLICIES AND GUIDELINES" ’

. ‘"S'o’urc'e"' :"Coordinat:ion Policy o Alberta L
-+ .Y Department of Advanced Education, : '
November, 1973 ST

=




© TRANSFERABILITY POLICIES AND GUIDELINES
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e _ - -BACKGROUND o . LT
L . ' . ( o »
1he fOllOdlng pollc1es and’ guldellnes were developed in response
to a need to create @ coordinated systeénm of continuous and recurring.
“education without artificial. hurdles and unnecessary barriers to students.
With the increase in rumber and dlver51ty of post-secondary instituticas
" during the past decade the need to develop provincial policies to facili-
‘ tate*admission and . approptlate placement of all entering and transferrlng
v+ students within' the Alberta system of Advanced Educatlon has becone in-
L crea51ngly apparent. R R o

and concerted efforts-Were made to find a ‘solution which was acceptable t
the subsystems involved and which realistically would facilitate student
access to’ and wob llty w1th1n the total post~secondary system. :

In Aprll 1972 the non-unlverSLty s system adopted‘the'philOSO;
phld\p031tlon that‘ _ e ey o

cee eacb of tbe eleven” post seconuary 1nst1tutlons are mature,
responSLble, and viable educational institutions in tbelr oum rlght
w1th mutually acceptable accredltatlon status. .

Proceedlng from thls phllosophlc pos1t10n the 1nst1tut’ons i
concerned agreed to' the general policy that.both admlsSLOn and transfer -
of credit be on tbe basis -of recommendatlongfof the sendﬁng ;nstdtution-
and that the. rece1v1ng 1nst1tut10n' ' : L
. ....has the obllgatlon to accep+ the transferrlng student w1th .
c“edlt tor VG“K successFuly complet at the sendlng 1nst1 utlon. R

, These pollc*es governlng relatlonst 5s among pon—unlverSLty
1nst1tutlons have, to date,: proved successlul . For ‘this reason, the
policies =rg. procedures outlined in the’ "Fanohook of Pollc1es and: Proce-;
‘Cures for the Transf E”Eblllty of Students in Flgerta s AgrlcultLral and.
" Vocat: cnal Colleges, Inst1tutes cs Tecnnc’ogy ]‘ Public Colleges Aprll
1972" w1ll contlnLe e apply to the non-un*ver51ty subsystem.-.,y' s

] Attempts at @gveloplng pollc1es c0ncern1ng transfer relatlonshlps
between the. ron-un-verszty subsystem and the university subsysrem were -
lesstuccessful. The fact .that. post-seco dary education’ encompassed at -
least three subs;stens operated by lndependent.authorltles made it dlff1~_ﬁf”
lcult to reart/agreerent as to mhat mlght:constltute an acceptable and/or
effectlue solutlon.';"; o B : et . : :

_ o Tbe creet1o- of a. s’hgle ccord-n,tlng agency for all aoult educa— [—"
tvcn; in tbe forn of the “epartre* .of ie"anced Educatlon, has prov1ded
the vehlcle by hh’Cb the trensfereb l*t‘ 1ssue mlght he resolved :

r

e In erteno--, 197o, the Departr*nt cf Advanceo Educat101 undertook
e 1"1_ a pr03ect desxgreo to propose policies and guldellnes :hlch would be a
‘ ”’"best fvt" solutlon to *He problen. I"v5_ s o o S



r

- 'The initial stages of the project.involved meetings with repre- °
sentatives of all public post-secondary institutions in the province.
During. these meetings, it generally was agreed that admissions of students
to post-secondary institutions and that transfers of credits were rajor
problems requiring solution. It also was generally agreed that the Depart-

p

ment of Advanced Education might ‘be the m65t'appropriate’ngencyito . X
coordipate the development of policies and guidelines which would then be -
- -considered and reviewed by institutional representatives prior to their

" implementation.

w

L ;‘“‘During”theséjinitial:ﬁeetings; inStitufions*were,invitéd t6 respond
to a series of criteria for policy development. Subsequent_responses

indicated general support for the follok}nh criteria,

® - CRITERIA ROR POLICY DEVELOPNENT T
'1."Pd1iciesgﬁust ensure admission and apprdpriate placemént of all éﬁtéré’
- ing and transferring-students.A ‘ S E :

2.. Policies should.protect the integrﬁty of legitimately selective
~ admissions and transfer policiés and practices. ’ _
3. "Policies must provide for a‘sﬁooth flow of students to and within the -

total post-gecondary system, - , -
L Policies ﬁﬁst ensure that institutions are able to advise students as
' to the extent to which successful completion of a course or program

© will earn them advaanced credit.at anothep institution. :

o o

N .

i

5. Policies must ensure that procedures remain efficient, responsive
and effective.. : . S T

4]

‘6. Policies must provice 2 continuing rechanisn for policy implementation,
‘evalution and reviasw, L . L

\

7."Poiiéies must ensure that‘sending ipstitutions do notlrang'entraﬁce
requirements 1n.order-oﬁly~to.en3ure the -admission of graduates to

universities. o e .

v S . . LY . T
‘ U - o _ . s : e i
8. . Policies must ensure that sending institdtions do not dlsplace‘the)
primary intent of Proggngfand courses by increasing their academic

- conterit’ in order onl qualify fcr transfer. - : :

\



~ POLICIES AND GUIDELINES.

_ ' The following policies and guidelines were developed in keeping’

- ‘with the foregoing adopted criteria for policy ceveloprment. In-addition,
the'policies,were’developed to operate within“the frameviork of existing

legislation. - o * |

- 'The following statement of policies and ‘guidelines is intended
‘neither to reflect the content nor the nature and scope of current
.legislative review, However, the extent to which these policies prove
to be effective will undoubtedly influence the final outcome of the .
- review, _ _— co : ,

Y



~ ADMISSIONS POLICY

e N

._All aspirants'tofpost-secdndary'édﬁcation who may benefit
thereb) should be: prov1ded adr1551on to the Alberta kystem

of advanced educatlon. Adm1551on of students to any post-
-

" secondary 1nst1tutlon should be on the basrs of credentlals
s

" presented, a def1n1t1on of maturlty, or the recommendatlon

- of an accredlted sendlng 1nst1tut10n.

362.



ADMISSIONS POLICY. GUIDELINES

1. The,Depaftmeﬁt-of Advanced Education may‘accredit publitly-supported
post-secondary educational institutions to certify entrange standings

* for admissions purposes, .

2 Studeﬁts'haﬁing”successfully Completéd.gn’apprbved‘ﬁertificateii ,
diplqoma, or one or more years of an approved transfer program shall,
‘on the recommendation of3the'sendingfinstitutiongybe‘admitted to post-

~secondary institutions,

3. Where admissions Qudtaslapply,’and'agreeméht7cannbt_bé reached at the
" institutional level, each casge in dispute will be‘considergd by the -

Articulation Councill on the basis of individual merit. -

4, Instftutions should be encouraged fb devel6p gdmiksions'pblicies‘hhichvy:
' enhance the range of available‘ppst—secondary'educationaljopgortunities;

5. Adult students who fulfill maturity requirements shall be admitted to
~ @n appropriate post-secondary institution and may be required to take

~such upgrading programs as are necessary for admission to the program .

of their choice. e : - : " .

.

6. Where the Articulation Councill is unable to reach a decision, or ’
where appeals are lodged by students d/ar-institﬂtions, the Depart- =
ment of Advanced Education in consultation with related Advisory .
Committees will act as'arbitrator, and will communicate its recormenda-

- tion to the appropriate authority, . - N S o

7. Institutional admissions policies will be consistent with provincial.

legislation.
i . . . t *
, ' o ' , . R - _
. ".1éuidé;ijké concerning the composifion and role‘ofrthe'ﬁrtigulaé
‘tigrn Ccur.»ll are_butlined under "Implementatipn,3Evaluation, and Review -

Frucedursz,"

[
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s  TRANSFER POLICY

~

Txansferablllty of credlt should fac111tate e

\ .

T;tudent r‘ODlllt)’, ' pronote a career laddervk"

concept and av01d unnecéssary %repetltlon B A
"_ of content and duphcatlon of student effort
4

i ; .
1

L o ..
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LlAqyanceiStandingffor*Studentshénrqlled-in‘otheﬁ progrars’ shall be . . -
~determined by mutual agreement between sending and recéiving insti- .
" tutions regardless of the direction of transfer,” =~~~ = P

- Instructor approval from the receiving institutions will not be -

| TRANSFER POLICY GUIDELINES

'Advance standing:fof students enrélled in apprbved‘tfansfer'progfams o
. .shall be on the Bssié”bfpthe recommendation of “the sending institu-

tion.

K

‘f&d§anée“standing.shallsbé”oh'thefbasis 6ﬂ"genera1 éqdivalencé'ofa-."

}.programs‘rathep_than;on,a7¢QUrSe by course evaluation of student
, records.  However, where there is”subStantial;similarity,betwéeni;
. courses, advance standing m L

ay be on'a course.basis,
New“tﬁanSfepfprqgfamewill‘beffeferred-tofthe:Articﬁlatién_Council‘
for review and reCQmmendation_priorﬂtqfapproval_by the~Ppcgrams;,

Services Division. - -

- Each institution shall“have the right to set policy for its own:

faculty members without interference from another institution. -

rgqui.x.‘e_d.. Sy

Wﬁébe mufual agreeméntvcahhbt“be;reached at the'instituti3halflévél,”

the matter will be referréd;for_décision_tq-the Articulation»Couﬁcil. “>
VWhere the‘Articulation~Council.is'unable-tp5reach;a decision or where
appeals are lodged by students and/or institutions, the Department of

- £3vanced Education in consultation with related Advisory Committees

w*7"act,as_arbitratq;, and‘wi1l.communiCate its recommendation to. :

vthe-appropriate»authority.-, . .
L 3 .‘. “
NI
o B |
A e ',‘
J :
\
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- IMPLEMENTATION, EVALUATION AND REVIEW PROCEDURES

Al

A contlnulnv mechahts“ in the form of ‘an Artic culation Council will be

created for the purpo se of pollcy izplementation, evaluation and .
rev1ew. S 3

~ R - --b‘

The Artlculatlon Counclt shall be corpcsed of n1ne members. Pember-

ship will 1nclude one representative from each of the four universi-

‘ties, two representatl ’es from the public and regional college

subsystem, -and two rephesentatlves from the technical institutes and

~Alberta. Vocatlonal Centres. A chairman shall. be appointed by the e
- Minister,- w1th secretarlal services provmded by the PrOgram Serv1ces
'_D1v151on. : R : . S o

‘ ,Actlno w1th1n the pr311510ns of exi stlﬂg leclslatvon the Artlculatlon

COunCll shall serve as arbltrator in rcsolv1n° adn1351on and transfer

.‘prob1ens betweer ard ‘“ong 1nat1tut on s.-n

"T“, Artlculatlon Cou* 11 shall revtew aﬂn1851ons pOllCleS w-th a: v1ew

to encouragvng the. d=velo“ment ‘of consistent admissions: policies which - =
enhance’ the range of available post- secondary echat101a1 oppor*unltleb,.

- and-to ensurlng the: l=~1t1macy of these. pollc1es relative to the na‘ure SR
- .and. content of programs.k It shall chlSe appropr;ate authorltles
‘thereon;‘@ L S . : . o

.fThe Artlculatlon Counc17 shall rev1ed and adv1se upon the development
'Tpof nev transfer pﬂo~raua. -.,“ R I I ‘héf -

. ihe A“tlculatlon CO“‘“ll shall recos=é “d approphlate studles to evaluatel‘y‘
" the effectiveness of’ tolicies proposad herein. On- the ba51s of its '

evaluatlon, the Articulation Council shall recommeﬁd to the. Department
of Advanced Educatica such rev151o“s to: pollc1es, guldellnes and

'_pPOﬂedures as 1t dee“s necessany. ’

”1Act1ng w1th1n the ph07151ons of existi leg*slatlon the Department of

Advanced ‘Education stha l act as: flnal bltrator vinere disputes cannot

be resolved by instituzions or by ths Articulaticn: Council. In:its role p.r,

as arbltrato ', the Depar tment of" Advanced Educatlcn wzll consult wlth

' related thlsory Comn*ttees..,

’The functlons of both ke Art1culat3c— Cou'!c11 and the Department are:

subject to limitations of the laws of #lberta, partlcularly The

Universities Act, Section 34(1)(n); The Colleges Act, Section 2! 28 andbpt-"
“'-The Department of Adxa“ced Educat101 Zct, SCCLlOn S(b)(c)(d)

‘.'.

G _ : SO . ‘}‘i‘ S
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N Mechanism for the Resolution of Proble S

"j-of Admission and: Transfer of Credit within

- the System of Post-—Secondary Education in K
‘}"_-»Alberta (March 197% ’
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fAdMEcHANISM’FoR‘TﬁE RESOLUTION OF PROBLEMS OF ADMISSION

& TRANSFER OF CREDIT WITHIN THE SYSTEM* OF POST- SECONDARY

”;EDUCATION IN ALBERTA.

a -

"h:;The Universities will admit any student who has successfully completed

‘f one year or more of work at a recognized Alberta College or- Institute

'r,-of Technology and is recommended by the Institution for University

.admission In this policy recognized' means recognized by the

o agricultural

‘djare_notjcoveredtg',j 3{;-k.,;f“;» 1;jf";_”f_f'ﬁ§._

”jsystem, courses for credit applicable to a portion of the degree in Arts '?,»f‘

f_nDepartment of Advanced Education "Institution covers the public and

. private community colleges, the Institutes of Technology and the regional

fand vocational colleges The Alberta Vocational centres.,n

alr

"Qfe;;f;‘?_f_f'j,ﬁb TRANSFER OF CREDIT et e

N

AifoNIVERSITY DEGREE PROGRAMS y:?li/?{j]5f»,wfj;";,fi“gj;j_:*’

Cor

‘?‘fThe university will accept, on recommendation from other members of the

LW

» Qfand Science, retaining the remaining portion for that university s

W

“ato the system would be regulated by another institution, presumably a i

"f.fcollege, institute or another university in which approved programs xy;;"

-y
-

/

* The system consists of the universities, the public
fand private colleges, the institutes of - technology,

- :the agricultural’and vocational colleges, and the
..Alberta vocational centres. g :

v s

e T R R

h;recommendation and regulation Thatﬁ?ortion that the university yielded f{'j;f

"1inc1ude courses that should properly and appropriately be transferred for,}t.ﬂ

‘:=_"credit._ This means programs or courses;designed or designated to lead togdﬁ-*
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_‘2 - L
bachelor's degreesthlArts and Science The recommending institution
would be resp0nsible for deciding what 1s proper and appropriate,\but
subJect to appeal by the university to a Credit Arbitration COmmittee. o
h_The decision of that committee would be binding on both parts.
'VSpecificallx, | | | | N
1) the degree granting institutions (the universities) w111
.accept the recommendations of any member of the system for the first
V'five year courses or the first ten semester (half year) -courses. in a |
'bachelor 8’ degree program in Arts and Science | Students will then-feel
'Secure that at least five (or ten) proper and appropriate courses taken
elsewhere in the system willﬁhe credited toward a bachelor s degree in
;Arts and Science at any of the universities<within the system | A caveat
.”:that must be recognized is that fOEya highly structured degree program
f;such as an-honOurs program, the courses credited on the recommendation
iiof the sending institution may not be acceptable as part of that special

,f.degree program This situation applies equally to a student transferring

'fin as it does to a student starting first year at the‘universi%y in a 1?“"

-5program other than the highly structured program meutioned Wfthin the
; less structured programs leading to a bachelor '8 degree in Arts and o

»’Science, there is assurance of a route to the degree without loss of time

"or unacceptable credits This caveat would asgi

A

'fsimilarly to transfer.'

to professional faculties as we\u

"A decision as to whether the courses transferred for credit ‘can be used

..

, toward highly structured degree programs will result after negotiation

:between the sending institution and the university as outliped in (2)

L E ‘.
MR
o

JAll institutions'thatjhayeiapproyedhprpgrams (i}e;;’appronedﬁby'the”



_, 370.
-3~

N Department of Advanced Educatibn)'designed‘or designated‘to lead toward
- albachelor's degree'in‘Arts,and Science,would,;by virtue of thelabove,

have the‘freedom‘to experiment with7or innovate iniavp0rtionﬂof such a

¢

- degree program.

e

2

2) Any institution in the system, if it sought to have a -

_ program of courses or individual courses recognized for credit at-a

iy

f’university in addition to those defined above related to. "first year" of -

*,ia bachelor s degree in Arts and Science “1s required to negotiate with a _.f‘j

N e

;;specific university or with the system of universities Such negotiations
’ are expected to be complete within a. three—month periody ,If the o
‘institution seeking credit is not satisfied with the progress of thev-\'

3 negotiations after three months it may appeal for a decision to the credit

' E:arbitration committee whose decisibn will be binding on both parties If’fl_f;f

i

ft,:the institution seeking credit is not satisfied with the outcome of

'5‘jnegotiations after three months, it may appeal the outcome to the credit
~ffiarbitration committee The decision of the committee will be binding ‘on .

1‘fbboth parties.i,";"v

B

3) All agreements between or among institutions respecting

Vi

'1'transfer of credit that are now 1n effect to the satisfaction of the lfffff ‘

: f'institutions concerned will-remain in effect.a R e
f'tf"

4) The credit arbitration committee will be appointed by the

";system of Post Secondary Education. It will hear, investigate and rule ;:}'”
’ . o .

’ 'on disputes between or among institutions reapecting transfer of credit.'

vﬁ‘In reaching decisions it will be concerned with and will take into f."

2t

;'iconsideration all aspects of institutional positions, educational
; _ , ‘ e o e




ifv;and other institutions to sit where an institution with a regular member S

“.public colleges and regional colleges (agricultural and vocational)

’3Each university will be required to name an alternate to the member

'.‘is involved in a dispute. ,;i iil'

R

[ T l : N V20

‘.:;»

financial, social ;economic and political

>

E The composition of the committee will be one member of each of the four’ .

universitf%s appointed by the university, tw0 members from among the
oy

LR

'”;,appointed by the group of colleges, two members from among the Institutes
of Technology and the Alberta VOcational Centres appointed by that group

*]'of institutions o

N

,}." . : - Qo

| The Chairman will be in addition, and appointed by the Minister of S

P 4

:'d Education '331 _j': t,

K

v'bmentioned above to be from one of the other three unlversities. That

. ,nf alternate will sit as a Voting Member in the ‘case where a dispute involvesb',fi'v

-that\university appointing the alternate.»ﬁ‘,.'”‘

4\. o

t;jThere will/also be alternates chosen for the public colleges, institutes,_:f[f+5

o AN :.‘:

5) The committee will deal with disputes between or among

;’iinstitutions not with disputes between individual students and

."ﬂfacted on. by institutions.».

‘,j_extension in time is agreed to by all parties in the dispute. ;'

tt:institutions. Concerns of individual students will be directed to and

L

'}ev.
. P

6) Arbitration decisions will be handed down by the f‘A |

: committee no,later than one. month after arbitration is sought unless an

“

S e

PO e
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7) Any subject or issue that is the basis of an arbitration

‘decision may not be raised again before the Articulation Committee for

-

g7a period of one year. "

8) This mechanism will be agreed to by signature qf the

apprOpriate officer by all institutions in the Post Secondary system,

: namely

- and"can only be altered by agreement of all mebers of the system.

b EPEN

&
YRS



'NON_UNIVERSITY PROGRA’MS‘ R

. SR S 373..

N

I

The receiving institution has the obligation to accept the

w

transferring student with cred&t for work successfully completed at the »,—"

o sending institution.- Further details are to be. found in the "Handbook

Y

. of Policies and Procedutes for the Transferability of Students in

Alberta 8 Agricultural and Vocational Colleges, Institutes of

Technology and Public Colleges. April 1972"

:rAn agreement for Transfer within all non university institutions in thel

.

'system.is now 1n effect. This‘remains ingeffeot, and is as follows: o

Bt
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INTRODUCTIN

The need to create\a mechanlsm to dea wnth the problems of
,_admlsswns and transfer h{thln the Alberta system of post secondarYx

‘ -_educatnon has: become 'ncreasmgly apparent durlng the past fnve years

T . . - . <

. * .
o lDuP;lng recent months, concerted efforts have been made by Ad-~ '
: ,,,- / .

vanced Edg/catuon and by mstltutlons comprusnng the system to develop'_
"pollc;es and guudeltnes whlch have system-wnde appllcabnllty and whlch'
at the sane tlme are mutually acceptable to the lnstltutlons concerned

| Whlle conslderable progress has been made through the cooperatlve ef-
X ;forts of umverSltles, colleges, and technr‘cal lnstltutes, consenSus L

Ty

:was not possuble. L S e | SRR

At the request of the Unlversvtles Coordlnatlng Counc:l and of.ﬁ_ e

..jthe heads of post secondary lnstltutlons nn the provmce a Councll on R

"_,Admlsslfms and Transfer wull be establlshed effectvve September 1 19711 ) |

"under the proposed terms of reference whlch follow ' One of the ftrst

&

‘tasks of. the Councll wnll be to review these terms of reference and, :

recommend thelr modlflcatson or adoptlon to the Mlmster.

Slnce the Councll ls expected to’ operate wlthm the framework

i

of exlstlng leglslatlon, its powers of decisnon wull be llmlted to’

.those delegated to It b, the mstltutlons concerned Thus lts success 3

"wlll depend prlmarlly upon the extent to whlch each mstitutlon wlll

~

agree to delegate ltS authorlty concernsng admlss:ons and transfer of .

"credlt to “a council ‘f peers.
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The spnrat of COoperataon among lnStltutlonS whuch has evolved

| during recent montHs suggests that the Counctl on Admi5510ns and Trans-.”

"_fer wnll constitute an effectlve mechanlsm for resolutlon of current”

and future problems and for facclltatlng the artlculatnon of the Alberta~vzs

"f, system of advanced education.

;: ) James L. Foster,> A 5
. Minlster of Advanced Educat:on._”
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THE couwcn. ON Aowssxons AND TRANSFER .~ T ¥
The Councﬂ{uon Admwswns and Tmnsfer shaZZ be respm_‘ :};

« . vy

’s'LbZe for deveZopzng guz,delznes and procedures whwh ensure
(1) that ;zZZ aspwants to post-secondcu’y educatwn who' may.,g".'
" "jbv'_fbenefzt thereby are provzded adrmsswn to the Alberta systemm

e :of Advcmaed Educatwn, and ( 2) thaz‘: transfembzlzty of cred-’

Lt faczlztates student mobzlzty, promotes a career Zad{!er

concept and avozds unnecessary repetztwn of content cmd

B _"vduplwatwn of student effort. AT
R 4
| “"‘:LVTE‘R”“S.:"F' REF‘_E’RENC‘E_:T EOR-','.TH'E c‘ouNc’( ATy

‘il}‘f The CouncH shall review current prOposals for admissions 1and trans- : ;';‘;

)

fer which have been generated by Advanced Educatlon and by lnstltu-. o

tlons and subsystems for the purpose of identifying those guidelinesil |

o

procedures whlch shaTI“be adopfed as belng appﬂcable to aZZ'.

; vlnstltutlons withln the system of advanced educatlon. B
2. The Coun \ shall estabHsh procedures by which admiss!on and trans~
vv?r._";'fer poli Ies, gundelines and procédures ar!e granted system-wide h

approval
3. ‘vThe Councll shaH be the recipient of al! existing Institutlonal,'

| admlsslon and transfer policies or arrangements, and shall monitor -t

.‘(

’.jthe effectiveness of these.,f

:‘i.."The Councll shall compfle a registry of’ admlsslons and transfer '

arrangements wlthln the Alberta system of advanced educatlon._'? o

P

. —_— S . B ) : L S s
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5 The Counci] shall recommend appfopriate stud:es to evaluate the t

SR effectivgness Of all PO"CICS 0" Practlces respecting admlssaon and

.,-%-f

transfer and shall recommend to Advanced Educatlon and to inst:tu*

i;l admissnon and transfer problems(»n

ihf' ln the event that agreement'cannot be.reache ‘th

-

Counc?l shall upon wrltten requeSt'by the parties concerned serve?as
\/“’\”-.. ' i :

arbitrator.A,
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\ lnstltutlon or{.fi?jfs}f;fla Sl
Subsystem _;_ﬁ;"Pf‘f??‘Tgrm“I;-ga_‘

) 11 Dr..WIllard F. Axlen ;f5 ”}‘;ajUﬁfﬁeﬁsfty;of'ijf-,:ié,véaf;3}~§f*“$jf77
'“;. a:sg~ Assocnate Vice- PreSident o Alberta i o o ok e F
Academic. - L ;;;;u v_ffa’;¢iﬂH;J~}‘f" R e AL TR T

'QﬂmﬁMQ“' ‘

o

',;,1___~ = Department: of. Educatlonal o Calgary. oo o0 T A P
SR aj*ﬁ.f;‘ Psyéhology. R -,~L_:, f;"fl;'fjf'ﬁf,i_ B e O SR AT s

z) Dr. Donald B. Black, '19‘l$’f-f}Un19éfsfty”éﬁ7 L 3Years .

3) Pro'essor Phillp Butterfiéld l s”UnivekSPty'bf;fff'fff‘3erars;a Sl
Associate Dean, e Lethbridge DR ;ﬁ;,‘-f".‘<‘; e
Faculty of Arts and Scnence. F,~a ' T R R

h) Dr. Larry U. Ferguson,,if5fii Athabasca Hr fg?‘,z Yaaﬁsggbafff'"
Assistant tothe e Universuty IR
Presid@nb-:a*fj[}?j,?; B LI 'fﬂiff'f;ij”:;;! ”fﬂQ:‘2;;:-Q

) Hr. Richard H COOke, o ‘ 4 ;; S "b'” e 3 = 2 Years _’»\ B
Reglstrar, SR R Public Colleges .Li'_ ,,,-;»f e
Mount Royai College.‘ i5. ¥'” S S ,,‘*' R

h/ D
6) Mr. Donald C Harper SR
Reg!strar,'(ﬁvu
Granqe Pralrfe Regional T et

v!,v»NoﬁineéSvConclpdédﬁ,q,vfs,ﬁ.u
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'*fterm of office._'
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R L

A

R B \Néminee ' . ° ' l nSti tution Or

St 7 Subsystem

7) Dr. Karei Puffer,_af)_ijiﬁ.*;- :.f,ﬁ-““_wa;”: B 31' ‘752;Yeacs"
~Academic Vice-President; =~ R I
quthern Alberta lnstltute i Technlcai institutes;[”'

- of,Technoiogy L :

8) Mr.lJames B. Kassen,_.“

" Assistant Centre Supérvnsor
“Alberta Vocationai Centre j;;;f
Fout Mchrray e e

1
e
1
R
1 Vocationai Centres e

9) Cha:rman ”55§"‘5:5 f;dwie¢5iiif"5f,d§g.ﬁi At the pieasure3-v 0
(To Be Appointed) ,.bd_,d“’?fiV{lifﬁfffﬁ fial of the Mnnister:f;d g

. :,'7:?'. -

AR - .

- . 7\ .
KRy R

,_.' . .~'

N

. ¢

N e

v'LJZthe pleasure of 1he Minister.ﬂ\Rfo_;g:ffrtftﬂijg*i%f;;,_fs?,?;.-

’»No member shaii serve for more than two c0nsecutive terms of office.*'(

'.,An independent chairman who IS not directiy associated with any in~3:':

~thitial Term 4 |
SRR 1&ﬁ{“7
e

7r'5d*'* N 3 Years f[f"

’5Jn subsequent years, new members w‘%i be appointed for a three-year;f=ei¥1/

f_;titution of Advanced Educatlon or wnth Aiberta Advanced Educatlon.v”‘”

~;eshaii be appointed by the Hin{ster.l :His term of office shaii be at ﬁd"o%



GU'DELINESFORPOLICYDEVELOPMENT

The foiiownng statements have been generaiiy suPported as gulde-f_t'"

'"liines for the development of poiicues, guideiines and prdcedures concern-' o

.‘

’1:ing adiSSions and transfer'::'

F“’jﬂi The admissnon and aPProprlate piacemen kof aii entering and trans-iﬁii'“

. ‘ Cign
ferring aduit students must be ensured

<)
3

"‘1_ arrangements must be protected '} 7ff t{r]g.t‘-ﬁ’ o

The integrity of iegltlmateiy seiectIVe admlssions and transfer ff'7h.'

; ’f.ft‘3 A smooth fiovf of students to and wnthin the totai P@gﬁnséqdndafv;”’°i';-u

- SR .
system must be ensured

' *3.h Institutsons must be abie to advuse students as tO the extent t°

'(\-.

o advanced credit at another institutlon.

3}:f5 Procedures must remain efficient, reSponsive and effective.;:in"”’°

ﬁrffe6 A mechanisni for poiicy impiementation, evaiuation and review must

"”.{h bemmaintained f?,7;f] f}if?’i'1ji’ ‘17'",f.f'”f"57”'g'}al

..',_

"dfr7 Sending institutions must not raise entrance requirements in order

oniy to ensure the admission of graduates to universntues.¢
"af8. ,Sending lnstitutions must not dispiace the primary intent of pro- h”'
. \ < .

which successfui compietion of a course or program wnii earn them ’ffffiﬁf

grams and courses by increasing their academic content in order oniy S

 to quaiify for transfer.,-V ;’Y*jf”hf;jg,ff;_ 'ﬂ'gf-ff
el e

f;9 Poiicies, guideiines and procedures must appiy to aii institutions _;_f;7g

c°‘“Prising the Aiberta system of Advanced Education. f:}.‘*.’<°
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admlsslons and transfer e B T P I
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Admlsslons Po] |cy

R AZZ aspwants to post-seconda_ry educatwn who may benefzt_“ R

f‘:&{'thereby should be pronded admzsswn to the AZberta system of ,\ ,.
‘. advanced educatwn. Admzsswn of students to cmy Z’OSt“WC"”z
dary mstttutwn shouZd be on the basts Of 0729 01’ mor €. of the
"':?A_;:."_.gffoZZomng ( 1) academc credentzals preserted (2) a deftm-i:’_';}. ':'..““:"."‘.
5..{_..#1’0" of matum ty, 01, (3 ) the recomrrendatwn of an accredzted Lk

o "sendzng Lnstztutwn. .. e PR

.\;.

e Transfer Pol |cy

o Transferabtlzty of credtt shouZd be a.rrcmged to factlttate"}»("-’jﬁ_’

, . student mobtlzty, promote a career Zadder concept and avmd

S f'.mnecessary repetztwn of content ancl dupZtcatwn of student"f‘, .‘

LA
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APPENDIX O

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE COUNCIL ON ADMISSIONS

Source'”

s

o “AND TRANSFER (ADOPTED FEBRUARY ;975)

B

Alberta Council on Admissiom;and Transfer.
FirstrAnnual Report 9/5 76, Addendum B,



. TERMS QFREFERENGE  ~ i B0 5

1 'The';fallé'win_g Terms of 'Référ_ence were ad'opte'd by Council moi_io_n on
February 14, 1975+ . P S
* 1. The Council shall review cufrent regulations, proposals akd practices for .
admissions and transfer which have been generated by Advanced Education .. g e
-and by institutions and subsystems for the pur,ose of identifying those guidelines ... -~ £ . -
- and procedures applicable to. all institutions within, the system of advanced - - . S
education. . | T T L e ‘
Q. The'Coung:_il"sha‘ll*de'\‘/elbph procedures by which-admissions and: transfer S e

k]

policies, guidelines and procedures. are granted system-wide approval. -

~* 3... The Council "sh‘él_l ‘compile; maintain arid disseminate a.registry of 'a_ll_eXis'tikn'g' i

- admissions and transfer arrangements within_the Alberta system of advanced - . L L

¢ education. - e L e o e

- 4. The Council shall monitor the effectiveness of admissions and transfer policies .~ - Ll ie

" and:practices throughout the advanced education. system; to this end. it may . s R

|.carry.out, or request instituions to carry out a‘pjpro.priate' studies,. ~ - T FRE

5. ‘The Council shall recommend.: to Advanced Education and to institutions S R T
- ‘revisions of policies, guidelines and procedures as.it deems necéssary; .- S AT TP

islation, the Council shall upon the o

:6;' -Acting with'inf'thg pfo{/isions of "'existi‘ng legi

- written request of an institution, serve- as:mediator in resolving inter-

' institutional admission andtransfer problems. (The Council,will not deal unth SRR o
. requests by individuals.) - © o RS R I LS ST
-7 In the event that agreement cannot be- reached ,thfdhgh-médiatibn,'jhe}Cpuh_cil» e SEE IR
~.-shall upon' written request by the institutions concerned, serve as arbitrator., - o SR

8. Infulfiling its arbittation role, the Council shall establish arbitration procedures? . . SRR
- -inform the institutions of these procedures, and'inform the institations of its -~ S
RN '-’deci_Siohg:;‘_which shall be final and binding. e AT LT .
| 9. The Council shall advise the Minister of any legislative changes which it deems .~
“.110.:The Council, at the request of the Minister or institutions, shall comment on . Thorl
1 _y,ff':unres’olYe’d:_trar_x.éfer*pr’oblems_ related to proposed. programs. R AL 3
11." The Council shall report annually to the Minister of Advanced Education.onits*. -« . T
activities. = . - e e D T '
12. ﬁg{CqUnci]_u[il_u_'ope'r‘at‘e with the support pf‘:’ W T R O N LT R
" ‘a) -Council members, t':c)"b‘_e"r_einfsursejdAbQ:Ad\’zénc‘é&' Eéuéléiibﬁ'_fdf out-- T

4T

). f_Hé Chairman; to be paid an "ap’piopri'a‘te‘v 'hb:hgr_aﬁurp;.’a'h'd - S \ -

ch other -néC’esVSary;.re.sbu'ri:;e's and CHE
as fequired by = .7

- .services, to be made available by Advanced Education
-+« the Council in, the fulfillment of its responsibilities. -/~

i .

~ “c) - an executive secrétary and su

N




”1A *¢%ffog*}” APPENDIX p “".

© A POLICY FOR ADMISSION AND TR;NSFER,OF CREDIT
- AT ALBERTA UNIVERSITIES 'BASED UPON WORK- COMPLETED
. AT ALBERTA PUBLIC COLLEGES AND. PROVINCIALLY
. 'ADMINISTERED INSTITUTIONS '(APPROVED BY, THE, COUNCIL ‘
.ﬂ;;OF ADMISSIONS AND TRANSFER -MARCH 1976) :

~_4"'ﬁp;:“*e.y S 1;[;}g\;

berta Council on’ Admissions and Transfer
”;_irst Annual Report 1975 76 Addendum C

: %



‘. .+ - . ADDENDUMC = 4 ¥

A POLIGY FOR ADMISSION AND TRANSFER OF CREPIT AT -
i ALBERTA UNIVERSITIES BASED UPON WORK COMPLETED AT
U+~ ALBERTA PUBLIC COLLEGES AND PROVINGIALLY

387.

ADMINISTERED INSTITUTIONS

~LADMISSICN ~ - o e -
~ Admission to'a university program will be granted to any applighn’t who has fulfilled | Y
_the admission requirements as established by the university fér the program -~ = °
1 concern_’etf or to any applicant who upon successful completion of at teast a full O
'year's study at a Piiblic College-or Provincidlly Administered Institution is - e
- recommended in writing by thé sending institution as having satisfied the'appropriate
matriculation requirements or their equivalent. Where selection procedures are = =~ - :
| involved in the!admission to a.program, each applicant shall be treated on thesame =~ »
J\,- ‘basis as any other person wéking-admisi%n to that'program. . = T T ah”
2.TRANSFER OF CREDITS - S
“Subject to the gbo'.}e‘admission,rgquir_ements there shall be four recognized transfer . -,» -
-, arrangements; R L R R L P, s
- A: University transfer programs’- R T :
B." Diploma, certificate, and. other specified progrdms e
C. - Special inter-institutional arrangements ST e
D. Individual aséessment . . - : R e NN
“The Council on Admissions and Transfer will publish annually a Provincial Transfet c
.-Guide listing gredit equivalences. Entries in this guide are initiated through inter- - ) .
_ institutidnal negotiations. Following a decision. by the ‘Council, tHe approved credit . . -
equivalences will h'_ave‘prownceé\zidg;ap’plication. R T

P K . ~

A. University Transfer Programs -~

- The Minister may approve university transfer programs in-Public Colleges and RN
" Provincially Administered Institutions for the first, or the first and second years of
university studies. Such approval will state the programs, disciplines;\gubject L
fields ‘and levels at which courses may be offered and will be determined bysuch = ¢
means or mechanisms as the Minister may decide following consultation with 'the o
various institutions and agencies involved. - . - . . - N
. Full credit will be granted for these.programs provided that courses taken meet the

' Tequirements of the particular program. which the student wishes to enter. . .

“Approved transfer programs and courses will be registered with the' Councilon -
Admissions and Transfer, and listed in the Provincial Transfer Guide.. - =+ . .

'B. Dipldma, C.e'rtiﬁcatye,‘_ana.ther'Spe’t:'ified Programs. -

The"Council recogni;és that certain diploma or éér‘tiﬁcate ptograms in Pﬁblic
: Colleges and 'Provincially Administered Institutions: have appropriate academic . -
|+, content and level to warrant university transfer credit. .= . - R

Universities will grant credit either. on a course-by-course basis or in the form of R
.. -specific ¢redits or open options forindividual courses or groups of courses completed
: ‘sending institution and listed in the Provincial Transfer- uide. Credits willbe
transferred to the éﬁtent they meet the ‘program, reside ce, and promotion. . -
' requiréments of the degree program which the student wishes ‘to enter, =

' C. Special 7lnter-instituti9na‘l @Arranrgbe_men_tvs' ‘

" Special arrangements for transfer of credits may be'made beyond or in place of those
included in A or B {above), and may be of a pilot or exploratory nature. Some of these °
‘may in due course achieve generaljapprova!, and thus move to jlisting.in, the -

Information regarding special ihtef-institutiénal'afrangements shall be made
- available to the Council. ' R R
D. Individual Assessment N

None of the arrangements referred to in A, B, or C, (above) will preclude a university

from granting advance credit or placement.an an individual basis where this action -
appears to be warranted. Such.individual arrangements will génerally be based on . :
" ad hoc, non-prec_edent-setting“ decisions of the appropriate committee or officer

of the university. . % B

. . . TR ) ‘ : .
1 2 . . - N R .
N o . - s - .
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CHAPTER 28

IS THE DEPARTMENT OF ADVANCED EDUCATION ACT :

389!

B '. | L (1\vnt(‘(l toJune 2, 1970)'}

HER MAJDS’I‘Y by and mth the adv1ce and consent oftv__u

‘the- Leme]atwe Aqqemb]v of Alherta enacts ‘a8 fo]lows _

.D'-".'""‘,'.“’“' '?' 1 In thls Act _ s . ‘
| ol "Department" means the Department of Advanced L

-Edueation;:

-~ eationy
() ‘public college

* 1('t

ment of *

co][cgo nnd “u)llmrc bom'd ‘have o
“the same me.mmxx that thcv havc m Thc (’nllcqm’_

dl(b_) “Mlmster"v means the Mlmster of Advanced Edu-",’ .

. Establish- 2 There cxhall be a Department of the pubhc service of‘; .{ S
. bmmrtment ‘the Province called the Department of Advanced Education -~ -

. over which there shall preside the member of the Execu:
~ " tive Council appointed by Lieutenant. Governor-: under the - -
- ‘Great. Seal of 1he Provmce as- Mmmter of Adv'mced Ddu~

- atmn -
Stare e ‘! (1) In accordance w1th Thc Publw S(’rvzcn Act, thcre :
S22 may be appointed a Deputy Mlmster of Advanced Educa-

©tion and such other employeeq as ‘are requxred for the pur-‘

- poses oft the Department . L

~or to inquire into and report ‘on matters within the Mln-

(2) The Mmmter may. appmnt pcrqonq to ad\me hlm

ister’s administration and a person so -appointed shall be

" paid such rcmunerntxon nnd c*(pcnecq as the Mmlqter pre-
scrlbes : _ . . .
CBoarax s 4. (1) The Minister may eqtabhqh quch boardq com-

<

committecs, :
ele. ¢ mlttces or councils as he considers necessary or’ dcqmble

" to act'in an advisory or administrative capaeity in connec-.
tion with any of the policies, programs, eervxces or other

matters under, hls admlmstratlon

v

'mlttee or council eqtabllshed under thls sectxon

(2) The mester ‘may, with respect to any board com-
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. (a) nppomt or prowde for the mannex of ':ppomtment
-« ,of its members,

(b). preqerlbe the term of offlce of any momber

(c\ deqn:n ite ‘1 ehalrman vxce chanman and sccrct‘ny,
and . = G

‘ d) authom/o fix- and provxde for, the p: 1ymcnt of :re- . '

muneration and expenses to- 1ts memberq

T (3) A board, comrnlttee or. counc1l estabhshed pursuant‘f“
to this section may make rules governing the calling, pro- -
“f cedure and conduct of meetmgs, reportmg and such other*'}

matters as reqpired.

3’ (4) A bmrd commlttee or councxl ethbhahed pur%uant'

1390,

to this section. may exeréise such- po“erq and. shall per- - e
form. such duties and . functions as’ “the mester may ap- N

proxe, cor\lfer or . 1mpose upon 1t

“'&'P.“.“.‘“”’,'; 5. The Mml%tex may make zegnlnhons . YV

:1) for the apportlonment ‘and dxstrlbutlon of all mon-'.v .
~.- o eys appropngted by the. Legislature. for the pur-
© .- pose of .making. gmntq tow.nrds advnncod oducn-'

: '{ltlon inAlberta; .o

i ~(b) for tha establishment, operatxon admnmstratldn’,'

“cultural schools-or mstxtdteq, or: agrxcultural a
vocational colleges;;. «

" and management of. voca‘nonnl technical or- ag'{-- ST
d- o

- (¢} concerning the teaching of ptactmal and- sc1ent1ﬂ1c'_"‘-’",
- “farming, household cconomy, ~domestic and any -

other matters related to agncultural 1nd ‘voca-

“tional (ollogm

il ; (d) for the regmtl atlon of students in programq offex ed - _'

by the institutions refexred to in clause™ (b);

:(v'e) ’plescrxbmg fees or i tariff of fees to be eharged-’

. for any matter or survxce prov1ded by the Depart- :,:. RN

mcnt

' (f) provxdmg for correspondence courses and the: fees:

-~ 'to be chm'red in connection therewith;

; (g) concermng programs offered or to be offered by.. »'

~an’ mstltutlon referred to 1n clauqe (b)

lnve_sm.m-v 6 (1) The Mlmster may. appomt m wrxtlng a’ person )

ti :
o to examine anfl inspect

o ’_ o 2 (a) the- fmancl 13 condltlon or
; (b) the admlmstratxve condltlon, or-

‘ (cv) “any ‘other matter ‘connected wnth the management

- administration or operation;..

of “an .institution referred to'in sect\u\)n 5 clause (b) a
college or a unwersxty LR
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2 (4) The Lieutenant Governor'in’ Council may terminate =
~the appointnient 'of an pdminjstrator at any time, ‘whether -~
©or not-a'resolution has been passed- by the Lc;:,islatiVevAs-'_

DEPT. OF ADVANCED EDUGATION = Chap. 28

¢

| (é)f‘Th'é' péfson appbinte_d' by the Minisfeij under 'sub-; S

- section (1) may examine, inspect and take copies of

(a) all books of record and -account, ST

(b) all bank books, and" .~ .
" (¢) any other papers, documents or things,

- in the possession of an institution referred to in section ‘5,’ 
- clause  (b), college ‘of 'uniVersity: : S

gf‘:’_'(3) The books, papers,-doctiments and things mentioned ~ <

in subststion (2) shall be miide available to the person ap-

,Wing,custody?of__them:_:' v

" pointed byxthe Minister:-at the time he requests them from. -

the person

(45 'The persony )'"p‘uili‘tckl‘1'_‘1n'(lpi"Qill}xCCt_iOn (1) may, (lur/ o

-~ (6) A person appointed pursuart to s:ixBé'ectiori i(l‘)‘ shall ., .
"~ reporlito.the Minister ‘on his examination and.inspection. - .
vu,x)%.\upon[r_ﬂ'ceipt of the report the ‘Minister may-mike LR

~-such order as to him seems proper. . =

‘ing his examination and inspection, -make. such: enquiries 7.
~u8 he thinky fit. and may requireund take evidence onoath:. .

7. (1) Where'in his opinion it s in the public interest = .

~ to do so, the Lieutenant GGovernor in. Council may appoint™ -~
: v-;_z,m»..z;d_n);nis(x‘z;‘tor,‘fpr ;mypublic_.’c_ollegé._i’ R TR

2 (3) The admi:niét_rutoi‘:_j'h(:)‘l(l;w‘”'Ofﬁce for one year from, . -
Sotheel Teetive date of his appointment unless a 'resolution to" R
‘extend his dppointment is passcd by the Legislative Assem- ..o

. sembly to extend the administrator’s appointment. =

: H(l) Upon -the ::lbii&iiil’fnlelltL‘O?: iin_;h'dmi»ni»str»uto;" for ...
- u public college, the term ofioffice of the members of the « . -
-~college board appointed pursuant to section 32°0of The Col-"

leges Act terminates.

L (}2)‘ ‘During the*bqriédf of th_év udni'i‘nistra,t»o'r’svappoinf- ,'

ment, the president is not.a member of, the college board.

(3) Durin{: ‘the period of ‘his nppb'i'ntmen’t,’the’vb‘z‘ldn»\i'n- S

» fﬁer:ytor_ofu‘ public. college- = -

SN

‘.- (2) The administrator shall be paid such remuneration . =
.7 and.expenses. ag the Minister may prescribe -and the pay-_
- ment shall be ' made out of the funds: of the college -board™ .
= - of the college in respect of ‘which ‘the administrator’ was - =
- “appointed. e T el e T

(1) “is the sole member of the college. bo'gu"d' 'and‘, inthe - = E

ngme-of th}_,- cdl_l_ugc’ board g



Chap. 28 DELT, 'in-";mv'_Am:D EDUCATION

(1) My exercise: the POWCTS and

- vollege board, and

- (ii)-.shall perform lhc*‘(lutio:{';md.}(i_lili’;:;it,i«fins‘i]"ol'l o

" the collere board
cand 0o o :

& - (h)" shall, 'nol'w'ithﬁt:(niiiﬁjz’;s_ection_ 45

392,

v

:}uilh(n*il‘,_\f u("t’hnc

AT

et where the office of presidentof the public col-

o legreris o becomes vacant, exere

n - the powers, duties and- functions

"-._ff-,i;_(4_).-"Dl.ufin‘;: _the p'oj?iod o‘fa,t_hef,':i'(,l'ni:i'riivx‘t\r:\'tv('i'l_".ix".:i;)h(ﬁ,lit'-_i_: L
L "gme‘nlt::md‘\vith‘:‘rpspbctv't”o_ the “public college for ivhich hes -
- was:appoeinted, areference in The Chlleges :A;c._f,,‘}-t;h_e.régula: PO

U tions: thereunder- or “any’ nt_hé’r_;docu‘mcﬁt’3

v - office of the president.ig vacant;

o ference to the administrator, =~

() During  the petiod of the administrator's ‘appoint.

ise and ‘perform= ..
of.-.thc"pn‘esi(lgnt. s

\’“ ‘v‘."'“w)"‘-'t'he'_!cha‘ir'r.h‘:m of the collegre bOdr(l;.‘:sh'dllfbe"-i'ga(l-";";‘s 4 S
R R & reference to. the- administrator, St
: LR " (b) the president of ‘the public college;

cand o R
, shall, where the . .. - i
bevead asave- .

~ment, the operation” of scetions 32 and-34-of The Colleges

. Act is_rs"‘u\spen’y(ijc(l,, With respect to the, public-college for O

s " which. the adninistrator s ‘appointed. -

§ o

Tinistir shall. after o end o

- pare a .general report summarizing the
- . affairs of i '
<. pletion shall
- ‘Asgembly if it- is' then in. session, and i

.. -days after| the

.\ following the'c

S CAnnual -9 The:
N rcpprt : . §

ot
v

‘Agreements * “10..The Minister” may “enter into_agreements’ on any L

oo R

- diately prio to the commencem
< -as and is designated by the Li
- Minister of Advanced Educatio

- Transitional - 11, ‘The membgr of the Exedutive Council who, imme- R

ompletion of the report. - -

f. each vear pre-

transactions and- -

he-Department in that year and, upon its com- o, L
lay a copy of the report:before the Legislative. - RN
i f not, within-15 " -
. commenctmente of. the first 8ession next .

- matter respecting advanced education or the operation of .
- ‘institutions for'advanced education .in Alberta, "~ o o

nt of this Act, holds office
uteiant Governot as, the
»-becomes the: Minister of -~

Advanced Education ‘under thig ‘Act ‘without the necessity -

4 of.a further designation by {1 Lieutena

nt Governor, the -

issue of a'new commission or the swearing of another oath

~ of office. .

"

- R.%s;«.‘iw'o,v*' 12_.’"Thé.ColI@bs-Ad is aménded

(a) as to scction 2, clause (1) by striking out the words.

“Minister of Educatjon” and by

substituting the v

- words “Minister of dvanced Education”,

e () asto sction 8, - -

. .’13)72","_'» o



LS A. wio.
e ast ol

1'\\ 1ato,
-'7s.

A nmlng !nlo T

fnr( "

4 .: vc‘v; . :
.. ! = LA N ’ :
1972 f I)FIT or’Anv,\\(‘hn H)U(,\NON Chnp 28 o
(") 37""’““0" (2) C[(l?h‘"’ (b) b?/ strtktnq out. the'.r

Ceeln word “Mmlster"

o g“;sz;x 0,
SR A PR .
o 2 clause (D) by striking out the words “Minister: of Edu-

o 'vanced Dducatxon"

:3ectwn 2, clawse. (c) by striking out the: words “Minister of - - L
Educatxo " arid by substztutmg the words “Mmlster of Ad---_ SR
' anced Pducatxon” SRS '

L repealed

((1) as tog

20 words. Dcputy Minister*of Iducdtion” and by .
. substztutmg ‘the words. “Deputy Mlmster of
- Advanced Education”, - - :

, .<(u) subsection (3) by stnkznq out the words “Mm-, o
; “ister ‘of Education” mzd by substztzmng‘the“.

13 lec .Stml(nte Pwanco l‘ft is . nmvnd( d as to sect.zon-'

catioh”. and by subst:tutmq the words “Mlmster of Ad-"~

IR

14 \Th(' Studm/t.s"Loau (,unmuiro 1r! u, um('ud('«l as to

L e :

1’“'" \(Ill(ulluml uml 1 uumuual (01[( r;(s' lct s e
I(; Tlu' I Ill)l).\l/lr\ i(f i, rummh ll \) :

(n) as 10 qulznn 5o whvr/mn ( ) “clanse: (b) In/

_ Vs‘ln/.mq out- the words “Deputy- Minister of -BEdu- -

 cation” - and +hy substituting the uor(h ‘Deputy. R

/- Minister of Advanced Education”s . N

‘as. to section 661, -Suhsections. (1) and (S’) b1/ L we

"= striking out the word “Minister”” where it appears =~ = - -

o and by substituting in; ench, case: the wnrds “Mm---]

JUo ister of CAdvi wmeed Fdugation”, . - e

c(e)ax to s(‘(‘(mn 76, subscetions. (2) and (?) (HI(/ 1)7/.‘»» SRR

e steileting ont !ho words” “Minister--of - Edueation”- D =
achere they occu. and hy substiluting in each case. L7
“the awords: “’\’hmqtm of /\dv.mwd T‘ducdt‘lon”
(*('(zon'-//,"suhscctmn (2) o

(i) Alause (&) by stnl.mq oitt the words “’\Imxster - L
of Education” and. by substituting the: words:;» R ST ST
~“Minjster of Adv:mcod I‘ducatxon” R A A LA S

' (u) clumc (d), snbclauw (n) by stmkmq out thef-*
' arords " Department of Education” and by sub- -
/slzh'h,nq the: words “Dop:u:tment of Advanced
47 Education”, S
o (€) as /n seclion R(J x'ulmrlmn ( ) hu sfrzan nnt fh(' o
L avords “‘\‘hnmi(r of Bdueation” and by \'Nhs-lzfulznrr
Nu' w(m/\ .“Mmm(('l uf :\(lv mcod L(lucatmn o

v

,-'l 7. an 4\(t unm‘\ mtn Imw un llu" .(l:;y.i:p(_)l{\\'hiéh :

v & S . ) -

: lt )0, .N‘wntul to : TR e e

123
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o CHAPTER 21

the Legxslatwe As’eembly of Alberta enacts as follows

amcnd(’d

.

\nmnds s ; Secfwn m nnumlml

followmg
: (.L) gover mn'r the payment of

(n) frrants to the bo.udq of tr uqteeq of x(hnolv_-'-””'

or-towns having'a nferged administration -
woander -The Muwiicipal and. School . Admints.

grams,

out of- mom,ys appnopx 1ated by the Leglslaiuz e; o -

(b} vb_/ addznq the followmg ({Amlse after clausc (q)

(h) ‘providing for ‘the do ordmatlon of m ogzamwf’f o

~and services between

(1) universities; pnbhc .md pnvnte collvm\q in-

stitutes -of - technology, agricultural ‘and

, -dlvmons, counties, cities or towns havinga

,’."’-: . R omerged .l(lmmmtratlon punsu’ant to The.
LR e e T ‘-;Mumczpal and School Admiristration. 1ctw BT
~‘and any other persons- relatlng to ndultr L

, educ‘ttlon and tmmmg Y

S (,,,,,,ngmw "3 This Act cnmm mfo f(m‘a on thr l](ll/ upon wlnrh it z#.-, .
i force asscntcd to - . -

DA

'.___}_HLR NIAJES'IY by and with the adviee: and con%gnt of' ~

kg T}“’ DCP(U!?H(’M of Advanced L‘(lucatzon Act is. lmrln/ Lo : .- SR

‘(a) Inr shzkmq m/t\clauw (a) an(! ?n/ Suhstztilh;m the' '

R (1) capital'and opexatmg’ m nntq to um\umtxeq B
B E 1 andreolleges;and - :

“rdistriels and divisions, counticy,. iy ¢ities -

IR S tration Act or any other publi¢ or private -
R 1_  bodies, for adult educatlon or tramm;: pro-' '

_ S Ea ,_' bj_.w( itional’ co]]eges and vocatlonal txammg S
'r;i] R E -cenlres, and I
S (u) boards of trustees of school dxstmctq and




'uj'"ﬁposr SECONDARY EDUCATION AND DEGREES

"hfii }970_71

~‘:’;1973—74

f'"~ﬁ_},1974 6.

- VITA

-QJohn Clifford Long

i}:Consort Alberta :':‘

/ .

B YEAbeFLﬁIRrugfy;1942

?i;The University of Alberta
'a5Edmonton, Albqrta :

"77";f*1960 62.1965-67 '3'Ed-,,raﬁffyufﬁ‘7"’
vffl:The University of Calgary

Wfihﬂl’Calgary’ Alberta SRPIS N “3x:?
1970-72 . MEa.

' aV.;ﬁHONOURS AND AWARDS'

uleueen Elizabeth Scholarship
_“Province. of Alberta =

;‘";j19gp 61 ;f**'”7f“fb%jvfff:?ﬁf%f?hﬁﬁfiil{ifigf,fihf'" .

b Harry Charles Sweet Scholarship for Graduaté:Stﬁdy“554li%: '{; =

'*'The Alberta Teachers Association o
eIohn Walker Barnett Fellowship in Education-l7 i
' The Alberta Teachers Associationujj e

:fﬁfGraduate Fellowship 313.7&-"
" Province of Albertaf?x] )

-f“ﬁ;Doctoral Fellowship_i; e ey
.The Canada Council }‘j;_ T ITE
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Teacher -

,',.tPublic Schools of Alberta ;"‘_;_, M'i. 'f_f;"H SR ?;."¢ B S
7,“_1962 64,(1967 70, 1972 73 0 LT R S A RN
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