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ABSTRACT |

. The purpose:of this study was to examine developments in

the governance of postsecondary education in the province of Alberta.
The oonfext of the study was the fiterature on coordination and on
the politics of postsecondary education. The problem studied was:
what were the factors leading to the establishment of a Department of
Advanced Education in Alberta? A case study approach was used to
answer this question. A "reputational" method was used to pinpoint
important actors in postsecondary education; these were interviewed,
using an elite interv%éwing technique which allowed respondents to
tell their own stories about what happened, then probed in order to
obtain specific answers. i
The stud} found thag a nrovincial election in Alberta helped

bring about change in the governance of postsecondary education in
the province. It also found that “"raw pQIitics"iglayed a significant
role in postsecondary education, and that institutions were founded
for various Feasons, sometimes apenly political. A "pecking érder“
of institutions wa; discerned in Alberta, as was described in the
conceptual framework of the study. Tension between politicians and
educafbrs was found, particularly in the early 1970s. Finally,: the
study found that coordination seepms to be a difficult and controversial
matter, and that no ideal solution to the problems of coordination has
‘yet appeared. | |

‘ The study concludes by noting a number of implications for
theory and practice in educational administration and sugoesting some

possible areas for future research.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The question of chance has long 52&n of concern to historians
and political scient%stsi who frequently seek to understand gradual
or revolutionary changes in human behaviour; Educational writers
have also been concerned with inhavatians, turning-points, and long-
range trends in the development of educational iﬁstithtians_ In the
area of the politics of education, a number of writers have examined
the question of educational change in a political cgntext.e;hi1e other
writérs, particularly in North America, have written about the relation-
shiptbetﬁ9en postsecondary education and government. ’Hith the
spectacular growth of postsecondary education in many parts of the
world following the Second World War, and the increasing difficulty
governments have had in controlliing institutional growth, the literature
on the politics of postsecondary education has grown ﬁerCE§t1b1y in
the iast twenty years. |

This dissertation {s an examination of change in postsecondary
education in one Canadian préﬁince using a framework drawn from the
1iterature on tﬁe,pa1%;jcs of postsecondary education. The ajm of the
study was to ideﬁtify khe factors which influenced the establishment
of a Dep;rtment of Advanced Educatian in ATberta The Department was

,,,,,

Government in A]berta in 1971.
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BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Liké many other states and provinces in North America, Alberta
founded a university soon after the province itself was founded. The
resulting University of Alberta became one of the largest, best
established, and most prestigious institutions ip Canada.‘ A number of
other institutions also were established in the period before and
after the First World War, although some were closed down again or
struggled for survival, particularly in the Depression years. Dramatic
expansion of postsecondary education after the Second Qor}d War
resulted in massive growth in the University and the befinnings of
a junior college system after 1957. Two ngw universi!‘es were créated
in the midisixties, and other institutions were founded and expanded;
almost overnight, the province's institutions of postsecondary educa-
tion had proliferated and it seemed as if they would continueﬂto
proliferate: By 1970 the control of postsecondary educafion had
become a problem for governments. This study examined the question
of coﬁtro1 of postsecondary education in Alberta, focussing on the
period of most dramati¢ change, 1966-73, although care was taken

to examine the historical background to the period under study.
SIGNIFICANCE

As educational administration must concern itself with questions
of dgcisjon-ﬁaking, chgpge, gnd control, the politics of gdu?ation will
alwiys offer a useful;berspective which might stress the'pregsures4and
pressure-groups attempting to influence decisions, the emergence of

policies, or the political aspects of lay boards. With rega}d to the

4

-



politics of postsecondary education, issues of autonomy, governance,
rising costs ahd uncertain enrolments are obvious items of concern to
admihistrators, professors, and governments. The question of the
re1§tionship between postsecondary education and govermments has

been discussed frequently since Glenny published the first North
American book on the subject in 1959. -Thus the study should be of
interest to scholars outside Alberta and should certainly be relevant

to administrators and others within Alberta.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

[ 4

This study emerged from a concern with methods of control of
postsecondary education and from an interest in the reasons for an
apparent increase in control of post;econdary'education in North i;\‘
America which is detailed in the literature on codrdination.

The problem in;estigated was: What were the factors leading
to the‘éstablishment of a Department of Advanced Education in Alberta?

Sub-problems investigated includgéz

1. How were universities coordinated by government in the
period 1966-73?

2. How werelother postsecondary educational institutions
coordinated By government in the same period?

3. what prdblems of coordination were ekperienced in this
period? ' . o |

4. How significant was the provincial electfon held shortly ™ = "~ *°
before the Department was created in contributing té a change of ’

emphasis in policies on education? ¢



5. How was the decision to abolish the Universities Commission
and Alberta Colleges Commission made?

6. Who made this decision, and at what time was it made?
METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

A case study approach was used to answer the above questions.
A "reputational” method was used to find important actors in post-
secondary education: informants, or people knowledgeable about post-
secondary education in Alberta, were asked to nominate those whom they
regarded as the most important actors in postsecondary education in
the neriod uﬁder study. A list of actors was obtained by means of
this.process; these were then intervieaed; using an elite interviewing
technique. Thié technique features minimal interview structure: the
interviewer works from én interview guide rather than from a rigid
list of questions. This allows a well-informed, experienced respon-
dent to talk at will; probing questions are put towards the end of
the interview in order to abtainéaﬁsueré to ftems of concern to the
interviewer. Data from intervieis were supplemented nitﬁ data from
documents so that information could be crﬁssﬁcheczzd.‘ Documents
examined included legisfative records, agency minutes and papers, and

I3

university archives.

ASSUMPTIONS
' ~
The following.assumptions were made abaut postsecondary e

L ]
educatfon:

1. Most decisions made about_postsecondary education reflect



political corisiderations to at least some degree. ;fé—f

2. It is desirable for institutions. of postsecnnés?ifeﬂﬁe&%ian-——f—‘
to avoid waste and the unnecessary dupTiEatiaﬁ of programs,
E 3. It is necessary for governments to concern themsélves with a
expenditure on education and the benefits gained.therefrom.
4. Coordination of postsecondary education is necessary if

maximum benefits are to be obtained from it.

LIMITATIONS

-
*This study was an attempt to understand developments in
- education and politics in the period 1966-73. However, complete
understanding of the political world of postsecondary education will.
elude even the most expert and conscientious researcher. The fact
that the researcher is not an Albertan could have limited his under-.
standing of some developments. A final limitation was that data were

drawn from memories of actors in postsecondary eduéatiani
DELIMITATIONS

The decision to focus on the establishment of the Department of
Advanced Education delimited this study to a very great extent. The
immediate focus was on events leading up to the creation of the
Department, and on those related to fts reorganization. Thus the
period from 1966 (when the Universities Commission was created following
the establishment of new universities) to 1973 (when the functions
of the Universities and Colleges Commissions were absorbed in the -

reorganized Department of Advanced Education) has been studied in

X
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grea;,deta%%:‘ No_afféhpt was made to trace developments past 1973,
but fo ensure that events of the period 1966-73 were understood both
by the researcher and by readers of the dissertation, a short survey
was mad; of developments before 1966.

The contributions of the Federal Government of Canada to
postsecondary education in Alberta lie essentially outside the study;
it has not been possible on fhis occasion to make a satisfactory study
of relations between both federal and provincial governments and
postsecondary institutions.

In addition, private colleges, apart from one which was
relevant to a study Qf the Colleges Commission, have been excluded

from this study.
AN OUTLINE OF REMAINING CHAPTERS

The chapter immediately. following reviews the literatiure on
the po1itics and the coordinatign of postsecondary education and
provides a conceptual framework for the dissertation.

In Chapter 3 the methodology of the dissertation is examined.
Case studies are described, the "feputational“ technique is outlined,
| and elite interviewing is discussed. Consideration is also given to a
fgzdy of documents‘and of the ways in which this may be used to
'supp1ement interview data.

In Chapters 4, S and 6, data ;ol]ecteq for the study aréﬁ
presented. In Chapter 4 the coordination of universities in Alberta .
is described, with emphasis on the work of thé Universitjes Commission.

In Chapter 5 the coordination of other institutions in Alberta is

~



\:éscribed, with emphasis on the work of the Alberta -Colleges
Commission. In Chapter 6 a short review of poTiticaf developments in
Alberta to 1971 is followed by an examination of the establishment
of the Department of Advanced Education, and of its ren#gaﬁizatiaﬁ.
In Chapter 7 data are analyzed according to the conceptual
fupmework. In Chapter 8 conclusions are made, the methodology is

~reviewed, and implications of the study are drawn.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

* This chapter provides a review of literature relating to the
study: Some preliminary remarks are made ébOut institutions of post-'
secondary education in Canada and their history, with emphasis on
their dramatic expansion after World War II. Postsecondary education
s next discussed as a political arena, and the quection 8? its coﬁtrp1
by ;arious governments is examined, particularly in a Canadian context.
The trend toward greater control of pos%%imndary education in the
period after 1970 is emphasized, and a g&od deal of attention is given
to developments throughout North America which brought governments and
postsecondary institutions into closer relationship. A discussion of
the coordinatioﬁ of postsecondary education, and the means by which
this can be accoﬁplished, precedes a concluding note elaborating the
problem to be studied in this dissertation. ‘*J[

THE EVOLUTION OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
IN CANADA
At the present time Canada has a range of institutions which
provide various types of postsecondary education. Their origins lie,
first, with the mechanics' institutes founded in Quebec, Saini-Joachim
«_ and Montreal toward the end of the seventeenth century, which set 3
pattefn for-non-university ed&cation. and second, with the colleges

founded by the Jesuits in eastern Canada from 1655, which laid the
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groundwork for university education on a denominational pattern.

(Audet, in Wilson et al. 1970:79). While technical education developed
throughout Canada largely on the model of ﬁhat was to become Ryerson
Polytechnic in Toronto, university education altered significantly
over the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The
concept of a university as a small institution which offered 1iberal
arts and theology ccu}ses broadened with the waning of the power of
religious denominations over postsecondary institutions and the
addition to the university curriculum of the sciences and social
sciences: the résﬁ1t was an expansion of the university in size andA
scope and a gradual move toward its secularization. Moreover, western
Canada's universities grew up modelled largely on the land-grant
colleges of the middle west United States rather than on European
models (Stamp, in Wilson et al. 1970:330). A university was founded
in Manitoba in 1877, and shortly thereafter Professor Henry Marshall

Tory founded what would become the University of British Columbia and

then became founding President of the University of Alberta in 1908.

These universities were essentially provincial institutions which
existed in a comfortable relationship with provincial governments.
Postsecondary education in Canada experienced its most

dramatic changes in the era following World War II. In the tweﬁty
years from 1945 to 1965 universities expanded with the "veterans'
bulge" and expan;:ﬁ exponentially thereafter followina increases in -
Canadé's peﬁuiatioﬁ and an incréaéed universityrattendah;e rate.

At the same time, technical education grew dramatically (under circum-

stances which are explained later in this chapter) and junior colleges
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were estgplished. The initial intention of the junior colleges was to

offer transfer courses bdt this scope'broadened over time.

The Consequences of Growth

This dramatic growth in the number of institutions and in
enrolments in the postwar period had important effects. Postsecondary
education became far more comp1ex:"1h§tead of one university and a
scattering of Qther institutions, each Canadian province had, by 1970,
mdltiple‘institutions which began to compete with each other.for=néw
programs. At the same time, costs in wages, salaries and capital
programs rose while demands for funds were made more %nsis?ehtly,

- Accardingly, postsecondary education became an item of public concern

. .

ahd a target for government action.
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION AS A POLITICAL ARENA -

There are a number of ways of looking at institutions of post-
vsecondary education. Davis expressed a common view of academia when
he remarked: )

Within cloistered and, if we may continue the stereotype, ivy-
covered and ivory-towered walls, the members of the academic
community have learned the habit of going their dwn way
without necessarily being influenced by what is happening in
the outside world. (Cited in Cooper et al. 1966:29)
On the other hand, Mayo stated that few institutions were as politicaT
as the university, and that the model of the "community of scholars in

*detached pursuit of beauty, truth and.goodness" was inappropriate, .
certaiﬁ]y’in regard to today‘s fnstitutions (1970:549).u -

There are good reasons for seeing postsecondary education, at

least in part, as a political arena. Institutions exist in a 10&31;



sFate/prﬁvinciai and national context, and decisions made within
institutions have ramifications for governments, school pupils, and
employers. Furthermore, governments expect postsecondary institutions
to (1) facilitate the general education and personal development of
citizens who study at the postsecondary level; iii) prbvide specialized
education and vocational train{hg; (111) engage in basic research as
well as research of importance to governments; andﬁffijrrespond to
opportunities for community service for which institutions may be
especially suited (Council of Hinisteré 1981:33). Governments préfer

not to spell out such rolés in detail, but they expect institutions to

behave responsibly and.efficiently; for governments must account to
the electorate for what is done in postsecondary institutions and be

able to defend their costs to the taxoayer.
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION AS A FIELD OF STUDY

It is necessary to define some key terms and explain the
context for the study of pdsﬁsecaﬂdary education from a ﬁeTiticai
perspective. Iannacone defined politics as "that segment of social
1ife involvina the activities and relationships of iﬁdividuais; groups

[ ]
and associations resulting in, or intending to result in, decisions by

any governmental policymaking body" (1967:4). Postsecondary ‘education.
may bé defined aé all formal education excluding that conducted in '
schools.

CTarke sald that a system of hidher or postsecondary education
caﬂsisted,of three intEfdependént elements: a government dePartm;nt or
éfvision responsible for poTi&y,fgrmuiatian;ia'cecrdinating:agency, if

one exists; and institutions which are coordinated (1975:9).




Harman saw the politics of education at the postsecondary

level as possessing three main aspects (1974:34). The first was
concerned with the internal governance of institutions and the distribu-
tian;af power among groups anﬁ individuals within them. The work of
Clark (1976) and of Smelser and Almond (1974) illustrates this aspe&t
of the field. The second dealt with student politics and was of
greatest interest to scﬁaiars during the disturﬁan:es in - North imeriﬁa
which begén at the University of California's Berkeley camous in
SEﬂtémber, 1964. Finally, the relationship betwéen 1nstitutibns and
governments had been studied by a number of writers (Marman, 1974:34).
The most reﬁuta??e of these are Lyman A. Glenny and Robert 0. Berdahl
in the United States, Edward Sheffield in Canada, and Grant Harman

in Australia. The present study falls into the category of studies .

concerned with the relationships between institutions and govermments.

THE QUESTION OF CONTROL ’

The question of control of egutatibna1 institutions s a
fundamental one. As they exist in a political world, such institutions
are subject to public controversy and debate, although the tase of
Canadian education is a complex one. According to the Organfzation

for Economic Cooperation and Development, Canada's may be one of the

least ﬁa1iticizedleQucat1cn systems in the world, and reforms are made _'

A}

(usually on the basis of British, American, or Frenth models) on a
pragmatic ané-ngncantraversiai basis (197€:19). While this seems.
possible, thgjapparent-1ack of party political debate about education

does not mean that eduéatiaﬁ is openly or impartially controlled. The

12



&

Hurtubfse-Rowat Commission on the Relations between Universities and
Governments warned of the danger of domination of hioher education
“by a kind of oligarchy® (1970:121); suék an oligarchy wowld function
best in a society wherein education ués not publicly debated.

Iannacone has suggested that education has often béen dominated
by an “iﬁégroupi“r He desc%fbed educatiéna1 organizations as private,

or "sacred," that is, dominated by a small aroup of cognoscenti.

Iannacone and Lutz characterized the politics of education as follows:

It is the politics of the sacred, rural rather than secular,
urban community; a pelitics of the priesthood rather than the
hustings. The two genres of politits are different in kind.

The politics of the hustings are visible and thrive on conflict
and its resolution. The colourful kaleidoscope and calaphonic
[sic] calliope of the campaign is its milieu. The politics of
the priesthood are shrouded in mystery. They subsist on the
development of consensus prior to public debate. (Cited in
Iannacone 1981:25)

Undér such circumstances, the same authé%s argued, education was

usually dominated by an elite, esaezi§11y one consisting of educational
professionals (cited in lannacone 1981:26). The same point was made

by Housego, who suagested that the po{itics of education in the Canadian
provinces was that of interest groups: settlement of grievances rested,
- typically, with a small core of senior educationalists, who Hérked

"by_Icw-visitﬁ11ty,aﬁd informal agreement" (1971:51).

government Tasted only for a time, After a government changed hands

it often happened that substantial intervention was made in education:

The governmental dimension is characterized by alterations
of (1) Tona pEr?ads of stability with (2) shorter perfods of
abrupt change . . . such realignments of forces, redistributions
of political pawer and redirections of policies do take place
at both: state and local governmental level. When these occur,

a sharp shift may take place in the government of educatian

13
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While this statement s not made as a universal rule, the idea of a
government's intervention in education in its initial or "honeymoon"
period seems likely. Together Housego and lannacone suggest that
education at state or provincial level is subjgct to dominance by an
"in-group,” but that yitimﬂte]y government ﬁi1i'1ﬂterVEﬁE in education,
most probably soon after it comes to power, and will make significant
cﬁanges in educational ggvernance, |

The gulf between politicans and educational professipnals has
been noted by a number of writers. Halperin saw the gulf as a "kind
of o*¥Pessional Mason-Dixon 1ine" (1974:189), whereas Berdahl used
the phrase "a great divide" (in Mosher and Wagoner 1978:252).

Halperin said that educators ‘complain that politicians have only a

".short-term view of education, will act only if they see advantage for

themselves in doing so, ‘are poorly informed on education, and are only

_1nt§rmi;tent1y interested in it. On the other hand, he suggested,

politicians complain that educators are arrogant and sanctimonious,
always pretend that their own motives are pure while decrying those
of poltticians, are rarely useful when it comes to practical solutions
to problems, and see politicians as immoral while never admitting the
selfishness of theTr own actions (1974:18§i190)_ The gulf between
po]iticans‘and educators perceived by these writers could contribute
to distrust between the two groups and to disputes about the governance
of postsecondary education.

A final note suggests that control of education is often
achieved by;a study of personal relationships and informal contacts:

The more subtle personal contacts which are the warp and woof
of the fabric of this relationship defy rules and definitions

14
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and formulas . . . they are the true means by which the delicate
balance of authority, responsibility, and interdependence
existing between the university and state government 1s
maintained or, when matters go awry, upset. (Gould, cited

. by Berdahl in Mosher and Wagoner 1978:252)

T1ikely to be governed unobtrusively by a small "in-group,” but government
will view the latter with suspicion and will tend to intervene in the
governance of postsecondary institutions, testing the power of the
"in-group"” to govern under all circumstances.
GOYERNMENTS AND TME GROWTH OF CONTROL IN
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
What powers do governments have over institutions of post-

secondary education, and which institutions can resist government

The Issue of Institutional Autonomy

The difficult question of institutional autonomy points to a
core of matters within institutions which governments do not control.
institutional independence. A fundamental distinction was made by the
Commission on the Relations between Universities and Governments:

Iﬁstitut1anai autonomy is the relative ability of a university's
governing body to run the university without any outside
controls; academic freedom is the ability of professors and
Students to pursue their lines of enquiry without any political
or social pressure. (Hurtubise and Rowat 1970:67)
Berdahl et al. further distinauished procedural from substantial - -
autonomy, tﬁg former covering i tems 1ike the making of reports to

governments and the fixing of wagés and employment conditions, the



latter representing the substance of the faculty's freedom to teach
and do research as it thought fit (1971:240). As this statement
implies, procedural autonomy‘has been eroded by demands that salaries
and working conditions, for example, should be seen as fair and .
reasoneble in universities and colleges as compared with other erganiza;
tions. It islimpossib1e to make a categorical statement about the
supposedly fundamental autonomy of academic institutions: 1in the
first place, universities traditionally enjoy more freedom from
outside control than do technical institutes and teachers cdﬁ]eges!
The autonomy of institutions also is relative and cannot be defined
for all times and occasions (Cooper, in Cooper et al. 1966:19). It
might be expected however, that “"academic autanamy“ unuld be raised
as a slogan by educators attempting to resist governmental controls.

What sources of control do governments have over institutions?
These may include acts of the legislature, which establish institutions
and set out the conditions under which they exist; financial controtls;
'direct instructions from M;nisters and public servants; appointment of
presidents, principa1s, and members of boards of governors; and
directives and suggestions made by various other agencie%_ But while
the powers of legislatures over institutions are immense, they tend
to be used only 1nt=rm1ttent1y, in accordance with lannacone's state-
ment above. Traditions such as university autonomy, and the tendency
already noted for education to Ge controlled by an “in-group,” will tend
to encourage the natural inertia of gaverﬂments and their lack of

lasting interest 1n postsecondary education

16
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The Tendency Toward Greater Control

However, there seems to have been a gradual trend for govern-
ments to assert greater control over postsecondary education,
especially in the last hundred years. Glenny and Dalglish suggested
that a.tradition of institutional‘autonomy evolved in Germany and the
United Kingdom and spread to Rorth America, where it seems to have
flowered in the nineteenth and early twentieth céntur}es (1973:8).
But from 1905 onwards, they suggested, a number of trends occurréd:
arrangements for the voluntary coordination of institutions were
incfeasing1y made; these became firmer as coordinating agencies began
to appear, and by 1971 almost all the American states had strono

coordinating agencies (1973335).\ The same tendency toward voluntary

coordination and then stronger control was perceived in Canada by the’

Commission on the Relations between Universities and Governments
(Hurtubise and Rowat 1970:82f). Governments had begun to be more
concerned, in part witﬁ the cost of postsecondary education, and
established agencies to supervise it more closely. It will be
observed that this argument supports lannacone's suggestion thgt
governments themselves are not interested in education except inter-
mittently. ‘ _ .

What are the reasons'for the trend toward closer control of
postsecondary education? First, Smelser and Almond argued that in
any‘rapidly growing system, authority tended to become centratized,
standardized-ond-burecucrntized: “thus the growth of control can be
seen as a logical consequence of the rapid growth of institutions and

enrolments throughout North America in the late 1960s (1974:114).

17
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Glenny suggested that pﬁstsétandary education simply became too big.
for governments to cope with, and chaos r35u1tedes‘b1essed chaos, '

one academic called it—with the eventual result that g;vernment
perceived arprab’lemi restricted budgets and programs, and passed
statutes to prevent "unnecessary overlap anﬁ duplication of proorams”
and to promote the "orderly development of higher education” (7976:5).
The ;ame phrases were repeated in statutes increasjng control of post-
secondary education, and Levy provided an i1luminating discussfon of -
the comparative politics of postsecondary education in areas of ‘
Europe, Africa and the Americas in which he discerned tigﬁtened control.

He argued that following proliferation of institutions, 1Hcreased
% ‘ F :

control occurred (i) because new institutions lacked the entrenched
power and established patterns of influence possessed by older, more
prestigious institutions, and (1) because closer control was seen as
necessary in a proliferating and diversifying system (1978:8).

Second, paradoxical as it may appear, stagnation can also
contribute to tighter control. Kogan made the point that the British
trend Has been to move from increased control predicated on growth to
increased control predicated on a slowing of growth (cited in Levy .
1978:7). Uncertain or declining enrolments have been recogﬂiied as |
contributing to tightening control over pastsecondaéy education in
Canada in the 1970s (Naimark. in Gregor and Wélson 1979:31). Variations,
especially unpredictable variations, in the number, type and enrolments
iﬁf tnstitutions can contribute towards closer control, partly becausé
academics often seem reluctant to make the reductions in costs requested

by governments.
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Third, financial reasons have frequently been used for
explaining tighter control. Glenny suggested that when in the 1960s
and 1970s budgets for postsecondary education doubled and tripled,
their management became critical to states' solvency; tighter control
was seen as the obvious answer to the problem (1976:4). Levy added a
cautionary note: tighter control of funding was not precisély the
same as E\GSE; total control of institutions, and there were examples
in which funding was given by governments without close supervision
(1978:21). The case of the Federal Government of Canada (discussed
later in this ckapter) is a case in point. |

Student‘Fadica1ism has often been sugoested as a contributing

factor in increased control of institutions by government. Some of

saw student radicalism as leading to a desire for stricter control of
poétsecaﬁdaPy education (1970:95). But while the latter trend could
clearly be seen in Canada in the late 1960s and 1970s, instances of
campus mobilization and student violence were réstricted to a small
number of campuses. Levy concluded that studéﬁf radicalism had been
exaggerated as a contributing cause of tighter control (1978:10) while
Naimark commented that in times of apparent crisis g@éé?n@ents might
be panicked into closer supervision (in Gregor and Wilson 1979:41).

It seems, then, that studeﬁtgéadicaTTSm; if it occurs often enough

and gains media attention, might contribute to a desire for closer
‘control, but the importance of such radicalism as a factor c@ﬁtribuﬁing
to increasing control of postsecondary education can be exaggerated

fairly easily.



Fifth, nation-building or province-building can become a priority
of government, with the result that postsecondary education becomes
submerged in development policies. Levy claimed Yo have discerned a
worldwide trend to use postsecondary institutions to aEhie#g social and
political ends, such as the encouragement of loyalty towards govern-
ments, lifelong learning, and better articulation between education
and the business and manufacturing communities (1978:12). A closely
related ﬁrend toward the politicization of postsecondary education in
Canada was discerned by the Council of Ministers for Education in
Canada: universities and cciTeges; it said, were no longer peripheral
to social concerns but had become large organizations with big budgets
and the power to help or hurt the rest of the community (1981:41).
Vaizey argued that postsecondary institutions had to be seen increasingly
as involved in training for employment:

Education is a special case of "manpgﬂe; planning”; and

jt is possible to work out far more carefully than at present

the indirect consequences of any single act of policy. The
decision to increase the number of university places by 100, that
is to say, can be seen in terms of its demands on other parts of
the education system, and its influence on the supply of teachers.
(Cited by Parent in Cooper et al. 1966:53)

A final factor in increasing control has been the growing
criticism of the privileged position of academics. Glenny and Dalglish
have argued that a "new populism" prompted gavérnments to act on the
perceived extravagence of unigv—sities' and colleges and quell
continued bickering over 12;215 of postsecondary funding (1973:128f).
It seems 1ikely that this is related to the “great divide" between .

"politicians and educators mentioned earlier in this chapter and that

the move toward tighter control of postsecondary education could be



only part of a much wider attack on the perceived dominance of
education by educational professianals, ‘
THE GROWTH OF CONTROL OF POSTSECONDARY EEUCATIBN
THE CASE OF CANADA

It is necessafy here to examine the particular case of
Canadian institutions and their relationship to governments. The |
historical and constitutional baekgraund was set out by the Drganizat‘én
for Economic Cooperafion and Development, which explained that the
loosening of honds between Britain and the Canadian colonies came o
about so gradyally and peacefully—in contrast to the case of the
more southern colonies—that the Canadian Confederation came about
only aftef the establishment of the four founding provinces (197§:18).
The adherence of these provinces to Confederation was achieved by the
terms of the British North America Act of 1867, Section 93, which
established that "in and for each Province the Legislature may
exclusively make laws in relation to education . . ." (Organization
for Economic Cooperation and DeveT@pmenti 1976:18, emphasis added).

. The result is that the rxghts of the provinces over education, inter
‘_l_g, are deeply entrenched.

This is not to say that the Federal Government of Canada can
be dismissed from consideration altogether. Contributions to.educa-
tion policy have repeatedly been made by the Federal Government, the
TechnYeal Vocational and Training Act being & case in point which has
bee;’s1gn1fiéant for postsecondary institutions such as the Northern
Albertg_lnsti;ute of Technology (Bryce 1970). But such contributigns

haveilacked the detailed, continuing supervision of education made by



provincial governments and theiq‘agenciesi Furthermore, after the o
Federal-Provincial Agreement of {gﬂﬁ the national government withdrew
eéducation, although its financial support continued. In the words of

the Commission on the Relations between Universities and Governments,

the impact of the new scheme was "immediate and profound . . . all of
[the universities'] general state support now came from one source,

which was by far the largest source of revenue" (Hurtubise and Rowat .
1970:136). Although the role of the Federal Government in postsecondary
education continues to be discussed, it is the provincial governments-
which must concern students inpostsegondary governance in Canada

most profoundly. To a degree not found in Australia or the United
States, provincia1‘1egisiatures create institutions, ﬁake arrangements
for their governance and have the power to amalgamate or abolish them.
The CoﬁnciI of Ministers perceived that there were differences among
institutions: universities were established by provincial acts of
incorporation and were given their own governing boards and a large
degree of institutional autonomy, while institutes and colleges were
usually under more direct control by governments (1981:37-38). It

might be fair to add that these di fferences in.governance are far

from clear and that some universities may well be more autonomous than

| others. )

The power of provincial Jegislatures over postsecondary
1hst1tut16ns, in sum, is very considerable, and some sources a%gue
that it has been increasing: Naimark, in particular, complains of

“creeping provincialism" in postsecondary education in the 1970s



(in Gregor and Wilson 1979:34). Such a trend appears likely given the
fact that provincial governments have great sway over postsecondary °*
institutions in Canada and the trend detailed above of increasing
control of relevant governments over p;stsecanda?y institutions.
COORDINATION AND COORDINATION AGENCIES IN
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
Definition
According to Berdahl et al., coordination is “th; process of
reconciling (as wisely and felicitously as‘pﬂssibIE) the numerous
differences which exist within higher education and between higher
‘education and the state” (1971:41-42). The same writers pointed out
that caarﬂinatian.cou1d be considered "good" if it resulted in “wise;
policies and resolved conflicts with relative ease (1971:42). C(Clearly,
coordination is a saﬁewhat relative notion: Glenny stated that its
purpose was the regulation and combination in harmonious action of
the variods components of a system of education (1959:87), but what'
is harmonious néy be debatable. In addition, it is evident from the
discussion about politicians and educators earTier in this chapter .
thal these could;bq?expected to take diFfereﬁt viewpoints on coordina-
,tion. In any case, Lowi argued that all public ;ctiaﬁ has a CQEfcive
basis (cited in Doern and Aucoin 1979:21) andrcgaﬁdinaticn could
be regarded as cantf§1 of institutions through uhatevér means a

s e .
gavernmgnt_seesffitétg_emplqygp

4.
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The Meed for Coordination

Most writers appear to accept the need for governments to
coordinate postsecondary education, although Naimark felt that
_governments have gone too far in asserting the need for it and have
infringed upon institutional autonomy by means of unnecessary regula-
tions of inst%tuticns (iﬁZEfegar and H%1san 197§:44). A more common
assumption is that coordination is necessary for the adequate defiﬁis
tiqn of institutional roles and rationalization of educational
planning, "particularly in times when resources are scarce (Dressel
and Faricy )9?2:158)§ The case for coordination was eloquently put
b; the toﬁmittee on Highér Educatian in Great Britain, more commonly
known as the Robbins Committee:

Undoubtedly it is géndrthat academic institutions should

have the liberty to determine their own programmes and policy.
It is good that they should be free to make their own experiments

and to develop the subjects most congenial to their leading
spirits. '

.But it is unl ly that separate consideration by independent
institutions of- tNr own affairs in their own circumstances

will always result ¥R a pattern that is comprehensive and
appropriate in relation to the needs of society and the demands
of the national economy. There is no guarantee of the emergence
of any coherent policy. And this being so, it is not reasonable
to expect that the Government, which is the 'source of finance,
should be content with an absence of coordination or should be
without influence thereon. (Cited by Davis in Cooper et al.
1966:33).

For these reasons, governments ﬁave seen a need for coordina-
tion and either arranged fgrvit themselves or established agencies to
fmplement 1t. There are vartous means by which sueﬁ coordination can.
be achfeved: directly by government, perhaps through a department of
state; through an intermedia?g or "buffer body"; or through the

voluntary coordination of institutions.
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Agencies of coordination are normally subject to a high degree

The Ambiguous Role of Agencies

of ambiguity. March and Olsen observed that, for some organizations,
ambiguity was a dominant condition, particularly when their environ-
ments wére changing or when they had been recently éstabTished (1976:
one considers that they have to operate between powerful governments
aﬁd a wide range of institutions, some of them very well established.
Confliet between a péestigious institution and the agency will tend to .
weaken the latter, while an agency which is too kindly disposed to
we]l-éstab1ished universities may Findrit$e1f in disfavour with
.6thers or with the government. Glenny said that an agency had no
‘built-in constituency, no traditions, little public awareness of its
role and could be déstroyéd either by the'legisiature or by the
hostility of institutions: in sum, it existed in a system of balanced
tensions (in Minter 1966:31-32). Hﬁi1g such a position is certainly
-insecure, one suggestion is that a degree of "creative tension" may
well assist the various bodies involved in postsecondary education to

work out their differences (Berdahl et al. 1971:181).

, ﬁgggciesgand,ins;i;g;igns'

| Any agency has to cope with various institutions. Dearing
suggéstedlthat instiiﬁtions usually viewed agencies with hostility:
there was an undercurrent of suspicion that the critical decisfoms -
about institutions were made by clerks acting eare1éss1y gr-iﬁ haste,

as well as a feeling that some institutions were being preferred to
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" others (in Perkins 1972:55). The fnstitutions which were longest
established tended to feel that their international perspectives were
confined by the state or provincial perspectives offtbe aoéncy

(Berdahl et al. 1971:259), while community colleges séemed at times
"almost paranoid" ¥bout their perceived neglect by governments

(Dearing, in Perkins 1972:58). In sum, it appears as if institutional -
resentment must be an accepted hazard for those who work in a

coordinating agency.

Agencies and Governments

It is the state or provincial government, however, which an
agency must watch above all else. While compromise w{th institutions
might be seen as essential to the daily work of ah agency, failure to
satisFy the legislature will probably result in moves to replace or
reccnstitute the agency, or at least to influence it in some way
(Glenny in Minter 1966:35). Berdahl et al. made much the same point
when the% said that an agency has to steer a careful cayrée between”
the Scylla of the.legislature's impatiéﬁée and the Charybdis of

institutional resentment {(1971:261).

Agency Staffing

One further matter needs discussion here: -the question of

yawito staff an agency. Glenny satd_that any agency's power depends

on the capabilities of its staff as well as 1ts'affi1iatians, 1ts
‘reputation, - its resources and fts 1eadershfp-(197§;73); The question
of leadership for the agency is a thorny one: in séme ways an autsidéF

!may be preferable to a person from one of the large institutions with



whom the agency has to deal, but an outsider tends to lack the
intimate political knowledge and contacts which seem essential for the ;3;‘.
agency's operagéani Perhaps there is no ideal agency head, for a
chairman who arouses the ire of presidents of universities may seem
very acceptable to colleges, and vice versa. The staff of an agency
is an equally difficult problem: G1Enny warned that universities tEﬁdéd
to regard civil servants without degrees somewhat scornfully; one
“solution, that' of borrowing staff from the oldest university, might
tend to reduce the agency's independence (1976:38). Other things
being equal, it might be gxpected'that an agency which dealt only with
chieges}might be seen as more successful than one which dealt cniy'
with universities, wﬁich tend to be eharaéteristicaliy fmpatient of
restfaints on their autonomy. E

It sum, it may be appreciated that coordination ié a difficult
task which has become increasingly necessary, though scarcely easier,

~in times of uncertain enrolments and rising costs. Agencies were i

i

created f&? the very reason that governments perceived problems which
they were unable and unwilling to'solve themselves: in a sense, an
agency is a temporary solution which governments can change whenever

it suits them to do so.
SOME TYPES -OF COORDINATING AGENCIES

The type of agency used for cuardinat1an w1]1 depend on the
.‘9911t1c31 cu1ture and the’ p011t1cs cf education in the territory under .'
consideration. As long as one university dominates a state or

province, a common pattern seems to be informal cooperation between

#
E

#
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government, government-controlled inétitutians‘ and the university.
This situation existed in most of the Canadian provinces until the
mid-sixties. With the establishment of more institutions, it becomes
%ecessary to set up a formal agency of coordination: this was done,
for example, in Saskatchewan and Albérta as soon as a second university

was established in those provinces.

- Buffer Bodies

One type of agency commonly used has been the buffer agency.
The model for all such bodies is the Universities Grants Committee in

the United Kingdom. This acts as a buffer between government and the

universities and supposedly allows "state funding without state

control™ (Crequer 1981:9). The Committee is appointed by the Secretary

~ of State for Education in the national government and consists largely

of academics, supplemented by laymen. It advises the government about
universities' needs, although the government is not bound to écceptsits
advice. Although it is widely believed that the great advantage of the
Committee is "to isoTaterus . . . from ﬁc11tics in the raw" (Cooper 1966:
13), a more recent article cast doubt on the 311é§éd independence of
the Committee and noted that it had ﬁEVE? dissg:£ed from government
policies (Crequer 1981:9). It could be that the Universities Gfants
Committee has not been well undersiéégﬂzy non-British writers, who
fail to perceive the subtle processes by which it is influenced by
government. »

The buffér model was adopted in Canada in the latter part of
the twentieth century in a number of provinces: Nova Scotia, for

instance, established a Universities Grants Committee; British
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Columbia called its agency the Academic Board for Higher Education;
other provinces estéb?ishediuﬁivEfsities Commissions. . -
The problems noted above in regard to the British agency are a
reminder that buffer bodies are by no means ideal bodies. The
Vadvaﬁtage of such bodies seems to be that they can offer advice to
government which the latter is not :anstrﬁﬂg_d to accept; thu§ -matters
which might best‘be removed from the hurlyburly of politics are
removed from close ministerial control. Some of the prg$1ems inherent
in the concept of advice were explored by the Repqrt of the Commission
on the Relations between Universities and Governments: advice can
cover almost anything from a simple suggestion to a direction (Hurtubise
~and Rowat 1970:92). Some buffer bodies are given executive powers in
additian to their ffeedam to advise: the;boéies in New érUﬁswick,
~ Manitoba and Alberta, for exampke, had the ability to decide how
grants could be allocated. But buffer bodies may obscure responsibility
for postsecondary education, which ultimately governments must accept.
Corry, in the same Report, argued tggt the buffer ba&ies had outlived
their usefulness by 1970:
- It was a civilized %Eans [of coordination] and an effective
fnstrument as long as university grants took a relatively small
part of government budgets and were not seen to threaten other
powerful bodies and blocs of opinion that have a stake in wide
access to the public purse. But that day has vanished as new
universities are established, as higher education perforce becomes
more complex and more expensive, and costs rise in what seems an
astronomical fashion. (Cited in Hurtubise and Rowat 1979:99)
In a_submissiéﬁ't&'thé Commfssion, Mayo said that the buffer agency
was as e%féct%ve a§ a hutch of séraw would be aaainst a hurricane.
. He added that .there was a need for a new structure—oerhaps a

Department of University Affairs—to carry out policies more



aggressively (1970:561,564). By that time, William Davis had already
become Ontario's Minister for a newly-created Department of University

Affairs.

Coordination by Government Department

» The possibility of coordinating by means of a department of
state is merely one means of efféctfng the tighter control which was
*desifed by governménts in the 1970s. There were, of course, pther
bossibi]ities. such- as that of a "super commission" erected over the
whdle of postsecondary eddcatibn. A key passage in the Report of the
~ Commission on the Re1ations between Universities and Governments urged
that existing agencies be reconstituted and strengthened and that they
be given a mandate to supervise the whole of postsecohdary education;
the example of the Advanced Education Board in New South Wales,
AQstra]ia, was cited by the Report as a body which had the necessary
overview of both universities and colleges, but the Report recommended
that coordinating agencies functioned better when they were independent
of govermment (Hurtubise andrRowat 1970:113). ' |
While }here are various types of coordinating agencies, and a
general move in North America from vo]untéry cdordinatihg arrangements,
through buffer agencies, to coordination through departments or other -
forms of central coordination, the type of agency used can obscure the
degree of éontro] exerted by government. Regardless of the agency in
question, a government can normally §btain the result it wanfs 1pj}h§mh‘_v~

control of postsecondary education.
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KEY ISSUES IN THE CONTROL OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

) A number of questions and issues are raised by the literature
—— e -

on coordination. One is institutional self-interest: inevitably,
it may be expected that every board chairman and institutional head
will seek to advance the interests of the institution and expand its
size and status. New institutions will naturally be opposed in such
desires by 61ﬂeri more estab?ished ones, .and all will tend to demand
new programs for themselves. The tendency of all college-level
institutions to "ape the universities" is one agﬁect of such self-
interest (the words are those of a British Secretary of State for
Education and Science, cited in Cooper et al. 1966:14).

Second, no body is immune from favouritism. Any coordinating
Tegislatures can have favourites, depending on the orientation and
geographical origin of members in them. A key problem is the
relationship getueen the agency and‘¥he estgbiished university,
which, if too intimate, creates problems elsewhere.

Third, and most awkward, is the dilemma of institutional
governance. In the words of Davis, can institutions fulfil their
obligations to society, gain the financial support they need, yet
retain the independence necessary to their functioning as society's
critics? (cited in Cooper et al. 1966:27). Parent made much the
same point when he said that the difficulty was "to. find the formula
most 1ikely to encourage such freedom of the university wﬁi1e letting
the universities effectively fulfil their social function within a
system of financial and administrative relationship” (cited in Cooper

[ ]
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et al. 1966:49). The tensions discussed here demonstrate the diffi-
culty of coordination as well as its political quality in almost any
conceivable circumstances.
THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
- '

Essentially, the conceptual framework of the dissertation can
be stated as a series of generalizations about the governance of
postsecondary education. These are as follows:

1. »Institutians are created by governments for varié&% '
‘educationalgand political reasons. One strong influence in the »
creation of institutions is the force of regional rivalries and a
poi%tica1 conflicts. As a result, a state or province tends to
accumulate a number of institutions in a semi-random fashion.

2. There is a natural “pecking order® among postsecondary’
institutions. At its peak is the old-established provincial or state

univérsity, sometimes closély followed by other universities. Such

resist attempts to reduce them. Community colleces tend to be at the

bottom of-the "pecking order." : .
3. Control by governments of postsecondary education has

increased since the 1960s according to a number of recognizable

steps. In the beginning, institutions ape allowed to make their own

arrangements for the governance of postsecondary education, often in

~ cooperation with government. A ﬁuffer agency is commonly used in the

intermediate stages of control. In the third stage, tighter control

over institutions is imposed, and attempts are made to establish more
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sense of system in postsecondary education. Factors associated with
the growth of control are urbanization, industriaijzation, growth in
the number of institutions and student radicalism.

4. ngnificant elections and electoral realignmenés
frequently precede major changeﬁ‘in the governance of postsecondary

education. Such changes may include a redistridbution of pouer'aﬁong

institutions, or a wholesale reorganization of educational governance,

5. Educational decision-making tends to be dominated by an

"in-group" of professionals who remain in control of decision-making

most of the time, although a new government may attempt fb dislodge
such groups from positions of power.

6. The conventional ;1sdom on coordination is fhat it 1sAbest
exercised by a strong coordinating’agehcy with an experfenced chairman.
(who is an educational professional) and a well-qualified staff. The
agency should not be dominated by any institution or group of
institutions.

7. Agencies are often used by government as instruments of
coordination of postsecondary education. They afe of three main types,
althouéh thesé are not discrete categories:

a. wvoluntary agencies formed by institutfons themselves to
parcel out programs and hake cooperative arrangements;
b. buffer agencies, which are semi-autonoﬁous bodies
possessing advisory and executive powers; .
| ;c. central coordinating agencies established by governments
to cut down on waste and needless duplication. They have executive
powers over institutional programs and often use a master plan to lay

out the essentials of province-wide provision for postsecondary education.
o i S



Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

This chapter introduces the methadoTagica1 problems and issues
of -the study; cancentratng on case étudies and appropriate methods Qg
writing them. The advantages and disadvantaoes of interviewing as a
method of research are presented, and emphasis is given to elite inter-
viewing. A further section deals with written materials and the
problems they present as data for case studies. Finally, the problems
to be examined in the study, and the methods of research used to

explore them, are briefly summarized.
THE CHOICE OF APPROACHES

A case study approach was used to study the ﬁrﬂblem}expiained

in Chapter 1. No other approach seemed suitable: the problem did not
lend itself to experimentation, for instance. One possibility might
have been the “grﬁuﬂded theory" slant taken by Small (1979) using the
work of Glasem and Strauss (1967). Given the depth and richness of
the literature oﬁ coordination in postsecondary education, and the -
- researcher's knowledge and experience of problems in the governance of
ﬁcstsecandaryiiqstitutiansi it was decided to write a case sﬁudy in
‘the politics of postsecondary education.

Once this decision was made, research methods had to be éhaseni

It would have been possible to seek information by using questionnaires,

34



but this method seemed inappropriate given the small number of persons
closely.involved with the events under study: the researcher had no
difficulty in isolating about a dozen persons who appeared critical to
evghts, and another ten persons whose 1nvaive@gnt seemed significant.
Accordingly, a combination of interviews and documents was decided
upon. Both the approach and the research methods used are explained

below, following a discussion on case studies.
CASE STUDIES

Hoffe;be;t defined a case study as an indepth examination of
an example of behaviour which tdld a Story and enriched an under-
standing of general tendenciesvin séﬁiety (1974:89). He warned that
such studies must be typicsl cases, not aberrant or eccentric samples
of behaviour, if they were to be i1luminating (1974:89). One
particular type of case study, the explanatary studw, examined a .
siﬁgle decision or set of decisions and focussed on conflict and its
resolution within the study to explain how a decisiﬁn was made (1974:
93). The present study can be seen as an exp1anat§ry study,' '

AHoffefbert argued that a case study had chavacteristic'
strengths and weakresses (1974:138). Among its‘strengths, he
suggested, were richness of detail and "the lucidity it can offer in
illuminating the dynamics of poiicymaking" (1974:78). The weaknesses
of case studies noted by the same writer included the difficulty of
‘deciding whether a case study represented general patterns of
behaviour (1974:139). Hofferbert also warned that those who wrote

case studies might carelessly attribute historical trends and alleged



background causes of the problem described in the study (1974:139).
If these weaknesses can be kept in mind by the researcher and avoided
wherever possible, case studies can be written which illustrate general

tendencies and illuminate important decisions.
THE "REPUTATIONAL" APPROACH

Some types of research have featured the selection of key
actors in a given area of decision-making. Hunter described a
“reputational” technique in which informants, or knowledgeable persons
familiar with a particu]ar_area of experience, were asked té name the

“important actors in that area. This produced a list of names: those
which appeared most regularly were chosen ag the influentials (Hunter,
cited in Housego 1964:8).

This technique was used by the researcher, who ésked informants
to nominate those they considered most important in quiding the
development of postsecondary education in Alberta in the period
1966-1973. Informants chosen included university professors, members
of cn11§g§5 and other postsecondary institutions, and past and present
members of the Department of Advanced Education and Manpower. A core
of twentyaﬁne names appeared regularly and were chnsen for interview
to. obtain information which,would cast 1ight on the problem to be

studied.

»

INTERVIEWING

The interview is a form of data-gatherino commonly used by

social scientists. Rfiesman and Benney defined it as:
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A transitory relationship between two people, strangers to
each other, in which one person seeks information from which
he can derive no immediate personal advantage and the other
gives it without suffering any disadvantage. . . . it-aims,
at its best, to reduce distance, avoid threats, and maintain
esteem. (1956:229)

Dexter argued that %nterviewing ought to be used when inferences drawn
from the'interviews could be tested or checked, when research issues
pointed to interviews as against other data-gafhering methods, and
when it seem§é¥?hat interviews would produce better data than would
alternative methods (1970:11).' The same writer suggested that inter-
views were most useful in investigating opinioné, éttitudes and values

L4

(1970:120).

Elite Interviewing

One type of specialized interviewing disclissed by Deéger was
elite interviewing. This is sometimes referred to as nonstanaardized!
intefviewing and stresses the respéndent‘s defimition of the situation,
encourages him to introduce notions of what is relevant to any problem, .
aﬁ% allows the interviewer to consider various .definitions of the
problem (Dexter 1970:5); Dexter specifically recommended that when
using this type of interviewing,'all information should be recorded,
not simply that which appeared relévant at the time, that the inter-
viewer should occasionally use leading or pointed questions, should
know as much as possible about the respondent so as not to waste time,

and that he should use "if" questions when approhriate (1970:18).

Morrissey suggested that a two-stage process was ideal for elite

interviewing: the respondént should be allowed to talk at will,

guided by a small number of broad questions, but after some time,



the 1ﬁterviéwer:shou1d begin to probe (cited in Dexter 1§70:11Z).

Dexter noted -two dangers that elite interviewing posed for
the novice. The goodwill of importani people, he said, caﬁ1ﬁ be
strained by excessiveidemands on their time and patience; some, such
as legislators, were particularly susceptible to resentmentbagainst
importunate or amateurish interviewers (1964:557f). Second, Dexter
warned that it was easy %or confidential remarks made by important
respondents to reach others and cause harm, particularly if typisté
or c1§rks were used to transcribe, decode or interpret hgtgria] (1964:
561). Fg%‘these reasons, the same writer recommended tﬁét'thase
usiﬁg elite interviewing should disguise high-ranking sources th
remained in positions of power (1964:561). &

The present séudy ﬂas used the elite 1nter§iew1ng style.
Interviews were loosely structured around a relatively short 1ist of
Quéstiansg Respondents were encouraged to reminisce and to talk about
their own experiences, although probing questions were asked near the
end of the interview. Pains were taken to guard confidentiality
by disguising sources where apprppriatei Particular_care was taken
in attributing comments and qaé%;tians to identifiable high-ranking
‘officials and polfticians. Naﬁé but the researcher had access to

interview records.

Some Problems in Using Interviews
EGEry method of data collection presents some difficulttes, -
and writers have called attention to some dangers in using interviews.

Manning’%emarkeg that every respondent presented a "partial self" in
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an interview, in order to try to make a good impression (1967:308);
He warned researchers to expect that respondents, particularly those
in high-ranking positions, wi]iihide controversies and make elaborate
attempts to thuart an interviewer who seems as if he might expose
‘prcbiems (1967:307). For this reason, among ather;i he told researchers
to be careful not to attribute meaning and significance to a story
which relied totally on records of an interview (1967:311). Dean
- and Whyte made an even more telling criticism cfifhe incautious use
of data from interviews:
The informant's statement represents merely the perception
of the informant, filtered and modified by his coanitive and
~emotional reactions and reported through his persana1 verbal
usages. (Cited in Dexter 1970:120)
A1l these writers point to the difficulty of avoiding

simplistic and excessively coloured interpretations and telling the

story in reasonable detail and complexity. -
Some Checks Against Error and Bias

"There are,*however, methods QF limiting the errors aﬁd
biasses which appear in a piece of research. First, the researcher
can be aware of the tendency noted abave,far respondents to present
themselves jn.the best possible 1ight, and can seek information which
will balance the impression this ﬁijf\g3vé hiﬁ; perhaps. by ;eeking
out informants hostile to some respandenté} éecand. following the -
points made by Riesman and Benney (1956:235) and Dexter (197@?63) he
can take pains to gather as much data as pﬂssfb1e, not sinp1y that

which supports a favourite hypothesis, and re- examine data ccnstant]y

Third, Murphy (1980:69) suggested that researchers test material for ~



its plausibility, its consistency with other fa;ti and interbretations,
the égnfiﬂenée the researcher has in it, its preciseness and detail,
" and the reputation of its author. Most of these precautions have
been taken in this study, particularly the presentation of zantraf
dictions and the cross-checking of key facts and interpretations.

A final note by Dexter emphasized the need for neutrality
and self-awareness in the researcher (1970:36). ‘This raises the

question of the role taken by the interviewer.
, . i
Roles in the Interview |

A number of wriéerg have discussed the issue referred to by
Dexter as the transactional nature of the 1nte;view (1970:142).
Maccoby and Maccoby stressed that the interviewer must occupy some
r@Ig,'generaliy that of enquirer, with the respondent act%ng as
expert (1959:463), Mowever, Gross and Mason found that those
attempting to interview eduéaticna1 power brokers such as superinten-
dents would fail even to gain admission unless they had an institu-
tional sponsorship and, by implication, some familiarity with
educational administration (cited in Maccoby and Maccoby 1959:463).
This points to the need for interviewers, especially in elite inter-
viewing, to have some institutional support, some knowledge of the
field of study relevant to the interview, and, in all probability,
some expertise in interviewing. It will be necessary for the
interviewer to be expert in some areas if he is not to waste the
time of important respondents: this suggests that the most critical
respondents should not be interviewed until the iﬁterviewer has

mastered at least the background reading of his study.
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One other point should be made here. Several writers have
argued that there is an advantage for an interviewer to be seen as an
outsider. Hunt put the advantages and disadvantages thus:

The fact that the interviewer is a foreigner may actuate

respondents’' anonymity. On the other hand, respondents may
slur over esoteric details because they believe the foreigner
will not understand them. (1964:61-62)
Hacc@b} and Maccoby took a different slant to the same question of
interviewer. detachment:

[The interviewer] should be outside the power hierarchy in

which the respondent normally finds himself. . . . under

proper conditions people will talk to an interviewer who is a

complete stranger more freely than they would to a personal

friend or fellow-worker (England, 1949). (1959:463)
Finally, Dexter felt that respondents tell "harsh, bitter truths"
more readily to-an outsider than they do to others (1970:36). While
there is a need for the interviewer, as Dexter said, to show empathy
with respondents (1970:32), there is an advantage to be gained from
can be obtained by someone who is an outsider. If aneautsider can
gain famtliarity with data, it is conceivable that he. cduld write a

careful, balanced study of events which were controversial.

Recording Interviews

T%EATitéréture appears divided eﬁrthe question of the best
method of recording interviews. Maccoby and Maccoby 1isted the
possible recording methods as (1)‘ﬂ%1tiﬁg“up the interview from
memory, (1) using forms to rate or code it, (iii) verbatim note-
maiing and (iv) mechanical recording (1959:467). T%ey averred that

each method had its advantages and disadvantages (1959:468-469).
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There are some obvious advantages in making a mechanical recording of
the interview: according to Murphy the main one was that, under
optimal conditions, it produced a more accurate record of the
interview than would otherwisé be obtained (1980:87). But the same
writer felt that taperebording was expensive and time consuming
(1980:87); in addition, he said,

many [policy] analyst; believe that most subjects clam-

up in the presence of a tape recorder because people are
threatened by a verbatim transcript that might be used against
them. (1980:87)

It appears that every method of recording information has
advantages and drawbacks: even a television camera can fail to pick
up subtle nuances or can be made to emphasize some aspect of the
interview. The procedure adopted in this study has been to take
brief notes during interviews and to type these up as soon as possible

afterward. Critical pieces of information were confirmed either at

the end of the interview or in follow-up correspondence.

Interview Sources

In all, twenty-one respondents were intervfewed for the study.b
Two were'reviéited to check on items of special interest; in other
cases, ong interview, genera!ly of ibout an hour and a4 half, proved
satisfactory for data collection. Six former members of the
Universities Commission were interviewed, as well as‘four former
 members of the Alberta Co]leges.Commission (both chairmen and staff
were included). Two former Ministers were intervieued.‘an& four
%ormer university presidents; four others‘frbm various postsecondary

organizations were also interviewed. In addition, letters were



exchanged with two others formerly involved in postsecondary education
'in Alberta. - . -

As afnumber of respondents expressed concern regarding the
use of their name in the study, sources have frequently been disguised.
In other cases, descriptions of events have been made de]iberateiy
vague in order not to cause offence to personalities still living at

the time of writing.
ARCHIVES AND DOCUMENTS

’ Written materiais have been used in this study to support
and check daté collected from interviews. Murphy suggeste& that
documents—or materials written at 2bout the same time as the events
to be studied—provided a fairly reliable source of detail about key
events, as well As being a readily avaiiable source of background to
these events (1980:121). The strengths of written material were
summed up by a Chinese proverb: "The palest ink is clearer than the
beé} memory” (cited in Webb et al. 1966:111).

Nevertheless, documents are not immune from distortion, bias
and omission. Webb et al. pointed out thaf any docbments were ljable
to present a slanted aspect of reality because of selective deposit
of materials as well as their selective survival (1966:36f). A story
appearing in a newspaber, fori1nstance, can never be accepted without
reference to the byline under which it appears, fhe editorial stance
of the newspaper, and the similarities betweenvthe story and related
stories. While a report on the same event might be sought from, say,

a2 university source, it would be necessary for a researcher to compare

.
’
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diverse accounts from a number of sources before coming to a conclusion
about events in dispute.

Two additional points are relevant here. Ranke argued that
increased detachment could be obtained by studying events which had
occurred some years in the past:

I maintain that investigating the archives of times some
distance removed from us has even an advantage over the
description of that which lies before us in the present.

The former allows us to recognise the true relations of things
more comprehensively and clearly than is possible when these
are in immediate connexion with the passions and interests of
-the moment. In every age how much must necessarily remain
secret and is even purposely falsified! (1875:V,427-428)
- Although documents decay, become mislaid and are destroyed, events
tend to become less controversial in time, and the historian will
usually gain better access to a fuller range of materials than will
O S
any contemporary writer; in addition, Ranke correctly said, it is
easier to see events in perspective once they are removed from
current debate. \
; Second, it is useful to check interview and archives data
against secondary sources such as theses, journal articles, and
published histories. These offer the advantage of detachment from
- the events they describe but, 1ike archives, are normally written
for a purpose, such as persuading the reader to one point of view
or another. Ranke argued for consulting secondary as well as primary
sources, for a reputable accaunt he declared,

can only be Dbtiinid by a study of the original documents . ..
of the epoch, as well as of the elucidations, which a later =
age has contributed. (1875:V,428)

He summed up by saying: |
A1l hangs together; critical study of genuine sources,
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impartial view, objective deékriptinn;—ithe end to be aimed
at is the representation of the whole truth. (1875:v,428)

The careful scholar will aim td-write with all possible sources being
weighed and sifted, and the written account will gain thereby in

detachment and authority.

Documents Reviewed

Documents studied for this dissertation fell into six main
groups. First Weré the Universities and Colleges Acts and other

legislative materials; the Scrapbook Hansard (to 1971) and the Alberta

Hansard (from 1972) also fell into this category. Second were the

f minutes and papers of the Universities Commission and Alberta CéT]eges
Commission. These provided much detail on the wéﬁk done by the
commissions and on their monthly meetings. Third were the other fifl!
and documents kept by the commissions and various biinﬁhes of the
gdvernment during the period 1966-73; .these were found in the vault
of the present Department of Advanced Edutatién and Manpower. Fourth
were the>archives of the University of Alberta; these included
materials such as some correspondence with the University of Calgary
~and minutes of the Universities Coordinating Council. Fifth, |
abstracts of submissions to the Worth Commission were made:avai1ab]e

N

to the researcher. “Finally, the Edmonton Journal was studied for

" the period August to October, 1971.
BIAS AND EVIDENCE IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

The question of bias in the social sciences was raised by -

Myrdal, who wrote about the difficulty social scientists experience
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in avoiding biases which "lead to a false perception of reality"
(1969:47). However, he also made the point that "Questions must be
asked before answers can be given. The questions are all expressions
of our interest in the world; they are at bottom ;aiuatigns“ (1969:9).
If this is so, how can the researcher avoid being led by his interests
and questions into complete subjectivity? One answer i3 provided by
Webb et al.:

Once a proposition has been confirmed by two or more
independent measurement processes, the uncertainty of its
interpretation is greatly reduced. The most persuasive °
evidence comes through a triangulation of measurement
processes. (1966:3) :

The present study has adopted this approach, essentially checking
information obtained from interviews with that obtained from archives,
published histories, and other written materials. Such a process

does not eliminate the possibility of error—which s always present

in research—but allows a cross-checking of important issues and

. questions, particularly if the strengths of one method are comolemented

}
by those of another.

V2 SUMMARY

The methods of research used in the study may ﬁ@nvenienéiy

be summarized here. First, the "reputational" technique described by

Hunter was used. Informants, or knowledgeable p;PSQﬂS in contact with -

influential actors in postsecondary education in Alberta in the pe%iad
under study, were asked to nominate those they regarded as the
influential actors in postsecondary education. From these names, a
11st of influentials was collected by the researcher, and it was

found that a core of names appeared with regular frequency. An effort
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was made to interview all those on the list, and two persons
on it were subjected t6 return visits. The intérviews them-
selves, were given g]ite treatment: a relatively short list of
questions was prepared, with snecial questions being used where
appropriate to supplement more general ones so that subjects were'
asked questions apprepriate to their experience. Efforts were made
to secure trust and cooperation and the identity of key actors was
masked in the cases Yhere this seemed advisable to protect friend-
sh1p§ and reputatioéi. Simul taneously, archives and secondary ;;urces
were consulted as each step of the research proceeded and chap;ers
were drafted. This allowed problems'tp be higplighted as they emerged
and critical events were cross-checked. Finally, every effort was
.made to exposé problems of interpretation and allow the reader to see
how conclusions were réached.

The following chapter examines the problems in coordinating

university education in Alberta unfi] 1971.

i T L e IR N



Chapter 4

THF COORDINATION OF UNIVERSITIES IN ALBERTA T0 1971

" This chepter and the next contain descriptions of university
and college-level coordination in Alberta until 1971; attention will
be given in a subsequent chapter to the complex process of transition
to coordination by a government department. This chapter beains with
the founding of the University of Alberta, and study is made of its
re1atiénship to government and the emergence of new universities in
the years after World War II. Much of the chapter deals with the
powers, methods of operation and cﬁéractgéistics of the Universities
Commission; illustration of its work in coordination areipresented;

and an assessment made of the Commission's work.
EARLY COORDINATION OF UNIVERSITY EDUCATIDN

In common with other western provinces in Canada, Alberta
moved to establish a univérsity at about the time the province was
founded. One of the first acts of the Legislature, indeed, was the
founding of the University Qf-A1bgrta. Alberta‘'s first premier,
Alexander Rutherford, mnveé the establishment of the University and
he remained involved in university governance until 1941. The
early years of the University were marked by @ close relationship.
between the Government and the new institution, which was built,
significantly, in Rutherford's own riding of Strathcona. Provincial

governments chose the University's presidents, and Rutherford selected
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Henry Marshall Tory as foundation president. Thus QESPite the angry
protests of Cafgarians, who had been led to believe that the
pravincia1 univers1ty would be 1oc§ted in their city, the University
was safely established in Edmonton by the tiiﬁe of World War I
(Berghofer and Vladicka 1981:3).

The Uniﬁe:sity cﬁntiﬁued:tﬂ prosper and expand during the early
years of the United Farmer's G@;g?nmgnt (1921-35) as programs such as
pharmacy, medicine and dentistry were added to those of arts and:
science. Some tension e;isted between the campus and the Government
in the-Dg@Fessian years, when the UFA Government had to tell the
University to implement salary reduétians. and the budget was fixed
over the President's protests. One significant decision of this era
was to allow Mount Royal College, a private institution, to affiliate
as a junior college of the University, permitting some opportunity
for university education outside of Edmonton, although discretion
over all university-level activities outside Edmonton was granted to
a Committee on Junior Colleges within the University. Essentié11y
the University was allowed control over all higher educatian in the .
provfnce, although on nccasians!!;s noted above—the provincial

government set financial limitations on what it could do (Johns 1981).

the Sucial Credit Government

The University gained from the election of a Social Credit
Government in Alberta in 1935. The new gavgrﬁnentvwas stfongly
sympathetic to education and gave the University a very free rein.

A temporary problem appeared in 1941, when the University's president

promi sed PrgmieriRDEThart an honorary degree, which was denied him

-



narréw1y by a hostile vote of the Senate: President Kgré had to ¥
resjgn and the Government set up an inquiry which recommended changes .
in university governance. These were enacted by the Government, So
that the power of the Senate was reduced making General F:culty
Cauncil (as it then was) the body which exercised the acgégmic paweré
formerly held by the Senate. After 1942, however, the friendly
relationship between Government and University resumed (Johns 1981:

178f).

Postwar Expansion

Like the other Canadian universities, the University of Alberta
experienced massive expansion in the years after World War IT. Full-
time enrolments rose from under 2,000 in 1939 to 4,280 in 1957-58 and
were ta.rise again and again thereaft;r, leading to a pressina need
for additional faculty and accommodation. Repeated expansion
‘eventually created concern in the minds of government members and
civil servants: Swift records that one Deputy Treasurer was so
angered by the way jn which the University spent its money that he
could not bear to attend meetings of the Board of Governors (1981b:
22). Such conéern was eventually to lead to a call for closer
aetgunting for university expenditures and tighter ceardinatjan Qf
university activities.

 One early historian of the University explained the institu-
tion's position aptly when he said t.hatr it was “th’é“tré keystone
in the arch of the general scheme of things" (Alexander 1933:3). A

similar metaphor was used by Leslie to describe the situation existing

before 1966:



The University of Alberta was thus not merely the premier
educational institution in the province; it occupied a
controlling position at the apex of a provincial system of
postsecondary education. (1980:80)

i ) R
The only means of controlling university education, as far as the
Government was concerned, was through the Board of Governors, on which
sat its Deputy Provincial Treasurer and Deputy Minister of Education.
Thus educational professionals were allowed almost untrammelled
, , ) ,
control of university education in Alberta. These circumstances.

would alter somewhat after 1966.

TOWARD DECENTRALIZATION

As Mr. Aalbora commented, the University of.Alberta was
considered until the mid-1960s as "the University for all of Alberta
and not for a particular region" (Aalborg et #1. 1966). By this tiﬁe
there wére naisyAdemands for full university facilities in Lethbridge
and for autonomy for the campus at Caigaryi

Deﬁénds for a university at CaTgaEy had existed from tﬁe
province's foundation, and attempts had been made to establish éﬂg .
in the years before the First World War (Weston 1951:77). In 1945
the Normal School at Calgary was incorporated into the provincial
university; soon aftgrwards, its princfpa1 obtained an administrative
title and some local authority over the Calgary faculty, with the
.assistance of Dr. Swift g: the Board of Governors (Swift 1981b:19).
As enrolments and programs arew, so did demands for autonomy, ‘
especially after the institution moved from fts facilities:in the
grounds of the Institute of TecthIDgy to fts first buildings on a
new site (Berghpfer and Vladicka 1981:26). | | |
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Swift noted that the solution settled upon—that of a separate
alternative model was that of the University of California, he observed,
contgnuing:

It seemed to me, however, having regard to the increasing
responsibilities being transferred to Calgary, and the general
climate of opinion there, that the time for autonomy had come.
Consequently prior to a board meeting I telephoned the chairman
of the board, C. M. Macleod, and informed him that it was my
intention to raise at the meeting the question of autonomy for

Catgary. I think this must have been the meeting of 29 January,
1964 . . . In due course I proposed a motion. (1981b:36) ‘

the Board of Governors and by the Government and both receivéd briefs
and suggestions. Autonomy for ‘the Calgary campus became a reality
shortly thereafter by virtue of the Universities Act of 1966 (Johns

1981:357f).

THE ACT OF 1966

pattern of university governance 1n7A1bertag First, it established a
University of Célgary (which included the Banff Schggi of Fine Arts)
and made allowance for further univefsitiesrtﬂ be established.
-"Second, it set up a Commission* of nine persons to oversee university
'programs and disburse monies to thé universities in the province.
Third, the Universities Cooréinating Council, established in 1964,
was reconstituted as an adviscry body to the universitigs_ Fourth,

the Act set up a Universities Capjtal Development Committee to advise

v *Universities Commission: after May, 1968, Alberta Universities
Commission.
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on the universities' needs in regard to Iand.’Tands:aping, and
uadditional buildings (Universities Act; éerghefer and Viadicka 1981:28).
* The Act was drafted in its initial form by Dr. W. H. Swift,
then Deputy Minister of Education, subject to the scrutiny of the
Legislative Council. The Government arranged meetings throughout
"~ the pfov1nce and obtafned a wide spectrum of ViEﬁS.QH the'heﬁ body :
and fts relationship to government. Although the university community
seem to have obtained their wishes in most respects—for instance on
the form of the agency which would regulate them—their request that
they be directly represented on the Commission was denied by Cabinet,
presumably out of a desire to see a body which would be at arm's
length from both government and the universities. . Some of ther
questions raised in 1966—notably that of academic representation

on the Commission—were to be debated throughout its existeﬁce_

Powers of the Commission

The powers of the agency may be discerned by studying the key
provisions of Section 63 of the Act: '

The Universities Commisé%on is empowered to
(a) inquire into the financial needs of the universities and
advise the government with regard to the granting of financial ~

assistance for university purposes. .

(f) require each university to submit to it from time to-time
such reports and other information as the Universities
Commission may require;

2

(g) regulate or prohibit

service, facylity, or program of study by a university
sO as to reduce or avoid an undesirable or unnecessary
duplication of a similar service, facility or program
of study already provided by a university, and

(i) the ext:ensio%f expansion or establishment of any -
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(i) the establishment of a new school or faculty by a
university.

(h) aétias an intermediary between the Government and the
universities and between universities; and shall do such
other things as the Lieutenant Governor in Council may
direct.
A1l members of the Commission were appointed by the Government.”
While the Chafrman, a full-time officer, was to hold office at the
Government's pleasure, other members were allotted a three-year term
of office. Members, other than the Chairman, servedxwitheut_sa1ary!
Even a cursory reading of the Act shows that the Commission, while
nomina?1y independent of Government, was mainly a body established to
give advice to the Government and disburse funds to the universities.
The Government's powe%s over the agency were considerable and it
could replace chairmen at will, give‘directians to the Commission or
alter its composition or resoonsibilities, although its statutory
respensibi]itiegxcéu}d be chanded only by the Legislature.

Maddocks observed that the Commission's power over university
‘programs was limited in a number of ways. First, it was given no
control over programs which were unique in the province, as its power

-

extended only to the prohibition of proaorams duplicating others. .

Second, assuming that such duplication seemed "undesirable or.
unnecessary” to the Commission, could the agency demonstrate this to
the satisfaction of the universities and to g@vgrﬁment? Third, the
term "program" was not defined in the Act, leading to misundergtanding
"ééﬁd muddled debate on occasions (Maddocks1972:93). Dr. Wyman's view

of the Commission was one which was widely held:
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It was not supposed to meddle in the academic programs of
the universities but to see that there was a minimum of needless
duplication. Its purpose was mainly financial and equity. It
was not supposed to act As an arm of government nor was it

. Supposed to be a spokesman for the universities. It was to be *
an intermediary body that would assess the needs of the
universities as it saw them and make recommendations to
government. (Cited in Maddocks 1972:93)

Dr. Wyman's phrasing is signizicant: throughout its fife,‘the
Commission showed very greét reluctance t§ “meddle in Eﬁe acééemié
programs of the universities," for reésons which will be suggested
below. This left the Commission with these tasks: it acted as a
clearinghouse for infbrmati;n, gave advice to-gﬁﬁernments aﬁd
‘ parcelled out money. The Commission was so Féiuctant to ‘make regula- i_
tions that it floated between the universities and government, becoming
drawn, in the end, towards the role of spokesman. for the unfversities.. .
Some key points need clarification here. First, how much
control did the Commission have over universities? The Commissioners
thémselves were unsure: the minutes of their meetings make this |
abundantly clear. Although it had some executive powers—such ;é that
of approving some programs and not approving others—they were
essentially those ;f approving the programs :hich would receive
provincial funding. If other sources of funding were ferth;pmfnge—gs
‘was the case when the University of Calgary made a bid to open a
Faculty of Law in thE.CDNﬁﬁssiﬂﬁ'é last months—the Commission found
it diff%tult'to block the proposed proaram. Drfiﬁgﬁft said much the
same thing im a letter to President Armstrong qﬁﬁ&f}éeua‘iversity of
Ca1gar}-$;§ngruary 1, 1968, adding that the Canmff;ian's power was
~‘essentially thst of "discussion and persuasion" (letter 1in correspondence

of Universities Commission). !

[ ax]
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Second, if the Commission was, as Section 68 of the Act
declared, an "intermediary” between the universities and govern-
ments, did this mean that universities were no longer able to make
direct approaches to government? This was certainly the Commission's
expectation, as stated by Dr. Swift, its first Chairman, in a
memo%apdum to President Johns of the Unfversity of Alberta on July 28,
1966: "“[The Act] would seem to imply that the universities will
cease to have direct dealings with the Government and will instead
deal through the Universities Commission" (Tetter in correspondence
of Uniéirsities Commissfon). But the Ac£ did not actually prohibit
such approaches, nor could it prevent any person or institution from
doing so: the same is t?u% of any agency or semi-governmental body.
If the universities exerziséd their right of access to government
‘excessively, however, they wau1d undermine the Commission's authority.

Third, the Commiss1aﬁfd1d not have the power to decide that
new universities would be established, nor to issue instructions as
to their location. Such issues remained the prerogative of Cabinet.
When controversy arose about the relocation of universities, however,
the Commission could arguably have taken an influentia]}ra1e in
settling it. \ b

In sum, the Commission's reputation and status depended very °
greatly on fts standing with the unjversities and wfth government.

‘ On one hand, governments could erode its power by fgnoring its

advice or overruling its decisiaﬁs; on the'ﬂther, it could égﬁe under
fire from universities to a dangerous degree, or could come under one
institution's domination. These issues were critical to the Commission's

success; they also related to the problem of selecting 1ts personnel.
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COMPOSITION OF THE COMMISSION

Cemmiseien staff and board members were chosen largely by

its Chairman and incumbent Minister for Education, although final
i5251510ﬁ§ were made by Cabinet (Maddocks 1972:91). Like many agencies,

the Commission had a full-time Chairman, a voluntary Board, and a

permanent staff.

Chairmen of the Commission

The Commission's first chairman was Dr. W. H. Swift. He
had been Deputy Minister of the Department of Education for twenty
yea%s and had tpid the Minister, Mr. Randy McKinnon, of his wish to
step down. The Minister at length accepted this decision, on
condition that Dr. Swift become Chairman of the Universities Commission.
Dr. Swift had had a Tong association with education in Alberta and was
clearly weli qualified for the position he was assuming. He became
éheirmen of the Commission from its inception until his retirement
in May, 1968 (Swift 1981a). ﬁe Tenﬁ prestige and authority to the
Commission; Dr. Byrne commented later "we didn't have effective

"Chaivmen following him" (1977:63).

The second chairman was Dr. Andrew Stewart, who assumed
office in May, 1968 and relinquished it in April, 1970. He had been
President of the University of Alberta, 1951-59, and had carried cut
the Special Study on Junior Colleges in 1965. -

When choosing the next chairfman, Mr. Robert Clark, Minister
for Education, was conscious of the need to demonstrate that the

Commission was not tied to the senior unfversity. Aceordiggiy he chose



q;. LeRoy Thorssen as third chairman. Dr. Thorssen had been a member of
the Céunﬁssion from its foundation ugtil 1967, then Chairman of the
Board of Governors of the University of Calgary. In an interview,

Mr. Clark stressed that Dr. Thorssen had had no political connections at
the time of his appointment apart from some Liberal Party confacts in
Ottawa, but that while Chairman he decided to contest a seat in the
provincial legislature for the Social Credit Party. Dr; Thorssen
resigned the chairmanship to do so in June, 1971. ,

‘ The fourth chairman was Mr. Leif Erickson. Like his predecessor,
he had been a member of the Board of Governors at the University of
Calgary. Mr. Erickson took office, in August, 1971, just before tﬁe
- Social Credit Government lost‘powef. His resignation was demahded by
the new Government, and obtained in November, 1971 (1971-72 Report of
the Commission, and interviews). .

The last chairman was Mr. Haughton Thomson. He took office
in January, 1972 as a caretaker chairman, his services being leased
from his firm until the Commission was disbanded in March, 1973
(1971-72 Report, and interviews). - |

It 1s difficult not to agree with Dr. Byrne's harsh yer&ict K
on the chairmén: he was, after all, on the Co;miSsion from its =
inception until May, 1971. Although the first chairman was a figure
of prestige and ability, there was a danger. in selecting chairmen who.;
were too obviously fdentified with the University of Alberta. As the
vast majority of availabie candidates'had béen &ssoéiated“:Tfh that.’

university, the task of selection was not an easy one. The chairmen

of the Commission's middle period, however, were too clearly connected

K
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with the University of Calgary—Dr. Thorssen transparently so. At
the same time, the last appointments by the Soctel Credit Government

could be accused, and were accused, of being political appointments,

ments about political jobbery and legal settlements, as it was late 3
in 1971. Finally, the Commission suffered from having too many
chairmen—five in seven years—and from lgsinésthairUEn at critical

times. These factors greatly limited the Commission's effectiveness

and credibility in the eyes of universities and of governments.

Other Members of the Commission

The members of the Commission's board contributed to its work
but were not as critical to it as were the chairmen. The contributions
of Deputy Provincial Treasurers largely consisted, not surprisinaly,
in considering the financial implications of universities' requests.
Of all the Deputy Ministers, Dr. Byrne stands out for his quick
mastery of what the universities were trying to do and why they we%é
trying to do it; almost as much as the later Commission chairmen, his
contribution stressed the }dea of a uni#ersigy system across the
province and he repeatedly asked how "5u¢héand-such“,aiprggram might
contribute towards building it. By ahd large other members of the
board seemea unfami]iar with university administration and reluctant
to enquire too closely about it. A characteristic comment followed
a'diszussién:an aéademic plannina:

Dr. Scarlett said, as a layman, he was not qualified to

make such highly technical decisions as were required of the
Commission and therefore a body of knowledge must be secured

by a -group of specialists in order to help him make the
decisions. (Meeting, January 10, 1967)

]
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Similar comments followed representations from the University
of Lethbridge:
Mr. Stewart thought that the proposed program seemed fairly
elaborate but presumably the people recoomending it had given
the matter very thorough study. Mr. Thomson said he would

agree with the views of the Lethbridge people that they must
- have a broad program. . . . (Meeting, January 10, 1967)

The comments highlight a key problem about lay boards: are they
competent, and willing, to ask questions about the need for proposals
made by experts? At times the board members sounded almost as if

they had abdicated their responsibi]itigs. allowing any university
proposal to pass provided the Commission staf? raised no objections

to it. In this sense the board members set the tone for the Tow- a
profile, tolerant position taken by the Commission most of the time;
it is unfortunate that there are no detailed minutes available of -
meetings of the Colleges Commission wﬁich would allow a comparison to
belmade between them. While the comment of one member, that "the
Commission is simi]ér to.a utiaities commission" (Meeting, June 3, 1971),
seems to represent some kind of functionalist extreme in views of what
fhe Commisston was,~most members seem to have been content to support
the opinions of the agency's staff. Although the board mgmbers
apparently saw themselve§ as "wise'men who sit and make judgements,"

a university president referred to them as "those poor comm1ss1bners,
who have to sit there inundated with figures but with no.possibility
of real comprehension" (béth quotations from Maddocks 1972:91). In

any case, the Commission had to rely on its staff for most of its

-decfsions, especially in day-to-day mattePs.

23
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Staff of the Commission

The Commission's st;jjgattended all its méitiﬁgs, but did not
have voting privileges. The} had a very considerable effect on board
members’ decisions; one staff member said "It would be very rare that’
the Board would disagree" with staff judgements (Kristjanson, cited in
Maddocks 1972:92). .

Apart from a secretary seconded to the Commission from the
.DEBEFtﬁEﬂt QF_Edﬁﬁationi the first staff member appointed to it was
Mr. Brian McDonald, seconded from an administrative position at the
University of Alberta. He was the Commission's ;ecretary and did much
of the statistical work associated with finances and enralments He
returned to the univers1ty in 1968.

, Mr. McDonald's replacement as secretary was Mr. Harvey Ford,
who had been secretary of the academic pIanning committee at the
uﬁiveréity of Alberta. He was also seconded to!the Commission, but
decided to take permanent employment in it. .

A retired brigadiei},nr. Bob Jones, formerly Campus Development
Officer at the University of Alberta, was made Capital Plannihg Officer
of the Commission in 1967 and remained with the agency until it was
disbahded. |

A key posftion was that of Academic Planning Officer, who was
required to examine proposals made by universities for new programs.
The position was widely and repeatedly advertised and after a con-
sfderable time Dr. A. M. Kristjanson Frém the University of .
~ Saskatchewan was appointed in 1967.

Two others worked on the Commission's staff for a time. One
,’;



was Dr. Gulbrand Loken, former principal of éamrase Lutheran Colleoe.
The other was Mr. Barry Snawdeni who worked-part time for the
Commission from 1971 to 1973 and had beem at the University of
Lethbridge after Stgdying at the University of Alberta. (Commi3sion
papers and meetings used to verify details on all staff.)

One fact stands out from the above listing of chairmen and -j
staff: the vast majority had strong connections with the University
of Alberta. In the eyes of the other universities, there was no
question of the Commission's being dominated by the senior university:
thfs complaint was made repelﬁed]y by nembers;af the University of
Lethbridge (for instance, aZg{hE meeting of the Commission in R
November, 1968) and, as notﬁ' above, the pefceptian was shared by Mr.
Robert Clark when Minister for Education. The fact that staff . \
menbers were seconded from the University of Alberta to the Commission
did nothing to mitigate such criticisms: one such staff member said
on one occasion ?that the University of Alberta objected to the
Commission and Gﬂverﬁment setting its priaf;ties . . ." (Meeting of

January 16, 1968). The conflict of loyalties here is obvious.
THE COMMISSION'S LOCATION

Much the same point can be made about the Commission's
location. In its early days it was understandable that it settled
close to the province's oldest university, but this became less
. acceptable as new universities became established and their presidentS'
comaiaiﬁed of the difficulty of gaining access to ;hg Commission;

this was especially relevant to the Unfversity of Lethbridge. The
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Commission's offices, iocated in a building used by the University of |
Alberta in Garneau, Edmonton, were éanveﬁient to fts staff, but it
is worth noting that even in 1966 the Cammissian‘é vice-chairman,

Or. Mcheod,]said that if the Commission settled on such a site,
"people might consider the Commission part of the University" (Meeting,
October 4, 1966). : <

Although the Commission did not always meet in Edmonton,- its

records reveal that it scarcely met elsewhere except to a token
[ 3

degree:
- Meetings
YearA Edmonton Calgary Lethbridge Banff Total
1967-68 8 2 1 - 1
1968-69 9 ] 1 - n
1969-70 N ] - ) 13
1970-71 7 1 1 - 9
1971-72 8 1 - - 9

1972-73 7 1 - 1 9

It might seem ;hat the Commission's place of meeting was a
trivial matter, and it is certainly true that the Colleges Commission”
held its regular meetings in downtown Edmonton. But there is a subtle
difference Setween offices downtown and offices on an institution's
campus, and the Universities Commission would have been less vulnerable
to attack had it established offices downtown in one of thi:prnvingnis
"'mijor cities. It seems likely that the sense of irritation prevalent
in the University of Lethbridge as to its treatment by the Commissfion

had & good deal to do with the aqency's staff and location.
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STYLE .OF OPERATION

>

As a rule, the Commission allowed major business to accumulate
for fts meetihgs, held about eleven times a year. Day-to-day business
conducted by staff inciuded discussions with university administrators
" about proposed cdursé;, collecting information about projected
enrolm;nts, and retéiving reactions from presidents. On occasions a
Minister fbr Education would address a meeting, although it seems that
a mbre'connnn arrangement was for a Minister to meet the Chairman
alone: Mr. Clark, when Minister, met the Chairman for a weekly
breakfast meeting (Clark 1981). |

Hhen it was felt necessary to do so, arrangements were made
for institutional representatives to attend a meeting. For such
purposes, the Commission would sometimes visit the institutfon to allow
interaction with a number of members of the relevant unfversity and,
on occasion, with representatives from the city. These would stafe
tbéir case before retiring to allowvthé Commission's board and staff
to come_to a‘'decision. In 1969, probably because of the Faculty of
Environmental Design issue discussed in a case study beiow, universities
begah to ask for academic representation on the Commission. This was
discussed and rejécted by board members. Universities also requested
Qpen meetings: this request, too, was refused. Dr. Byrne mentioned

these matters in a later interview, arguing that open meetings might

have helped the Commission demonstrate its fairness (1977:63).
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THE COMMISSION AS COORDINATOR

- ‘,,“\]

Early Priorities

Dr. Swift declared that the most immediate prub1ems facing
the Commission in its first year of operation were to find an
acceptable formula for allocating funds, to establish principles for
the approval of capital projects, to settle tﬁe distribution of assets
and liabilities between the Universities of Alberta and Calgary, and
to arrarige for the s;tisfaetory deye]cpment af}jﬂé§7§«: campuses so
that the basis might be lTafd for a provincial university system (cited
in.Maddocks 1972:98). A less obvious priority was for the Commission
to establish its authority over the universities, especially over the
welT-entrenéhed University of Alberta. This task was part of a larger
problem, that of convincing the Government that it was competent to

make fafr judgements about university proorams and finance.

-

Developing Formulas 1

The question of an adeq&ate level of support for the univer-
sities was one which took up a good deal of the Commission's time.
The level of support for the uni:erftigs as a whole was determined
py the number oflfuli-time students enrolled in them on 1st December
of any given year. Each yeaf,-the Commission ?g:oﬁnended to Govern-
ment a sum per studenf enrolled as general support for the universities.
After consideraﬁioﬂ, the Government approved a sum and inserted it in
the schedule to thé Colleges and Universities Act. ExPenditure_p1;nsr
were based on forecast enrolment; later, on estimated enrﬁ1ﬁentg

As long as university enrolments rose this enrolment-driven formula

a
-3
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allowed the Uniyefsities increasing revenues; when they tapered off
in 1971, the Connﬁ?sion had to grant decreasing sums or find a new
formula. It chose the latter. An 1nf1aticn factor was added to
grants each year by Messrs. McDonald and Ford (interviews, 1981).
In deciding how to allocate funds among the universities, the

Commissiﬁn adapted a formula used in Ontario. Heiéhts were attached
to certain courses, from 1 in undergraduate arts to 8 in upper-year
graduate agriculture. Special "firit cai?“igrants were provided for
programs which needed funds to set up prcgraﬁs before students enrolled,
and for the costs of basic admiﬁistrative establishments (Maddocks
1972:102). The question of infant universities raised special
problems. Accordingly, a bonus mult¥hlier waé used to assist the
emergence of the University of Lethbridge and was revised as Eﬂraimenté
grew, although they did not rise as first expected (Maddocks 1972:103; .
McDonald 1981). i

~ These financial arrangements appear to have been satisfactory
in most resbects. The question of the University of Lethbridge is an
'awkward one. The Unfversity was forced by political factors onto the
Commission, which then.had to make pﬁgvisian for its growth. Like é
sibk1y infant, the University s;rugg1ed on from year to year, neither'
becoming strong and healthy'nor going to an early grave. Perhaps the
members of the Commission secretly hoped for the 1at£er. for although
their financial proyisions for Lethbridge were genetauéi they appeared
to begrudge it new programs. This hatter will be discussed further in

.‘

a case study later in this chapter.



Approval of Doctoral Courses .

While the Commission's powers over programs were not wide,
consisting largely of allocating pravinciai funds for proorams which
did not "unnecessarily duplicate" other programs, it delegated some
of the powers it possessed to a Prav%nﬁiai Appraisals Committee in
1969. This was a subcommittee of the Coordinating Council, consisted
of institutional representatives, and reported to the Commission on
new doctoral programs. The Committee chose two or three "inter-
nafionally known experts," as it called them, from a 1ist supplied by
the university requesting the program: these made a report to the
Commission and a decfsian was made on the viability of new programs
and the need for them in western Canada (Meeting, March 21, 1969;
| Maddocks 1972:119-120). ,

' Two pointé must be made about this mechanism. First, it gave .
away some of the Commission's rather modest powers to the universities

and added to the diffusion of powers among the universities, the

Commissfon and the Coordinating Council. The maﬁe appears to be e
further evidence of the Commission's reluctance tcsrefuse university
requests and of its preference for spreading responsibility dinng a
number of bodies. Second, the Committee accepted all requests for
doctoral programs. While this procedure seemed generally acceptable

r

in 1969, by 1970 the government was becoming concerned by the pro-
fusfion of graduate programs and their alleged predaminance'in universitj

education (NMeeting, Dctebér 26 and 27, 1970).



Developing a Master Plan

" In the first, years of the Commission, procedural and financial
matters were predominant. Litt1eiccntroi wad exercised over new
programs, which were introduced at Hi1i by the universities "on the
quite well-founded assumpticﬁ that money would be found to support them"
(Maddocks 1972:114). When the need for academic planning became clear
in 1967, Dr. Kristjanson was appointed as Academic Planning Officer.

He argued;that any proaram should be rejected if it did got fit a plan
for university development within Alberta, and called for the creation
of a master p]ani Accordinaly, an Academic Master Plan Steering 4‘ :
Committee was set up, though with some reservations among members of
the Commission: one board member expressed the fear that a master
plan would "make the Commission -a 'superboard,' reducing the univer-
sities' autonomy" (Meeting, February 20, 1968). Such fears were
nothing compared to the determined opposition and non-cooperation
which came from many in the uﬂiv&fEitiEél eighteen months Téter -
Dr. Kristjanson was sti]]ktrying to get a plan accepted by the univér!
siiies. Personality conflicts and resistance to provincial planning

(which would 1imit universities' power to offer programs ) appear to

have prevented such a plan from ever coming into existence jcorrespon-

dence and interviews with former staff members of the Commission, 1981).

Extending Degrees

One matter proved troublesome to the Commission. This was the
question of the number of years of study appropriate to given degrees.
Towards the end of 1968 the University of Lethbridge told the

Commissfon of its decision to make its arts and science degrees of
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four years! duration. The Chairman of the Commission, Dr. Stewart,
questioned this decision, but made no serious attempt to reverse it;
in retrospect‘ﬁhe move seems an obvious, if understandable, move byr
the small university to increase enroiments. The Commission consulted
the Coordinating Council and was told that universities themselves .
were competent to make suzh’ﬂeci%ignsi As the Coordinating Council
was comnosed saIeTj of institutional representatives, and was chaired
at that time by the president of the University of Lethbridae, such a
decision was hard]i surp%igiﬁgg:!The Commission was in a dilemma.
Should it attempt to dissuade the universities from extending their
degrees at will? Dr. Byrne pointed out that such extensions had =
ramifications throughout the province, particuf;;1y in a time of
teacher shortage; in addition, they made university education more
expensive, especially if the Lethbridge proposal was imitated by the .
major universities.' The reaction of the Commission as a whole is '
significant::
Soqé members felt that tﬁe Commission must take some
action on this matter. Others felt that the Commission had -
no authority in this area, other than that which it could .
exercise through financial control. (Meeting, January 21, 1969)-

e University of Caloary was

By February of the F311ﬂwings}éér ‘
following the Lethbridge inftiative, and the University of Alberta

eventually followed. The matter illustrates the Commission's reluctance
to interfere with untversity prerogatives, and white government made

no apparent objection at the time, such events were tq béeome"‘

increasingly important as costs continued to grow.



THE ROLE OF THE COORDINATING COUNCIL

It is impossible to _consider the role of the Commission with-
out bearing in the mind the work of the Coordinating Council, for the
two bodies had overlapping roles. Frequently a question of coordina-

‘ .
tion was referred to the Council, which might make a ruling or might
refer the matter back to the Commission. Relations between the two
were never harmonious, and became distinctly strained, especialIf when
the question of the faculty of architecture was being resolved. On
other occasions it wé; found that both bodies were considering the |
same issues—as was discovered in September, 1970 in regard to the
issue of transferability (Meeting of the Commission, September 15,
1970). On another occasion Dr. Stewart, as Chairman, presented the
Cémmission with an article on formula financing. !
Me referred members to the conclusion—"{f the universities

will not act in concert, the government will impose solutions

on them." The Chairman said that possibly the Coordinating

Council could be the body to provide this coordination in

. Alberta, and he had written to Dr. Smith in this regard . .

If the Coordinating Council will not accept this re5ponsib111ty,

then the Commission will have to fill the void. (Heetinc,
"»  February 18, 1969) , ,
Which body was supposed to “accept the responsibility" for coordinating
uniéersity education in Alberta? The aﬁgiguity and uncertainty of
the Cemmission's position is very clear in this discussfonD and its
reluctance to take an offensive position is even é1earer in some case

studies of its operation. >_-
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CASE STUDY: FOUNDING THE UNIVERSITY OF LETHBRIDGE

The University of Lethbridge was always given special treatment

complained of unsympathetic treatment. A number of developments in

the institution's 1ife were clearly political, particularly its genesis.

Lethbridge had a sﬁa11 and vocal group of spokesmen in the
years after World War 11 who persistently demanded better educational
facilities Fgr'fhe city. A Lethbridge Junior College opened 16
Septemﬁer, 1957 in resbansé to such demands, but many .of those associ-
ated with the college dreamed of, and continued to demand, a unfiversity.
' Ca1]e§%_bnard members, supported by the city's Chamber of Ccnnerce and
Trades'iﬁﬁ?tabar Qaunciii petitioned Alberta's Legislature in f§64 to
allow degree status to the college in 1964 (Holmes 1972:11). Two
members of the college board, W. J. Cousins, Dean of its Uﬁiﬁgrsity
Section, and Kate Andrews, Chairman of the Board, were particularly
active in demanding a university and repeatedly expressed-their
demands to the Minister for Education (Snowden 1981; Holmes 1972:11f).

By the mid-sixties the Social Credit Government's resistence
to these demands had weakened noticeably. Premier Manning admitted
the possibility of a university in a letter to the city in December,
1964, although he mentioned no commencement date. By July, 1966 the
mafter had progressed further, for in that month Mr. Randy McKinnon,
Minister for Education, and Dr. Swift, newly appointed Chairmﬁn of

the Universities Commission, attended a meeting of the Lethbridge



Junior College. %he Minister declared “Ya;'ve been asking for a
university, well now you have it!" "Thank you, Mr. McKinnon," replied
Mrs. Andrews (Holmes 1972:37). |

| As Dr. Byrne remarked during a meeting of ﬁhe Commission, the
decision to open a university in Lethbridge was clearly a political
one (Meeting, November 19, 1968). The Commission was caught in an
awkward position, merely being told what was being done and not con-
éulted on the matter in aﬁy real sense. Dr. Swift's comments at a
meeting of the Commission in August, 1966 that "the Government had
not asked the Commission to eancerniitse1% with these and other -
questions cﬂncérniﬁg thé development of higher education in the City
‘of Lethbridge" ccncéa? a good deal of anxiety about the implications
‘of what had been done at Lethbridge.

| While the question of new institutions is né?ﬂa%1y a matter

for government, one of Dr. Swi%t's concerns was clearly whether a
city of Lethbridge's size would support a university. But part of
his anxiety had to do with the matter of the Minister's announcement,
made 1n‘Dri Swift's presence at Lethbridge! Mr. McKinnon had not said
that the junior college had become a university, nor that a totally
new institutiaﬁ would be established on a new site. The result was
confusion in the city about whether the city had one institution or
two. One plausible suggestion fs that the Government bad created the
muddle by forgetting to dissolve the coiTege‘béard (Snowden 1981). *

ot
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Nﬁaﬁtqre' of the Unfversity ' | . _ ’
The..confusion had lasting effects on the University, which
emerged slowly from the university section of the junior college.. In
1968, Dr. Stewart, the Commissfon's Chairman, and others disagreed
about the nature of the University in a discussion with Dr. Beckel,
a member of its staff: '
. the Chairman said that, when Lethbridge was established,
there would seem to have been an implicit understanding that
it would be patterned after the three year liberal arts colleges.
" Dr. Byrne said that the University of Lethbridge was really a
political decision. Those making the decision probably thought

- of it as an expansion of the Junior College to a four year
dnstitution. .

L

Dr. Beckel said Lethbridge was established as a university
and thus must act as one. (Meeting, November 19, 1968) T

Was the institdtion at L'ethbrfidge a liberal arts college or, as
Dr. Beckel insisted, a full university? Another possibility was mooted

at the next meeting of the Commission: that Lethbridge was a teaching

" university at which faculty did not necessarily conduct research

(Meet*i;ig; June 18, 1968); While the spokesmen for the University were
1ns1‘s‘tent that it was, however small, a full university, members of
the Commission tended to regard it a‘a teaehing-institutien "on the
model of the state l‘ﬂeges in Ca]ifgrrnia“ (Meeting, August 20, 1968).
More than any other matter, the continuing confusion and debate about
the nature of the University of !Lethbri&ge pointed to the need for a

university master,pl. for Alberta: but as explained earlier, this

had not been agreed on and agreement was not fortheoming. SIS ——



Establishing New University Courses

The infant University had many difficulties, not only in
finding its role, but in choosing programs which were appropriate to
it. Initially it had only arts and science, that is, the courses
which had been offered in the university section of the junior college.
Discussions between Drs. Leskiw and Beckel (of tﬂﬁ University) and the
Ccnﬁﬁ551on in TQEB,fQCussed on a key issue: should the University
offer the same programs as did the other provincial universities?

If so, the University might be accysed nf unnecessary dup11cat1oﬂ of
programs; if not, what distinctive programs should it offer, and
should students be expected to trafgI,same distance to Lethbridge to

complete them? " Discussion centinuéd: Dr. Beckel éxp1ained his search

for apprﬂprtate programs, but a§ted how he could find suitable pragr;ms

given ‘the absence of a master plah. (Meeting, November 19, 1968).

| The Commission expressed sywpiihy for the University, but was

7 uitinntely unhe]pfu1 As a result, the University returned to the
methods which hadﬂf;d to its¥creation. Leskiw took the matter to the
Legislature, Qs Holmes relates?

One day five of us travelled to Edmonton on one of those
gut-rending daylong return flights to confer with the universities
commission on ral matters of mutual interest. When the

_meeting terminated at noon, we.dined as guests of the commission.
One portion of the conversation proved unappetizing. Some
-. commissioners informally expressed opposition to early develop-
_ment of a Faculty of Education at Lethbridge. Knowing the
machinery that Russ [Leskiw] had set in motion for just such a
purpose, and his vital interest in its success, 1 was perplexed
at Russ' failure to join battle. However later on the way to
the airport Russ instructed the chauffeur to stop at the
previncial legTslatife.building. With nary a word of explanation,
he marched into t uﬂﬂ*6 About twenty minutes later he
returned with an-gbvious f satisfaction and our journey
resumed. Ha1mes, 1972:88)
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At the March, 1967 meeting(of the Commission 1t was announced that,

indeed, a Faculty of Education would be established at Lethbridge. .
' %

Falling Enrolments

Full-time enrolments at the University grew from 639 in 1967
to slightly in excess Qi 1,400 in 1970, bﬁt expansion stopped in that
vyear. By this time it Qés obvious that the government had overestimated
the demand for university education in Alberta, especially in the
south-west of the prﬁvinte,'and it was becoming apparent that the

University of Lethbridge was a costly mistake.

Moving the University Across the River

It was almost 1nev1tab1e that the University 5 administritiun
would want to gstablish it on a more. permanent Site. Dr. W. A. S.
'Smﬂth. appajnted president in 1968, céﬁnﬁssiﬁned a survey which
suggested that the west bank of the 0ldman River was thé‘desirab1e
site. When the University decided that this was to be the institution's
future home, néﬁs broke on fhe city like a cal) to arms. Two fact%ans
promptly appeared, one for the proposed move, another favouring a
different site. A meeting was held in the cityrcandemning President
Smith as a dictator; amonq Dr. Smith's critics were the local member
‘of the Legislature and a spokesman for the Church of Latter Day
Saints. Accusaticn§ of land speculation were mideaty'beth sides,
petitions were sent to the Legisl:ture and cgnfusian reigned for some
months. Cabinet responded, first by askina a study committee to
1nvestigate the matter, then by insistina t&t the city hold a

'referendum on it. The University s administrators refused to consider
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the idea of a referendum nor would they countenance :hangjggsz;eir
minds on the site. While angry communications flew between' the
Universtty and the Cabinet, the Commission stood aside. Finally
Premier Manning gave in and a]?aued the UniQersity to mave;ta the |
west bank (Holmes 1972:121f, and Snowden 1981).

This controversy was somewhat threatening to the Commission.
The west site had been approved by Dr. Andrew Stewart, Chairman-
designaté, and the Commission at its April, 1968 meeting. Mr. Bob
Jones of the Commission's staff had been a member of the study
éoﬂnﬁssicn-which had reccmmggded the move, and the Commission hag
already approvéd a grant for constructiqn when the :aﬁtraversy blew
up. When the arguments flew, however, the Commission cautiously
stood back; its contribution to settling the dispute seems to have
been minimal. - |

This case study has attempted to highlight critical incidents
in the emergence of the University of Lethbridge. A number of salient

*
facts emerge from it. First, while the Commission seemed to do

everything in it; power to assist the Uﬁiversity except to find new
courses for it, that institution felt neglected by the Coﬂﬁﬂs,icn.
probably with justification. Part of the explanation is thét the
Commission was remote from the University in distance and travelling
time, and administrators from the University seei to have experienced
difficulty 1ﬁ communicating with Commission staff. Fu;thEF, as noted
above, no members of the Comﬁi;sion had had any connection with the
University of Lethbridg&éuntil Mr. Barry Snowden beﬁame g’pirtstime

member of the Commission's staff. Second, attitudes of presidents of



the University toward the Commission seémed to harden as years passed
by: 1later presidents of the University frequently bypassed it to go
straight to the Minister. Finally, the University was created by
politics and kept a11vg by means of political pressure: in repeated
arguments with the Commission, Lethbridge's political fighters won
repeatedly. While such methods ensured the survival of the University,

they did little to enhance the Commission's reputation.
CASE STUDY: FOUNDING ATHABASCA UNIVERSITY

Early Moves Toward a New University

In the 1960s there were very great iécreases in student numbers
in the universities as well as continued predictions that universities
could expect furthgr expansion throughout the 1970s. The University
of Alberta's tremé;daus growth began to arouse concern in the Govern-
ment, which felt that such a large university, particuigrly one
increasingly preoccupied with graduate programs, was not the ideal
univeréity for freshmen.  Thus ghe problems of size as far as the
senfor university were concerned, and the idea of a new university,
were discussed almost from the first meeting of the Commission.

However, considerable debate went gﬂ about wﬁat type of
institution was needed. One passibi]ity.!a religious college or
university, was advanced Eyééame leading churchmen and considered by
Cabinet in ear]yYIQS?. Cabinet rejected the idea, so that the choice
became basically that of a new institution, or expansion of the |
University of Alberta. In September, 19572Hr, Raymond Reierson,

Minister for Education, announced that the matter would be shelved

~

-
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for the time being (Hughes 1980:8- 9) Even at this stage Dr. Byrne
remarked that what was required was not a university at all, but a
middle-level institution, perhaps "like the state colleges of
California" (Meeting, August 20, 1968). Others on the Commission,
thever, were convinced that a fourth university was required and

could not decide what arrangements to make to provide for it.

The St. Albert Site 1

At a meeting of the Commission in December, 1969, Mr. Robert

78

Clark, the new Minister for Education, announced that a new university

was again under active consideration. By January the Government had
fixed on St. Albert, near Edmonton, as the best site. The Government
committed itself to a campus of 5,000 students‘ which the Connﬁssiaﬁ
would plan forthwith. Mr. Clark's clear intention was for an under-
graduate university which would stress good teaching and provide some
overdue competition for the University of Alberta (Commission meetings,
Mr. Clark's White Paper cited in Hughes 1980:59%f, and Clark 1981).

The Commission was fully involved.in p]anﬁing the new institution.

Mr. Bob Jones helped choose the site, an ad hoc committee of Drs. Bryne;

and Kristjanson and Dr. Horth~3i the University of Alberta and othéfs‘
- formulated the University's plan,and Dr. Kristjanson chaired the
selection committee for a president (Hughes 1980:11; Heeting,'Ap?i{‘Ei,
1970). e | .
At the same time, the new University was closely fied io thé\f
Social Credit Government, thep in its last year in office. Three ér‘
four members of the University s interim govgsning authority bad close

1inks with the Social Credit League, one of whom was the League's
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former treasurer. Hughes suggested that the name Ernest C. Manning
University==3s considered, but fortunately draﬁhed in favour of

" Athabasca University (1§§OzIZ)i

S1owdown

Dr. Byrne was made the new institutiﬁp's president in May,
1971, but iés position was very precarious. The demand for university
places ;apered off suddenly, making the University virtually
redlindant, and its strong links with the Social Credit League did
not endear it tp‘ithe Gansev*nti;e Government which took office in
August, 197}1 These points were not lost on Dr. Byrne, who remarked,
in a brief appearance at a Commission meeting ;ﬁ'Sgptember, "One |
might question-at this time whether a fourth university is necessary

in"Alberta . . ." (Meeting, September 28, 1971).

Significance

. ‘At a time when the Commission was having saée'difficuity with
the‘ndn-continuity of its chairmen, it had become ﬁ;gvily involved

in planning the new Uniyérsityi The fact that it h;d been established .
at all could have reflected on the Commission, which could have been i
blamed, unfairly, for establishing new institutions 1in times;nf falling
enroiment. Moreover, the University had a Social Credit taint. in‘
sum, therefore, the Uﬁivgfsity was something of an a1batr§ss around

the Commission's neck and its future in September, 1971 was hardly

prioht. Nor, for,a variety of reasons, was that of the Ccu;ﬁsiian?!



CASE STUDY: THE f ACULTY OF ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN *
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One case study of the CﬂmiSSiﬂ;i at work cannot be ignored.
This is the case of a faculty of architecture, first proposed for the.
University of Alberta but eventually located at the University of
Calgary. The case 55 imégrtani as it demonstrates the Commission's
relations with government, with the universities, and with the
ACaﬁrdinating Council; it is a1§e significant because it helped sour
relations between the Commission and the senfor uhivefsity, Although
the case has been discussed by two writers (Leslie 1980:80; Maddocks
1972:122) neither has isolated the key events fn the case and one,
‘Maddocks, seems misleadince and 1ncnrrect 4n his summary of it.

’ The University of Alberta said it wished to open a facn]ty of

architecture during the Commission meetino of May 21, 1968. It was

.recommended that a study be made to examine the need for such a school,

and the question of need in western Canada was referred to the Inter-
Provincial Committee on University Rationalization. The question was
not discussed at the June meeting, although Dr. Stewart, the Chairman,
anndunced that Dr. Govier would be joining the Commission to replace
Mr. Mackenzie: Dr. Govier was Chairman of the Energy Conservation
Eéard and a part-time faculty member of the University of Caigary, and
was to play a key role in ﬁhe ensuing controversy.

At the meeting of the Commission an November 19, 1968, Dr.
ieoyier raised the question of the location of the proposed Schae1 of

Environmental Design. ‘Its location in Edmonton, as proposed by the

study mentioned earlier, was wrong, he said, as each university should

e
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ﬁave!¥ts~5h3refaf professional faculties (ome assumes he excluded the
University of Lethbridge from such consideration). At the December
meeting, Dr. Govier repeated’ his arguments, saying that "M férms of
the provincial university systeim, it should be located at Ca1§aryi“
The consensus of the meeting was that in accord with the need for
developing such a system, "new faculties shaulﬁ be established in
Calgary unless there are compelling reasons for not so doing." The
Commission declared that it was disposed to see the school at Calgary
but decided to convene a meeting of the two universities "to clarify
the matter* (Hinﬁtes. December 17 6eeting). Nobody at the meeting
put thexcentrary view: 1ike all the Commission meetings, this one
operated by consensus, not by majority vote. Plainly the Commission
as a whole, aﬁd Dr. Stewart in particular, wanted to see the new
faculty in Calgary, as did the Government, though it stayed aloof
from the matter (Clark 1981). There is reason to suspect that

Or. Govier, in speaking for his university, was speakinag also for the
Commission and the Government, neither of ghich wished to assume the
role of spokesman against the University Q%VA1bEFt3-

The issue now moved to the Coordiﬁating'CeunciI, which had

accepted the original request by the University of Alberta to have the

faculty located there. At the April meeting of the Commissiaﬁ,

Dr. Stewart said that the Ceunci{ "seemed to be having difficulty
coming to a decision”; after some cautious discussion, members
decided that the matter must be resolved and voted a “first call®
grant for establishing the school in Calnary. At the same time the

question of the location of other professional schools—medicine and
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engineerdng-was being debated, and Dr. Steuarf’ﬁas talking*increasing1y
of the need to think in terms of a uniyersity system (Meeting of Apr11
15, 1969).

- The meeting of the Coordinating Louncil in April, 1969 decided
the-matter. The meeting was held éCalgary, and the delegates from
Edmonton had to travel down by aeropiane. But two of them missed
their f1igh;, and telephoned to say that they were driving down instead.
The Chairman began the meeting without them. Dr. Johns' motion |
endorsing the earlier decision to locate the faculty at Edmonton was
" ruled out of order. A motion that this decision be revoked was put
to the meeting and the vote was taken. The nine Calgary delecates
voted for the Calgary location; the seven Alberta deleaates present
voted against it; all the Lethbridge delegates, including the Chairman,
abstained (Couﬁcil Minutes, April 29, 1969). This account contradicts:
-Maddocks' claim that the vote on the Council was swuna by the
Lethbridge representatives, who reversed the original decision to
locate the faculty in Edmonton (1972:122).

Such a comedy of errors only heightened the rage at the sénior
university. Accusations of cowardice and unfairqgss were made by its
spokesmen, the lecality of the decision was denounced, and the Council
labelled as “impotent” (Meeting of the Commission, July 8). The press
in both citfes hotly debated the matter, which had been allowed to
fester for more than a year.

The results of the bitter debate mioht have been predicted.
There had to come a time when the Commission stood up to the University

of Alberta: . perhaps it chose the wrong issue. Certaiﬁ1y the "to-ing"
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and "fro-ing" betﬁeéﬁ'the Cawmis;icn and the Council impressed nobody
as good governance a% the unfveréities, Although the Government anq
the Commission é]ear1y EETE ;t necessary to disperse}ﬁrestigiéus
faculties between thé‘majcr universities, the senior university §1d
not see the necessity and Eertainiy did not appreciate thé methods
used for imposing it. The Commission seemed tc‘take the brunt of
the University's angér{fénd,it had certainly failed to take a
stand on the matter untﬁf:cfrcuéstaﬁces forced it to do so. A deter-
mined stance when the m{tfér first arose might have saved it from the
odium it received SUDQEQuEﬂt1y, }

The case demonstrated, essentially, that when it came to
difficult decisions, the Commission acted with trepidation rather
than with courage. The public bickering, the Edmonton-Calgary
rivalries, and the curious events at the key meeting of the Council,
showed that the university system was not governed effectively. From
mid-1969 onwards, relations among the parties in the university system
of governance begame.ﬁﬁré rancourous and the Cannﬁssian;s decisions

became more difficult.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This chapter has comprised, to this point, a survey of the
development of universities in Alberta;'and attentfon has been giveq
to some of the more critical events in this development. Close study
has been made of the Universities Commission and its efforts in ..
coordinating universities, and case studies in coordination have been

presented to illuminate the Commission's work.



Some preliminary words about the Commission's work are in
+ .
order here, although a full_assessment is made in a later chapter.

=

First, & ugiversity system had begun to emerge: there were four

universities in existence, and the whole of university education was ,
- N "’

no 1ongerrE§;§nated by the senior university. Second, orocedures had
been established for program approval and finance.

However, the Commission had héd problems iﬁ some areas. Two
vof the universities had failed to develop past infancy; this was not
entirely the Cammissﬁon's fault, butAmight be counted as failure.

Second, the Commission had had much

' ,Ficulty in oetting out of the
shadow of the major university, whfch ténded to @fminate the agency,
provide it; staff, and resent "interference" in its proqrams.

Third, the Commission's poor reputation seems to have compounded its .
difficulties in attract#ng and retaining well-qualified staff members.
Finally, the failure to establish and enforce a master plan was! .
symptomatic of the Commission's failure to think in %erms of a system
of university education most of the time: ]arggligﬂjndividuai univer-.
sities retained the initiative in program pr@visigni while political
considerations dictated a number of critical decis%ans, fhe result

was that the Commission's record was a rather patchy one.
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* Chapter 5 .
THE COORDINATION OF COLLEGE-LEVEL EDUCATION

. IN ALBERTA TO 1971

This chapter contains a description of institutions and methods
of governance of college-level institutions in Alberta up to 1971.
It begins with a survey of developments before 1967 leading to the
creation of agricultural colleges, normal schools, technical and ‘
vocational insfitutians, and junior co.leges. Next, the events leadino
to the establishment of a Prﬂﬂgncia1 Board of Postsecondary Edui%ti@ﬁ
are examined, and particular attention is paid to that body's attempts
to coordinate all pcstseccndaﬁy education outside of the universities
and private c911eges1 Following this, substantial attention gs given
to the Colleges Commission. Selected case studies in the Commission's
work are presented and aspects of its cea?éinating work are examined |
before an assessment is made of its performance.

A SURVEY OF INSTITUTIONS TO 1967

In this section, only a short survey of developments in the
non-university sector of pgblic education in Alberta is made, althaugh
refe%ence is made to some private colleges which became affiliated
with the University of Alberta. No attempt is made to record all .
significant gvents or note key persemalities. . . . . e



Agricultural Colleoes . N\

In 1913 Alberta's Department -of Agriculture established schools
of agriculture on three farms at Olds, Vermﬁ]ion ang Claresholm. A
Board of Agriculturél Education was established to supervise these
schools, its first chairman being Dr. 'H. M. Tory, President of the
University -of Alberta. In 1920 fgrther schools were opened at Raymond,
Youngstown and Gleichen. From their inception there was debate over
how the schools were to be administered, the Conservative Opposition
taking the view that they ought to be controlled by the Department of
Education. Considerable conflict between the Departments of Agriculture

and Education was evident in the period to 1930 (Birdsall 1975:2-3).

The schools experienced some difficulties in the period between -

the two world wars. Agricultural depression forced the closing-down
of the schools at Gleichen and Youngstown in {522, and thqse_at
Vermilion and Raymond fo]lgwed suit in 1923, although classes at
Vermilion- reopened in 1924. Continuing small enrolments in the
schools prompted Mr. E. W. Hinman, then Provincia)l Treasurer, to
condemn them in the i9405 as useless and wasteful; he suggested that
it would be more efficient for Alberta to send students to study
agriculture in the United States. A further school was openéd at
Fairview in 1951. " The quernmént determined to close it after it
was almost totally destroyed by fire in 1958, but this was forestalled
by a strong campaign by local residents (Birdsall 1975:5)\

| The,schqgls regained, some of their morale after Mr. Harry
Strom became Minister for Agriculture in October, 1962. The idea of

agricultural education was widened, and the institutions were renamed

—— o
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agricultural and vocational EDTTéQES, But they remained largely aloof

from other tertiary institutions, and their administration rested with

¥

the Department of Agrfculturei Theirelationship between agricuitural

education and the remainder of postsecondary education was as yet

unresolved (Birdsall 1975:9).

Normal Schools

-

Alberta's DEﬁartment_af Education established normal schools
for the training of teachers in Calgary (1906), Camrose (1912). and
Edmsntéﬁ (1920): However, low enrolments in these institutions
between the two world wars prompted the temporary closing of the
Edmonton Normal School from 1923 to 1928 and from 1933 to 1935; the '
institution at Camrose closed permanently in 1938. Henceforth teacher
education was carried on in two institutions, one adjacent to the
provincial university. The Unfversity established a School of
Education in 1929 and after some negqtiatinns it Hés agreed that
primary responsibility for training secondary teachers would be given
to the University, while the normal schools continued to train
elementary teachers. In 1945 the provincial government transferfed
responsibility for teacher education to the University, which
took over Fesp@nsibi1ity for the normal schools in Edmonton and

Calgary (Berghofer and Vladicka 1981:9).

Technical and Vgcatianaf Education

Technical ahd vocational-education in QTbEftEVEEE?Qéﬂ partly
as an unintended result of Calgarians' agitation for a university.

Demands for a university-level institution in Calgary were made

,
Y



N

repeatedly until the provincial government established the Falconer
Commission to examine i:he question in 1914. The Commission recommended
an institution of technology and art for the city, which was opened
by the Government in 1916. This shared its campus with Calgary's
Normal School from 1922 (Simon 1962:33f). )
Although technical education grew in ﬁmber—s and significance
after the Second World War, the most dramatic events did not occur
until the 1960s. The Calgary institute was renamed the Southern
Alberta Institute of Technology, while a Northern Institute was

opened in 1960. Both enjoyed an infusion of Feﬂefal%jinanzes after

the Technical and Vocational Training Act of 1960 consolidated
federal-provincial costsharing arrangements in various institutions.
The institutes stressed engineering tech%a?agies. health sciences
and apprenticeship training and they remained under separate adminis-
tration within the Department of Education throughout the period
under study (Berghofer and Vtadicka 1981:29).

A new group of institutions beéan with the establishment af'
Alberta Vocational Céﬁtres in Calgary, Edmonton and Fort McMurray in

1965. These centres, particularly those in the province's two major

cities, mainly concentrated on academic upgrading. They were governed,

like the imstitutes of technology, by the Division of Vocational
Education in the Department of Education (Berghofer and Vladicka
1981:29-30 and files on technical and vocational education in Alberta

Colleges Commission documents). ., =
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Rrivate Colleges v e

A iarge number of colleges were founded by religious denomina-
tions over the p%ri@é 1903-67, and it is not possible to ditcuss all

of them here. Alberta College was established by th¢ Methodist Church

in 1903 and Alberta College South, a theological seginary, in Strathcona,
near the provincial university, in 1911. The same church began,Calgary
College in 1912 (as detailed 1ﬁ3§h§:§f2vicus éhapter) and Mount Royal
College in Calgary‘in:}STﬁj;;%}ie the Lutheran Church created Camrose
Lutheran/ﬁo}fégé'in the Same year. These colleges, partly school-

level, partly tertiary and partly theological, were the early models

for college education in Alberta (Berghofer and V1adick};1981:6).

. In 1930 an application was made by Mount Royal College to

offer a range of arts and SCienEEiCQUFSES in affiliation with the
University. The University's Senate responded by formulatina regula-
tions to govern ca11ege.affiTiaticn, and by creating a Committee on
Junior Golleges to administer them. Aagreement with éj;ditioﬁs laid
down by the University allowed Mount Royal College to become
Alberta’s firsf junior college. Camrose College also gained affilia-

tion in 1959 (Berghofer and Vladicka 1981:12,24).
N

Publjc Colleges

| A movement demanding universitj facilities began in Lethbridge
Fabout 1949. In 1950 Dr. S. V. Martorana waslcanmissiangd to write a

‘ report on the matter: this ?e&ﬂﬂﬂéﬂdéd a thirteenth year program in

| the high schoolsg but instead, the Government decideﬁ to establish a
public college to éffer university transfer and vocational programs.

With the support of President W. Johns of the University of Alberta,



the Lethbridge Junior College was opened as an affiliated junior

college of the University. An Order in Council was also made to allow

“the establishment of the new college. In the following year, 1958, a

Public Colleges Act made Lethbridge the.pattefn for future public
colleges, which could be established on condition of approval from the
Minister forgEducatian and the Un%versity, and colleges were founded
at Red Deer (1964), Medicine Hat (1965), and Grande Prairie (1966)
(Long 1979:36F). *
Thus by the 1960s Alberta had a scattering of public colleges,

iai1 dependent for funds on both local communities and the provincial
go;ernment, and all largely controlled by ihe University (universities
after 1966) which kept an overview of programs and checked the
quaiificatians-af college faculty who taught transfer programs. As
time passed, the colleges bggan to grow resentful of the universities'
supervision, while members of the Government, particularly Ar. Anders
Aalborg, Minister for Education 1952-64, wanted to encourage non-
university programs in the colleges. In order to study Ehe colleges
and their reTatiDnship with the University, a Survey Committee on
Higher Education was established under Mr. Aalborg's chairmanship in
1961 (Long 1979:42; Aalborg et al. 1966). '

’ The Survey Committee consisted of members of the Government
and of the University. The Committee accepted Mr. Aalborg's sugges-
tion that the role of the colleges needed examination and commissioned
Dr. Andrew Stewart, formerly President of the University, to study
the matter. Dr,‘Stewart's report uraed thatAthe nanauniversitf sector

be systematized, saying that some of the colleges—notably Red Deer—

90



were aspiring to university status and were not interested in community .
suggested-to get the new institutions onto a more secure footing
(Stewart 1965; Aalborg et al. 1966). : -

The Government now moved to consult educators to see if the
propasa?é were acceptable and workable. Two provincial conferences
were called by the new Deputy Minister of Education, Dr; Byrne; at
the first, university faculty, trustees, and administrators met to
discuss the Stewart pripasais and other developments in college eéucas
tion throughout Canada. At the second, one hundred and fifty
educators and others met to discuss college education aﬁd consider a
draft Act Respecting Post-Secondary Regions, inspired in part by
Stewart's recional pYan for the colleges. But a consensus did not
emerge, while major objections were made to the "Non-Act": this
was accarding{y withdrawn, and the Government decided to investigate
other ways of raising the status of the colleges. While the "Naon-Act"”
seemed threatgning to some of the canfé?Eﬂﬁe‘particiﬁants. an easfier
path lay open: a provincial board of postsecondary education could
be established to oversee the colleges. This seemed more acceptable
and would entail only minor amendments to the Public Junior Colleges
Act. Dr. Byrne discussed this plan with senior administrétors in
the junior colleges, made some minor modifications to them, and the ’gf
ew Hinister;i&{ Randy McKinnon, agreed to take them to Cabinet.
Cabinet agreed with most of the recanné%datiénsi and a Board of Post-
secondary Education was established in 1967. Dr. Mowat, of the

Unfversity of Alberta's Department of Educational Administration, o
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~ became Chairman in July and the Board's membership was finalized in

November (Long 1979:92; Byrne 1977:59-60; Small 1972:123-124).

By 1967, postsecondary education in Alberta had deveicped
somewhat from the scattered, over-decentralized institutions affering
various types of education which had existed in the era of the First
World War. A number of these had ﬁicseq or ceased to eipand by the
1960s, allowing education to become ver; largely dominated Ey
institutions in Edmonton and Calgary. The périod 1950-66 was the
high point in the University of Alberta's dominance of postsecondary
.education: it had campuses in both major cities, it had a number of
colleges Targely dependent on it, and it was very cidse to covernment.
Coordination, such as it was, was exercised by the UﬂiVEFSityiiﬂ
concert with the Government, and even enquiries into educatiaﬁ were
-carried 6ut by the University's staff, usually with the assistance of
Cabinet Ministers or civil servants. The creation of the Board of
Postsecondary Education would change this situation, ;svDri Byrne

and the Government fully intended.

THE PROVINCIAL BOARD OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

In this section the work and scope of the Board will be
examined. Attention is given to some problems of the emerging
colleges, although institutions outside the Board‘s;jurisdiction;
are also surveyed. -

The 5rovincia} Board was an agency .of the Department af"
Education. 1Its function was to report to the Deputy Minister about

developments in the non-university sector, to study its needs and to
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assess the financial needs Qf the junior colleges. In practice, it
LV .
frequently reported directly to the Minister, particularly under

Dr. Mowat's leadership (Mowat 1981).

Composition
The Board's Chairman was an employee of the Department of

Education. He had an executive assistant—also a Departmental
employee—and this duumvirate did much of the Board's work in {ts
earliest days. The Board's membership consisted of representatives
of the Department of Agriculture, the Department of tducatian, the
Alberta Teachers' Association, the Alberta School Trustees' Associa-
tion, the junior colleges, Alberta school superintendents, the public
school system, the Univérsity of Alberta and the Universities
Conmission. All major educationa; groups in Alberta were thus
represented on the Board, and the government accepted Dr. Mowat's
recommendations on its membership, with one éxception (Small 1972:126).
Dr. Byrne chose Dr. Gordon Mowat to chair the Board. Dr. Mowat
"~ had been outspoken in- his support for the junior cdileges, which he
felt should be freed from their domination by}the universities in
regard to transfer programs (Mowat 1981). He had also condemned the
junior colleges' tendency to emulate the universities, arquing that
instead of being selective of students they should "serve anybody
over the age of compulsory attendance in public schools regardless
of educational background, under generous admission conditiansL
(cited in Lbﬁg 1979:60).' Dr. Mowat Qaé a Depéftmental employee as‘

Director of Community and Junior Colleges, on leave from the Department
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of Educational Administration at the L4 ersit; of Alberta. He was ¥
~ Chairman of the Board for a year from July, 1967, after which he
returned tp the University (Mowat 1981). ! . |

Mr. Menry Kolesar was the first executive assistant bn the
Board, and Chairman after Dr. Mowat's departure. He was a doctoral .
student in the Department of Educat1anal Adm1n1strat1an at the time
of this first appointment. Like Dr. ngat he was concerned with
raising the status of the colleges and creating more order out of
postsecondary education in Alberta; and like Dr. Mowat he had been a

~school principal and superintendent (Mowat 1981).

Staff

When Dr. Kolesar became Chairman, two others joined the
Board's staff. Both were former teachers and superintendents in
Alberta, and both were graduates at masters or doctoral level of the
University of Alberta's Department of Educational Administration.
These were Dr. Milton Fenske and Dr. Ray Fast. Mr. Joe Batty was

reéruited in the Board's last months té assist with financiailmatters‘

of educationai professionals who seem to hEVE»EGFEEd well together both
on the Board and on its successor, the Colleges Commission (Fast 1981,
and papers relating to the first meetina of the Colleges Commission,

September 3, 1969).

Scope of the Board's Work

The Board was responsible only for the public junior colleges

established at Lethbridge, Red Deer, Medicine Hat, and Grande Prairie;
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in addition, Mount Royal had become a public college in 1966. Only
Lethbridge and Mount Royal offered non-university proorams, so that
as 3 whole the colleges were very dependent on the universities.
The'colleges were also very greatly dependeg%;en school boards, which
could withdraw at will from support of any college. The colleges,
then, were struggling new institutions legding a precarious existence
and depending on multiple organizations for survival (Fenske 1981).
The Board was an advisory, not an executive or requlatory
body. "By an Act amending the Public Junior Colleges Act, the Board
was established to "review and coordinate the work of the junior
'co11eges" and to “sﬁudy provincial needs in the post-secondary field
and make recommendations to the minister." Regulations regarding
university transferipFagrams and their admissions requirements, the
hirfng of instruﬁtofs for university courses in the colleges, and ‘
the affiliation of ¢ c]]eges were to be "prescribed by the Provincial
Board in coosultation and dgreement with the Universities Caardinatina‘
Council " As Lnng emphasized, such provisions clearly signalled the
Government's intention to pull together control of the cuj1eges and
decrease their dependence on universities and local authorities (Lpﬂé
1979:62). For the time being this would be done by the Board;
Dr; Mowat, Dr. Kolesar, and the Board argued for the éreatieﬂ of a
commission structure independent of the Department, while Dr. Byrge:
preferred that coordination be done within the Department; this

e

argument was resolved in time in the Board's favgur;(Egrnef]372:61};*;igi§;g”£



Transfer Programs

A good deal of the Board's attention was taken up by the
question of university transfer programs in the colleges. At its
second meeting on January 10, 1968 the Chairman presented proposals
regarding transfer procrams which were supported by the Board. The
most important of these were:

That 'in respect of students who take their first year university
programs in a college with which a university has an affiliation
agreement the university be concerned with the end-product only,
_providing:

(a) students meet the yniversity's entrance requirements, and
(b) students achieve a complete first-year program in the college.

That graduates from first-year university programs in colleges
be admitted to any university, providing:

(a) the college has an affiliation agreement with a university,
(b) the graduate possesses qualifications required for admission
to the university he seeks to enter, and '

(c) the dearee of advanced standing awarded is at the
discretion of the receiving university. (Cited in Small
1972:128)

The Board no doubt felt that it was acting to exert coordination
of the province's junior colleges, while the universities seem to have
felt that it was usurping their role as guardians of standards.

Although discussions were held between the Board and Dr. W. Neal,
Chairman of tﬁe}Coardinating Council, aﬁd meetings were held throughout
1968 and 1969, the matter was not resolved. While individual colleges
and universities madeeagreem2nts, the Board's continued attempts to
establish a system of university-affiliated colleges failed. The

fact that Alberte: had: three wniversities by 1967 did mothing to

ameliorate this long-simmering problem (Small 1972:99).



Other Work Done by the Board

In addition to examining the transfer question, the Board
recommended approval of programs in junior colleges (subject to the
concurrence of the Deputy Minister and Minister) and commissioned
studies relevant to the colleges. Assistance and guidance were given
to the :aiiegés regarding financial matters and program development,
and the Board also discussed joint use by the College and the
University of the site at Lethbridge (Summary of Board Minutes,
Appendix 3). A Colleges Advisory Committee, which included presidents
of the colleges, representatives of their faculties and admf;istratiaﬁsi
and boards, was also set up‘ta recommend new policy, review existing
poltey and facilitate communication within the emerging college system.
It ﬁas peﬁu{ar with institutional heads and was a useful method of
alerting the Board to their concerns, so that it was continued under

the Colleges Commission (Mowat 1981).

Proposals for Change

In June 1§68 the Board presented to Cabinet its revised
‘recaﬂﬁendatiansi )Eﬁsentiai1y these were that institutes of technélagyi
agricultural and vaﬁati@ﬁai colleges, junior colleges, and other
public institutions "be looked upon as one provincial system,”
that administration of the system be freed from that of the public
schools, and that all the,abu;;-named institutions "be placed under
the administrative control of boards of governors" and be coordinated
by a prﬁvinciaT caileées commission (see Appénéix 3). Cabinet was
sympathetic to the idea of creating a provincial colleges ﬁommission;

but resisted the idea of including the agricultural and vocational

97
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colleges and the 1nstitutes af technology in a college system. Small
comments that although the Furmer were "an anachronism," they were
kept so by "vested interests,"” particularly the Board of Agricultural
Education and farmers who pressured the Government ~ The institutes,
on the uther hand were seen as distinct and successfu1 institutions
which would be best left alone (disturbances at the southern institute
had been partly ascribed to proposals to change its gqovernance arrange-
ments) (Small 1972:138-139). ° Faculty in the institutes had also made
a number of representations to the Government against the idea of
their inclusion in a college system. The original idea of the Board,
fa% a commission on the whole range of postsecondary education, was
also unpalatable to the Government, probably because the latter felt
that a colleges commission would give bétter attention to the cblleges

than would an all-embracing commission (Byrne cited in Small 1972:138).

Assessment

Many of the Board's most difficult problems were left tarftig
suscessafg Dr. Mowat's aspirations for the Commission were for a ;
strong coordinating body overseeing largely independent ca]]ege; and
guiding their development into large and successful institutions ,
(summary of quotation in Maddocks 1972:154). In one sense, the
Provincial Board was part of a temporary system which produced another
teﬁpararg.system. The Board's attempts at coordination of post-
secgndary educatian in the fullest sense are p1a1nrencuqh it had
made slight hEadway aga1nst the universities' resistance to éystém_

"wide transfer aFfangements, and had not managed to persuade



To this extent it had failed. But thé Board represented a first step
toward comprehensive administration of postsecondary education: the gf
and vocational colleges had clearly became a matter of time by 1969.

Finally, the Board provided a nucleus of experienced, well-
qualified staff for the Colleges Commjssion, and it was evident that
their task would be to continue to raise the status and increase the
size of the colleges while workino towards the idea of province-wide
coordination.

THE COLLEGES ACT AND THE CMISSI@‘!
o

The Colleges Commissfon was established b} the Colleges Act
(An Act Respecting a Provincial College System) in May, 1969. Part I
of the Act declared that the Commission would have a chairman
appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, as well as having
the following on its board—the Deputy Ministers of Agriculture and
Education, the Deputy Provincial ffeasurer, and five others. As in 7 .
the case of the UHjVEFsities Commission, the chairman was responsible
directly to the Minister for Education, and like the older agency,
the Commission had the power to advise the Minister; Section 8 declared
that the Commission could advise the government about the colleges’ 3
needs and suggest new ﬁembefi of the colleges system. The agency also
had executive powers, as lafd out in Section 8(c), which detatled its
powers to -
| regulate or prohibit

(1) the extension, expansion or establishment of any service,
facility or program of study by a member of the college
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system so as to, reduce or avoid an undesirable or unnecessary

duplication of a similar service, facility or program of

study already provided by another member of the college
- system, or

(ii) the establishment of a new scheol, faculty, or department
by any member of the college system.

A critical omission was a provision for ending programs already in
existence, but clearly the Commission was more concerned with expanding
a college system than with reducing it. In a paper on Commission
staff and functions, eVidently prepared by Dr. Kolesar and pthers for
its first meeting, it was observed that a new system was being estab-
lished, the boundaries of which‘were as yet undefined and that
expansion by colleges might easily be seen bv other systems as -
encroachment on areas which lay in the other systems; domains. The
primary functions of the Commissién. atcor@ing to the same pape;‘\‘
were: ‘ '

a. to brovide teadership and service to the college system;

b. to coordinate the activities of the members of the system;

C. to act as the intermediary between the system and the

. government, and between the system and other systems.

Finally, the paper.noted that the Commission's duties included the
examination of proposals for programs, assisting with campus develop-
ment, assessing'colleges' financial needs and disseminating research

on colleges (Kolesar 1969).
STRUCTURE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission had an -unpaid board, on which educational and

lay interests were represented; a number of board members, including

-
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of course Dr. Kolesar, had been on the Provincial Board. The
Commission's minutes did not detail its discussions and it is unclear
how far board -members contributed to decisions. However, it is note-
- worthy that Dr. Byrne played a far less critical role—in both senses
of the adjective—on the Colleges Commission than he did on the
Universities Commission, apparently because he felt the Colleges
Commission was being soundly managed by a reliable chairman and staff
(Byrne 1977:63).

The staff of the Commission greg considerably over the tfme
of its operation. The original members of staff moved to the Commission
from the Provincial Board (EIthough in so doing they Eégsed to be
officer{fof the Department of Education) and each assumed a key
responsibility. A Dr. Fenske became Director of Administrative Services
and was concerned with the establishment of new colleges, college ’
planning of all types, administrative responsibilities to the college
system, and the gathering apd assessment of data. Dr. Fast becaﬁe
Director of Instructional Services and was given responsibility for
developing and improving curriculum and instruction in colleges, as
wp]] as student services. Mr. Joe Batty also jo1ned the Commission
f#om the Posg;econdary Board, becoming the Commission's Comptroller
“(briefing paper for the first meeting of the Commission, September 3,
©1969).

These were joined by others as the Cammigsion's role expanded.
'Mr. Reno Bosetti joined early in 1970, initially being seconded ‘from
hi¢ position as high school inspector. He was to play a key role in

the Commission's work, particularly in developing a master plan.
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Mr. Neil Clarke joined as an intern for the year 1970-71, and Mr. °
. Desmond Berghofer joined as an executiQe assistant in October, 1972. - )
By the end of 1972 the staff had grown greatly in size and expertise.

The Commission's staff was stable, as the aocency attracted ~
men of proven ability and retained them. Like the Provincial Board,
the Commission attracted a large number of educational professiona}s
(these a bystander referred to d*sparagingﬂy as "ed. admin. types").
This was not surprising given Dr. Kolesar's role as Chairman,

Df' Mowat's position as Chairman of the Department of Educational
Administration at the University of Alberta, and the sound working
relationship between the two. The enterprise and energy of the staff
is clear in records and recollections, and it was certainly perceived
as energetic by the Government (Fast 1981; Clark 1981).

As the staff grew, so the Commission's structure changed.

The 1969 structure was as follows:

I : Comptroller

P ] B
Director Director
Administrative Services Instructional Services

By l§71 this had evoTved into a more complex structure, as a chart
drawn up for the Commission suggests (see Figure I). -~
. A number of committees were used to give advice to the

Commission. As noted abave, one such committee was fhg Colfogos
Advisory Committee, which-dfscussey college budgets, student numbers

and their certification, fees and salaries. Similar committees met
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to discuss program development, campus deve]opmenf. and finances and
enabled members of the Commission to maintain contact with key members

of'the college system. <

Meeting Place

Regular meetings of the Commission were- held in downtown
Edmonton, first in the Administration Building and then in the Devonian
Building on Jasper Avenue. Both sites were Close to the Legislature
and to the most relevant civil servants; the more far-flung colleges
might have hah some difficulty communicating with members of the
Commission, but there is no record in the files studied that these

colléges complained that the Commission was inaccessible.

-

THE COMMISSION AT WORK -

The Commission's total work over the period of tts existence
was vast. Much of its activity related to col1ege‘finances, such as
the estimatio; of colleges' capital and working expenses and setting
guide]ines and policies for their payment. The task of one key member
of staff, the Director of Instructional Services, was to examine

® _proposals and ensure that colleges had done the necessary research
on programs before coming to the Commission for their apprdval. It
is not possible to study the Commission's workload in any detail,

although some tasks will be highlighted in the pages following.

Develgping;§ Master Plan
o Almost any coordinating agency must address itself to the task

. of drawing up a master plan of some kind for the institutions in its
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charge (Glenny 1959:59). In the papers prepared for the November, 1970
meeting of the Commission, there appeared a briefing paper from a
committee which had been given responsibility for developina a master
plan. The committee had not long been at work before the new Minister
for Education, Mr. Robert Clark, requested that its scope be expanded.
The minutes of a meeting between Mr. Clark and Commission staff read:

[The Minister said that] he wanted one all-encompassing master

educational plan for the entire non-university postsecondary

system, and that it should be flexible enough to incorporate

all 1nst1tut1ons, proorams and services under one jurisdiction

Just in case the time would come when this wouldrbe deemed

desirable. (Report of meeting, in Minutes of the Commission,

~ February 11, 1971)

These comments clearly indicate that the wind was shifting in a
direction favourable to those who had long called for closer coordina-
tion in postsecondary education in Aibérta, and the Cammiss%oﬁ aladly .
complied with Mr. Clark's request., The committee's chairman, Mr.
Bosetti, merely noted that it would take time to write such a broadly-
embracing document. Mr. Bosetti became Director of Planning and
devoted his energies to the plan, assisted by Dr. Fast, Mr. Jack
Mitchell (Director of Vocational Education in the Department of
Education) and others representin§ Continbuing Education, Nursing Educa-
tion and the Attorney General's Department. As.the plan developed,
a number of discussion papers emerged, models of governance were
discussed, and a model for the future coordination of postsecondary
education was suggested (see Figure I1).
S The master plan's development demonstrated that, however new
the Commdssiqpawnght be, it was energetic and adaptable enough. The

plan- encouv‘ed moves to survey, and ultimate'ly to coordinate, the
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entire postsecondary scene: by July, 1971 Mr. Clark was considering
ridhdd

the idea of establishing a postsecondary commissfon to cover the
universities, colleges and all other postsecondary institutions, with

Dr. Kolesar chairman (Clark 1981).

College Finances
The Commisston provided funds for colleges under two mafn

groupings. Operatingjcgsts were met under the provisions of the Colleges

Act (Berghofer and Vladicka 1981:36). A total operating budget was
based on college enrolments multiplied by a sum pér student. .Colleges'
operating needs were assessed after college bﬁdgeﬁ requirements were
déternﬁned;.guide1ines for budgets were issued by the Commission's

Comptroller (Maddocks 1972:157-159).

Capital developments were financed by government after

"discussion with the Commission. An assessment of need was made
annualfyAby the>DirectoF of Administrative Services, uﬁcrﬁfepared guide-
lines fér the planning need§ of the colleges in regard to site selection,
buildings, and residence development. C@Tléggs had considerable

freedom to work within these guidelines (Maddocks 1972:160-162). An
outline of éamﬁus development projects appears in Fioure III; this demon-

* strates the continuity in 'such matters between the Provincial Board

of Postsecondary Education and the Commission.

The Commission and Its Environment

The working environment of the Commission certainly encouraged
its aggressive and forthright method of operation. The public colleges

were small in size and number in 1969 and clearly were very dependent

=
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on the Commission for finance as well as for advice, assistance and
support. A comment from an observer in the Universities Commission
was that Dr. Kolesar created the colleges and hence they had a good deal
of respect for him: this is not true, as most of the colleges pre-
dated Dr. Kolesar's days on the Postsecondary Board. But although
individﬁa? institutions resented some of the Commission's acgionsia
and said so, a large degree of trust and respect seems to have been
the general rule in the system. This is clear from a conference held
between college representatives and Cabinet members in August, 1970:
no generally-held grievances were raised, and the Commission's
conciliatory reépenses must have helped soothe existing grievances.

A fev%ew of the Commission's objectives and activities made in
September, 1971 by 1ts staff discussed the following: proposals to
increase the Céugﬁssion's power by giving it authority to withdraw
programs offered in a college, the question of.direct representation
of colleges on the Commission, provision of better information to
"college boards, liaison with the ﬂjnister and with other agencies, -
and the visibility of the Commissfén, These matters point to the

adaptability af the agency to a rapidly changing environment. - E
THE COMMISSION AS COORDINATOR

In’this:sectien particular attention is directed to some
specific problems of coordination amﬁngiinstitutions of postsecondary

edu;atiun, :

109
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The Transfer Issue

No problem presenting itself to the Commission uas'mare
difficult to solve thaﬁ was the question of university transfer
programs in the public colleges. It has been pointed out that the
Provincial Board, through no fault of its own, had failed to resolve
the issue; the Commission, similarly, made little headway with it. -
Probably what seemed to be a single issue was in reality a bundle of
issues, one of which was the power of the Commission acainst that of
the universities and their cqordinating agencies. Although Mr. Clark
told the Commission's September, 1969 meeting that it "must deal at aﬁ
early date" with the question of university transfers, the questions
were not capable of easy resolution. In part this was because the
problems lay in the area of unclear aqtharity between the Colleges .
Commission, the Universities Commission, and the Coordinating Council.

Towards 1972 the Commission’'s attempt to establish a system of
university transfer programs had reached stalemate. Two colleges
~‘were having great difficulty in obtaining recoanition of their second-
year transfer programs, and colleges were refusing to sign agreements'{
of affiliation with the University of A]bertai While the Eavernmenti
‘grew more and more impatient with the féct that students could gain -
credit for courses in the United étates more easily than they could at
Alberta's universities, the situatioh seemed insoluble. In this task,:
then, the Commission was unguccessfuI, although it seems not to have |
“been dlamed for any failure by -the GoverﬁizﬁtvfSﬂiilﬂlgiiziéif;
~ Clark 1971). |
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Program Review

The Commission's powers included the oversight and approval of
new programs for the colleges, and it is useful to examine its record
of program approval. Generally speaking, programs were‘passeé; some -
times after colleges had been asked to provide better documentation on
the need for them, and on occasions program approval was éelayed until
changes were made. The record to June, 1970 was presented to a
Commission meeting at that time and appears in Figure IV. Lethbridae

‘ College's request for a Social Service program was delayed pending
Eyinvestigatigﬁ into the need for it, and the same college's request for -
university transfer programs was rejected as there was a university on

the same site at the time (Meeting, March, 1970).

Rationalization of Courses

* The Commission performed a number of functions which could be
grouped under this heading. Attempts were made to spell out a role
for the public colleges in general, to define them and to draw
distinctions between them and other institutions: this was done in a
paper presenieé to the October, 1970 meeting of the Commission. At
the Same meeting the Commission discussed ways and means of inducing :
colleges to pay more attention to community service; some were far
more interested in university transfer progra@s. raising difficult
questions about how far the CﬂﬂﬁﬁSSiDﬂ ought %@ dictate a role to
colleges Dr. Kolesar stressed in the papér mentioned above that

colleges must be allowed Freedam by the Cammission as far as was

practical within the constraints of the college system (Kolesar 1970).



PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT REPORT*

The report which .follows is a summary of the programs submitted by

1z

colleges for approval and introduction in September 1970. For
comparative purposes, the 1969 summary is also included.
PROGRAMS FOR 1970
College Program Status.
Grande Prairie Second Year Business Administration Appfoved
and Secretarial Science ‘ ]
Medicine Hat Second Year University Transfer Approved
Medicine Hat Nursing Approved
Red Deer Arts and Science Diploma Approved
Red Deer Second Year University Transfer Approved
Lethbridge Irrigation Technology Approved
Lethbridge Hotel-Motel Management Approved
Lethbridge Hospitality Management Approved
Lethbridge Social Services Deferred
Lethbridge University Transfer Rejected
Mount Royal Real Estate Appraisal and Property Approved »
Management :
Mount Royal Child Care , Approved
Mount Royal Police Science Approved
‘Mount Royal - Aviation Approved
SUMMARY
196
13 submissions
10 approved
1 withdrawn
2 deferred
1970
A. NEQ PROGRAMS B. EXTENSIONS C. COHSINED 1970 PROPOSALS
11 submissions 3 submissions 14 submissions
9 approved 3 approved 12 approved
1 deferred 1 deferred
1 rejected 1 rejected

_*This summary deéls with specific prog?ams only and doés not 1n¢1dde the

- development of new policies, approval of master educational pians, and

other related attivities.

Figure IV.

Alberta Colleges Commission:, Program Development Report
(From Papers relating to the June, 1970 meetina of the

Commission)
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A number of specific cases will illustrate the Camﬁﬁssinn{s

Eérk in rationalizing programs and clarifying institutional roles.
province-wide assessment of needs and a committee was set up under
Dr. Fast to do this. Second, attempts were made to rationalize
offerings in Calgary, and an attempt was made as detailed later in
this chapter to amalgamate institutions in that city so that programs
might be supplied to the public more efficiently. Third, attempts were
made to define appropriate roles between Grande Pfairie Regional College
and Fa%rview Agricultural and Vocational College; this failed largely
because the Commission's aﬁthority did not extend far enough to
effect the desired change. Fourth, the proposal by Grant MacEwan
College to offer courses similar to those offered at the Northern
Alberta Institute of Technology prompted the Commission to make a
review of both institutions. Program philosophies were laid down for
each of thém._same programs were transferred from NAIT to the new
institution and ﬁhe latter nés not permitted to offer engineering
technology programs (Meeting of Commission, April, 1971).

In sum, the Commission was acting with speed and authority to
define roles ¥nd avoid some undesirable overlap iﬁ programs, as
requiréd by Section 8(c) of the Colleges Act. The case of NAIT was
strictly outside the Commission's scope, so that its success in
rationalizing course offerings in the last case discussed is all the
" more commendable. Colleges within the system were encouraged to
develop their own plans for their development; these were then dis-

cussed by the Commission in the context of a master plan for the
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nan—university system. No amalgamations were concluded by the
Commission, but its work in rationalizing postsecondary educétian was R
courageous and, in balance, largely successful. Some case studies in

college-level coordination appear hereunder to illustrate further the

Camissian'!s work.
CASE STUDY: MOUNT ROYAL COLLEGE

As explained earlier, Mount Royal College was a private college
founded by the Methodist Church. In the mid-1960s there were dis-
cussions about converting it to public status, and a report was
commissioned by Cresap, McCormick and Paget, management consultants.
The repért approved the idea of conversion to pub11§.status and
suggested the following programs for the College: combined matricula-
tion and university, university matriculation, two-year liberal arts,
career courses, adult high school, fine arﬁs, adult education,
religion and philosophy. Part of the report suagested the possibility
of a ﬁerger between the College and the Southern Alberta Institute of
Technology, but this merger did not proceed (Cresap, McCormick and
Paget 1966:V1-3). |

Mount Royal became a public college in September, 1966—
that is, it came under the authority of the Colleges Act—
although it retained.sgme of its religious character. Dr. Pentz
was appointed president in 1968 and began a reoréanization of the'
College.

The question of a permanent site for the College proved a

troublesome one. The new board wished to pursue some of the site
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recommendations of an early report an the College written by Dr. R. N.
Anderson and others. Two sites for the new location EE!FE considered:

a downtown Calgary location, and one at Lincoln Park in a greenbelt
area. The board preferred the latter site; in the words of the college
planner, it was “concerned whether tri-party agreements [between the

city, the province and the collegel, parkiig, ultimate size 6f parcel,

transportation amd access, and other provisions would be kept" in
regard to the downtown site. However, Mayor Sykes continued to insist
on the inner-city location, apparently because the city wished to ué‘
the College's reiac:atiaﬁ to spark urban renewal (N. J. Gamble, cited

in Ingram et al. 1975:182,187). A report intd; the site question

. e
commissioned by the mayor resulted in much acrimony and three reports.

The majority report recommended that the college move to the downtown
site; a minority report suggested the Lincaiﬂ Park site; and a one-man
report submitted by J. Yanchula spent much time denying accusations
that the committee of enquiry had been "stacked" by the city. Yanchula
‘complained that Mount Royal had not ceased to be "a snooty school for
rich kids who can't quite make it throuch the regular system." He
suggested that the move to Lincoln Park merely proved that Mount Royal
aspireq to the "country club atmosphere” of a university campus, and
recommended a Mewata Park site instead (agenda papers for the May,

1970 meeting of the Commission). The Commission réiterated 5ts '
support for the Lincoln Park site at a mgeﬁing in mid-1970 and this
decision was supported by Mr. Clark in June, fn the course of a states" -
ment about Mount Royal's future and its planned amalgamation with the

Alberta Vocational Centre in Calgary.



This case demonstrates that in its dealings with colleges the
Commission was sometimes at the mercy of forces such as city adminis-
trations which were outside its control. Despite the acrimonious
arguments, Mount Royal had changed to public status and moved to its
new campus by 1974; it was a large and successful college, perhaps

the most i1lustrious of the public colleges in the Commission's time.
CASE STUDY: THE RED DEER CRISIS

. There are some difficulties in.bres2ﬂting the story of Red
Deer Co]]egetas a case study in thé Commission's relations with
coi]éges. In the first place, the story is complex, many-sided and
still controversial; much of the story has not been pubtished,
probably for legal reasons—most of the key participants are still
alive. Moreover, the story begins about 1970 and continues until
1973, so that aspects of it relate to the transition era diséussed in
a later chapter. Despite these difficulties it has been decided to
.present ihe story'here as one relating to the Colleges Commission and

g

in all possible detail.

Origins of the College

Red Deer College was founded in 1961 in a medium—sizgd city

Like other junior colleges it came under the jurisdict1an of a superin-

tendent in its early years and was housed in a compos i te high school.
By 1971 it was offering university transfer programs, an arts and
science dip]oma. secretarial science, a social service course, nﬁrsing
education, business administration and academic upgrading. Commission

records detail the agency's concern with low productivity of College

116



staff, with lengthy contract negotiations between the administration

- and the faculty, and with aspects of the College budget. These
problems escalated in 1972, when a sudden drop in enrolments created
severe financial difficulties in the College (Meeting, Colleges
Commission, March 9, 1972; letter from Mr. Batty to the college,
March 16, 1972). ' | ‘

-Developing Problems

Essentially the College was suffering from five related
problems. First, from its inzéptien the College's peréénne1 seem to
have dreamed of university status; after Lethbridae Colleae spawned
a university in the mid-1960s, hope persisted that Red Deer would
enjoy a similar transformation. There had been'séme encouragement in .
this from the Government, which was ccnsideéing both Red Deer and
St. Albert as possible sites for a university in the late 1960s.
(Meeting, Universities Commission, December, 1969). Understandably,
then, (and this was a second problem) the College had an uncommon

emphasis on academic as against community programs. The Colleges

. Commission noted this with a good deal of concern in 1970 and advised

the College to broaden its philosophic base {(Fast 1981 and agenda
papers for October, 1970 meeting of the Commission). However, the
Commission seems not to have directed the College to change its
emphasis and it seems doubtful whether it had the power to da sa.
Third, the College had a number of difficulties with its university
transfer programs, especially in regard to the accreditation of

College staff engaged in transfer programs. Fourth, budgetary prngjgms

plagued the College in the period 1970-72 to the extent that the

17
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Commission asked one of its interns to write a report on faculty loads
and course costs in the College. The bﬂard'5=§n1utians were fi;st.

to cut courses, second, to delay the settlement of faculty contracts,
probably because it fe?t faculty demands were extreme; this only
heightened unrest in'Zn already turbulent facuT}y association (Byrne
5972;36)_ Finally, and as a consequence of the above, thereszére
severe difficulties in personal relationships on the staff. By early
1972 working relationships had broken down, abuse was common and

personality clashes were the order of the day.

The Crisis Deepens

: Japuar} and February of 1972 saw the Collecge's survival
threatened by an intenge polarization. At one extreme were the
president, vice-president, and the board (excluding faculty and
student ?epﬁesentatives); at the other, faculty, students and others,
led by the faculty association. Classes were being frequently dis-
rupted by faéu1ty walkouts and were frequently Eanceiied;7the board
claimed later tqQq have been ynaware that any unusual behaviour was
occurring. Matters came to a.head in February: on the fourth of
that month the faculty association conducted a poll among the faculty,
and eighty-five percent of the faculty voted non-confidence in the
ability of the College's administrators "to effectively execute
the[ir] administrative functions.” A similar motion was passed by
the stuﬂgﬁtﬁ, seventy-five percent voting non-confidence in the
administrators. The faculty association thereupon asked Dr. Kolesar
aﬁd Mr. Faste%, Minister for Edusatfan in the new Conservative

government, to take immediate action. This request was echoed by the



board; each party no doubt expected vindication. The problem was
" thus laid squarely in the Commission's lap (Fast 1981; 1974:2f).

The Commission had been well aware of the difficulties at
Red Deer for some time. A letter sent in January, 1972 to Dr. Kolesar
observed that "disqust and hatred" were prevalent at the College, and
no doubt similar communications kept him informed of events; but he
replied expressing concern, though hoping that the College could
resolve its own difficulties (letter to acting chairman of the College
board, February 14, 1972). At the same time Mr. Foster was becoming
increasingly impatient with the problem which, being in his own con-
stituency, was all the mére difficult to ignore. He had at one staoe
considered shutting the College down for a year (Foster 1982).. At the
Hinister;s request, Dr. Fenske reviewed available options in February
and suggested an inquiry under the provisions of the Public Inquiries
Act. Dr. Fénske recommended a thorough, broad-scale inquiry "to
ferret out both the apparent and submerged problems" (1e£ter to Mr.
Foster, February 25, 1972). The Minister seems to have taken this
advice, for an Order in Council was passéd on March 21 naming Dr. Byrne
of Athabasca Universityrta a wide-ranging one-man commisstion of -

inquiry into the Red Deer troubles.

-

The Imquiry

Dr. Byrne began work on the inquiry at once and held open

hearings in Red Deer over nine days from April.3 to 12. The inquiry .

was reported in detail in the Red Deer Advocate and other media and a

host of intriguing details emerged. Senior administrators had told

19



students that if they did not 1ike the College they could get out,
and one administrator, seéing a faculty member speak out at an open
fcruﬁg had remarked audibly "We've got to get rid of that man"
(Advocate, -April 5-8, 1972Y. Throughout the inquiry Dr. Byrne retained
a cool detachment from proceedings, though he could not conceal his
incredulity that the board had had no inkling that anything was amiss
, in the College until the votes of non-confidence had been passed.
Dr. Byrne presented his report to the Executive Council on
May 11. His main recommendations were that the board should be
dissolved ané the positions of president and vice-president declared !
vacant, that the top-heavy administration should be flattened out,
and the College's organization be given a thorough review. An adminis-
trator should be appointed to act as president and board; this would
require. special legislation (Byrne ]972;52f)i | E
The Byrne Report, while providing a solution in the long term
for the Réd Deer troubles, also presented the Government and the
Commission with a host of problems. Legislation covering colleges
and universities lay on the table at the Legislature: was it péssfb]e.
and desirable, to amend it? If so, should the bill provide for the

appointment-df an administrator to colleges and universities? An

unsigned paper found in the Commission's files and dated May 16, 1972
records some Commission reactions to the Byrne Report, essentially
showing surprise that it had been easier on the faculty association
than on the szs;Eent, and expressing concern that the public would
see senfor administrators and board members "sacrificed to satisfy

dissident staff members." Furthermore, the paper demonstrated

f
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fear in the Commission that the repﬁrt'mightijQVﬂke alarm in- other
institutions.

Despiie these concerns, legislation providind for an adminis-
tfatcr‘s appointment to any college was hastily drawn up and inserted
in the Department of Advanced Education Act. The matter of the
appointment of the administrator was difficult and,required:verj_
careful hand1iﬁg by the Government and the Commission. Mr. Foster
drove to Red Deer with Drs. Kolesar and Fast of the Commission to
speak to members of the College and make a last-minute attempt to
resolve the dispute. The day's events were subsequently recalled by;
Dr. Fast:
He and Henry and I drove dqwnvto Red Deer, met the president,

the vice president, the group from the faculty association, the
student representatives. On the way home Foster said "No way
~can this be resolved." We dropped Henry off and went on to _
~my. place,-still talking about the dispute. In my driveway, at
midnight, Foster said "Ray, you'll be the first administrator )
appointed to a postsecondary institution." I said, "No, I won't."”
He said, "Ygme you will.” "Are you telling me that this is my

bread and ter?" I asked. He said yes: the premier had
approved i I gave him my answer in the morning. (Fast 1981)

E'ihe Adﬁinfstﬁater

Dr. Fast's appointment was made by.an Order in Council passed

on June §i At about the same time, he received a telephone call from
the president of Red Deer CQTTege. asking him if he wanted an office
provided for him. Dr. Fast replied tersely: "You don't understand:
I'm moving into your office. I'11 see you in the morning." The
administrator arrived on Monday, June 12. Bygduiy 10 the president
and vice president had resigned and, as Dr. Byrne had envisaged, Dr.
Fast took over the functions of both president and board. He was

the first administrator in Canada to do so. In all, forty-two members



of the College staff left during the 1972-73 year (Fast 1981; 1974:15).
Aided by Neil C1arke,fhasti1y recalled from his studies in educationa)l
administration, the administrator acted as the College's chief
executive, de§1ing as such with the Commission, which he had very:
recently left. » |

Dr. Fast then began the long task of réeaﬁstructiﬁni"Eariier;
the president had provoked conflict by Suggesting that pregram§ be
deleted becauée of fiscal constraints: under the new eircumstanées,;
the reduced faculty was forced to accept program reductions. A
cgﬁwﬁzity orientation was devised for the College by‘thé Administrator
in-ccnsuitatién with College staff, and a three-year Eantract' |
negotiated. Secretive budgetary practités weré repiaced;by the

decentralization of authority over budgets. The task was all but

e

complete by the time the Administrator, after full consultation with

the College and tﬁeréennmnity; appointed a new president on July 1,
1973 (Fast 1974:19-21).

The expeFienée ﬁr@?éd a painful one for the Aﬁministratérg
Offensive telephone calls and personal threats forced him to abtaiﬁ ’
an unlisted telephone number. On several Dccasiqﬂs special security
was provided for him and his family (Fast 1981). These facts
demonstrate that the remedy applied to the Red Deer problem by the
Commission—a public inquiry and the appointment of an adﬁinistratar,
with wholesale termination of staff—were scarcely too severe; if
anything, they were insufficient to solve an immensely tanaled mass

of personal, financial and institutional problems.



. - 123

.

The Significance of the Red Deer Affair

ThesRed Deer crisis was in no way typical of the Commission's
dealings with é@fIEges, It has been described here in detail to
demonstrate that, by 1972, the Commission was able te untaﬁg1e the
most complex problem, however fraught with difficulties. Ultimately
the Red Deer affair turned from a potential hazard to the Commission
to a demonstration of its skill and expertise. The significance of
the affair for the transition period will have to be left to a later
chapter. |

~ TECHNICAL AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 1967-71

This sectign aims in part to praviﬁeva surv%? of déve1§pments
in Alberta's technical and vocational educational institutions in the
era of the Cni]eges Commission. Howeieri its main purpose is to
explain wﬁy these institutions were not drawn into the orbit of the
Cummissiqﬁi

.
The Institutes of Technology

An earlier section in this chapter ﬁrovided a description of
developments in technical gdugatigﬁ which led to two large institutes
“of technology in Edmgﬁtan and Calgary. These changes, and proposals
- for p%ﬁgfam Feaséignment between the southern institute énd Mount
Royal €ollege, added to a sense of insecurity at the Institute in the
1960s. Angry demonstrations were held and students protested that
the semi-academic courses Hnu1d be transferred to H@un@ Royal College, )
turniﬁg the Institute into a "grease monkey §o11egé“ (Colleges

Commission meeting and papers, September 3, 1969). These proposals,
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and plans to redesign the Institute's teaching year, led to unrest fn
the institution and the resfgnation of its chief executive. A |
-céﬁmittee of inquiry chaired by Dr. T. C. Byrne ?eéammended‘that the
Institute retain its vocational emphasis but that it should become

more comprehensive in the programs it offered. The committee of

inquiry was unable to agree on whether the Institute should be Piaced
under a board of governors or remain under the d%rect administration ‘
of the Department of Education: while SAIT student representatives o
on the committee recommended the former course to counterbalance
"tendencies towards authoritarian administration,” others on the
committee insisted that the Institute rémain under Departmental opera-
tion (Byrne et al. 1969:2§)i However, the committee recommended that
within the next three years consideration be given to "p1acingéthe
Institute under a board of governors as provided for under the Colleges
Act" (Byrne et al. 1969:28,39). .

_ Such a proposal was often made, but 1F7there was ever any'
doubt about the matter, the events at the Institute forestalled change
in the status of the institutes. In addition, resistance to change
Qas still high among the faculty: these evidently felt that they
Qould lose their identitie§ if submerged in the ‘othgr system." DOr.
Byrne's ;xplanatian for faculty resistance to change was that "they
felt they were in a favoured position and they didn't want to take
their chances along with the ca]iegeé" (cited in Long 1972:131).

"As far as the administration of the institutes was concerned, a
letter to Dr. Kolesar from Mr. Jack Mitchell, Director of Vocational

and Technical Education in the Department of Education, on February 24,



1970 was unequivocal. Mr. Mitchell stated flatly that he wanted any

moves toward closer coordination to go only as far as "an informal
keg?é?;sei faire type of arrangement for the next two years" (Papers

prepared for the March, 1970 meeting af:the Commission). Thus moves

to bring the colleges and the institutes closer together were stalled.

The A]berta VDcat1ana1 Centres

intriguing than that of the institutes of technology, for plans were
being made to absorb fhem in the public college system as early as
May, 1970. The chronology presented here is based on a naper on the
proposed amalgamation of the centres in Edmonton and Calgary with the
public colleges in those cities and found {ﬁ Commission éapefs,' It
deals only with the planned merger in Calgary: L

1. Mr. Robert Clark; Minister for Education, instructed the
Commission, officers of the Department of Edudcatfon and the Hounl
Royal Board of Governots to enter discussions preparatory to Sma?gans—
tion of the vocational centre in Calgary wjthﬁﬂnunt Royal College.

2. At an initial meeting in Augu§§;i1§f0 chatired by Dr.

Féﬁske of the Commission, the Mount Royal Board aoreed to the me;ger

and requested full integration of the institutions. y
3. A second meetingsfgzjred by Dr. Fenske fnciuded Messrs.

Bosetti and Batty of the Cmmmissign Dr. Pentz, President nf Mount

Royal College, Mr. Jack Hitche?% Director of. Technical 1nd.vQ;;tinni1 ;

Education, and Mr. B. Virtue, Coordinator of Vocational Education.

A record of the meeting reads: "Discussion revealed that at this point

in time there appeared to be no major problems which would prevent the
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incorporation of the Alberta Vocational Centre, Calgary, into Mount
-Royal Collece." » » o

4. Further:neetings were held, and thé faculty of AVC Calgary
received the proposed amalgamation favourably, although there were
questions asked about working conditions and programs in the amalgamated
institution. 7

5. Am-administrative structure for the new institution was

6. A meeting of concerned Qrganizations,:apparent1y chaired
by Dr. Fenske, requested that the Government make up its mind on the
merger.

7. A meefing of September 14, 1971 announced that AVC staff
at Calgary had become members of Héuhﬁ Royal College's staff as at
July 1. | A

Notwithstanding this dec1arat1§%i and 311 the amalgamation
meetings held as late as May, 1972, the planned event never occurred.
The new government held ttself nc%'cammitted to any prﬂpﬂéais of its
predecessor, and Mr. Foster chose not to proceed with the merger;
“the vaéatiana1 centrés continued under separate administration (see p.171).

Despite all the Cammiss1unjs plans, technical and vaéatianai
education remained separate from the college system; ironically, the
two groups of institutions were administered almost from adjacent
floors in the Devonian Building in downtown Edmonton. The dichotomy,
~ said Long, "removed the necessity, and hampered the desire” of the .
colleges to offer technical and vocational ;gurées. as colleges distant

from the largest cities might have done, and might have strengthened
L ]
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the tendency in some colleges towards emulating the universities

(Long 1972:160). v
THE AGRICULTURAL AND VOCATIONAL COLLEGES _—
During the Commission's lifetime there was a good dea?rgf
discusston about 1ts relationship to the agrfcultural and vﬁcatiénai ’

colleges. Pr@posais f@r'integratiﬁg these into the college system
were made by the Commission ftself and by others, and a meeting was
held to begin resolution of the issue in May, 1970. At that neet{zé,
and subsequently, some college faculty expressed interest in joining
the college® system or, at minimum, in integrating iheir programs ufth
the public colleges. At the Commission meeting of June 10, 1971
"the following motion was moved and passed:
That the Alberta Colleges Commission recommend to Cabinet

that the Vermilion, Olds and Fairview Agricultural Colleges

be incorporated as public colleges under the Colleges Act,

thereby becoming members of the Public Colleges System.
But this request was denied by Cabinet. A study into ome aspect of
!the broader issue, begun by the Provincial Board and completed by the

Commission, recommended the amalgamation of Fairview College with Grande

a plan for an Eastern Alberta Community College which would subsume

Vermilion Agricultural and Vocational College was shelved after

opposition was raised by the city of Wainwright and other aroups

_ {Commission minutes and pipers,far Septeébgr. 1971; Birdsall 1975:17fF). .
| Thus no progress was made towards integrating the aoricultural

and vecatiaﬁa1 colleges into the college system. Why was this so?

One writer surmised that the causes of resistance to change were,



first, the Government's caution in wanting to see what the Colleges
Cawmissian.wﬁuid do with the colleges under its Eé?&;Aéﬂd second,

its feaf that integration proposals would create turmoil among
faculty in the agricultural ;ei1eges (Campbel1 1972:1835, Moreover,
the Department of Agriculture remained only cautiously interested in
amalgamation, and concerned that the colleges in its charge retatn
their identities (meeting of J. Hawker, Director, Agricultural and
Vocational Ca11eges, with Dr. Kolesar in May, 1970; records in
Department of Advanced Education and Manpower vault). Members of the
and férmers' spakesmén were much more vocal in opposing changes in
college administration (Birdsall 1975:15); Hence the anomalies in pay

scales and regulations between the two sectors continued, and

coordination between programs in the two sets of institutions remained:

- at a tekenAleve1!
AN- ASSESSMENT OF THE COMMISSION

An assessment of the Commission was made in the course of a

‘ meeting between membérs of thebgaiiege system anﬂ provincial . Cabinet
in August.;1§7c} Dissaiisfactign was expressed with some aspects ﬁf
the Commigsién's work , pariicuTgr]y with the transfer issue, witﬁ an .
“alleged lack of leadership given by the Commission, and its failure

to include studeﬁt.vfacu1ty and administrative representatives of
colleges on 1ts board, but the Tatter points were raised only by one
college and were ﬁ@t widely supported. It seems more §1gnjF1cant

that all college system presidents supported the Commission form of

128



129

govérnmgnt-uhen it was under challenge (Commission agenda paﬁers,
September, 1970; letter to Dr. Kolesar from Dr. Anderson, President
of Grande Prairie Reaional Collegé, March 29, 1973).

Certainly the Commission had had its failures, msét noticeably
in it; attempts to integrate the‘ggricu1tura1 and vocational colleges
with the public cuneges-; while the institutes of technaigéy seemed
more opposed to integratiaﬁ with the "other system" in 1971 than they
were in 1969. But to balance this the Commission had solved a number
of outstanding problems, of which the Red Deer crisis was only the
mnstfdifficult; The links between colleges and school boards had been
cut, while én Association of Alberta College Faculties h#d begun to
represent college faculty. By 1971, a healthy public college system
existed, thanks largely to the Provincial Board and the Colleges
Commission. The Commission had throughout its existence emphasized
the need for better coordination of postsecondary éduﬁaticn; the )
problem of transfer programs remained as if to point to the need for
it, and the Social Credit Government had only recently been cnnvincéd

of the need for it when it was defeated by the electorate.
CONCLUSION

Dr. Swift remarked that in Ontario a design for institutians
emerged and institutions grew wifﬁin-it; while fn Alberta the colleges
grew before the system had been designed (cited in Campbell 1972:134).
Alberta's college system was essentially the work of Drs. Mowat and
Kolesar, though others, notably Dr. Byrne, had helped the system |

emerge. By 1971, as Campbell perceived, thelfocus of the public



ca?ieges‘ attention had shifted fﬁan'their local communities to the
pmviﬁee: this was largely because the Colleges Commission forced
such a perspective on them (Campbell 1972:224). As two ather
observers pointed out, the result was a s}steﬁ partly ;n the image
of public community co]1eges‘in the United States (Kolesar 1970;
Watson 1971:134). From scattered beginnings over ‘the tourse of the
pr@vinﬁg‘s hfstory; purged by the adversities of the inter-war years,
institutions had emerged and been formed into a strong calIectién of
institutions by 1971, even though they gxisted in three separate
empires—the college system; the institutes of techno1ng;-and the
vocational centres; and the ggricuiturai and vocaticnii colleges.
Further amalgamation would have to wait until after the provincial’

election of 1971.

130

e, T asamem R & Pkl 4 w0 W o = = o el e i Py L, =



Chapter 6
b )

THE TRANSITION PERIOD, 1971-73

In Chapters 4 and 5 examination was ;ldé of coordinatiyon of
universities andﬂbf other institutions respectively. The purpose of
this chapter is to examine the changes made in postsecondary education
in 197i-73 in the context of a significant change in the ﬁrayin§131
 government. A brief discussion is presented on Alberta's political
‘culture, and study is then made of the Social Credit and Conservative
Governments which have existed in Alberta since the Depression.
Detailed considerat.ién is given to the rise of the Conservatives and
to the o?igins of their policies on postsecondary education in the
period before the 1971 election. The bulk of the chapter is taken
‘up with a description of the actions of the new covernment in estab-
11shing a Department of Advanced .Education and, in time, in absorbing
within it the functions of the commissions discussed in earlier

chapters.
POLITICAL CULTURE IN ALBERTA

A few words about political culture may help to put a

discussfon of politicgl parties fnto context. Political culture

-comprises. the “set of attitudes, belfefs and feelinos about poldtfecs « -

current in a nation at a given time" (Almond and Powell 1978:25).

Writers such ‘as Barr have seen Alberta'# political culture as coloured

13
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in part by Christian fundamentalism: for some years, the ﬁrﬂvince
was known as “"the buckle on the Bible belt," the latter meaning
ith}se parts of North America in which the literal interpretation.of
the‘Bible was widely upheld (Barr 1974:151). The content and flavour
of such fundamentalism are clearest in the Social Credit League which
has been a force in Alberta-politics since the early 1930s. |
Second, some writer;Q:;ﬁg raised the question of conservatism
in Alberta's pa]itiéa1 culture. S. M. Lipset saw Social Credit as an
anti-socialist movement, as well as being largely anti-Semitic and
semi-fascist (cited by Bai%d n.d.:25). Haweyerj Alberta seems not to
be particularly conservative in a North American context; Gibbins,
in a recent study, found little consistent conservatism in the
province (in Caldarola 1979:161). Third, a sense of.Alberta’'s
uﬁ%quénesg seems also part of the province's political culture, This
is consistent with the fact:th;t for some yéars Alberta had the only
Social Credit Government in the world. In recent years, political
scientists have discﬁssed such a sense of uniqueness in terms gf'
prairie opposition to central Canada and in terms of a western

separatist movement (Smith in Bellamy et al. 1976:46f; Gibbins, in

- Caldarola 1979:145). R ' [
E fhe most crucial aspect of Alberta's pe1it1&ai culture, how-

fever. is tolerance of one-party rule. The province has been:

governed, first by the Liberals, 1905-21, next by the United Farmers
of Alberta, 1921-35, then by the Socfal Credit League, 1935-71, and
since 1971 by the Progressive Conservative Party; tEach group or |

party'seemsttg dominate the province for a generation, gaining support
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at the expense of a weak and divided opposition: apart from Mr. Peter
Lougheed in the period 1967-7b¢ Alberta. has had almost no Leader of
the Opposition worthy of the name and many asoirant. Opposition

Leaders have failed to gain election to the Legislature. Writers such
as Gibbins have exp1ainéd one-party dominance by finding evidence that
‘Albertans largely feel that a provincial opposition can play no useful
- role in the prevailing debate between Alberta and the federal govern-
ment (in Caldarola 1979:162).

In sum, Alberta's political culture is coloured by Christian
fundamentalism, a strong sense 6f the uniqueness of the province's
calture and people, and a degree of conservatism. Tolerance of one-
party rule appears to be a very distinctive mark of this political
culture. Two of the groups Which.dominated Alberta's pofitics in

their time are discussed below.
THE RISE OF SOCIAL CREDIT

, In the Alberta provincial election of 1935 the incumbent
United Farmers Government was swept into oblivion by a new force in
provincial politics—Social Credit. This "non-party" saw its vote
rise from zero to 54.2 percent overnight and refained office for
thf?ty-six years. Why ;as this so, and what was the character of
. Social Credit? |
Morton saw Alberta in the interwar years as a frontier soctety
"with its own peculiar character: o . f:: f o

Alberta was the frontier of frontiers, the outermost limit »
of arable land on the continent . . . The characteristic

frontier malaise of debt, dislocation and restlessness was
active in the province. . . . Distance meant increased frefght
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charges, an intensified sense of beinc at the mercy of remote
metropolitan powers, the bankers of Montreal, the arain buyers
of Winnipeg, the politicians of Ottawa. (Cited by Johnson in
Caldarola 1979:89) :

. The economic climate of the 1930s created great interest in radical,
and especially radical monetary, reform throughout North America. A
~dramatic decline in the market price of wheat and other agricultural
produce was felt in all the Cagadian prairie provinces—and half of
vATQQrta's population was engaged in farm-related activities in the

early 1930s. Thus Alberta provided®a fertile field for Social Credit
te reag (Johnson in Cplda;QTa 19?9:89)5

Social Credit began as a Christian fundamentalist movement
begun by Mr. William Aberhart which offered comfort and salvation
to those oppressed'by the province's economic woes. It tufned into a

political movement which attacked the "Fifty Big Shots of g%ﬂada“
who were Ycrucifying" the province to make themselves rich (Bar%
1974:79; Caldarola in Caldarola 1979:40). But thréughout its 1ife
E&Social Credif remained more of a movement than a party, an almost n@ﬁa
political force which fused religious, political and economic issues
in a populist force few could effectively oppose. Those who did
oppose it were lambasted by Mr. Aberhart as “traitors" and "fornicators,"
with principles "“like those of the man who betrayed the Christ" (cited
in Barr 197{:79).

This movement dominated Alberta's politics for a generation,
for the most part without effective opposition. Mr. Aberhart's
retiremeﬁt in 1943 opened the way for his close associate, Mr. Ernest
Manning, to become Premier in the same year. HE. Manning's solid,

respectable brand of politics combined political adroitness with
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populist rhetoric and won ﬁhe movement seven elections in a row.
Balanced budcets and opposition to the socialist Commonwealth
Cooperative Federatign demonstrated the government's respectability,
yet reforms in hospital and medical care were evidence of its concern
for individuals. In this way Social Credit seemed to be not only an
indigenous product of Alberta‘s political culture but a permanent part

of the political landscape.
SOCIAL CREDIT IN DECLINE

HoweQer, Alberta was experiencing changes. A flood of
immigrants and the discovery of oil began to shift the province from
"a predominantly agricultural society to a laraely industrialized and
semi-urban one. Whereas two-thirds of Albertas 1ived 6n farms or in
small towns in 1946, two-thirds of them lived in large urban centres
by 1961 (Barr 1974:150). By the 1970s, therefore, Alberta had become
a‘rapid]y-changing society buoyed up by the prosperity generated by -
0i1; its earlier role as a depressed region was reversed as it began :
to outstrip neighbouring areas in,gr@wth and expanding revenues. f
The Socreds tended to be increasingly out of step with the
new generation of voters gha knew nothing of the miseries of the
Depression on the prairies. Government became large and cumbersome
as more and more bﬂards and cammissign§'were established: the Alberta
section of the Canadian Bar Association 1isted 123 boards in the
‘province in the late 1960s—far more than in the larger province of
0ntartp-—regu1at1ng production of oil and gas, arbitration of

industrial disputes and other activities. A plethora of such
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semi-adtohomouS‘boards and commissions were largely left to their own
devices, insulating Cabinet from public reseptment and méking it
"QnreSponsive to changes in the province's population (Barr 1974:134).
When Mr. Manniﬁg announced his retirement in 1968, Mr. Harry
Strom was elected as his successor. -At the‘age of 52 Mr. Strom had
a difficult task in attempting to attract young voters to the movement
and extend Socred strength to the Qrovince's urban areas. Attempts
to modernize the movement divided it into factions and caused
increased fighting among traditional and radical elements within it.
Such failures were exploited by fhe media, who had long derided the
Socreds and portrayed them as a spent force. For these reasons,

and others, Soered strength began to wane and the movement lost its

command of Alberta's political 1life.
SOCIAL CREDIT AND EDUCATION; 1968-71

It is important to direct attention here to the Socred
Eecord on education. From its inception, Soctal Credit hid been
‘favourably disposed toward education: not only was Mr. Aberhaft
himself a teacher, but so were many of his fellow Members of the
Legislative Assembly. The Socréds seemed to be rather overawed by
‘the universities, and apart from an incident over an honorary degree
with the University-of Alberta in 1941 they maintained cordial
relations with the universities, keeping them on a very loose rein.

Some important developments took place in the period after
December, 1968, the month in which Mr. Robert Clark became Minister

for Education. Mr. Clark was increasingly aware of the need for
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better coordination and planning in postsecondary education, and
launched a number of initiatives toward improving them. First, he
was concerned that the University of Alberta had dominated university
education for too long, and was anxious "to see the University of
Calgary assuﬁe its rightful place" as a sister institution (Clark
1981). . His choice of Calgarians to head the Universities Commission
represents a deliberate atténpt to chzﬁge the perceived dominance of
1

that Commission by the University of Alberta. Second, he felt that

- i
better coordination was needed across the systems of postsecondary

education, as he thought it "idietic" that a student Eau1q gain credit
for Alberta public college courses more easily in American than in
Alberta's unjversities. For these reasons, Mr. Clark considered
créating a single postsecondary commission whPth would be chaired

by Dr. KQTES!?; but postponed this task until after the 1971 election
(Clark 1981). Third; Mr. Clark camm?ksicned two planning documents

on Alberta education. The first was the Commission on Educational
Planning, headed by Dr. Worth, vi;e—president. aeadenﬁc planning at
the University of Alberta. Work ﬁegan on this task in mid-1969 and
was still in prog%ess when the @Dvernment changed in 1971. The second

was Master Plan Number One, the launching of which has been discussed

in an earlier chapter. The results of these enquiries are dealt
with later in this chapter, as they were an important part of the
transition toward a more coordinated system of postsecondary

~aducation.



THE RISE OF PETER LOUGHEED

While Socred strength waned in the late 1960s, another force
h:dléﬁerged on the political scene. From unimpressive beginnings,
the Progressive Conservative* Party had developed into a vigorous

opposition, largely because of sound planning by Mr. Peter Lougheed.

Lougheed's Game P]an

‘ Mr. Lougheed had been chgsen as Conservat1ve leader in 1965.
A]thaugh his prospects were poor, he develnped a strategy for eventual
success and kept to it. In the first place, he built up the party's
aTmast»nonexistent provincial organization, opening an office. in
!xEénnnton and ;ouring'prcviﬁciaI centres to give advice and assistance
to branches. Second, he made a number of appointments to his staff,
all businessmen between the ages of thirty and forty-five, taﬁpetent
administrative types whose principal 1aya1£y was to him. Finally, his
strategy was to look and act 1ike a party leader at all times in a
canéﬁigus attempt to increase his visibility and credibility (SEf?aty
1976:264f). ’ -

The 1967 Election _ 7

Ey tne'fime of the 1967 provincial election, Mr. Lougheed
had managed to organize a number of attractive candidates for the

Legislature and to back them with an enthusiastic and energetic

party organization. The results uere a boost for the party, for it . .

7 *For convenience the more common ('Conservative') name has
been used hereafter.
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gained a vote across the province of 26 percent, the most impressive
since 1917. Six members had been elected, including Mr. Lougheed
and Dr. Hugh Horner; none but Dr. Hormer had had any political
experience before the election. For the first time in most people's
memories, Alberta had an opposition worthy of the name (Serfaty 1976:
288). | ' |

Building Party Strength

Once in the House, Mr, Lougheed showed that his small party
was determined to be taken serfously. He startled the Socreds by
suggesting a Conservative member as chairman of the public accounts

committee, moved non-confidence motions, and introduced his own 3%115
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(Scrapbook Hansard,February 16, March 5, 1968). To cap their successes, !

the Conservatives had two by-election wins (one in the seat vacated by
Mr. Manning) and attracted an independent Member and the remaining

Liberal, bringing their numbers to ten. Clearly their fortunes were

steadily improving (Edmonton Journal, February 11, 1969).

Towards 1971

As a probable election date drew near, Mr. Loucheed took pains
with his media coverage. He studied the Kennedy and Trudeau campaigns,
attempting to emulate the task force approach of the former and thé
festive gaiety of the latter (Serfaty 1976:328). In the same vein,
election mate61a1 was focussed on a theme of Mr. Lougheed and his team
of bright, energetic young men—the words "Conservative® and “party"
scarcely appeared in campaign literature. Although former Premier

Manning was brought in late in the campaigﬁ to attack this approach,



deriding Mr. Lougheed as a 'Madison Avenue glamour é@y“ with a
“Hollywood handshake" and "the charm of an Avon lady," these attacks
backfired. With a well-planned, smoothly-orchestrated .campaian,

Mr. Lougheed stormed into power in 1971, to the amazement of most
commentators and politicians in the country (Serfaty 1976:350f;

Hustak 1979:137).
THE 1971 ELECTION

The Conservatives had made giant steps in the years between
1965 and the election. They;had captured a iafge proportion of city
voters, new voters, and those of high status, winning all sixteen seats
in Edmonton and nine of thirteen seats in Calgary. They had won,in
a1i,fcrtyénine of the seventy-five seats. It was the most dramatic
election in the province since the Social Credit victory of 1935, and
it looked as if a realdignment had occurred in Alberta (Palmer and
Palmer 1976:125; Serfaty 1976:356). A few explanatory notes are

necessary on this point.

Realignment

The concept of realignment appegrs to. derive from Burnham,
who perceived two basic types of national election in the United
States. The first maintains tﬁe status quo, as apart from a scattering
of seats, there are' no changes in the election result; the second

radically alters the arrangement of parties. The following cycle

tends to occur, as the "status quo" election is more common. After an

a tension-producing event such as a depression impels an ideological
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debate in which acceﬁted orthodoxies are challenged. The ré;uit is a
massive realignment of voters, with accepted patterns of voting being
swept away. A new status quo has emerged and remains for another
praiéﬁged period. It s iméartaﬁt to note that Burnham did not say
that the government necessarily changed hands in a realignment election
" (Burnham 1967:287-289). The concept of realignment was expanded by
Campbell and Trilling to distinguish between a critical, or realign-
" ment election, and the more gradual realignment which feak place over
a;périad of years (1980:4),

The 1971 electior in Alberta appears to be a sudden realign-
ment, but electoral percentages point to a movement over the period

- 1967-75 among the four main parties:

| sc  PC Lib ~ NDP
1967 4.6 260  10.8 . 16.0
1971 ' N s6.a 1.0 1.4
1975 e2 627 5.0 © 12.9

(Caldarola 1979:373)

A few brief points can be made about the election. ‘First;
it is clear thitraver the period 1967-75 a realignment of voters
occurred, with the Conservatives appearing to pick up votes from all
other parties. Seﬁané, personalities, of leaders and the influence
of media are widely seen as critical developments in bringing this
media between Mr. Strom's rather dull and pedestrian image and the

vigorous, efficient imace prcjecﬁed by Mr. Lougheed (Barr 1974:203,216;
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Caldarola, in Caldarola 1979:54). Fourth, the media took some paihs

to assist Mr. Lougheed's campaign. The Edmonton Journal, for

instance, supported Mr. Lougheed editorially, and a subtler presentation
of the ﬁan in photographs and articles in news, sporfs and feature

pages encouraged readers to see him és yigofous,‘yet safe and trust-
worthy. While an artic]é by Mr. Guy Demarino finished by quoting an
unidentffied farmer as saying "I guess a change won't hurt," Mr. Strom's

campaign réports were headlined "Poor Turnout" or "Winds of Change . . .

(Edmonton Journal, August 20-25, 1971). Fifth, few substantial

issues appeargd in the election. The issues given attention seem to
‘have been, in order of importance, (1) the argument that the Socreds
had had power for too long; (2) the personalities and meritil‘?

Mr. Strom and Mr. Lougheed; and (3) the nezgnfor smaller government
and a new broom thnough the tangled thicketﬁdf public service deﬁarté

ments, boards and commissions.
THE CONSERVATIVES IN GOVERNMENT Y

The e1e¢tjoh'was followed by a Tull. The Government seemed
to "go into a huddle," as if to try to work out what to do next.
ldeas were gafhered, consultations with 6ther provincial leaders,
‘ notab}y Ontario;s,proceeded, and party members were called up to the
Premier's residence at Banff (Hustak 1979:144); At length a Cabinet
_;waé chosen and some preliminary ideas emerged for the new administrg-
tion. An apt comment from Mr. Lougheed on election day was "af;er
thirty-six years do you think thefe's'st111 anyone around who
remembers how in the hell you change a government?" (cited in Hustak

1979:137).
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After October, 1971 a series of decisions began to emerge.
The Premier lived up to his promise to take a sharp look at the
bureaucracy: eventually, a number of perceived political appointees
were removed from various boards and other instrumentalities; Hustak
declared that the Premier replaced "seventy percent of all senior
deputy ministers who held key positfons™ (1979:140). Apparentty this -
was not done often enough to satisfy Conservative party critics
(Foster 1982). The Government remembered 1ts promise to attack the
large numbers of boards and comhissions: some, such as the Human
- Resources Research Council, which might have seemed to be a Socred
organization, were abblished. Many others, from the Alberta Liquor ,
Control Board to a large number of agriéulﬁura],bnards and commissions,
still survive. |

In its first eighéeen months of government, then, the’
Conservative administration ca%tented itself with a few substantial
actigns. although it passed a Bill of Rights and inaugurated an

Alberta Hansard. Its emphasis was on reorganization and efficient

administratiﬂgy In part this was because of the Government's anxiety
about 1its ;evenues, for while its resources seemed slim, it was faced
with escaiating’costs in Héaith. wel fare, and education. Accordingly,
21l these areas were of great concern to the Government and were i
placed on restricted budoets (Foster 1982; Caldarola 1979:59). The
Gqufﬁmg;t's policy and actions 1n§regarq to ﬁastse:andary education

are discussed iﬁ détéii in the remainder of this chapter.
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A DEVELOPING EDUCATION POLICY

As the Conservatives had drawn closer to a possible election
date, they had gathered a number of ideas about ecjuﬁgﬁ_‘ Their
concern for small government was the first of these to émerge; thié
-went tggetﬁer wigh an emphasis on cost-cutting and an attack on

waste.

A Concern for Cpsts

The Conservative Convention held in Calgary on January 25,

1969 gave few indications of what the party might do in qovernment.

" Oné major thrust of Mr. Lougheed's conference speech is noteworthy— |
its stress on eradicating red tape, waste by ctvil servants and
unnecessary duplication of services. Virtually no comment was made
on education apart from a promise to "reduce the overall cost of
education" (Lougheed 1969:8).

This emphasis on accountability of civil servants was increased
in the platform prepared for the 1971 election. By this time education

o was much discussed, thanks to student demanétratians and the much-
publicized public forums conducted by the Worth Commission; Dr. Wdrth
had held a bearpit discussion in Camrose with the Conservative party
in 1969 at which Mr. Lougheed had expressed concern with the overall
quality of education in the province (Snowden 1981). The 1971 party
platform declared that a plan for postsecondary education needed to
be prepéred fgf the prgvigce; éfoviding}far effective methods éf
accountability to the Legislature of "the vast public expenditures on

postsecondary education.” An.end to waste, and improvements in



arrangements for transfer among institutions, were the main goals of

the party in postsecondary education (NOW 1971:n.p.).

Proposals for Reorganizing
Postsecondary Education

These dehands_for accountability led to another Conservative
proposal —to restructure postsecondary education. The connection was

pointed out by Mr. Harry Midgley in a thoughtful article in the

Edmonton Journal on September 10, 1971. It was plain, he said, that
increased expend#fﬁigs and increased dependence by inst{tutionﬁ on
pybfic funds led to demands for more accountabiiity; in other words,
governments increasingly wanted to know Qhat institutions were doing
with the funds they were given and wanted to guide institutions
towards government's own goals. Mr. Midgley had accurately pin-
pointed the direction of Conservative thinking on eduéétioﬁ at thé‘
post-séhoo1 level. In an interview Qrfnteh in Challenge and recorded
a feu months before the election, Mr. Lou Hyndman promised that if
elected his'party would set up an administ?ative body "to rationalize
and coordinate postsecondary education in Alberta." The new body,
said Mr. Hyndman, would not be part of the Department of Education
but might "combine the best features of the Universities and Colleges
Commissions, aﬁd the Department of University Affairs in Ontario. We
could learn from them both" (cited in Bryce et al. 1971:49). But the
Conservatives were not yet clear about what kind of reorganigation
they wagtéd. The party's platform promised to plan all facilities
within the Depaftment of Education and

N To reorganize the various Commissions and other governing
bodies into one comprehensive Post-Secondary Education
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Commission to ensure improved cdordination of facilities and
course contents [sic], allowing for the greatest possible
degree of local autonomy. (NOW 1971:n.p.)
While the party's goals—accountability and tighter control —were clear,
it had not decided irrevocably on whether the new agency would be
inside or outside of the Department, nor whether it would be a
commission or a department, on the mode) of the Department of Univer- - -

sities and-Colleges which existed in Ontario.‘

. A NEW MINISTER, A NEW DEPARTMENT

When the Conservatives won the election they»had to decide
fairly quickly what they intended to do. The Cabinet included
Br. Lou Hyndman as Minister for Education and Mr. James Foster as
Minister for Advanced Education. The Premier's statement at the

time of this announcement makes plain his concern with costs and his

determination that Cabinet would control education:

"The purpose of splitting the department of education
into two parts is to make this largest spending department
more manageable by a cabinet policymaker and to assure [sic] .
that cost and quality control measures in both cases are
receiving much greater attention by a minister," Mr. Lougheed _
said. (Edmonton Journal, September 10, 1971)

The idea of combining all postsecondary educational governance in one

departmental body was discussed by the Premier and Mr. Foster when

the Cabinet was being formed, and the idea‘was Eléarly in the Minister's
mind from the outset. News that university enrolments had tapered off
a?1eued Hri Fester to comment on the matter two dajs Tater in the
Journal. He said that institutional growth had occurred in the past
"without careful planning" with the result that "large, impersonal
institutions" had been allowed to develop. This pointed to the need



- for better control of postsecondafy education by government, he saidg

Mr. Foster said there is a possibility that the existing
Universities Cammission and Colleges, Commission, along with
other postsecondary administrative personnel, might be cnmbined.
into one governing body.

He noted that he has already appointed a deputy minister
of postsecondary education [sic] from within thel department of
education and that the agr1cu1tura1 and vocational colleges are
being placed under the department's control, instead of the
department of agr1cu1ture\ (Edmonton Jaurna] September 24, 1971)

The timing of the announcement is worth noting. It suggests that the
Government had by September, 1971 decided not only to establish a new
Department of Advanced Educat1on but to absorb within it the functions
of the two commissions. In an interview in 1982, Mr. Foster canfirmed
that this was indeed the case. But tne idea of "floating a balloon" j
to see if it attracted wipespread and vituperative attack seems to
_have guided Mr. Foster's actions over the forthcoming eighteen months.
' as~he moved steadily towards a restructuring of postsecondary gover-
nance. Nobody responded in the Journal to Mr. Foster's "balloon,"
nor, apart from the Midgley nrtiCTE discussed above, was very much
public comment made about the government's intentions. The post-
secondary in;titutions had failed to rise up and defen& the cemmissinn;,
and Mr. Foster proceeded with his plans for reérganization (Foster
1982). o

The new department was established by Order in Council on
September 10, 1971; Iegislation\taverinu this act was not to come
until the foYlowing year As f1rst EStabliizéﬂ the Dep!rtient con- -
'sisted of the Division of Technical and Vocational Education from the
Department of Education, 2 group administering the agricultural and

' vocational colleges from the Department of- Agriculture and Continuing
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Education and the Students Finance Board, also formerly attached to
the Department of Education.
The first days of the Department were somewhat confused.
A joint meeting was held between the two education Ministers and
the senior members of the Department of Education to sort out initial

arrangements. To add to the confusion, Dr. Bob Rees, Deputy Minister =
of the Department of Education, was away in Europe. After some
preliminary discus§1cns, the question arose of a meeting of the

Counci? of Ministers for Education, forthcoming in Ontario. It

geemed that "someone called Yrickson" had arranged for himself and

Mr. Foster to attend. Questions were asked: who was ﬁ;, Erickson?
The new Ministers were ta]é he was a recent Socred appo{ntee to the
chairmanship of the Universities Commission; it was decided that
:Hri A Bredo should go to the meeting of the Council of Ministers
instead. Mr. Bredo acted as Deputy Hinister of Advanced Education
until Dr. Rees returned from va;ation; by that t%me it had been
decided that Dr. Earl Hawkesworth would become Deputy Minister of
Education. Dr.-Rees held the position of Deputy Minister of Advanced ’
Education from his'return until June 9, 1972; Mr. Jack Mitchell then
held it until Dr. Worth became Dé%uty Minister in §eptember‘ 1972
(fntervfeus and conversations with senior members of both Departments,
1981-82). -~

A numbgr of critical developments occurred at this time. The )

most interesting ef>tHEm was the jockeying of seniqf civil ser#antég
for the Minister's favour; those outside the inner circle ﬁf senfor

advisers were pushed aside as the bureaucracy moved to protect its



own interests. The senior civil servants-in Education seem to have
accepted the Government's decision to split the Department, but saw
the division as one between "real edu;ation“ and "the rest": the
latter was seen as not quite legitimate, and not a particularly
desirqb]e field of work, especially because of the tendency over
1972-73 for it to be overtaken by newcomers (ihterviews with public

officials, 1982).
THE COMMISSIONS AND THE NEW GOVERNMENT

In this section the relationship between the new Government
and the postsecondary commissions will be given attention; a later

section will examine the movement of staff out of the commissions.

o,

The Universities Commission

As indicated above, it had come to the Government's attention
tha; the Universities Commission was chaired by a recent Socred
appointee. In fact Mr. Erickgen had been appointed by Mr. Clark from
the Board of Governors at the University of Calgary (to which he had
been elected by the alumni association). Mr. Erickson had broken up
a partnersbip to take up the position on a one-year term fray August 1,
1971. Mr. Erickson's position was very viulnerable: he was é
Calgarian, he had littfe contact with the academic community, and as

a young man had few established contacts in the bureaucracy..
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Mr. Foster met with him on Monday, November 8, and immediately requested

his resignation. The chairman asked for the reason; Mr. Foster said
it was a political decision reached by Cabinet, adding that {f

necessary the Goverriment could rescind the Order in Council which had

!



%

150

appointed him. A settlement was eventually agreed on, but the question
of whether such a payment was taxable was still being discussed 1nx
February, 1972. In the meantime Mr. Haughton Thomson had béen brought
in as a caretaker chairman. Thé last chairman of the Commission was
employed on a month-to-month basis, his services being leased from his
firm. Clearly the Government was moving steadily towards the time when’
commission chairmen would not be needed (Foster 1982; interviews with
members of the Commission, 1981-82; and Commission Finutes).

These events put the Universities Commission under a cloud,
and did nothing to improve its standing with the Government. At a key
time, in which the Government's intentions to abolish the ccmﬁissians
were fi%ming, these occurrences were unfortunate for those members of
the Universities Cammissiaﬁ who hoped for advancement with the
Government . Meetings continued, and work on the Academic Master Plan
proceeded, but as 1972 drew on, morale on the Commission fell

steadily (interviews with members of the Commission, 1981).

£

initial shock, Commission staff attatked their duties with renewed
vigour and showed considerable skill in “sniffing the wind" and

responding to Government requests. Staff canginued to join the

satisfaction of the Government, for both shared a concern for
streamlining the administration of postsecondary educatéang |

The matter of transferability alone was one on which the



Commission and Mr. Foster agreed; there seem to have been no immediate
issues on which the Minister and the Commission disagreed.

One further development was critical to the Commission's
chairman, Dr. Kolesar. The Red Deer crisis (discussed in the previous
chapter) blew up in Mr. Foster's first six months as Minister? This
‘question was of great concern to the Minfster; it could have proved a
féta]\Broblem for Dr. Kolesar, for it had deveiopeq under his chairman-
ship. As it turned out, Mr. Foster turned to Dr.,Kblesarfand his
staff for advice and assistance. The problem was well on the way
toﬁard solution by August, 1972 and helped a great deal to give the
Commission's staff credibility in the eyes of the Government (Foster
1982).

This matter helps to egplain a key question: Why did not
Dr. Kolesar suffer the same fate as did Mr. Erickson? The Red Deer

crisis is certainly part of the answer. Second, Mr. Erickson was seen

as a political appointee from the last weeks of the old Government,

whereas Dr. Kolesar was an established career public servant. Third,
- whereas Mr. Erickson's departure seems not to have been lamented by
the Qniversities, Dr. Kolesar's dismissal might have provoked some
reactionbboth from the col]egeé and, perhaps, from the ¢ivil service.
As it was, all the public colleges had gone on record at least once in
defence of the Colleges Commjssioh by'Septeﬁber, 1972'(Commission
papers for the September, 1972§mgg§1ng).
At the September 14, 1972 meeting of the Colleges Commission
Mr. Foster appeared and announced that the Government had decided to

abolish both commissions (a similar statement was made to the
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Universities Commission in the iame month}. Staff of the two commis-
sions can hardly have welcomed these announcements and went through a
'period of increased uncertainty. The Minister had promised positions
for them in the reorganized Department of Advancéd Education, but whaf
positfons uouid be offered to whom and what salaries would be
negotiated? The commissions therefore sank in morale as 1972 pro-
ceeded (intefviews with former members of both commissions, 1981-82).
Thus Mr. Foster had decided to press ahead with plans to abolish
the commissions. A chance meeting with a staff member of the Univer-
sities Commission in September resulted-in a discussion about morale
of Commission sfaff; the answer was that morale was low and sinking
further. The Minister replied "I'm only floating a ba]]oon." By
this time, however, the Minister clearly felt confident enough to
announce his plans publicly. He had found that as soon as any heated
confrontation arose, matters came to bis office; what, therefore, was
the point of commissions? Again, Red Deer was an importanf case which
| the Minister saw as evidence for this argum;ht (Foster 1982). ,

It is necessary now to go back some months in order to discuss

the 1mbortance for the transition period of Master Plan Number One

-

and the Worth Commission.

MASTER PLAN NUMBER ONE: RECOMMENDATIONS
AND REACTIONS

L )
-y In an garlier chapter, the Mastéiﬁ!iangﬁas-diScussed in a study
.- e ' .
of the work of the Colleges Commission. Here it is necessary merely
to take note of somé of its recommendations, to survey reactions to

it, and assess its significance. .
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‘The Master Plan surveyed non-unisersity public postsecondary

education in Alberta and found that it was administered by more than
six branches of the Government, in addition to the two commissions.
There was need to pull together administrative control, the Master
Plan argued: one agency should assume responsibility for all post-
secoqgary edeca;ion. The'agency suggested was a P]anningrand Review
Board. All institutions should be under the umbrella of the Departmént
of Advanced Education to facilitate coordination: an integrated system
of postsecondary education could emerge from these changes and »
:;stitutional roles be developed so that institutions would cease to_
" compete in unnecessary ways (Bosetti 1972:5,22f); .

| The Master Plan made a number of spec1f1c rec onmendations. for
institutions in Alberta. The Vocational Centres in Edmonton and
Calgary, it afgued, should be incorporated into the public colleges
in those cities,—while the agricultural and vocational colleges at
Fairview and Vermilion should be made satellftes of Grant McEwan
College and Grande Prairie Regional College respectively. These
recommendations are identical with those made for the same institu-
tions by the Worth Commission (1972:89f). Overall, the Haster Plan
provided for a reduction in the number of institutions in thelprevince

and recommended that all institutions be esteblished under a board ef

governors (Bosetti 1972:31).

Reactions
Reaction in public to the Master Plan seems to have been

limited, possibly because it was released shortly after the Worth



Commission Report and close to Mr. Foster's announcement that the
Department of Advanced Education would be reorganized and the functions
of the postsecondary commissions absorbed within it. However, the
radical nature of its proposals caused alarm in some quarters. The
nrincipals of the agricultural colleges éxchanged letters expressing
shock and outrage at the suggestion that the smaller agricultural

colleges be absorbed into the public college system. Mr. Collin,
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Principal of 01ds College, denounced the Master Plan for its "absolute

garbage" and "absolute heresy" and attacked its proposals in pub]iq

at a nget%ng in Red Deer-an Mérch g, 1973. *The universities seem nét

to have paid very much attention té the Master Plan, although in

suggesting the abolition of the Universities Cammissian: the Plan

clearly implied that a new body had to replace it (documents of

the Red Deer meeting 5n Department of Advanced Education and Manpower).
The Haste%lPIan was well rgceived by the Government, which

was strongly in sympathy with its theme of better coardinatioﬁ in

postsecondary education. However, some of its recommendations pféved

difficult to implement. The proposals regarding Fairview College

‘were qgt with dogged resistance, as were a‘number of others. As a

result, dgéisians on these institutions were postponed, some of them

indefinitely (Foster 1982). Some continuing issues in postsecondary

education raised by the Master Plan are discussed later in thi;
chapter. - , -, :
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Significance ; 7
| The Master Plan was an 1ﬁpcrfant document for the period of
transition. It allowed the Government to “float" ideas,aance more,

to test their acceptability. Second, it provided a rationale for
Government to justify its decisions in regard ta=1ncreasing accounta-
bility in postsecondary education. Third, it demnﬁstrated the courage
of its author in graspina the nettle of institutional governance;

the comparison with the Universities Commission and its 111-fated
Agademié Master Plan cannot have escaped the Government. Fourth, it
demonstrated that the thinking of senior staff in the Colleges

Commission was in harmony with the thrust of Government policy.
THE WORTH COMMISSION

Hentioﬁ has been made in an earlier ;egiién of this chaptar
~of a Commission on Educational Planning (here referred to as thetsi
‘Worth Commission) established in the last years of the Social Cred{;
Government. In this section a brief feview {s made of the work

of the Commissfon's Task Force on Pustsecﬁnﬁary Education, note taken
of the Cémmissinﬁ’sgfjna1 recommendations on postsecondary educétian
and the significance of the Commission far_the téansitioﬁ period

is assessed.

The Role of the Task force - . R

The Commission established a Task Force on Pustsecandary
Educat{on to examine issues such as teaching and learning, E@nditions

of work, and coordination in relation to postsecondary education



institutions. The Coordinator of the Task Force was Dr. Kristjanson
of the Universities Commission. Dr. Fast of the Colleges Commission

| was Executive Secretary, and there was representation from universities,
pub1icic911eges, and the Department of Education. The Task Force
issued an interim report in February, 1971, recommending an Administra-
tive Council which would be superimposed over existing commissions’

and departments of government. The interim report declared:
Education Portfolio it is strongly recommended that the three
major branches currently in existence continue to coordinate
the activities of education to 1980. These are the Department
» of Education, the Alberta Colleges Commission, and the Alberta
Universities Commission. While there has on occasion been
criticism of the .Commission form of governance, it is felt
that at certain times the advantages of Commissions far
outweigh the disadvantages. This is particularly true when
the development of growth of systems, sub-systems and individual
institutions are in the formative stages as they currently are.
(1971:75)
The Task Force saw the Colleges Commission as the coordinator of all .
non-university postsecondary education. The Universities Commission
‘would continue to coordinate universities and any simitar institutions
which might be created in the future. The Department of Education
’ b .
would be left in control only of education up to matriculation level,
while a Research and Information Agency would assist all three bodies.
The latter idea persisted and emerged in the Final Report's recommen-
dations for a planning and research body which would service two
departments of education. The other principal recommendations are
significant because they were discussed with, and rejected by, the
Conservative Government. Clearly, the change of government meant
that certain assumptions of the Task Force were no longer applicable.
‘Acccrdihgwi the Task Force was asked to rewrite its recommendations

LS



and did so. The results can be seen in the Final Report of the Worth

Commission (Fast 1981).

The Worth Report's Comments on
Postsecondary Education

The Report's recommendations on postsecondary education echoed

the call for coordination made by Master Plan Number One. The Rep@ri

took up the questibn éf whether postsecondary institutions helped
young people train themselves fa} useful employment, and whether
institutions serfously tried to facilitate transfer among themselves.
It found that there was far too little coordthation among in%tiFutiﬁns
and saw a need for streamlining the arrangements for externa) governance
of fnstitutions (Worth 1972:82-83). In a. key passage,the Report
announced its proposal to abolish the postsecondary educatian‘zammisﬁa
éians: | |
Continued maintenance of the Alberta Colleges Cemmis;i@n
nd the Alberta Universities Commission will only splinter and
istort the efforts of the Department of Advanced Education.
It is proposed, therefore, that the two commissions be dissolved
and that their responsibilities be taken over by the department.
(¥972:131) :
The reasons listed for this proposal included the restriction of
distjnctions between "nobie"” and "less nable‘iinstitutions. and the
better planning which would emerge from the change. A final reason
offered was that “réspansibi]ity for policy decisions vital to the
welfare of all Albertans will be taken by elected representatives®
(1972:131). This recalled the statement made by the Premier in
September, 1971 that two Departments were being established in order

to allow Cabinet Ministers to control education more readily (see



p. 146). Finally, in an unconscious piece of irony, the Commission

observed that~‘-"Comissiﬁ§ or coordinating boards are seldom as B

effe‘ctive and independent as they are intended to be" (Worth 1972:132).
Some further recommendations of the Final Report may be

« touched oh here. The Repqrt saw the Department of Education as linked
»to the Departu:ent of Advanced Education, in part by shared support,

- research and planning units. The Department of Advanced Education
_would need reorganizing into two divisions: first, higher educat’ion—
this would minister td the needs of universities, colleges and
institutes and take care of problems of program duplication and
transfei' of Ered'its as well as being responsible for programs trans-

. ferred to the Debartment from other departments of Government. The -
further education division would administer further and continuing
educqtion, leadership training, ipprent‘iceship and trade courses
(Worth 1972:136). ) - : -

The Report made a number of recommendations regarding the '
province's four uhiver(ities. The Uniye‘rsity of Mberta' was seen as
an institution which should emphasize research, though not at the _
expense of standards of teaching. The Univeksity of Calgary, it said,’
should concentrate more heavily than the senior institution on junior - |

. undergraduate programs, and not duplicate its programs unnecessarily: !

thys there was no nyed for p'rograms in law, dentistry, pharmacy or

- agriculture at Calgary. The Uvnive)rsity of Lethbri dge shoujc_! be held

at its present enrolment, it said", and the new Athabasta University ‘
should be preserved, in part to help'cﬁversify opportunities a\‘ra11ab1e

to Albertans in higher education (Worth 1972:84-86). Esseqmlly the

4



Report saw a hierarchy df universities in the province with the oldest
university at its apex. Not surprisingly, the Report was not well
received by the University of Calgary.

As far as the non-university sector of postsecondary education
was concerned, the Report's recommendations were consistent with its
emphasis on better coordination and simpler external governance.

The agricultural and vocational colleges were seen as belonging with
the public colleges; Fairview College, the Report said, might best
become a satellite of Grande Prairie Regic@ai College. The Alberta
Vccatianéi Centres in Edmonton and Calgary were recommended for
amalgamation with the public colleges in those cities,}uhﬂe the centre
-at Grouard should be moved to a place from which it could better serve
a student poﬁu1atioﬁg The institutes of technology should c;ntinue to
complement university offerings, but could consider offering ;ﬂle
degrees. Finally, an Alberta Academy should be erected to cater to

11 felong 1§§Fﬁing in the province (1972:88-98).

The Repart's-rEEQﬁ;endatibns were bold and sweeping. Overall
there was a commendable attempt to rethink educational problems
(including géverﬁance) without being limited to easy solutions.
Ineyitab1y,‘snme of the recommendations in school- ggg!pastischcél )
education were somewhat ambitious. Like the Master P1an,‘the Report
had taken a broa&‘perséective and attempted to raise perceptions

‘about education in Alberta. e
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Reaction to the Report

prepare for summer activities, and reactions to it did not develop

until later in the year; by this time the Government had announced its

~intentions of abolishing the commissions. s

Reactions to the Report were handled by the Cabinet Committee

on Education between June 16, 1972 and May, 1973; in all 3,270

|
responses were received.* These included some protests from vocational

move them to other locations. A number of responses were received
from the unive;sitiés, all of them apparently after the decision to
abolish the commissions had been announced in September, 1972.

First, various éroups from the University of Calgary, as well as from
the city, wrote to oppose the plan to relegate the University, as they

saw it, to a second-rate institution, and a number of responses made

angry reference to the Faculty of ‘Law, then under discussion. Second,

a2 number of groups from the two major universities wrote to protest

the proposed abolition of the postsecondary commissions; one R. D.
Bramwell protested that this showed that the Report espoused demo-
cratic goals, but suggested that theyiceu1d be reached by undemocratic
methods (Submission, November 3, 1972). However, there was by no
means- a united attack on the proposal by the universities: a large
number of respansgs‘attackcd the Report for what they saw as;igs
unwieldy format, bad writing, and turgid style, or other matters such

. *This information has been obtgined from abstracts of responses
to the Report made for the CabYnet Committee on Education and
presently held by Mr. L. Shorter, Director -of ACCESS.
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as its discussion of university teaching and its tentative proposals
to change tenure aérangements (Response from Department of Educ;tienal
Administration, University of Calgary, December 20, 1972). Moreover,
"pubiic' responses frequently showed support for the Report's stand
on accountability aﬁd transferability, and most responses seem not to

have opposed the suggested rearganizatf%n of postsecondary education.

iIn essence, then, the Government had the endorsement for its proposals

that it was seeking—from the public at large, if not from post-

secondary institutions.

While the Herth Commission served a wide number of purposes,
fts political significance seems plain. First, it allowed the govern-
ment to test the popularity of some of its plans, most obviously the
plan to absorb the functions of the two commissions in the
Department of Advanced Education, but alsc plans far the agricultural
and vocational celleges and the vocational centres. As indicated
above, the lack of consistent opposition encouraged the Covernment to
proceed with its plans in the majority of cases, althnugh continuing
resistance to change by the vocatipnal centres succeeded in postponing
changes proposed far‘thgm_r Second, like the Haster'Plah, the Report ;
gave the Gavérﬂment é rationaie for its plans to reefganize post-

" secondary education. Finally, the Report gave Dr. Worth a great dea]
Qf'prestige* responses had arrived from various parts of Canada,
Australia, and the United States and these ‘added to his '
existing reputation. :Thus when Dr. Worth became Deputy Minister he

was a man politically experienced, generally well thought of, and
\
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internationally recognized—a man who could command the nécgssary
authority to begin a very difficult task in dismantling the two

commissions.
THE NEW DEPARTMENT: STRUCTURE AND PERSONNEL

In this section study fs made of two closely felated ﬁitters:
the process of decision-making which produced a revised structure!
for the Department gf Advanced Education in 1972-73, and the con-
current process by which individuals were chosen to fil11 positions
in the structure. Ideas about both these matters had been gerfinating
in the mjnds of Dr. Worth, Mr. Foster and others in the period up to

September, 1972, the month in which Dr. Worth became Deputy Minister.

4

Mr. Foster seems to have had a number of considerations in mind: he
needed a stréhg Deputy Minister ;hg was acceptable to all the major
postsecondary institutions, uhe\was strong enough to pake the changes
 desired by the Euvérz:ent and familiar with the political and adminis-
trative problems which the incumbent might experience.. After -
advertising the position and éonsidering che;s for the position,

Mr. Foster chaserDr_ Worth, who was acceptable to the universities

and tﬂAOtHEF 1ns;1tut1aﬁs (Foster 1982).

The New Structure

ew o ure

*  Shortly after Dr. Worth took up duty, an advisory committee
was called taggtﬁer to work ania reorganization for the Department.

-

The committee was chaired by Dr. Fenske of the Colleges Commissfon

o
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and is referred to here as the Fenske Cammittee It began meeting

early in October, 1972 and built on earlier discussions and proposals

for improving coordination in postsecondary education in Alberta, as

well as suggestions made in the Worth Report and Master Plan Nomber

One. Its role, iheniruas not to write a reorganization proposal

de novo but to bufld on current ideds and suggestions.
- The cannﬁttee began by examining the Department as it then
was and went on to cunsider the changes which would become necessary
when it took over the functions, and possibly the staff, of the

two commissions. A division of the Department into institutional
divisions, as proposed in the Worth Report, was rejected by

Mr. Fos;er, who wanted aﬁo§§j§11 to break down some of the divisions
in pastsecanéary education, encourage a province-wide viewpoint
among institutions, and make transfer among instiﬁutions easiEﬁsr
Accgrding%y, a functional division of the Department emerged, with
(1) a programs division to take care of program.approval and keep a
register of programs; (2) an administrative services division to take
care of funding,x1egislatioﬁ and other matters; and (3) a special
rservices divis%aﬁ to take care of matters relating to fees and

student housing. Up to three Assistant Ministers would @Vgrsge

these divisions (Appendix B, Nussbaumer 1977:234??;'311 réferences

are to the final version of the committee's report, apzraved.by
-Cabinet). A Planning and Researchknivisinn would serve both ‘educa-

| tian departments, giving assistance and advice on priarities. pc]icies,
i research and development, as sugge;ted by the Harth Report. Finally,

‘ ,

six advisory committees were recommended for establishment to allow



?@r'1éy cantriﬁutians and institutinna1 representation in the governance
of postsecondary education. ‘The ccnm%ttees were on college affairs,
education of native peoples, further education, student affairs,
'universitj’affairs. and technical and vﬂcation§j education (Appendix B,
Nussbaumer 1977:245-248).

The committee's work was -completed within six weeks. - Its -
report was circulated within the Department in November and a seminar
'was held to discuss it on November 14. The seminar was chaired by
Dr. Fenske, though Mr. Foster was present to observe reaction to it
first-hand. Opinions were sought from 1nstitut%ang and students in
the Department of Educatiéna1 Admin%stration at the University of
Alberta provided a type ofgevaluation of the report. This pra:ess!
modified the report and the final version gave increased emphasis to
the need for coordination, ané_the need to rationalize the aamiﬁistPaé
tion of postsecondary education within the Department as it already
existed. Cabinet saw the report on two or three occasions and

approved it, with minor mﬂdificatinhs, 1nl§an&ary. 1973. (Foster Y982).

Choosing Staff for the Department

Dr. Worth, in consultation with Dr. Kolesar, g!!ﬁs!ﬁa have
made most of the appointments for the reorganized Department; HrixFosteF
kept a close watch on appointments and made suggestinns on staffing
down to Directar 1eve1 (Foster 1982). Mr. Mitchell became Assrtant
Deputy Minister for Special Services after repre;entatians were made
to the Minister from the institutes of technology. Dr. Kolesar, from
the Colleges CdMmission, became Assistant Deputy Minister for

Administrative Services, and Dr. Fast from the same agency became v



Assistant Deputy Minister for PregramVServiges (this position was later
filled by Dr. Bosetti, again from the Colleges Cnunﬁssian); Thus all
senior members of the Coiieges Ccmmissfanl(as well as Dr. Fenske,
Mr. Batty and Mr. Berghofer) were placed in senior positions in the |
reorganized Department. In contrast, few members of the Universities
Commission survived the transfer to Departmental coordination. The
Commission's Chairman, Mr. Thomson, .returned to his firm; Dr. Worth
made Mr. Barry Snowden, who had worked part-time for the Commission,
his assistant. Mr. Harvey Ford was offered a position in the Department,
but nét at the level he wanted. Other staff were not offered
pcsitionsjand %n at least one case a settlement was reached with
staff whose employment ias terminated. Apart from Mr. Snowden,
thereforé,_staff FFom the Universities Commission did not join the
Départment of Advanced Educatién (Commission Minutes, interviews
with former staff members from both commissions, and Long 1979:347).
.The staffing of the Department was a critical mitter for the
| Government, which wished to recruft wé11aqua11fied. experiénced staff
who were prepared to carry out its policies. It is impossible to
avoid noticing that members of the former Colleges Commission were
well placed in the reorganized Departmen;, nor that most members of
their fellow Commission were not placed in it at all. This fact did
not escape those who had been 4n the commissions, and former members
of the Universities Commission complained that the Department had
b:qnltik:ﬂ~av¢r by "ed. adwin. types"”-and "paper shufflers" (inter-:
views, 1981). Given the developments outlined in this chapter,
héﬁever, the emergence éf Dr. Kolesar and others in the new Dépaftment

-



Yould Qave'causéd no surprise.

One other comment can be made here about staff of the new
Department. One senfor administrator represented the agricultural
colleges: this was Mr. Hawker, former Director of the Agricultural
Colleges in the Department of Education, who became Associate
Director of Administrative Se;viﬁés in the Department. The technical
and vocational sectofiwas rather better represented by Messrs.
Mitchell, Williamson, Souch and Villett; perhaps this was a reflection
of the satisfaction felt by the new Gaverﬁmenf towards the institutes

and vocational centres (Foster 1982; Birdsall 1975:47).

NEW LEGISLATION

~ Two key pieces of legislation gave official sanction to the

changeS»made in the adﬂﬁnistration_of postsecondary education. The

Department of Advanced Education Act (Bi11 33) of 1972 was debated

in the Legislature in May and assented to on June 2 of that year.
Intgoducing the Bill, Hr Foster said it would

pull together the sometimes divergent activities of y
advanced education in this province and will permit a minister’
to give greater attemtjon to the problems and concerns of /
advanced education. srta Hansard, May 15, 1972) (

(A

Although Mr. Rnbert‘élark, n;b\QPpnsition Spokesman on Educatiaﬁ}
. =" . = J
spoke of the dangers which the Government's evidenEﬁdegiggﬂta;g

centralize administration posed for academf{'¢ fréedom, most speakers

on both sides of the House agreed with thgfﬁeég for coordination and

supported the Bi11 (Alberta Hansard, March 24, May 15, October 25,
1972).

- . ]

These two Acts gave the Minister very substantial .powers,

. !
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including that of making regulations governing the payment of grants,

and that of prescribing fees. The powers of general faculty councils

to regulate admissions and degree requirements remained, as did the
right of the Ceordiﬁating Council to set minimum standards for the

affiliation of co]leges But these powers were conditional on the

Minister's approval of affiliation requirements. As Long argued, these

changes reduced the prerogatives of the universities and gave the
Minister and the Department the lion's share of authority over
fransfers as well as broad pgqérs over postsecondary education
in general (1979:237). The result was ; new balance of p@ier in the
- politics of postsecondary education in Alberta.
REACTION TO THE CHANGES

How did institutions Eeact to the chaﬁges discussed above
both in regard to the reorganization of the Department and the
1291slatiun uhich authorized 1t? A short surve%/of institutian
appears below. , /

In 1971 the agricultural and vocational colleges had at last

been remﬂved from the adminﬁstratian of the Department of Agriculture;

staff 1n the colleges and those administering them seem to have felt

very uncertain about the tolleges' futyre (wgnnr Hawker to Kplesar,

NavembE? 29, 1971). This uncertainty fccussed on the desire

preserve the character of the. cn]Teaes in the face af prnposaTEW ¢

amalgamate them with other institutions, but such proposals camé”to

- naught.
“Institutions in the technical and votational sector had
!
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watched the growth of the cai1eges sector with some concern. When

they came under the jurisdiction of the Department of Advanced

Education in 1971, staff remained determined to maintain the separatﬁ

identities of these iﬁstitutians; the fact that they were well

_represented in tbe rédrgan%zed Department meant that they could (

resist changes in governance ﬁhich they saw as undesirable. , |
The presidents of the public colleges were not initially

pleased with the plan to dismantle the'ﬁai1eges Commission. Haggvgr,

the fact that many staff members of that commission gained key

positions in the reaéganized Department seems to have safﬁened

colleges' criticism of the changes (Colleges Commission Minutes and

papers for September, 1972 meeting). N

Universities

In many ways the unfvergities éeem to have fared worst from
the transition to Departmenta?»caardinatiaﬂ. They seem to have been
dissatisfied with the Universities Commission and to have expected a
return to the days when the president of thg University of Alberta
‘ asked the Government for funds without having to go through committees
or elaborate procedures to do so (Minutes of the Gommissian.iJ:nuary
22, 1973). The abolition of the Commission and the perceived pre-
ponderance of non-university administrators in the new Department
seem-t@ have stunned the universities, which were slow to react to
these changes. Members of the Universities Commission interviewed
acknowledged bitterly tﬁat‘thg universities had failed to defend the
Commission until it had been abolished. The universitiés seem to have

felt that their autonomy was under attack, but were apprehensive that
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criticism of the changes would only make matters worse (Harry Midgley,

Edmonton .Journal, April 28, 1973). They hoped that the Government's

proposal to give the universities three-year funding would provide a

solution for some of their difficulties (Edmonton JﬁurnaT, October 19,

1972). However, it a1sd seems true that many in the universities
" seem not to have perceived that the proposals being floated in the
_Worth Report and Master Plan Number One were part of the Government's

1@n§!term plan:ta bring the universities into a provincial system of
.,pastsecandary education.

In early 1973 the University of Calgary at last began tﬂ
attack the Government's pltans. A paper issued in February by
President Carrothers' office claimed that universities had been

*

forced into the political arena by a "lame-duck. ,nivers1t1es Commission;"”

‘that university privileges were under attack and that the Government

was pushing ahead with its plans for a "centralized system" of post- s

secondary education. The paper said that Dr. Worth and his assistants
sgi .

would "run the show pretty much as they see fit." In a "parody of

consulted only a single University of Alberta Department about the
reﬁrganization of pcstsecondarj education—the very Department of

Educational Administration where Dr. Worth had once taught—and the v
Department of Advanced Education tended tq;énsﬂt only with "a rather "
narrow circle of civil servants in Edmonton" (University of Calgaryf

1973). " |

Hhiié the Government received .this and other complaints from

the Un1versiﬁy of Calgary in the first half of 1973, the other



uni\_rersities seem not to havé made vigorous protests; the University‘
of Ea1g;ry;s atfacks on thg University of Alberta cannot h]lp-he1ped
win that university over as an ally. A united attack by thé
universities on the plans for reorganization was certainly absent

in the entire period 1971-73; “there were no rallies and no marches“l
(Foster 1982).

Perhaps the Government felt satisfied in 1973: a substantial
‘reorggn%zatinn of postsecondary education had been achieved with a
minimum aflcantraversy! The Government's tactics were cleverly
planned, as it had used various means to announce its proposals, then
moved ahead with them steadily, anniﬁg the support of one group of
stakeholders at a time. As responses to the Worth Report showed,

there was no consistent or organized reaction against the proposed

changes, while there was much support for them from the general public.

If institutions disliked the new arrangements, they had only them-

selves to blame.
CONTINUING ISSUES IN COORDINATION

A"Ithml, in some ways the creation of the Department of
Advanced Education marked a new era in postsecondary education in
Alberta, its importance can bé exaggerated. The transition to

' Departnenta’l c.‘dination did not result 1n immediate solution of

long-standing problems. In this section a group of ﬁﬂntinuing 1ssues s

is examined in order to demonstrate how such issues were dea]t withf

by -the new Department. None is examined exhaustively, and no attempt

is made to follow issues. beyond 1973.

i
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Vocational and Technical Education

One of Mr. Foster's early concerns was to break down the
barriers between institutions and integrate sectors of postsecondary
education. On February 25, 1972 he wrote to Dr. Rees, then Deputy
.Minister of the Department of Advanced Educat1cn

As you know, I am cnming to the cqgclusion that the Department

in future should not be involved directly in the operation or
administration of any educational 1nst1tution! That, therefore,
assumes that the present institutions for which we have respon-
sibility will become independent, operating individually, for
example NAIT and SAIT, and others perhaps as part of ex1st1ng
or perhaps even new cn1?eges in this province.

. . I would further appreciate members of this Department
cons1der1ng drafting proposed legislation specifically as it
relates to both NAIT and SAIT becoming imdependent institu-
tions. . . . (Letter in Colleges Commission materials in the
Department of Advanced £ducation and Manpower) /

The amalgamation QFEHDUﬂflED al College with the vocational centre in
Calgary was pending at the time of the election but became bogged
down over discussions aB6ut salaries and conditions for AVC staff
transferring to the proposed new institutiani As Mr. Hitchellr
puinted out, these digkussians had ramifications for staff at the
institutes of technology, as well as for the other vocational centres,
for the amalgamation in Calgary was to have been a pilot merger for
. r
all the mcﬂanﬂ centres. Its failure meant that all such praposeé,
mergers lapsed. Resistance to changes in the status of the technjcal
and vocational institutions seemed to be increasing, and the Minister
let the matter rest (Foster 1982;. minutes -and files on vocational
~ educatfon in the Qepartment of Advanced Education and Manpower). One
suggestion was tiat thgs a decision pro tempore, pendng considera-
tion of ‘a larger amalgamation of some kind (Mitchell 1982). 3 T



The Agqricultural and Vocational Colleges

The status of the agricultural and vecational colleges was
another 1nﬁg!standing issue in psstsecnndary education in Albarta.
The colleges continued as separate institutisﬁs; though after 1971
they were admifistered within the Department of Advanced Edﬁcatisns
Perhaps thefr continued separate existence, despite proposals for
amaigagatian,-uas fortuftous; perhaps it was due in part tgyresistanse
to change by farmers and ﬁembers of the Legislature. Neither they nor
the technical and vocational institutians were given boards of
governors, partly because concern about the effectiveness of buarés

was raised by the Red Deer crisis (Birdsall 1975:22; Foster 1982).

Athabasca University

Athabasca University was in a periious position when the
new G@vernment came to power, as its staff realized only too well.
It had been created to take the pressure of enrolments off other
universities and to investigate new methods of learning at post-
secondary level, but as enrolments were siackening off, the new
_institution was virtually redundant. The Gavernm;nt cansidered
abolishing it: it had often stated its concern for rising costs and
spokeﬁ of the need for eliminating unnecessary duplication. However,
the University was allowed to survive. An Order in Council was
passedlon December 20, 1972, autﬁ@rizing the Umtversity's Interim
Governing Authority to begin a pilot project to investigate learning
systems and study new methods of presenting a baccaulaureate éegree '

in the arts and sciences (Smal} 1979;ﬁi§)i The Government removed
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perceived poiiﬁica1 appointees from the Interim Governing Authority
but allowed Dr. Byrne to remain as President. By Taze 1972 Dr. Byrne
had proved his worth to the Minister for Advanced Eduzatian'ﬁy virtye
of his ski11ful handling of the Red Deer investigation. In a very
-difficu1t situation for the new institution, the President's role in

ensuring its survival was a key one.

The Transfer Issue
| The question of transfer among institutions had been raised

by the Worth Report and Master Plan Number One. Essentially, both

~endorsed the position that the sending institution éugﬁt to be able
to recommend that a student be granted advanced standing up-té the
level the sending institute deeméd appropriate (Bosetti 1972:106;
B Worth 1972:142). The Government fully accepted the force of
the argument that better transferabiiity‘was necessary, and the mat§2f
was something of a personal concern for Mr. Foster (Foster 1982). The
'i-¥2cruitment of Dr. Worth, Dr. Fast, Dr. Kolesar and others into the
new Department see;zd to suggest that the matter might be solved
expeditiously. In a paper released in November, 1973 the Behrtmt
issued a Coordination Policgy which promised to erect some kind of
Articulation Council, representative of all institutions, to resolve
_the fssue (Long 1979:149). " |
" Thus by 1973 a solution to the problem had been: foreshadowed.
But the problem dragged on’ far beyond 1973fand the eventudl creation
of an Alberta Council on Admissions and Transfers in 1974 seems not to

have ended bickerih§ among institutions about transferability.
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Mr. Foster remarkéd that substantially, the problem has not yet been

solved to his satj§jgg§ign4459§%gf*198232

F

The Faculty of Law at Calgary .

The question of a Faculty of Law at the University of Calgary
arose at the end of the Univérsity Commission's Tife. Mr. Erickson,
Commission Chairman in September and October, 1971, was sympathg}ig
to the proposal to establish the Facg1ty, but the Caﬁwﬁsé?gﬁggzga whole
was not; this latter position was supported by Mr. Foster (Commission
Minutes, Octnbér 26, 1972; Foster 1982).

However, the demand for the Faculty arose in earnest in 1972.
Members of- the Legislature from Calgary repeatedly badgered Mr. Foster
about the matter and the Minister showed signs of weakenina under
this concerted attack. The matter, next arose in Caucus and on
October 24, 1973 Mr. Foster said the Government was willing to estab-

1ish the Faculty. Arguments about supply and demand—the manpower

of pﬁiitigaI pressure, and the Government was simply not willing to
stand up to Members and to established 1nterests in Calgary and deny
them the prestige of a law facu1ty‘r‘1n an interview Mr. Foster
admitted that the decisicn-was "a steé backwards" ‘(Foster 1982).
'This small selectign‘af 1ssué5 suggests that thé transition
to Departmentai coordination did nnt mean an automatic improvement
in the rationality of decisions™ The new arrangement was perhaps a
necessary step towards more rational decision-making, but not by
itself §gff1;ight to guarantee. it. . The Faéu]ty of Law 1ssu§ above

211 demonstrated that political pressure groups and lobbyists were



alive and functioning in the new system, while other opportunities
to abolish apparently unnecessary institutions or to make desired

amalgamations had been passed by.
CONCLUSION

This chapter}has exp1aineéfhaw an ailing Sﬂéiaisﬁredit Govern-

ment was replaced in 1971 by a ﬁ@re business-oriented Conservative .
Government. The new Government stressed small and efficient government
in its public statements, and declared that Ministers needed to be
more clearly responsible for spending in postsecondary education.
For these (and possibly other) reasons, the Government decided to
abolish the two EﬂiﬁﬁésiﬂﬂS; This decision Qas being enntgﬁélated by
the Government when it first came 1nto office, and lack of resistance
encouraged the Government to press ahead with a cqmp?ete Feorganizar
tion of the administration of pastsegendary education. The Worth
Report was' one of the ways in which thevﬁoverqyent %1gnaligd‘1ts
intentions and testea their acceptabi]ity.'but!the Repdrt'§ recommen-
dation that the commissions be abolished’ u:s not- critical in the
transition ‘

+ In moving toward its goals, the Government pacified stake- )
holder groups to smooth the \;vay toward desired changes.: Th‘éiinstitﬁte;

and the vocational centres welle largely left alone and were given

good Fepresent;tien in the new Department of Advanced Educatidh. The

pt!:]xic CQ“E;ES; which 1n1t1a11y weré opposed to the changei;were_
reconciled to it when they saw that Colﬁhges Commission staff were

well placed in thg new Department. The univers*ities fared war‘st in

o
A
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the transition but even they were given three year funding to sweét?fj

the bitter piﬁ of being absorbed into a provincial system of adminis-
k-

tration. The success of thi‘si transition owed much to the skill and
determination of Hessrs_ Foster, Worth, and Kolesar. ‘

‘irhe transition resulted in a new balance of peaén with the

Minister (and a new Department loyal to him) far more powerful than

‘before. The public colleges, !tgg, seemed in a stronger pnéiticm,; while.

the universities had lost their earlier freedom to make inter-
institutional arrangements and lost the predominant position they had
had in the 1960s. Sah* these developments were probably -inevita,b’le:
given e?pansian and growth in the system; others were a direct result
of the actions of the Government. For the moment , theni!the univer-
sities seemed somewhat deféated, but in di fferent qi’r@uwrspaﬁées they

fully.
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“of change in the governance of postsecondary educatton;

‘ LY
' » Chapter 7 -
. . _ANALYSIS OF THE DATA ‘

In this;chaptér the Ecﬁceﬁtug1 framework of thé dissertatign
is re-stated and a;alyzed and apolied to th; particular fgstances
of the case discussed in the previous three chapters. Some particu]ag
aspects of the data are d{sausséd in some depth. These ate:

1. The‘rcies and acggmpiishments of the Aﬂbertg Colleges
Cammiséiaq and the Universities Commission;

2. The 1971 provincial election as a significant precursor

F B

L

3. The roles played by "in-groups" before and after the

"reorganization of pastsecandafy education which followed the election;

4. Reasons for the growth of control over postsecondary
education in Alberta. ~

The chabter ends with a summary of major-points made and a

brief discussion of the conceptual framework. L

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
1

EsseﬁtiaTIy, the conceptual Framework of the dissertatfon
)

can be stated as a series of generalizations about the governance of

pastsecandary'educatiﬂhi These are as follows:
T 1. Institutions are created by governments for various
educational and politicall reasons. One strong influence in the

creation of institutions is the force of regional rivalries and
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: po]iticil t:onﬂicts. As a result, a state or province tends to
accumulate a number of institutions in a semi-random fashion.

2. There is a natural "pecking order” among postsecondary
' »

iQ§titutiohs. At its peak is the old-established provincial or state
uﬁi;:rsity. sometimes clo;é]y followed by other universities. Such’
institutions jealously gdard their pri;iieges and can be expected to
resist attempts to reduce them. Community colleges tend to be at the
bottom ot the ‘pecking order." L.

3. Controi by governﬁénts of postsecondary education has
increased since the 1960s according to a number of recognizable steps.
In the beginning, ipstitutions are él]owed to make their own arrange-
ments for the governance of postsecoqdq?y educition, often in coopera-
tion with gpvetnment. ‘A buffer agency is tommonly used in the
intermediate stages of control. In the thirdestagg.vtighter‘control,
over institutions is imposed, and attempts are made to establish
more sense of system in postsecondary educationt Factors associated

WJwith the growth of control are urbanization, industrializatidn, growth
in the number of institutions and student r;dicalitm.

4. Significant elections and electoral rea]ignﬁents-frequent]y
precede major changes in the.govgrnance of postsecondary -education. '

* Such changes may 15c1ude:a redistribution of power among institutions:
or a wholesale reorganization of educational governance.

,5' Educational decision-making tends to be dominated by an

_ *4n-group® of professionals who remain in control of decision-making:

most of the time, although a new government may attempt to dislodge

such groups from positions of power.
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ity

N 6. The coanntionaT wisdom on coordinatien s that 1t‘$s;be§t
exercised by a strong coordinating agency ¥ith an experiencéu chadr- |
man'(who is an educational professional) and‘a wel[-qua]ified staff.
The agency sh0ufhhnot be dominated B} any institution of group of
1nst1iutions.

7. Agencies are often used by government as instruments of

coordination of'postsec0ndary education. They are of threé main
N types, although these are not discrete categories:

a. voluntary agencies formed by insti}utions themselves
to parcel out programs aﬁd'make cooperative arrangements;

b. buffer agencies,which are semi-autonomous bodies
possessing advisory and executive powers;

‘c. central coordinating acencies established by govern-
ments to cut down on waste and needless duplication. They have. .
executive powers over institutionaT programs and often use a master
plan to lay out the essenﬁials of province-wide provision for post-
secondary education.

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND ITS APPLICATION
TO THE CASE

-

The conceptual framework describes three elements in the
governance of pogtseconda;y education. These elements are, first,
a state or provincial government; second, an agency @f coordination;
third, the various institutions of postsecondiry education in the.state
or province under discussjon. The.framewbrk stresses the relation-
ship among these elements; which 1s crit1ca1‘to-any discussion of the

governance of postsecondary education. One key concept in the
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framework is that broadly speaking, the initiative lies with govern- -
menfi which can estab]ish institutions and lay out the terms of
their existence; simﬁlarly, Ehe g;vernment creates aé;nciés of
coordination if it sees fit to do so and can restructure them. Some .
limitations on the role of governments over postsecondary edugétion
were noted in the review'qf.the literature.

The conceptlal frimework has been derived from the literature
on coordination and on the pof{t%cs of postsecondary education. This
literature is in part frOﬂ’theEUnited States, in part from the United
.Kingdom, and in part from Cénada.v Thus one }nnediate question arises:
does the framework apply to the politics of postsecondary education in
Alberta? In general, it was found that the framework applied very
closely to«tﬁé case described. The detailed analysis of the case

~demonstrates this. , . .

s POLITICAL PRESSURES AND THE GROWTH
OF INSTITUTIONS

3
According to the conceptual framework of this dissertation,
postsecondary institutions are createg by governments for a number of
reasons, frequently for poii;icaﬂ ends. Glenny made the following
comment about a typical pattern in the emekgence of 1n;titutions:

The complexity of publicly supported higher education
coincides with the development of modern industrialization.
Most states first established a state university. Then, as

~a result of the Morrill Act of 1862, a number of states
created separate land-grant colleges to teach agriculture
and mechanical arts. . . . Normal schools and teachers colleges
were added in response to the needs of public school systems.
Schools of mining and technology and military institutes were =,
created. Legislatures often failed to define clearly the
functions of each institution or to conceive of its unique
purpose in a.state-wide system. Many colleges were created to
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satisfy the ambitions of politicians, with little regard for
the gost or for the needs of the state. The successful

pg1i§f§ian proyed his merit by bringing home an insane asylum,
a prison, or a college. Frequently it made little difference
which. (19;5911243) : : l ' &

This comment applies strongly to the case under discussion. Alberta
i“#aunded a provincial university as one of the first acts of the Qii

’ ELegislature. and continued by adding institutes of technology, N

agricultural ca11eges‘and normal schools: the addition of junior

“colleges in the 1950s could be seen as the last step in the creation

of ﬁew types of institutiunfi Semé developments happened partly by
v v W

chance, as did the creation of a Provincial Institute of Technology

and Art after demands were made by Calgarigns for a uni'*rsity.

Other developmenfs followed rising and falldng economic circumstances

in the prﬂvinceg institutions opened and closed in the years bEtHEEﬂ‘

the two world.wars with little regard to educational needs. Ha;y 7
v 1nstiﬁutiansi§nntab1y the college and the university at-Leghbridggga

were created because of the effectiveness of local pressure groups.

The fact that the most dramatic developments in the governance of

postsecondary eduéatien occurred in 1966-73, afterrthezzzggbmic 7
de521epment associated with continuing pestwa; expansion-and the of!
boom, also fits in well with Glenny's assessment of the general
pattern of developments in postsecondary education.

Rivalries among cifies and regions were discussed in the
conceptual framework as a significant element in the politics of
postsecondary education. Politics in Alberta often illustrate an
Edmonton-Calgary polarity which arises from the competition between

the province's principal urban tentres for dominance. The effect this
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has on postsecondary ;dugatinﬂ is clear. In the firsg months 9} the
province's exigtence, Dr. Rutherfords the first Premier, and an
:ghmnﬁtanian, SuECEEéEd in making thatrcity both the.provincial
capital éné;tﬁe seat of the province's sole university—much to Fhé

9 o T .
chagrin of Calgarians. Their agitation for a university in their

city over the ;g;uing years frequently took on an anfiiEdmnnt&n A
tone. Even now, some of those in the University of Calgary refer

to "the University of Edmonton" to deniarate the province's oldest
university. Others in educational circles in Edmonton referred in’
interviews and conversations to a “&é1gary syndrome” (perhaps more
accurately described as -a Calgary complex) in attempting to describe N

Calgarians' supposed insecurities ;bog% themsel ves %Pd their
University. Many of the is§ues and controversies discussed in
earlier chapters revolve about such feelings; the arguments about
autonomy for the “Uﬁiversity of Alberta at Calgary" is a case in

point. Another is-the long and bitter debate about the Faculty of

Environmental Design discussed in Chapter 4. Finally, the,pro-Calgar
speeches made by Calgary 1égi51atcrs about the proposed Faculty af
Law for the city's university showed that essentfally the matter had
more to do with the statgs and aspiraticné of the city than it did to
do with students' needs. This interprovincial rivi1ry runs through
the history of postsecondary education like a leit-motif and appears
to be a permanent part of the politics of postsecondary education in

Alberta.
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THE "PECKING -ORDER" IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
A common pattern in postsecondary eéucation is a “pecking

order" of institutions. Alberta's “pecking order”

wiih the universities, then- come the 1nstitgtes of technology, with ’
gther institutions at the bottom. The easiest institution to

categorize iﬁ this recard is thg University of Alberta, "the oldest,
largest, and in most fields still the leading university in the
province" (Lé51ie 1980:80). The University Qas until 1966 the only
university in Alberta and took on from its first years the character

of a prestigious institution. |

é]enny noted that an institution’s power va%ieg;itccrding to
its prestige, its age, the number and quality of its alumni, and its
political support and leadership (1959:251). A comparison could be
made on this bagis between the universities and junior/public colleges
in Alberta. The universities tended to be more prestigious than the
colleges, and resisted changes in their governance very successfully:

'in particular, the senior university enjoyed a period of salutary
neglect by government until 1966. On the other hand, the colleges
had to struggle to survive and had difficulty in defending their
interests acainst other institutions.

Glenny further noted that the elite institutions were losing
the battle to maintain their position in the states he visited
(1959:103). The Colleges Commiésicn certainly succeeded in raf;ing

"the status of the public ca11eges: to the point at which colleges and
universities existed as nominal fellow institutinns in the 1973 system

of postsecondary education in Alberta. However, it seems clear that
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thi; was a relative .change -and that the province had retained its p
pecking order: g@e University of Alberta still has the bulk of

doctoral programs in the province, for example, while nc colleges

yet grant degrees.
According to Berdahl et al., the most prestigious institution

in a region often resisted coordination, for it tended to see igséif

as international in perspe&tive. and did not wish to submit to state

or provincial coﬁstraints (1971:259)./ This precisely describes the

University of Alberta, which is proud bf its international reputation

and resists befng treated as part of any group of institutions. As

its present Presidentghas declared:

We are'different from the Qﬁher three universities. We are
unique. MWe are special. . . . As the oldest, larocest and most
complex university in thfs province we face particular problems.
(Horowitz 1981:4)

In the period under particular study in this dissettation (1966-73)

the University proved one of the institutions least amenable to
coordination by an agency. Its_resisiance caé be largely explained

by its tanseiagsness of its special qualities, as suggested here;

it can also be explained by its h}stcry. for prior to 1966 what \

coordination was done in postsecondary education was done by the
~University itself in concert with the Government. As a result the
“University still has a tendency to see itself, in Leslie's words,

as "the flagship institution” (1980:82); the implied comparison with
the Univetsity of California at Berkeley is an appropriate one. r

In the period studied, al) the newer universities were jealous

of the dominant position of the University of Alberta. One i1luminating

comment from a former President of the University of Lethbridge
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explains that instigytfnhfs role in helping the University of Calgary
gain the disputed School of Environmental Design:

The grounds néfi,.fiést, educational, i.e. Caloary had all,
that was necessary” for a good program; second, self-serving, ‘
j.e., to establish that everything didn't autamat1ca11y go to
the University of Alberta allowing something possibly to come
to Lethbridge in the future; and Ih1rd a bit of spite, i.e.,
the University of Alberta was so cocksure, and even patronizing,
that an opportunity to put it down couldn't be resisted.

(Letter, January 14, 1982)
One significant aspect of the jealousy among the province's univer-
sities is that it>spi11ed over into their relationships with the
Universities Commission and Coordinating Council. Thus ane'reasgn
for the University of Lethbridge's resistance to coordination by the
Commission was fts perception that the agency was dominated by the
University of Alberta.

In this way the concept of a "pecking order" seems clearly
important in postsecondary eduﬂatien-in Alberta. Those institutions—
the univer;ﬁtiesé—at the top of the "pecking order" were most resistant
to coordination in the years studied, the University of Alberta

pre-eminently so.
THE GROWTH IN CONTROL OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

It is plain that Alberta moved from a scheme of voluntary
control (essent1311y by the University of Alberta) before 1966 to a
system of cantré] by government departments and buffer agencies
after 1969. The reorganized Department of Advanced Education seems
to be an example of the third stage discussed 1n the framework 1n’.
regard to such changes, Fisher et al. aptly summed up deve1apments

in the governance of postsecondary education in Canada in the 1970s:
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[Hnst provinces were 1mp1ement1nq] decisions to provide for
greater central control of academic program p1ann1ng'
either directly under the responsibility of the relevant '
minister or through some buffer agency. (1981:39)

The pattern across Canada demonstrates :1ear]y that there was

a movement at this time towards the establishment of new confrolling

agencies; A1bérta fits cam%crtabiy into this pattern (see
In additiony most of the developments which seem commonly to .
_ impel tightening control of postsecondary education seem to have been
present in Alberta in the period under study. First, urbanization
and industrialization: it seems tlear that these preceded the growth
of cortrol over pestsecondaé; education, as a discussion of the
economic climate of the 1971 election indicated in the preceding
chapter.” Second, the growth of universities and of public colleges in
the period before the 1971-73 changes 1n‘EDﬁtFG1 confirms the 1%nk
between institutional growth and increased control found in the
conceptual framework. Third, economic stringency, which is a common
development befbre control is tightened, was in evidence at Ttast to
_a relative degree in 1971 in Alberta. Fourth, some writers note the
importance of a manpower orientation to governmé%t prior to its
fncreasing control: this attitude seems clear in the new Conservative
Government after 1971. In these respects, the case under discussion
is entirer'appiicaBTE to the conceptual framework. ;
| _One significant exception concerns student radicalism. This
has long been seen by writers, particularly in the Unitez States,
as cantributing to a tightening of control in postsecondary education.
But the very minor degree of student radicalism described by Dr. J@hﬁs

at the University of Alberta seems inconsiderable when compared to the
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massed rallies and demonstrations which occurred at the University of
California at Berkeley, for instance, where eight hundred demonstrators
were arrested in a "sit-in" in 1965 (Johns 1981:402).

With ‘this ;igﬁificant exégptian,iand the reservations noted
above in regard to economic conditions, Alberta aopears to be a -

—

typical case of developments in postsecondary governance in North

¥

America in the 1960s and 1970s.

The Growth of System

Did the election and the reorganization lead to a growth of
system in postsecondary education in Alberta? The question of system
s aﬁe which needs careful discussion in this context. A system of
educatién was defined in Chapter 2 as consisting of three inter-
dependent elements: a ggyernment department or division responsible
for policy formulation, arcoardinating‘agency;ﬁif there is anaﬁand
institutions which are coordinated. Was it true that as gaiernment
control of postsecondary education increased after 1971, there was an
increasing degree of system? i

A comparison of the governance of postsecondary education in
early 1971.and after 1973 seems the eésiest way of answering this
question. There were strong relationships between institutions in
1971, notably between the univers{ties and the public colleges,
bﬁt it seems misleading to talk about any system of postsecondary
education in the p:z;ﬂnge at thisrtiéei Rather, there were groupings
consisting of thé Uﬂiversitiesi the public’colleges, the agricultural

and vocational colleges, and the technical and vocational institutions.

Each was dependent—to various degrees—on a government department or
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buffer agency for finances and program approval. There were, of
course, very sionificant differences within these groups, for example
ﬁetween each_institute of technology, and between the institutes and
the vocatianai centres. In contrast, there were the beginnings of
a recognizable system of postsecondary education after 1973. From that
“time, each institution was subject to coordination by the Department
of Advanced Tducation dand, after 1974, had to submit proposals to it
in order to have programs approved. Thus it doesaseem reasonable
for those in the Department to talk of an "Advanced Education System"
after 1973, with universities, colleges, and vogaticna1 and technical
subsystems (C1£}kei discussion paper on program cnnrdfﬁjgicn. 1973,:
in the archives of the Department of Advanced Educatibn and Hanpowér)!

This point was not lost on the University!af Calgary, which
protested in 1973 that the Programs Division established in the
rgq:ganized Departmeﬁt "cuts right acrass the:jurisdictian of the
General Faculties Councils at the Universities" and that a "monolithic
system" would be the result. The University regretted that it was in
danger of losing %ts unique role by being thrust into a p?cviﬂciai
iystem of program allocation and approval, and campiaihed that {ts
autonomy was under attack (University of Caigary, 1973). It is
difficult to deny that, indeed, the universities were Eeing ma de
part of a'prﬁyincia1:system of pastsegandary gducg;ion.

: AN*ELECT%DN AS A PRECURSOR OF CHAUGE_'_ ' |
The conceptual framework suggests that a significant election

is commonly the precursor of a reorganization in postsecondary education.

S



Some elemgptary e1ect6ra1 analysis made in the preceding chapter
suggested that a very significant electoral realianment over the
period 1967-75 redistributed support to the Conservatives from other
'pd]ifical.parties in Alberta. What followed was the establishment
of a new Department of Advanced Education, the reshuffling and
occastonal termination of employment of civil servants, and the
reiative rise of seme groups of institutions (particularly the public
"EOIIeges) at the expense of others (such as the universities).
Dressel and Faricy noted a pattern wherein a rebrganization
such as the one in question led to the redistribution of some power
from academics and elite institutions to governments and to laymen
(1972:18Qf). The differenéé in structures before 1972 and after 1973
illustrates this trend. Whereas ac;hemics were strongly represented
on coordinating structures (particularly on the Universities
Coordiﬁating Council) before 1972, the reorganization of postsecondafy
SN—— o
education shifted power to some emtent to the Minister and the new
Department. Further, the Minister created six committees of advice

making in postsecondary education'ii]berta Hansard, April 2, 1973).

in a declared attempt ti\obtain more. lay participation in decision-

A key issue needs J:;cussion~here. Were the changes inevita@ie
under any government, or did the election help to make them possible?
‘This question is not easy to answer. While Mr. Rg§ert Clark, Hinistér
for Educition in the Soc1:1 cfedit'Government, had sgnsiggred,maiingi
a reorganization (and had begun to feel that a "supercomhission”
might be appropriate) he did not do so: Oﬁe can only speculate about

his chances of successfully establishing such a body. Certainly the

190
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fact that the new Government moved in its first eighteen months to

make the reorganization of postsecondary education it thought
appropriate helped it to gzcceed in a complex énd somewhat herilous
task. Its success in doing so seems attributabIe largely, too, to
‘the enthusiasm and dedjcation of a young, dynamid Minister and of an.
~energetic new Départment, capita]iz1ng on a favourable climate for
change. In addition, institutions failed to rally together to avoid
the changes.

One story which seems illustrative of the “triggering" role of

191

the election concerns the agricultural and vocational colleges. These

institutions had long existed within the Department of Agriculture
despite frequent suggestions that they be brought intq_the public
college system. No progress was made towards this goal until directly
after the 197) election, when the new Department was being set up.

Mr. Mitchell suggested that the colleges should be bfought into the
Department forthwith, as the time was right for it (Mitchell 1982).
This move was to enable the agricultural and vocational colleges to
take their place among - the public colleges some years later.

Thus it appears that the 1971 election, by bringing into

"power a government with a different philoéophy from its prédecessor, ,
and creating a favourable climate.for change, facilitated the
reorganization’qf postsecondary education !hich followed in the

fext eighteen months. Other cons%derations related to the election

£

' apgear below.

P
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THE ROLE.OF EDUCATIONAL *IN-GROUPS"

g |

The énnceptua] framework stated that a period of political
_ change often resulted in a redistribution of poweemong educational
groups. This pa?tern appears in the case studied. The group with
most ﬁower befére the election seems to have been university academics;
certainly Scademics were able to infiﬁence;the coordination of univer-
sity education to a remarkable degree, prgvideé they did not oppose
one another or compete for the same programs. After the election,
thé dominant group seemed to be the “professionals" who held key
positions in the reorgani:ed‘?&partm&nt of Advanced Education (tﬁese
are described very closely by Glenny 1976:83). Whereas these had
been in control of the public colleges sector in 1969, this represented
only a small g%ﬁuping wif;iﬁ the province's postsecondary institutions.
The election, and subsequent redistributian of power in postsecondary
education, allowed this group to move into a position of considerable
~ dominance over the whole of postsecondary education because 6f the
group's position in the new Department.
The reasons for this development were many and complex.
First, these "prcfessioné1s‘ uere}mare visible and more obviously
producfive than other groups (such as that in the Universities
Commission). They published a gaqd deal of material relevant to
the Government's expressed intereét in ratiéna1izing control of
postsecondary education; other groups published 1ittle of such
maiérial. Segand; they were able to move Eiaée to the Hiniste% Eeeause
of the Red Deer crisis. Third, a number of other groups seemed not to

challenge the "professionals" fordaminance in the new Department.
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Members of the Universities Commission were in some cases close to
retirement; others were judged as not suited to the é@Sitions available.
The leaders of the technical and vocational sector were on the whole |
more concerned with day-to-day administration than long-term or system

needs, while the most senior administrator in this sector, Mr. Mitchell,

was agafn cTose to retirement.
In response to a question asked by the researcher, Dr. Mowat,
a former Chairman of the Department of Educational Administration at

s

the University of A]berta,‘and former Cha1rman of the Provincial

Board of Postsecondary Education, made these comments on the question

of the "professionais” and the Department's contribution to their

careers: .

Question:

It's curious how many people seem to have gone down the
same career path in Alberta, especially through this Department.
Why was this?

Response:

With the exception of the larger cities in A1berta, super-
intendents of schools were employed and placed by the provincial
Department of Education. Thus, they had positions in the civil
service, within which there was scope for upward mobility,
strengthened by a tradition of filling pos1ti§ns frcm within,
Normally, then, some of the same persons 'showed up,' over a
period of time, in a series of offices and events. .

[In addition,] earlier requirements for appointment to
administrative positions were modest in comparison with present
requirements. The records show that a bachelor's degree was the
usual minimal level of education required for appointment to
the- superintendencya—whiﬁh constituted the ]arger pool of persons
from which '‘upper' positions were filled. ('Upper' included a
number of positions in all sections of the provincial Department
of Education, such as curriculum, registrar, field services,
supervision, examinations, etc.).

Several factors impinged upon the factors above to produce
the consequence central to your question. They were:



1. In the '50's and '60's, and earlier, there was, re1at1ve1y,
a small number of provincial employees and other educators in the
public educa;ion sector, who possessed doctors' degrees.

2. The population began to grow rapidly (particularly that
of school age) and the demand for higher education also
increased greatly. The number of positions in educational
administration inqreased correspondingly.

3. Employers (the provincial government, larger school
systems, and even the smaller systems in relatfon to the
principalship, for example) began to view h1gher qualifications
as being desirable in employees.

4. The need for graduate education for administrators
became clear. The first fully fledged program in Educational
Administration was initiated at the University of Alberta with
- the active moral support of the Canadian Education Associatipn
and financfal support from the Ke]]ogg Foundation. Educators
from across Canada came [here] to gain masters and doctara]
degrees. Particularly in the first decade of the program's
existénce, applicants were people who were employed in
administrative positions and had already been identified as
having promotional potential in their various systems. They
returned to the1r systems (including those in Alberta) and
did move ‘up.

5. The program at the University of Alberta was not only
the only program available for years, but it also developed a
good reputation. It drew students who already had important
administrative posit1ons Add this to the non-existence of
other programs, for years, and it becomes obvious that many
present-day officials in education come from [this Department]

» 6.. It may be worth noting that one 'mobility path' in
education was, in earlier times, from the provincial government
to the Faculty of -Education at the University of Alberta.
Relations were excellent during and for some time after 'the
path was being travelled.' Officials in the Government and
those in the Faculty knew each other, had worked toagether
earlier, and presumably respected each other's judgments.
Under such circumstances the Government sent selected employees
to the University for training. It was also easy for the
Department of Educat1ona1 Admiﬁistration here to 'place’
graduates. -

The foregoing constitutes reflection upon circumstanégg that
might have, and probably did, have a bearing on the situation
noted in your question. They do not provide a basis for judaing
whether the situation was (or is) good or bad. Personally, I
have challenged critics to convince me that 'better men are, or
were, wafting in the wings.'
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The #3Te of the professional educational administrators has
frequently been given attention in this study. The question is clearly ’
N £
a significant one and will be given further consideration in the final

chapter.
AGENCIES OF COORDINATION IN ALBERTA

In this section, an attempt is made to apoly the coneeptu§1
framework to the agencies of coordination used in Alberta in
the period studied. The conceptual framework discussed three main
types of agencies: voluntary agencies, buffer bodies, and central
agencies of coordination.
The Universities -Commission is a difficult agency to categorize. /i
It was essentially a "buffer agency" on the model of similar agencies
in the United Kingdom and elsewhere, but its independence from govern-
ment is difficult to assess, as there ) né clear-cut case of a

confrontation between it and government. The Commission worked
pt - A

together with the Universities Coordinating Council, which was compose -

of institutional nominees and mostly defended the interests of |
parficular universities, rather than looking toethe needs of university e
education in the province. DOne is reminded of the comment cited in
Berdah! et al. on an agency in California: "a voluntary syétem with

a fig Jeaf, oberating essentially to negotiate bargains among thieves"
(Berdahl et al. 1971:32). Further, Glenny said that in a voluntary
system, a hierarchy of institutions operated largely unimpeded by
concerns of system (1959:251). The Universities Commission failed to
avoid domination by the largest uﬁiversityi while the other univer-

sities had to struggle for programs, often by going “behind -the
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Commission's back.” In this way the governance of the universities

seems to have been a semi-voluntary system, in Berdah! et al. terms,

L

,,,,,

The Ea11eges Commission seems to be a clear example of a
buffer agency which became strong enough to have some independence,
being dominated neither by tnstitutions nor by government. With
one Chairman during its lifetime (1968-73) and a professional, well-
‘ﬁuaTiFied staff, the Commission had continuity and considerable status.
Tts role with regard to institutions was closer and probably clearer
than was that of the Universities Commission: it was r!iEected and
valued by the coJleges in its care, and did not suffeo/ the humiliation
of having insg;éitians repeatedly going "behind its back”" to the |
Government. In part this had to do with the greater power and
prestige of the universities as against the public colleges, but it
also suggésts that the Colleges Commission was simply a more effective
intermediary between government and institutions, and was able to B
avoid becoming an apologist for either.

The Department of Advanced Education as reorganized in 1973
appears!tc be a fairly clear example of a central coordinating agency,
or, in Fisher's terminology, of partial state control (Fisher et al.
1981:36). Unlike the buffer bodies which preceded it; the Department
was diréctly dndér the supervision of a Minister. It exercised
executive powers over programs. and finances for all institutions in
postsecondary educatf®h (excluding private institutions). The greater
degree of system in the reorganized scheme suggests that some movement
had taken place towards greater control by government of individual

institutions.
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Thesé three bodies, then, represent aspects of what appear to
be ideal types of coordinating agencies. It seems likely that it
will never be easy to matth such types perfectly with individual
examples, and the guestion of independence from government is merely
one of the critical considerations relevant to a discussion of

agencies.
A COMPARISON OF THE COMMISSIONS

How do the two commissions discussed in Chanters 4 and 5
compare, and how do they match up with the conventional wisdom on
" coordinating agencies? For convenience, the comparison has been made

" under a number of headings.

Pe;sonhel ) ' | : q.\‘
| The.commissiops' personnel were dissimilar in many respects.
The chairmen of the commissions show one of the clearest contrasts.
The Colleges Commission had one Chairman, who was a professional
" educator and managed to keep clear of party politics. The record of
the Universities Commission chairmen is uneven. The first Chairman
was a professional educator who seems to have had the experience and
standing necessary to make the agency work. Unfortunately, as the
problems of cdordinating the universities grew more difficult, the
Commission’'s chairmen became more controversial and were challenged
as reprgsenting one univgrsity, or political party. to Fhe detriment
of sound and impartial administration acceptable to the yniversities.
A comparison between the commission's boards is not possible,

as detailed minutes are available only for the Universities Commission's -
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meetings. These minutes suggest that the members of the Commission's
board were of very limited use in éacr,inating postsecondary education,
and mainly endorsed decisions made by/staff and chairmen.

The comﬁiss%ans' staffs seem to have been digsinﬁ1ar.‘ The
Universiéies Cammissiaﬁ's staff uis'smail, and apart from some men
with expertise in economic matters and academic programs, staff had
limited experience and few iéfma1 qualifications in administration.

On the other hand, the Colleges Commission had a core of well-
experienced staff with formal qualifications in educational admipgistra-
tion; they tended to be younger than Universities Commission staff

-and seemed less afraid of offending institutional heads. In sum, the
commissions differed significantly; this point appears to be linked

with overall judgements of the two bodies.

Circumstances

The circumstances in which each body was created and in
which it operated were also diffgrent{ although each was superimposed
on institutions already in exisfe;ce. -Frﬂbany the Universities
Commission had a built-in disadvantage in that it had to parcel out
programs among institutions which were grossly incomparable in size
and status; it was well-nigh inevitable that the time would come when
newer universities wouid.challenge the University of Alberta for
prestigious prograﬁs‘ making coordination aﬁnng the universities
difficult. | | | |
Another critical difference was that while the Colleges
Commission was a single coordinating body, the Universities Commission

had tﬂjﬁﬂfk with the uﬁiversities Coordinating Council. This system

~
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was cumbersome, as the relationship between the two bodies was at
best aloof aqd uncommunicative, while at worst it was filled with
mistrust, hnsfiiity and vindictiveness, particularly during and
-immediately after the controversy over the Environmental Design

program at Calgary.

) what was the product or output of each commission? Beckman -
abstracted from the literature on coordination six activities ' |
normally performed by coordinating agencies: (1) budget review and
resaurce!allacatian; (2) development of new programs; (3) changing
old programs; (4) implementing newly-developed plans; (5) preparing
information for policy-makers; and (6) coordinating the work of
institutions (1973:61). | *

‘fach commission performed the first task. Second, some
program development also seems to have been done by each, although
the Universities Commission was anxious not to becaﬁ% involved with
the details of what was taught an& how it was taught. The Colleges
Commission was less afraid of d%recting institutions as to what should
be taught, and on some occasions surveyed provincial peeds in regard
to what programs were required and where they ought to be provided.

In the fourth area, planning, it is diffigylt to make a quick compari-

L &
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son meaningfully. Nefther commission decidéd when and where new ™
fnstitutions would bé opened, as this decision was made by the Govern-
“ment. There is a clear contrast, however, in the su¢cess>ach1§ved by
the comissfons in regard to drawing up a master plan, as has been

discussed in earlier chapters. Regarding the fifth task, the Colleges



Comhissipn seems increasingly to have preéared 1n€a§mitign for

Government, particularly éurig§;the Red Deer .crisis and the reorganiza-
.tion of the ﬁépartment of Advaﬁéed Education. Finally, in coordinating
1nst1tutinns; the Colleges Commission seems to have had more success

in defining institutional roles and to have worked towards Fatian;%izing .
programs.  Although the Universities Commission became increasingly
conscious of the need for developing a sense of system in university
education, it did not progress very far towards it. In sum;‘tﬁe‘

Colleges Commission—in part because it had an easier task to do—

seems to have done more in most areas than did the Universities

Commission.

Relationship to Institutions

The contrast between the commissions' relationships to their
fespectiye institutions is clearest of all. The universities seem
at best to have tolerated the Universities Commission, and at worst
to have regarded it as a nuisance which impeded their communigation
with the Government. One former staff member of the Commission
commented in a letter to the researcher:

I think I would charscterize thé cooperation of the
universities as unenthusiastic rather than uwigling. . .
in many instances the yhiversities didn't see any.particular
advantages or need for(cooperation and perhaps the Commission
itself wasn't always syre of or able to explain the advantages
] rationalization." (Letter, January 26,

or need of so—cllled "

1982)

This statement saysra great deal Ebgut the cauti?us attitude of the
Universities Commission towards the'hﬁfversitieg‘and its reluctance
to go very far towards “scica11ed!‘raticna1ization,‘" The same

person made a significant point about the difference in autonomy

ﬁ



between institutions:

In comparing the effectiveness of the Universities
Commission and the Colleges' [sic] Commission it must be
remembered that the universities had a long tradition of =
autonomy and not having to report to or be dependent on an
intermediary body between them and the government. The
colleges generally were much newer and did not have a tradition
of autonomy and defining their own tasks and responsibilities. g

The Universities Commission did not presume to order or : ‘%\
direct the universities but rather attempted to obtain
agreement and to aid Tn a comparative coordination of the
universities' activities. It is my impression that the
colleges expected and accepted a much higher degree of
direction and planning of their activities than did the
universities. (Letter, January 26, 1982, emphasis added)

This statement is useful in highlighting some Eey differences between
the two agencies. To a very great extent the Universities Commission.
was limitéd by (1) the fact that it was dealing with universities,
which the Commission was fearful of antagonizing; (2) the towering
status of the University of Alberta, with which the Commission had
an awkward and essentially undefined relationship. The Commission's
Sractice of seconding staff frcm the University did nothing to help
the agency establish its g’i*ﬁdépéﬁd{ﬂﬁe from that institution; there
was always some implicit understanding that the University had been
gracious enough to submit to some procedural approval of its proposals,
bq‘ that the Commission would not encroach on the University's ;
autonomy. The contradiction here made the re?atioﬁship‘unsatisfactary
almost from th; start, and it grew more so. Consequently, the University
of Alberta grew increasing%@ restive under the Commission, and made
little attempt to defend it when‘ité abolition was suggested.

In contrast—as nntedrby the staff member in the quotation

above—the public 7colleges began as-juniar’ca11eges subservient to

the universities, as wall as to other bodies » Epey seem to have looked
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agency, perhaps as the instrument which would assist them to increése
their status, and they defended the Commission when it was under

attack. The difference between the status and history of the public
colleges and the universities, therefore, had ™ areat significance for

the commissions which served them.

Assessment of the Commissions

‘Overwhelmingly, the Colleges Commission was judgéd by interview

resaandeﬁts‘tg have beeq;mnre successful than was its fe]]nw commission.

Respgﬂéents frequently c;;;ehted on the energy, paiitica1 sfi]],'
publication producticﬁ, and youth of the "Young Turks" or "ed. admin.
types" on the Colleges Commission. Former Universities Commission
staff who were interviewed admitted the success of the Colleges ‘
Commission, sometimes ruefully, sometimes aﬁgri]y, for many of them
felt betrayed by the universities who failed to defend them until it
was too late. One former staff member of the Untversities Commission,
asked to naminate'areas of the Commission's success and failure,
admitted that 1t had failed to "sell ftself" to the Government. The
only respondent who vigorously defendéd the Universities Commission
was Mr. Cl?rk? formerly Minister of Education, who pointed out that,
in its time, ihe beginnings of a university system had been laid down.
One note of warning should be sounded regarding the commis-
sfons. Given that so few\of'the Universities Commission staff were in
' gene?a] be%;er placed in the new scheme of thiﬁgs!than they had been

in the gidﬁ thére may be a danger of making an ex post facto judgement
fa . - . - .

“on the qéjvérsities Commission. The difficulty is heightened for this
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researcher by the far greater reluctance of former University Commission
staff than of Colleges Commission staff to give information and to make
fofthright comments to him.

Even so, it is impossible not to come to the conclusion that
~the Colleges Commission performed its tasks better than did the
Unfversities Commission; it was certainly perceived as doina so by
the new chernment.' The Universities Commission's main success was—
as Mr. Clark suggested—in beginning to establish a sense of system in
a province which had had one prestigious university for sixty years.
The difficult taék of coordinating a group of extremely dissimilar °
universities, and the particularly awkward relationship between the
Commission and tﬁe senior university, greatly impeded the Commission's
ability to do its tasks; these difficulties are very common in the
" Titerature on coordination (Glenny 1959:251F).

" The success of the Colleges Commission lay primarily in

raising the status of the public colleges (to the point at which they

system of coordination) and in forming strong relationships with
institutions and with governments. No doubt one very considerable
factor in the Colleges Commission's success was the readiness of the
public colleges to accept advice and direction.

Thus any comparison between the commissions must find the
Univefsities-cénmissiaﬁ lacking. Given the very great differences
between the institutions and circumstances concerned, and the diffi-
\culties noted in coordinating the universities, perhaps this conclusion

should not bg surprtsing. - N



- SUMMARY .

' 1n th{s chapter the conceptual framework éas used te analyze
the data péesented in éhapters 4, 5 and 6.

The conceptual framework proved to be broadly applicable to
the case‘studied: Both the broad trends described in the framework,
such as the trend toward tighter control of postsecondary education,
and the particular developments contained in it, such as the changing
reTatiéhships among institutions, were found in the case analysis.

The most important éspegt of the case which did npﬁ fit the frame-
work was student radi;éTism as a contributing facta% in the tightening
of cantéoi over postsecondary education.

The framework suggested that provinces and states acquire
institutions through a mixture of political expediency and planned
inftiative 5; governments; in this process regional rivalries play a
key role. The case analysis demonstrated that these deve1opm2ﬁts
occurred in Alberta, with the rivalry between cities and towns beipg
a key factor in the founding of institutions. ‘

The - "pecking order" described in the framework was found to
apply very closely to the case studied. The University of Alberta
was seen as a clear example of an elite university with national and
international perSpeétives, while tﬁe junior colleges seemed to be
cTose to the bottom of the "pecking order."
| As the framework suggested, control of postsecondary education
1n¢:reased during the period studied, for the province expeHenced | |

first, a loose system of coordination based on the University of

Alberta, then mixed coordination, including two buffer agencies, and



final]y a form of tighter Enaﬁﬂinatiang

It seemed that the 1971 provincial election and the electoral
redistribution of the period 1967-75 contributed very significantly
to the creation of a Department of Advanced Education in 1971 and to
the reorganization ;f postsecondary educational ggveénance which
followed it.

" The conceptual framework contains a description of an "in-
group" or recognizable group of educational professionals. The best
.such example found in the case analysis was the graup of graduates in
of Postsecondary:Educatian and the Colleges Commission, and moved on
to become influential in the reorganized Department of Advanced
Education. '

The case analysis in this chapter supports the conventional
wisdom on coordination. Comparison of the two commissions .
showed that one, generally judged as successful, had the attributes
of a strong agency as presented in the literature on coafdinati@n,:
while the other, generally judged as unsuccessful, did not havé these
qualities. A qualification was noted in that the latter agency was
. attempting to coordinate universities; this appears to be more
difficult than coordinating other institutions.

' The agencies in A1berté in the period 1966-73 were discussed
and categorized according to the conceptual framework. This allowed
“them to be ‘categorized, although some difficulties were experienced in
labelliﬁg the arrangements for the coordination of universities.

Although there was a trend across Canada of tightening control
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of postsecondary education, the most critical events leading to the
reorganization in Alberta in 1971-73 were the accession to power of
a new government, the naming of an energetic young Minister to a new
portfolio of Advanced Education, and the failure of "institutions to
rally together to oppose the Government's p??ﬂs.

The implications of these developments and 2 summary of the
dissertation are considered together with the importance of its
conclusions for research and practice in educatfonal administration

in the final chapter.



Chapter 8

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter a summary is presented of the purposes, design
and findings of the dissertation. In addition, conclusions suggested
byrthe analysis of data are discussed, and implications for researchers
and practitioners in educational administration are drawn. Finally,
suggestions are made for future research in the politics of post-

secondary education.
SUMMARY

In this;étudy'attentian was focussed on developments in the
governance of postsecondary education in Alberta from 1966 to 1973.
The particular problem studied was: what were the factors leading \
to the establishment of a Department gf Advanced Education in Alberta?

In order to answer this question, the case study approach was used.
. A "reputational" method was used to pinpoint important actors in
postsecondary education; these were then interviewed, using an elite
or nonstandard interviewing technique which 1argé1y allowed respon-
.dents to tell their own stories about what happened, then prqbgd in

order to obtain specific answers.

coordination and on the politics of education in Canada, the United
States of America and the United Kingdom. A Series of generalizations

was obtained and this was then applied to the case under consideration.
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It was found that, although ‘there was a movement atross Canada
towards tighter control of postsecondary education in the early 1970s,
the71971 provincial election and accompanying electoral realignment in
* Alberta played a triggering role in bringing about change in the
governance of postsecondary education in Alberta. It was found that
a new Minister for Education began in 1971 with the idea of abolishing
the postsecondary commissions, and moved steadiiy toward this goal
throughout the next eighteen months. Although abolition of the
comn:ssions was recommended by both the Worth Commission and Master

Plan Number One, these were significant because they allowed the

Minister to test the idea on the public. In the reorganized Department

of Advanced Education, Colleges Commission personnel were well repre-
sented, while Universities Commission personnel were not: in part
this reflected the opinion of the commissions held both by the
Government and by the educational communjty. It also reflected a
trend toward increased use by agencies of well-qualified, experienced
staff members. |

The data analysis fouqd that the conceptual framework applied
well to the case studied. Thekframeu@fk also proved capab1é of |
prediction in regard to aspects of the case. It was found that “raw
-politics" played a significant role in postsecondary education in
Alberta in the period studied, and that institutions were founded for
various reésaﬁs. sometimes openly political. A “"pecking order" of
institutions was also discerned in Alberta, as was described in the
framework. Finally, the Alberta Colleges Commission, usually judged
as a successful agency, was found to meet all the requirements of the

conventional wisdom on coordination.

[ ]
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CONCLUSIONS

From the analysis of data, it appears that politics and/post-

secondary education are difficult to separate. Attempts to do

o~

“—proved futile: the establishment af buffer agencies seems an obvidy
example of this. In the choice of locations for new institutions,
and in the éhoice of institutions in which to place new programs, it
seems impossible to avoid political considerations. The clearest
demonstration of this trend in the case presented is the rivalry
.between Edmontaﬁrand Calgary, which invaded, as it were, every means
of coordination ded in the period studied. Not even a new Government
committed to rationalization and cost-cutting in postsecondary educa-
tion was immune from pressure from Calgarians eager to increase the
status of the city's University: indeed, there is reason to suspect
that the new Government was more vulnerable to such pressure than the
old. Although evidence for this claim is difficult to produce, it
was made by a number of fespondents. Political considerations, then,
seem inherent in coordination of postsecondary educatfan, .
Similarly, while politicians and lobbyists are eager to
request educational facilities for their town or city, few will
willingly listen to proposals to abolish them. This helps explain
why it seems easier to establish 1nstftutiens than to close them.
Proposals to close down or amalgamate institutions such as the agricul-
tural_and vocational colleges in the period during anéréféér World
War 1] were made fairly frequently, but these came to naught; the

case of Fairview Agricultural and Vocational College is an outstanding

example. It seems 1ikely that institutions will normally be closed



or amalgamated only when a government's hand is forced by economic or

other developments.

Governments and the Role

of the University

It was found tﬁat while the Social Credit Government in Alberta
was largely content to allow the province's universities to develop
within broad guidelines, the Conservative Government took a more
critical attitude to them énd saw them as part of a provincial system
of postsecondary education. In part this was due to the economic
circumstances of the time, for the Government was concerned with
rapidly rising cgst% in health, e&ucatinn and welfare. However, there
also seemed to be two very different cgﬁceptiahs about the university
and its role in society. While the University of Alberta, in particu-
lar, was conscious of its history and proud of its traditional role
as an institution attracting students from many parts of the world,
the Government was more concerned about the University's relationship
to ctheé universities and to the public colleges. In the conflict
between the new Government and some institutions (notably the
University of Ca1gary.1n 1973) one can discern a clear example of
the ‘great divide’ betﬁegn politicfans and academics discussedwin
the review of the iﬁterature in Chapter 2. The university's r§1e as
a provincial institution was the core of the argument, and it is '
worth noting that other institutions did not seem to object to being
cast in this role. [t seems likely, as Waldo remarked, that this
dispute over the role of the university will continue both in Alberta

and elsewhere:
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As the university becomes increasingly an instrument of
government there will be severe problems arising from lack
of congruence between academic norms and ideology and our
general governmental-political norms and ideology. (Cfted
in Glenny and Dalglish 1973:2)

Agencies of toordination

Much attent1on has been glven by writers on coordwnat10n to the.
type of agency wh1ch is appropriate to various times and circumstances.
Clearly it is unreasonablf to imagine that institutions can ever FEtBPﬂ
to the days of voluntary coordination; it is equally naive to hope that
they can return to the days of buffer agenciés. Buffer agencies seem

-to have inherent weaknesses: in consequence, they tend to be popular
with academics and unpopular with governments. The particulpr system
of tyo buffer agencies, plus other forms of coordination; which
existed in Alberta in 1971 seems in retrospect an awkward and
inefficient combination of methods of coordination. There were simply
too many organizations and departments impeding communication between
" Cabinet and inﬁtitutions. At times, such as the height of the contro-
versy over the Faculty of Environmentalloesign, the whole scheme was
practica1iy unworkable. |

Even at their best it fs doubtful that buffer agencies go very
far towards protecting governments and.institutions from becoming
involved in one another's affairs. As the case demonstrates, buffer

agencies cannot remain aloof from politics when a new government
comes to power. By the same token, buffer agencies do not‘prot;ct
the Minister concerned from controversy: if Mr. Foster was ever in
doubt about this matter, the Red Deer crisis must have made it very

plain to him that ultimately responsibility for events and decisions



in postsecondary education was brought home to him. If buffer

agencies do "buffer" politicians and educators from each other,

-

perhaps. the extent to which they do so is only relative.

The Nature of Coordination

In this study, examination was made of a move from coordination

by a provincial university in anpevatign‘wﬁth'gﬁﬁéfﬂmEnt to coordina-

tion by government departments and buffer agencies, and final1} to

coordination by one government department. While each of these methods

was different, it seems unlikely that any form of control of post-
secondary education satisfactory to all parties concerned will ever
‘be devised. Just as there is no perfect form of ggvi:gmént yet
designed, so there is no perfect means of governanée of educational
institutions.

It was found that the institutions most resistant to control
by governments and agencies were universities, and it seems likely
that this will always be the case. Lesser and smaller institutions—
in other words, those lower down the "pecking order"-—can be exﬁeeiéd

to accept control more willingly.

Change in Postsecqndary Education

This dissertation has focussed on an fmportant change in the

governance of postsecondary education. Although many things did change

in the period 1966-73, many did not. The University of Alberta was
 im 1906, and remains, an important institution with a central role

in education in Alberta; even the agricultural c@11e§es remained much
the same institutions in 1973 as they had been twenty years earlier.

-
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Change in education seems to occur with difficulty and only after

the force of inertia must not be underestimated.

The Role of the "In-Group"

Attention has been directed in this dissertation to the role
of "inagrﬂdps“ in education. A group of prafessfon$1 educational
adninistrators with qualifications from the Department of Educational
Administration at the University of Alberta were found to have been
St?GHQTj‘FEpFESEHtEd in the Provincial Board of Postsecondary Educa-
tion, the Colleges Cépmissian; and in the reorganized ﬁépartment of
Adv;ﬁcéd Educatiani::ﬂas this group's strength representative of an
"old school tie" in educational governance in Aibérta? The accusation
was certainly made by those outside "the club" as t%ey cé]?ed it.

Two other cnnsidEfatia;;jare relevant. First, Alberta's educational
world is relatively small—so much so that personal relationships

and reputations characterize it. Second, the growing stréngth of
professionals in coordinating agencies has been noted by Glenny (1976:
83). While there seems insufficient evidence available for a firm
conclusion to be made, it is clear that the University of Alberta,

and the Department of Educational Administration within. the University,
are very closely knit with the network of -educational .decision-makers

in Alberta.
AN ASSESSMENT Of THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Analysis of the data has demgnstrated that the canceptua1'

framework applies well to the case under consideration. The pattern
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of growing control of postsecondary education is typical of cases
elsewhere; so, too, is the move from voluntary agencies to partial
st;te control of institutions. Unfortunately, the Fra:gwﬂrk does
not indicate whether the latter is a final stage, or ﬁhetﬁer another

stage lies beyond. Hnueveyi the process seems non-reversible, and a
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move back to buffer agencies (as requested by some of the wmiversities

in Alberta in 1973 and occasionally thereafter) is extremely unlikely.
Tge conceptual framework also allows some predictions to be
made ébout A15erta's future in regard to postsecondary education.
Discussion of economic conditions in the literature seemslargely to have
been borne out by developments in this province. While conditions are
healthy, systems and institutions will tend to expand. Bouyant

economic conditions in Alberta have, indeed, given its inhabitants a

large number and variety of institutions. Until economic circumstances

education which might seem necessary and beneficial to the post-
secondary system. Leslie's assessment of the province was that at
least one of its universities was unnecessary and might have difficulty
surviving (1980:94) but the conceptual framework of this dissertation
sugéests that all are safe for the time being.

One word of warning concerns electoral realignments. It has
been demonstrated that such events can lead to dramatic changes in
postsecondary educa' on Were such a realignmept to occur again,
and especially were the provincial government to change, it could be
expected that significant changes might be made in the governance of

postsecondary education.
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The intraprovincial -rivalry discussed in Chapter 7 seems to be
a permanent feature of politics, and the politics of postsecondary
education, in Alberta. Indeed, it may possibly worsen: according to

*

Edmonton and may well far outstrip the capital in population and
=a A
wealth (Hopkins 1981). Such a development, the conceptual framework

Teads one to predict, would tend to~have implications for the balance
of institutions between the two cjties ;\ and would tend to force govern¥
ment to upgrade the status of the University of Calgary.

tions and predictions to be made and has hé1ped to illuminate the

case under analysis. One of its limitations. might be that too much

1

attention to the type of coordinating agency being considered may
Pl _
well obscure key relationships between individuals, notably Ministers,

Premiers and agency chairmen.
Were the framework to be revised, the following changes might
&‘be made. First, a discussion of economic conditions might be included:
%E?ese seem to have been an important consideration for the Government
in Alberta in 1971. Second, the term "buffer agency" has been

accepted by the researcher, but on reflection it seems misleading—

a term such as "semi-governgent agency" might help to emphasize the

close relationship these bodles have tgﬂgovérnzzz} on many occasigns
Third, the framework could intlude a discussion of the role of
personalities in postsecondayy eduﬁéifin: iéa;eem5 plain that Mr.
Foster, Dr. Kolesar, Dr.Hg;Ih and others played roles in the transition
to departmental anrdinatién, for example, which might be wa?thy of

attention.
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Either as it stands or with the above modifications, the
framework could be used to study changes in educational governance

outside Alberta.
SOME REFLECTIONS ON METHODOLOGY

In this study a case study method was used to examine changes
in educational governance. A "reputational" method was used to pin-
point important actors in postsecondary education, and these were
interv%ewed using an elite interviewing technique. The following
comments discuss the approaches used and tﬁeir usefulness for the

research,

The Approach Taken

Respondents selected by the “reputatiéﬁal“ method were normally
contacted by telephone. Some were approached through intermediaries
who kneﬁ them better than did the researcher. All accepted the
request for interview; some asked for a preliminary 1ist of questions
'§nd this was mailed to them forthwith. Interviews were normally
conducted in the respondent's office and this gave the interviews
the benefit of privacy interrupted only by the te?ephoneii A small
number of 1nteryiewsiwere conducted in privaté homes , especially in
cases in which resﬁbndents had retired. One such interview which
proved extremely useful occurred after supper over a bottle of claret:
these circumstances seemed toencourage 3 frank exchange of views.
Another was held éver reakfast; éne occurredIh a restaurant. Some
interviews lasted avg;rtﬁu and éAha]F hours; some less than an hour.

A1l these conditions were imposed by busy schedules and other

I.
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cnﬁsidgfatians. and no standard technique was possible or desirable.
The elite interviewing style, there%ﬁre, prgged eminently suitable.
The norﬁai practice in interviews was to begin by giving
respondents a fairly thorough briefing aboﬁt the interviewer, ﬁis
studies in the Department of Educational Administration, and his

interest in the research being undertaken. Some safeguards regarding

217

confidentiality were discussed at this stage, to avoid misunderstanding.

Next, some short, detailed questions were asked in order to get the
respondent thinking and talking. 'A fairly free-flowing mDna1§gue
tended to develop, with the interéiewer taEing ndtes by hand and
asking questions for c1afif%cation_ Towards the end of the interview,
probing questions were asked. At its close, respondents were
rlenzcuraged to make summative comments about the agency or organization °
being discussed. Towards the end of data-gathering, ideas and
generalizations were put to respondents, especially at the end of
the interview, in order to check critical hypotheses énd generaTizaf
tions. 'This was particularly usefﬁT in the case of Ministers and |
other critical personalities, who were deliberately left unti1 late
in the intewie%sc;hedsu‘le- '
o After the 1nte§view, notes were checked, added to, and typed
up as soon ;s possible. At the end of dataigaﬁherjng, cited extracts
from 1nte%vie§s werglsent out to respondents to check for accuracy;
in addition, key 1n2%rpret;t19hs_ﬁere tested on those most 1ikely to -
be autﬁéritative in the various areas under consideration. Chaﬁters ‘

were then amended accordingly.
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'Thg Uses of Interviews and Documents

It was found that interviews and documents had complementary
uses in data-gathering. Interviews gavegghe researcher a feeling for
the period under study, alerted him to issues and controversies, and
allowed him to have interraction with many of the personalities
dé$C?ibed in the study. Documents allowed him to can%irm sﬁggest%ans
and r§5u1;e uncertainties, as well as to find the necessary detail
about institutions and agencies. Records éf the meetings and corres-
pondence of" the Alberta Colleges Commission and Dﬂiversities Commission,
and many other materials, were found in the Départment of Advanced
Education and'Hanﬁowgr,'freduentTy in its basement vault. ‘M161HET
restrictignsiﬁere placed on use of them and the researcher could skiﬁ
materials and then return to them two or three times in order to
obtain an understanding of how an event occurred. Some of the most

useful materials wergafound by chance in boxes of seemingly unrelated

correspondence. T et that so many of the "key actors" in post-

secondary edueatign . | still employed in the Depariment allowed the
researcher to ask questions as they eﬁerged Frﬁm reflection on
documents and interviews. |

One caution might be added: it was made plath to the feseartheri
‘that many respondents spoke freely éécause the issues being dis:usseﬁv
were no longer current. It would be fa; more difficult Xor a
researcher to gain access to documents and obtain frank interviews. -
in'regﬁrd té Efesent cant%éveréies;v ?erhaps a teﬁ té twé%tjsyéa;;‘

"research gap" might be ideal. —
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Sorting and Arranging Data

The researcher expected to find difficulty in handling the

considerable quantities of data generated. Most anxiety was

+

it turned out, facts, issues and controversies tended to group them-

selves around a few key issues as the data-gathering unfolded. It was-

ptain, for instance, that the retative merits of the Alberta Colleges
Commission and Universities Eammissian.were of great concern to
respondents. It seemed natural, therefore, to write a ch;pter on
each, detailing its origins, staffing, andVPEffarmanﬁe. As the
quesﬁion of sthe change of government concerned not only ;espnndents
but the researcher, a‘detaiTEd discussion of the change of government
and the move towards departmental coordination was virtually |
inescapable. In cases in which data proved puzzling, questions

were put to informants and respondents: “How did this happen?”

"Why did the Government do that?" Re-reading documents and interviews
and turning to theses and o;her secondary sources ;159 proved useful

in resolving puzzles and confirming suggestions madeJin interviews.

Problems

It may be worthwhile noting some of the difficulties experi--
~ enced during data-gathering. .Some respondents proved difficult to
" fnterview: despite assurances that an hour or more would be
avaifab1e, one or two announced that they "had to gorin half an
hour's time"; these 1ntgrviews tended to be unproductive. Second,

in some early interviews, difficulties were experienced because
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insufficient attention was given to estabiishing "ground rules,” for .
example, in regard to confidentiality. After reflection, the researcher
took more time to establish trust with respondents, in part by openly
discussing his research and its purpose. Third, some .respondents
were reluctant tJ’give opinions on matters which, it later turned out,
might tend to put them in a bad 1ight. The story of the Environ-
mental Studies program at Calgary was an outstanding example of this:
respondents frequently commented, "I don't remember anything about
that,” or “You'd better ask . . . about that." In the same matter,
official documents tended to be unavailable or to avoid the issue.
ForiunatéTy a record of the meeting of the Coordinating Council
which decided the issue was made available to the researcher. The
Red Deer crisis was another complex and involved story which proved

elusive of complete understanding. Fortunately, in Ehis case many
of the most important of thgseiinva1ved in the crisis were available
" and were willing to speak frankly on the matter, so that its
importahce to the Conservative.Gqfernment could be assessed.

While the7method@1§gy presgnted some difficulties, as

indicated above, it could be recommended as an approach to research.
It seems particutarly applicable to problems of personal sensitivity

and ‘political controversy.
. | IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

In this section, suggestions are made regérding the'imﬁ]icatiﬁné
of the research for those who practise educational !dﬁinistratién.
Those most relevant to the study seem to be Ministers, agencies of .

coordinat1on. and institutional heads.



Ministers for Education and Advanced Education could become
more conscious of the many roles of educational institutions. While
those in QGVE?nmégt tend to see universitiéé. 1; particular, as parts
of a provincial system of éducation, they should be aware of the age-
old universitg'traﬁitiaﬁ of free enquiry and tolerance of a variety of
aﬂﬁrﬁacheé to 1earn1n§_ While universities may be uncomfortable for
governments to live with, the reséarcﬁ and teaching they undertake
can go far to enlighten and guide policy making énd’re]ieve the
mundaneness of coritemporary society.

Agencies of coordination muét take great care with their
staffing. Anrine;perienced; poorly-qualified staff will simply not |
be adequate to the tasks demanded of it, while inexperienced or
unskilled staff may, at worst, bring down the whole agency with them.
Another clear trap for agencies to avoid is domination by any one
institution. This can prove fatal if governments perceive the agency
to be thethGI of institutional self-interest. .

Mnstitutional heads have often been advised to be temperate
in their demands, at times by members of agencies themselves who are
made uncomfortable by continual demands for new programs and buildings,
. sometimes made "behind the agency's back." As the case discussed in
this dissertation demonstrates, governments are not unmindful of
'insfitutianal self-interest, and if sufficiently concerned about
perceived waste of resources, they will intervene in postsecondary
educatfon, perhaps by replacing an agency with a means of control

which 1t s hoped will restrict fnstitutions more firmly.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCHERS .

Some implications of the study for researchers appear below.

matter. It is inherently difficult, tends to be controversial, and
»has no ideal sgluti@ni

| Second, researchers in the field of educational administratianw
should be aware that the field has a strong political component.

As any administrator must work in a political environment, an under-

standing of politics seems essential to any successful practitioner.

In this section, several suggestions are made to researchers
as suitable topics for research in fields allied to the politics
of education.

First, the retationships between governments and institutions
could be explored by studies of the attitudes of legislators towards
educat?oﬁ in general, or towards particular 1nst1tg§ions.

Second, more work could be done on the ﬁigio%y of education
“in western Canada, for example, on univefsitigg in the Depression @ri
in the period of expansion in the 1960s. *

fh1rd,‘the question of Al ¥ a's yﬁiqueness was raised in
this dissertation. It might be useful to explore the similarities
between Social Credit and other populist movements, or to make other
studies comparing education and/or politics in Alberta with develop-
ments elsewhere.

Fourth, there seems to be l1ittle written about some of the key



figures in Alberta's political and educational history. On the
political side, there is still room for a sound biography,of

Mr. Lougheed, as well as for something thoughtful oﬁ Messrs. Manning
and Strom. In education, biographies of men 1ike Dr. Byrne, Dr. Johns,
| Dr. Mowat, Dr. Swift and Dr. Stewart might go far to illuminate the

"politfcs of education, and the role of key personalities within it.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE
What approaehes to education were taken by the Social Credit and
Conservative Governments in Alberta?

How effective was the Universities Commission in creating a
provincial system of university education? *

How effective was the Colleges Commission in creating a provincial
college system? .

How were the commissions perceived in terms of their relative
effectiveness?

When was the decision made to create a Department of Advanced
Education?

Why were the commissions absorbed into the Department in 19732
Did thisipresent any difficulties?

What other sources should I consult?

.

Note: This indicates the general intent and phrasfng of questions

used in interviews. Actual phrasing varied to some extent

with each individual interview. In some instances questions
were added or deleted as judged appropriate under particular
circumstances. )
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Beckel, William
Bosetti, Reno
Byrne, Tim
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Erickson, Leif
Fast, Raymond
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Kolesar, Henry
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Mitchell, Jack
Mowat, Gordon
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Worth, Walter
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President, Carleton University, Ottawa, Ontario

Deputy Minister, Alberta Department of Education

Retired; former President, Athabasca University

Retired from pub1i¢ 1ife; former Minister of

Education

President, Selkirk Petroleum Ltd.,

Calgary

Director, Saskatoon Board of Education

N

Director, Campus Development Services, Alberta

Department of Advanced Education and Manpower

Director, Alberta Bureau of Statistics

,Member, Foster, Adair and Company,
Red Deer, Alberta

Retired; former President, University of Alberta
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Assoctate Vice-President (Academic Administra-

tion), University of Alberta

Retired; former Deputyininister, Alberta
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MINUTES OF THE PROVINCIAL BOARD OF POST-SECONDARY: EDUCATION:
OFFICIAL SUMMARY, NOVEMBER 1967 - MAY 1969

This summary was found in papers of the Colleges Commission. The
full minutes are unavailable and appear to have been mislaid.

November 1967

-1. Functions:
a) advisory to minister regarding colleges; .
b) advisory regarding needs for post-secondary education:
and establishment of new colleges.

2. Private colleges - excluded in legislation from preview [sie].

January 1968
1. Approved programs in colleges.
2. Recommended assumption of responsjbility for Capital Projects
in Colleges

February 1968

1. Operating grants to colleges introduced.

2. Initial reference to Proposals for Change (8)

Proposal 1: That the Board look upon institutes of technology,

agricultural and vocational colleges and junior

colleges as being parts of one provincial college

system. o

That normally these colleges should be desfgned

to serve persons who possess a high school diploma
- or 1ts equivalent OR who are adults by definition.

That the five public junior colleges, the three
o agricultural colleges and the two institutes of
technology be brought under the direct administra-
tive control of boards of governors.

Proposal 4: That consideration be given to the proposition

I ~ that one board of governors might have juris-
diction over more than one campus. For example,
a reorganization might be as follows:
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i) one board for Medicine Hat Junior College.
% ii) one board for Lethbridge Junior College.
iii) one board for S.A.I.T. and Mount Royal
Junior College.
iv) one bgard for Red Deer Junior College and
01ds Agricultural and Vocational College.
v) one board for N.A.I.T. and a future college
on another site in the vicinity of Edmonton.
vi) one board for Vermilion Agricultural and
. Vocational College.
vii) one board for Grande Prairie Junior College
and Fairview Agricultural and Vocational
College.

Proposal 5: That a provincial commission be established,
replacing the Provincial Board of Post-Secondary
Education and the Universities Commission, to
undertake appropriate functions in respect of
the whole public post-secondary system including
universities. .

That boards do not have direct access to property
taxes as a source of revenue for colleges.

That the present implied concept of junior
college regions and the concept of participating
school boards be abandoned, and that the adminis-
tration of the college system be completely
distinct and separate from that of the public
school system.

Proposal 8: That further development of the college system,
S in the near future, be limited to the existing
centers providing college education, i.e. Fairview,
Grande Prairie, Edmonton, Vermilion, Red Deer,
0lds, Calgary, Lethbridge, Medicine Hat.

March 1968 '
1. Review of Proposals. s

2. Research Studies Proposed.

April 1968
1. Report of Cabinet reactions to initial Proposals.



May 3, 1968
1. Final Approval of Recommendations.
2. Decision to develop facilities at Lethbridge to “accommodate

both College and University.
May 10, 1968

1. Meeting with Cabinet regarding Pr@p@sais_

- June 1968
1. Approval of Press Release.
2.

Resiggatmn of Chairman.

(“\_Jx_f# -

September 1968 (Kolesar, Chairman)

1. Approval of early submission of new legislation.

2. Revigw and approval of principles for new-legislation.

3. Approval of new legislation for submission to Minister and

~ authorization to discuss publicly.
" November 1968

1. Consideration of Fast and Hanson projections of enrolment.

2. Policy decision regarding campus developmént in six centers—
Grande Prairie, Edmonton, Red Deer, Calgary,’ Lethbﬂdge and
Medicine Hat.

\ .

3. Approval in principle to support residence establishment

where required.
- 4, Policies stated regarding campus size:

a) Initial maximum 5,000; later consider to 10, 000
b) Procedure for campus expansfon:
i) educational plan-first; 8
ii) educational rather than community servi::e space;
i1i) funding of capital prnjects including five-year
- estimate;
iv) gugdeiines
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5. Projects approved in principle:
a) Grande Prairie Campus.
b) Edmonton area college.
c¢) Medicine Hat.

6. Open door, unrestricted number approved.

December 1968

1. Review of Proposed Legislation.

4

January 1969

1. Program philosophy, objectives, procedures, policy approved -
- including program scope QuniVEfsity transfer—one year only).

February 1969

1. Red Deer appeal Fega?diﬁg university year two rejected.
2. Guidelines for campus development reaffirmed with p}ovisicn
for flexibility from center to center. .
March 1969

1. Affiliation agreements reviewed.

2. Approval of capital projects at Lethbridge (Administration
Building), Red Deer (addition), Medicine Hat (size 650
students).

3. Policy stated that College Boards should qooperate with local
authorities regarding community use.

LY
April 1969
1. Approval of new affiliation agreement.

May 1969
_1} Announcement of assent to Bil1 70.

2. Receipt of report of Edmonton College Planning Committee.
3. Guidelines for construction of Student Residii::;%;pprﬂved.



Appreval of iﬁitiaj proposals regardiﬁ§ new Mount Royal
College Campus.

.- Final meeting of Provincial Board of PgstESecaﬁdaéy Education.
Dissolution on adjournment. :
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