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e -ABSTRACT ' o .'
The purpose of thls study was to. measure and compare

the goals of Alberta‘Advanced Educatlon cOmmunsty

-

- consortla, as percelved by board members and reglopal

.-

ladv1sory commlttee members. Thls was to be- done through
comparing thelr perceptlons of how 1mportant goals
currently are- to how 1mportant the goals should be.
.These perceptlons were also compared‘by consortlum,
"p051tlon, tlme served ﬁt current capac1ty, and time 1n“
.previous capac1ty' ’ ‘

,f A Consortlum Goals Inventory (CGI) was developed for:
usl\as—a survey 1nstrument based on, the Instltutlonal ;:
.;GoaLs Inventory (IGI) The CGI 1nc1uded th1rteen

outd%me goal areas, n1ne process goal areas, twelve -
'mlscellaneous goal statement# and four questlons |
“pertainlng to the respondent i . |

| In Aprll of 1988 the CGI questlonnalretyas sent to
A91 potentlal respondents -- board members and reglonal‘
jadv1sory commlttee members of Alberta Advanced Educatlon
,communlty consortla.s Slxty—nlne responses were

' recelved representlng a response rate of 75.8. percent
Data were analy2ed by frequency and dlstrlbutlon ‘
ﬁ‘and the Is and Should Be ratlngs of the respondents were'
'analyzed by mean and standard dev1atlon.y There was a
- high degree of consensus among part1c1pants u51ng any of‘

:the varlables - consortlum, pos;tlon, or t1me served in

.current capac1ty Respondents percelved all goals to be

iv



'-programs Goals related to a. more permanent consortlum

D

. of higher future.lmportance than they were currently
"-rated - ' ‘ ho
) The data analysrs revealed that the outcome goals,‘
'Jtrs:, those goals that deal with the core of . -:a.
"lnstructlonal content 'were the least 1mportant to the
respondents. Process goals, pertalning to the dellvery
of serv1ce, were more important than outcome goals. ‘
Mlscellaneous goals Were percelved to be of the highest .
’1mportance on both Is and Should Be ratlngs. o

‘ Pr0v1d1ng serv1ce to geographlcally removed students
was percelved to be the most important current and
.future goal Includlng c1tlzens*in plannlng, . ‘
,/fI;;:;Iilty in program offerlngs, seeklng alternatlve
.sources of government funding, and reputatlon 1n the
;academlc publlc and local communlty were also hlghly

rated goal areas. wOrk related tralnlng was percelved

to be of greater 1mportance than llberal arts orlented

-

¢

'structure and status were not hlgh prlorltles,_, ‘L
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e CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

-

; Through,the 1960s and 1970s postsecondary education

([ 1n North Amerlca moved towards ah open door pollcy It

was .gradually accepted that adults should have access to

\ﬁ

-bhe postsecondary educatiﬁb&l opportunltles and services

prov1ded by the publlc burse W1th the acceptance of
'thls concept 1n general questlons emerged regardlng
'access to educatlon for 1nd1v1duals not 11v1ng within
commutlng dlstance of the servicées provided. f/’$

: Rural and small urban centres rin _Alberta identlfled
a need for access to educataonal opportunlty at a ;'
;j:reducéd human cost Part¢c1pat10n in the RXlstlng
*?;postsecondary system requlred a certaln 1eve1 éf
emotlonal familial and flnan01al securlty not- poss1b1e

”when trad1t10na1 alternatlves for postsecondary

~"educatlon requlred relocatlon to major- urban centres for.

: re51dents of outlylng areas.

"Tn the late‘19705 Alberta Advanced Educatlon (then .

known as Advanced Educatlon and Manpower) recelved a.
:number of requests to establlsh and operate post-r
K3

secondary 1nst1tutlons in rural or sma]l urban p‘ﬂ

ﬁcommunltles. These requests coincided w1th Advanced



Education's'development of a policy identifying a number
of alternatlves for‘the dellvery of educatlonal sergyées
across the province maklng the best use of existlng
educat;onal resources.‘Educatlonal consortia- were

proposed as one alternatlve for the dellvery of

' postsecondary educatlon to outlylng communitles,at a'

reasonable cost. - These consortia would‘conslst of
existing'Alberta Advanced Education institutions 'and'

agenc1es cooperatlng to dellver postsecondary educatlon

. in prev1ously unserved areas.

bver the perlod.of 1978 to 1982, five Alberta
AdvanLed Educatlon communlty consortla (AAECC) werev
formed.J These consortia served the areas surroundlng
and 1nclud1ng Peace Rlver (North Peace Adult Educatlon
Consortlum), Drumheller (Blg Country Educatlonal
Consortlum), P1ncher Creek/Crowsnest Pass (Chlnook
Educatlonal Consortlum), Hlnton (Yellowhead Reglon

i

Euucatlonal Consortlum), and Drayton Valley (Pemblna‘

2 Educaﬁlonal Consortlum) Member 1nst1tutlons in each

consortlum were' 11- . A 3 -fW‘
B ‘North Peace Adult Educatlon Consortlum (NPAEC)
'Falrvrew College | »
[ o Grande Prairje Reglonal College
Alberta Voca onal Centre - Grouard
ACCESS Alberta

AthabascavUniversity.

. -~ The Uniﬁersitygof'Alberta'\

K



.

i3

\; ‘

Communlty Vocatlonal Centre - Slave Lake

Blg Country Educatlonal Consortlum (BCEC)

Mount Royal College

.

Olds College

‘Alberta Vocational'Centre'¥fCalgary

J

Southern Alberta Inetltute of Technology ‘

Red Deer College -

Med%cine Hat 0ollege}a

. Athabasca University

Unlver51ty of Calgary

Chlnook Educatlonal Consortlum (CEC)

!

vLethbrldge Communlty College

Southern Alberta Instltute of Technologyf"

Athabasca University . ¢

Unlver51ty of Lethbridge

'Alberta Vocatlonal Centre - Calgary

Yellowhead Reglon Educatlon%% Consortlum (YREC).

>_Athabasca Unlver51ty

’vGrant MacEwan Communlty College

vNorthern Alberta Instltute of Technology

& e

'ACCESS Alberta
The. Unlver51ty of Alberta '

Alberta Forest Technology School

<

*yAlberta Vocatlonal Centre - Edmonton '

@;.;.

Grande Pralrle Reglonal College

Westerra Instltute of Technology

Pemblna Educat10nal Consortlum (PEC)



Alberta Voecational Centre - Edmonton\':f5
Therniversity of Alberta
Athabasca University -
. Grant MacEwan Communlty College
"v;? ‘kv; : Westerra Institute of Technology
| ACCESS Alberta TR KR
-Northern Alberta Institute ofiTechnology
: o L : g

*. Alth%ugh they ex1sted under one mandate establlshed
by Alberta Advanced Educatlon, the consortla responded
to the unlque needs of. thelr communltles through

.prov151on of a varlety of serv1ces aVailable from thefr
partlcular member 1nst1tutlons, and thus developed :» ?fk;)?
dlfferently Each consortlum sought to flll a nlche
w1th1n 1ts commun1ty structure, in part by establlshlng
‘ goals at. therommunlty level rather than by taking them I
from the prov1n01al government
"Consortla have struggled to become a v1ableﬂ}
arrangement to meet the educatlonal needs of smaller"("
, urban ‘and rural Alberta communltles \Questlons arlse |
regardlng the potentlal for unlque and d erent o <
V dlrectlons for future growth. - This 1s an approprlate
time to measure whlch goals are percelved as current or
future prlorltles ‘for 1nd1v1dual consortla, and how_

these goals dlffer from one consortlum to another

o
GEE



o ST .
' Statement of “Purpose -

The purpose of this study was to .measure: and
oompare the organizatlonal goals of the f1ve (5) Alberta
:Advanced Educatlon commumlty consortla, as’ peréelved by
members of the boards of dlrectors and reglona; adv1sory
*comm;ttees of each consortlum.

™

Probiems v_ o 'iu ?.:‘
Qnestions’arising frombthiswstatement.inclnded the
follbwing: ' ; | | |
1., What'are‘thevperceived goals of the”respeotive
.oonsortia° h ’ o _ |
2. What should the goals of the consortla be’
3. -Is there a 31gn1flcant dlfference between the
perceptlons of what the ‘goals are and what-
'they should be’_ea ’ Ai } - - o "\:~
.4. 'hHow do the goal perceptlonsvvary.from one ffol.
,consortlum to another?. |
5. . How do the,goal.perceptions vary betWeen
“board members and reglonal adv1sory commlttee

»members°' .
. Co Co £

'vs;t.bHow do goal perceptlons vary based on the

length of t1me the respondent has served 1n -

:_.

thelr current or prev1ous capac1ty°



¢
‘Statement of Significance
& B N . 4 | o | .
] g o . E ¥

The outcome of thasﬁgtudy will be of 1nterest to

postsecondary educators and admlnistrators in Alberta as
a valld measurement of. the goals of consortla percelved
by a group of. key 1nd1v1duals. L

Consortla have few models on wh1Ch to base planning

for future development ; The flndlngs of thls study may

- provide useful 1nformatlon to Alberta Advanced Educatlon

!

/

4

on questlons such as: Should consortla develop
1ndependently, or contlnue as part of a 51ng1e

1n1t1at1ve under whlch the development of one consortlum

1s 1nherently llnked tQ that of another? What should be . -

 their level of permanency’> Whlch of Alberta’s

gdemands from consortha°

»

postsecondary 1nst1tutlon w1llAface the greatesti
i}\_what program areas°

: The 1nd1v1dual consortla ~may make use of the"‘:

'flndlngs of thls study in provldlng dlrectlon for goal

1
J

/

sett1ng w1th1n each consortlum, and withln the larger

»

context of the AAECC

. Al
a rev'ew 1s in order to 1dent1fy key areas of goal f'
development for consortla ‘in general and 1nd1v1dual

consortla 1n partlcular, and to provide current

1nformatlon on future goal d1rect10ns.

er ‘a decade of plannlng and’ dellvery of service, "



Lo " pefinition of Terms L o | 1
. . N . . B \

~!

'For the purposes of this_study the following

definltion of terms will apply.

Consortlum

...an arrangement whereby two or more'
institutions -- at least one of which is an
institution of higher" education -- agree to
pursue  between, or among them, a program for
strengthenlng academic programs, improving
admlnistratlon, or providing other spe01a1
. needs (Moore, 1968, p. 175).

.'Alberta Advanced Education
Alberta Advanced Educatlon is the prov1n01al'

fgovernment department respon51ble for advanced or

"Jpostsecondary educatlon. Untll 1982, this. department

'was known as Alberta Advanced EduCatlon and Manpower

oy

Alberta Advanced Educatlon Communltv Consortla (AAECC)

The Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty consortla
are "voluntary assoc1atlone of postsecondary
1nst1tutlons and- agen01es who cooperate w1th each other
and the local communlty to prov1de credlt programs to
‘the local re51dents" (Alberta Advanced Educatlon 1984a,el
'ﬁf 1) B Flve AAECC ex1st

North Peace Adult Educatlon Consortlum (NPAEC)



’-Pemblna Educatlonal Consortlum (PEC)
i‘Chlnook EduCatlonal Consortlum (CEC)
Blg Country Educatlonal Consortlum (BCEC)

Yellowhead Reglon Educatlon Consortlum (YREC)

e

'*Postsecondarv education
| Educatlonal serv1ces dellvered by postsecondary
'vlnstltutlons funded by Alberta Advanced Educatlon
Boardhof directors

The governlng body of a consortlum, made up of |
_rnd1v1duals representlng each member 1nst1tutlon of a
‘ partlcular consortlum as well as. members representlng
the communltles the consortlum serves (elected by the
Reglonal:Adv1sory Commlttee td sit on the.consortlum
'Board‘of‘Drrectors),A b{; ' :*L | -
7ﬁ¥i:f713‘ tbv'xl'_ o "; | ‘»f“\f

Req1ona1 adv1sorv commlttee (RAC)

(also known as Local Adv1sory Commlttees)

k4

Members of the general publlc representrng each of the

communltles ‘a_consortium serves. Reglonal_

'Commlttee members are 1nv1ted by the cons rtl
‘admlnlstratlon to sit on the committee ‘n cases where
.the commlttee is a sub- structure of the cohsortlum.,
Where the RAC is also a reglstered non—proflt soc1ety,};_

\

-the RAC members are the dlrectors of the soc1ety elected

-

by the general membershlp



Consgrtium administration'

| Admlnlstratlve staff members who work. for the ' ﬁ*]
'vconsortlum 1tse1f rather than for ohe’ of the member_"
:institutlons Consortlum adm;nlstratlve‘staff are
technlcally‘employees of the conscrtium's administrative_
. agent. N '_ A | ‘.'

.

'Aqent/admlnlstratlve aqent

One of the consortlum ‘s member 1nst1tut10ns Wthh
vhas been app01nted by Alberta Advanced Educatlon to act
" as the legal agent on behalf of the consortlum.. All r*hit'
vassets of each consortlum are legally held in trust by |
_the. admlnlstratlve agent The admlnlstratlve agent
generally prov1des admlnlstratave serv1ces to the
consortlum to reduce dupllcatlon of serv1ces and’ costs.
’ The global statements)of d1rect10n of the

N : o
.consortlum. ‘At present 'wrltten goal statements approved
'by Alberta Advanced Educatlon for each consortlum do not

ex1st Goal statements are 1nformal and are'generally n

,_percelved rather than stated goals of each consortium.

Y AT ’
Eg;ceived go '1s 3
A The global: ob)ectlves of the consortlum ‘as. v1ewed

Cand lnterpreted by members of the consortlum board and
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c oW,
-

regional advisory committees. S ' o

Process goals
| Those elements of postsecondary educatlon that deal

with how educatlonal serv1ce is dellvered rather than )

'the educatlonal outcome

l

~ Qutcome goaIS' : 3

Elements of postsecondary educatlon that deal

'haspec1f1cally w1th the objectives of spe01f1c educatlonal

programs and thelr core of studles. L

w o AsSumptionsC :

Prlor to commenc;ng the study,»the follow1ng

‘:vb

,assumptlons were made'

1. The responsesyof each'subjectfWOnld'be:based

‘on theirvpersonal perbeption.of goals within_
“the consortlum with" whlch they are dlrectly
1nvolved | |
r o 7 ’ ' '
2. There would be a varlance between percelved
' current goals ("1s" ranklng) and what the
respondents felt the goals should be ("should

. RN
_be" ranklng) % T

10-

(O

3. “The~respondents would‘haye the information and

‘ability to rank, the goal stdtements..

4



‘ Delimitations

lation
For the purpose of this- study, only those :
ind1v1duals who were recognised members of” the board of
directors of an Alberta Advanced Education community
consortium, or a member of a reglonal adv1sory/comm1ttee
.of an Alberta Advanced Education communlty consortlum
were be 1ncluded in the study population

;Instrument

Data were’ collected through the use of a rating -
& :

scale questionnaire de51gned to- measure perceptlons of R

goals w1th1n Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty
consortia The scale and model for question development
were based on the Instltutional Goals Inventory

(Peterson and Uhl 1977).

Y. -

Limitations

.

1. The results of this study may only be

.

-applicable to consortla in Alberta..>

ie results are based totally on the

perceptions of 1nd1v1duals not the stated

‘11

goals or written goals of the oraanizatlons 4 o

3

or other documentation.g_‘_ SRR RV e
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~ - summary

3-%\. H | ’

Postsecondary educatlon consortla have developed in
Alberta over the last decade to prov1de serv1ces toi
Albertans in rural and small urban communltles ThlS
-study measdred and compared the organlzatlonal goals of
1 the f1ve Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty conSortla
based on the perceptlons of boafd members and reg10nal

. . . - .
: 7
,adv1sory commlttee members from each consortlum ST




CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
Postsecondary consortla in Alberta emerged 1n the;
19705 and 19805 as an alternatlve for the use of

ex1st1ng 1n§t1tutlonal .and- government resources and as
\

'Aan alternatlve to contlnually creatlng new 1ndependent

'31nst1tutlons : Consortla have achleved v1ab111ty in

%

; Struc;uref

North Amerlca 'in llght of flscal restralnt shlftlng .

‘enrollments, and mountlng pressure from government and

the publlc to become more- f1nanc1ally accountable.i Thef
current and future goals of consortla 1n Alberta should
be v1ewed w1th1n the context of consortla development Ln
North Amerlca and Canada, -and at the prOV1n01al 1evel

This w1ll prov1de some 1n51ght 1nto the varled goals and

' dlrectlons developed by Alberta Advanced Educatlon_

’communlty consortla in thelr unlque env1ronments

Consortia -- Structurefand'Purpose'

[y

In any dlscu551on of recognlsed consortla, a
framework to 1dent1fy formallzed relatlonshlps between
1nst1tutlons becomes necessary ~ Konrad and. Small

(1986a, p lll) refer to collaboratlon between'
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institutions occurring - at three levgls; depending on the”
extent of formalizatiéni _ : | R

...informal agreements and ad-hoc arrangements

“which have been,bénefiQial'to~both;‘ T '
institutions result-in-formal_arrangemehts,

- The highest level of collaboration is reached
when a new structure or organigation is-
created to manage the mutual .interests of the

- institutions, such as an-agency for needs
‘analysis, production and marketing of - o
materials for member. institutions.. . :

As discussed by Martin (1981) four possible

~ catagories for consortia groupings exist:

e 1) Homogeneous institutions Sérying a specific .
. — : U R
2) -  Heterogeneous institutions ‘serving a specific
*  purpose; . -
'3)  Homogeneous inStitptiQnEEServihg‘a'general‘

. purpose; ahd;rl-
'4),J“Heterogeheous‘institutions'serVingla-generél

'f_p?£§g§e;' i N
'Neal'(1984) recognises a‘similaf»thonomy}‘Qith,
three méﬁortypes»of‘cdnéortiéféroﬂpings: .
. 1).. ad ho¢;§6r specific pﬁr?ééefi;"" |
;;2). ,National interest groﬁpingé:ténd - &;\v
3) . General purposé'Consortia both.regionai’(often
.hgmégéheous'in‘natufe),‘and metropoli£anf'
‘(ﬁéuﬁlly hetérogeneousjid.natnre),; TU
N R i
Martin (1981); Néal‘(1984), gnd'Pattefsoh'(1979)

o~ P

ai17recoghise»thé‘distinctioh_betﬁgeh consortia




| .established tO‘serve‘a‘speciai purpose and those

1

: crlterla Were that the cooperatlv'

. Purpose .

establlshed to serve .general educatlonal purposes.' The :

.-term "speélal purpose consortla" is. often used -

«1nterchangeably w1th "51ngle purpose consortla," ‘and may
hj:refer to a 81ngle program of llbrary cooperatlon,

':computer networklng, or jOlnt 1nternatlonal ventures

‘:'(Patterson, 1979 p 14). By confrast Patterson (1979)

s~

ldeflnes general purpose consortla as: those with two or.

more cooperatlve programs w1th1n a common structure In

"~ the 1986 Consortlum Dlrectory (11th Edltlon p 4)},‘“the -

'res must:

1)'“”Ex1st as a, voluntary formal organlzatlon,

N

42} ‘Include 2 or more 1nst1tutlons,
‘3)g tHave a 'general purpose (moreﬁthat one
program5}f" | .
4) Be\adminfstered.by a professionai directorr

4 . ’ —

5) Requlre cont1nurng~membersh1p support..

Martln (1981 . 37) notes that the general publlc

'.conceptlon of a consortlum comes largely from the

general purpose types both homogeneous and

heterogeneous, whlch offer a wide range of services to
1

thelr members. -

"fT\.
§cott (1977 p 429) 1dent1f1ed the maln objectlves

for general purpose consortla hav1ng formed as:

s,
R N ~



;f\\ K
il)p "To prOV1de more services to students w1th B
: minimal. additional costs, such as cross
. registration and" the’ swapplng of
‘spe01allzed courses, ‘ i

‘»N 2)‘;ATo ellmlnate program dupllcatlon w1th
A special reference to ant1c1pated future
: q’pllcatlon, : : :

3) To: share hlgh cost resources, most -
commonly ‘specialized faculty members,
computers, and telev1s1on systems,

'4){ 'To create new programs and serv1ces,"
- especially those that were: trendy and
_would .attract grant funds, and

'5) To maximize" the advantages of size and

) d1vers1ty,, with special references to

joint fund raising, mass purcha51ng and
;polltlcal lobbylng O,

W1th the flow from creat1v1ty to accountabillty in

postsecondary educatlon in. the late 1970s and early
.19805 it would be 51mp1e to deflne the purpose of
consortla in terms of flnan01a1 beneflts There are a

number of consortla activities that tie d1rect1y into.

" cost effectlveness of 1nst1tutlons " In Surv1val throuqh

‘_Interdependence Asse551nq the Beneflts of

_Interlnstltutlonal Cooperatlon, Patterson (1979)

.addresses spec1f1cally the cost beneflts most frequently

_ assoc1ated w1th consortla. cross reglstratlon,bllbrary
and media cooperatlon, cooperative student serv1ces,

group purchas1ng, cooperative non- trad1t10na1 structures

J

and distance 1earn1ng systems, and cooperatlve academlc

: programs. While based on, varled measurement crlterla
and processes, cost beneflts were felt to be substant1a1

.1n each area.
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',x‘Martln (1981), however,‘ldentlfles an over—rellance

1
on reduc1ng COStS as a major barrler to consortla

. 'meeting the needs of hlgher educatlon., Martln (1981)

notes that 1nvolvement in a consortlum will not br1ng

f;nan01a1 rescue to an 1nst1tutlon unable to manage its
flnances as a 51ng1e 1nst1tutlon. other barrlers to
'consortla effectlveness are c1ted as 1nadequate .‘ -
‘attentlon tolthe whole range of 1nter1nst1tut10na1 R

_'cooperatlon, and mlsmatchlng of membership and m1ss1on

,1n consortla. As noted below, the worst hazard
lldentlfred by’ Martln (1981 pP- 37) is the %stabllshment
and further evnﬁ'atlon of ConSOLtla without a clear set

‘:of expectatlons- + |

Because the consortlum is met a freestandlng
institution,  it’s founding, principles must be
uncommonly .clear to all the leadefs of it’s
membership. To be effective these principles
must be higher prlorltles than the' assertion.

" that . cooperation is- 1ntr1nslcally valuable,
or the possibility that a granting agency w1ll
support a multlcampus project, or the- theory
that money might be saved through
interinstitutional action.

Whlle notlng that careful conflderatlon of these
pr1nc1ples is crltlcal as a-: first step to plannlng,
Martln (1981) feels 1t is too often neglected by the-

c'general purpose consortla 1n part beCause of a mismatch
-
of membership. - '

Neal (19847 and“Patterson (1979) both view thé*‘“

prlmary purpose of consortla creatlon and ex1stence as

‘not flscal but developmental in the educat10nal sense
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- Patterson (1976, p. 16) notes that consortla, llke thelr

member 1nst1tutlons, prefer to justlfy the1§@Value on

thelr contrlbutlons to education and soc1ety, addlng

'that few, if any, today s educatlonal organlzatlons

were founded with the primary purpose being to achieve

Acost effectlveness ‘As stated by Konradnand Small

7

(1986b p. 74), the prlmary purpose of academlc consortla
o strengthen educatlonal offerlngs by more

effectlvely allocatlng money, staff and fac111t1es v ‘

<rx~

. [ . ! v
(-\ . . . k

*  American Experience

The.idea of-institutional cooperation in American

hlgher education has a long history (Jonathan Flfe,_"

Introductlon to L. D. Patterson 1979) There are
o
1nstances of 1nst1tut10na1 cooperatlon between-

denomlnatlonal colleges whlch formed the basis of early

‘hlgher education. .In the 19th century as mens’ andﬁi;

'womens' colleges were created (Harvard and Ratcllffe,

Columbla and Barnard), a form of 1nst1tutlona1

fcooperatlon led to the coeducatlonal system known in

hlgher educatlon today. 5
: s TERe, L,

In chronlcllng the history of the consortlum ¢

movement 1n the United - States, F.K. Paterson. (1974)

a heterogeneous general purpose consortlum as the
.

18

'1dent1f1es the first consortlum which may be cons1deredv"

_Claremont Graduate School Establlshed in 1925, it,uas'”
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" : ., v o
.developed through Pomona College under the Oxford model
of a grouping of colleges. The second consortlum ‘“
cfollowed four years later vlth the development of the

‘; Atlanta Unlversity Centre.  Between 1929 and 1965

d,seventeen further consortla emerged four by 1948 nine‘
by 1958, and ntneteen by 1965 The endorsement of Title
III of the ngher Educatlon Act of 1965 by the Unlted

: States COngress prov1ded f1nanc1al support for. the
further establlshment of 1nter1nst1tut10na1 cooperatlve
efforts k S -'> SR B .;le

The landscape of Amerlcan hlgher educatlon has

become s0 permeated w1th llnkage systems that 1t is |
dlfflcult to estlmate w1th any prec151on the number that
might now be in ex1stence (Patterson 1979, p.4). |
Ind1v1dual, non- formal 11nkages.ref1ect1ng all
structures of consortla (homogeneous spec1al purpose,

11.
heterogeneous spec1al purpose, homogeneous general
purpose and heterogeneous general purpose) would flgure
1n the thousands However, an estlmate taken from the

Consortlum Dlrectorv (llth Edltloﬁ,‘l986) 1dent1f1es 133

;general purpose groups

Crlterla for" 1nclus1on (as prev1ously 1dent1f1ed)
are that each consortium must ex1st as a voluntary
% ormal organlzatlon, 1nclude two or more members have a
ﬁégheral purpose, be admlnistered by a profe551onal |

dlrector, and requlre contlnulng membershlp support

bnder these criteria, the major act1v1t1es most often,

)



Cited'bv these 133 general purpose consortia,include:

4‘computlng, T
- continuing educatlon,,
-.cxoss registration, ‘
- joint academic programs and courses,
- joint centres; S o
- joint faculty/exchange,_ : Lo
= joint purchasing, : '
.. = library cooperatives,
- professional development
= public relations,
- publications, -
L= school-college relatlons
- semlnars/workshops/conferences and.
L= telecommunlcatlons.

TY

~Canadian Experience

The development of‘poStseCOndaryKeducational

~ systems in Canada (1nclud1ng consortia) has been greatly

'ﬁilnfluenced by development of educational systems 1n the
‘Unlted States, just as soc1al cultural economlc and [
]ustlce systems have been 1nf1uenced Prox1m1ty of the
Unlted States has shaped Canadlan perspectlves on hlgher
educatlon although many dlfferences in populatlon and
culture have resulted in dlfferent outcomes . The

E]

‘scattered populatlon of Canada, as - well as the

o

propen51ty to wait for,or allow the government to

provide educatzon,’has meant that the small two-year -
.colleoes that figure'predominantly in the.Amerioan’}
higher:- educatlon system are less common 1n Canada.

Instead Canadlans have adjusted by mov1ng to urban

.’centres for their postsecondary needs.

20
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' -In the 19705 and early 19805, many areas prev1ous1y
unserved by postsecondary systems began to questlon the
wisdom of all indlviduals mOV1ng to urban centres to
'contlnue their educatlon. Thus in Canadd§ consortla
'lwere often born of not only a polltlcal de0151on not to”,:'”
build a prollferatlon of government funded 1nst1tutlons

to serve smaller urban or rural areas, but also to seek

".,a more effectlve and eff1c1ent use of ex1st1ng

postsecondary resources. Consortla were needed to serve
all the purposes of thelr Amerlcan counterparts, i.e.
v"to mlnlmlse costs of serv1ces, to avold dupllcatlon, to
'max1mlse output to the community, as well as to overcome
“,the geographlc barrlers presented by a small population
spread over a vast area., | AL - |
Consortla as a mode of dlstance educatlon 1s‘a
'»concept drscussed by Konrad and Small (19862, p 114),
where dlstan%§ educatlon 1s described as the mov1ng of
learnlng content from an instltutlon to a 1earner across
phy51cal space.. A consortlum o b1 stltutlons set up to-
support distance educatlon could proulde a2 number of
beneflts in areas deemed requ151te to dlstance education
.'(Konrad and Small 1986a, p.114), i. e., (1) lOglsthS
(2) academlc support (3) technlcal support (4) flscal
resources, (5) academlc support (6) communlty |
‘1nterfac1ng, (7) academlc credlblllty, and {8)

evaluatlon.;j

_Heteroéeneous, multi-purpose,consortia, established
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:to meet the varled needs of a communlty (1ncluding belng "

.the prlmary dellvery mechanlsm of credlt programs)

‘,:dlstant from the member 1nst1tutions, face different

concerns than spec1al purpose consortla (more often not‘
:concerned dlrectly with ‘the delivery of academic-»
programs),;or consortla established to serve w1th1n an
‘darea geographlcally near 1ts member 1nstitutlons (Fox,
1978 P 110).
‘Although the use of the term "consortlum" has been
qulte rare in canada unt11 recently, the concept of

1nst1tutlonal collaborat;gn for the purpose of providlng'
'/(‘»

'._serv1ce is well establlshed (&onrad and Small 1986b p

73). Harrls (1976) 1dent1f1es the Univer51ty of Toronto T
prov1d1ng a collaboratlve 51tuatlon for colleges of
dentlstry,vpharmacy, englneerlng,/égrlculture, and

. theology as early as 1887 d o

Konrad and Small (1986b) descrlbe.a number of

slmllar arrangemeﬁts w1th federatlons of 1nst1tut10ns
notlng that in a federatlon, 1nst1tut10ns retaln their
1dent1ty, but become submerged as a whole, unllke
consortla whlch have an 1ndependent 1dent1ty separate

from the mémber institutions. o _:- .
| Follow1ng a study in 1984 Konrad and Small" (1986b)g
| 1dent1fy 53 1nst1tutlons assoc1ated wlth 96 assoc1atlons'
not unllke consortlum arrangements. Twenty f1ve of o

_these mlght be con51dered consortla in the true sense offi

the word A study of these arrangements 1dent1f1ed the



earllest consértia, hav1ng orlginated Ain 196§fvg}.em?;}~
0 Y S
L £,

consortla studied covered all of Canada w1th the ‘

™

exception of Saskatchewan, Ontarloﬁh?d elght Alberta

" and British COIumbla each had’s1x@%2nd' anItoba and thew.

!v‘r

Atlantlc prov1nces each had one.’; . Tvo o 'urposes in the
bestabllshment and ong01ng opexatlon of't§p~Capad1an
’consortla 1nc1uded cooperat1vg plannlng for effectlve »
and efflcient use of resources ]Olnt use of fac111t1es,‘
hand research;l }

Government played a major role 1n the establlshment ¢
~and flnan01ng of the majorlty of cases, contrlbutlons
. from member 1nst1tutlons, research contracts, student
fees and publications also contrlbuted to f1nanc1ng of
many of the consortla. The majorlty Zf consortla were
'governed by a formal board with an 1nforma1 commlttee
_of executlves from member 1nstitutlons serv1ng in other
ilnstances. Most consortla dlrectors were respon51ble
for 1mplementatlon ‘of pollcy In dlscu551on of ‘the
prospects of the consortla studled Konrad and Small
(1986b, p. 80) note that

...hlgh or very hlgh 1mportance was attached

-to the following benefits by more than two -
thirds of the respondents:

1. ' The consortium’ enables an 1nst1tutlon to
_ brovide an improved service.
2. ’Membershlp in a consortium allows a

service to be provided that one
1nst1tut10n could not prov1de alone.



“§§§  ~ Alberta Advanced EduCation-COmmunity Consortia S

::ﬁistory“” - "«‘ . - - :‘ ' ;@;f‘
. The Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty consortla
vemerged over a perlod of f1ve years between 1978 and
11%382 Each had its unlque antecedents given its 1oca1 |
’ env1ronment but the culmlnatlon of these local L S

endeavors 001nc1ded w1th Alberta Advanced Educatlon s

2 }concern w1th creatlng numerous 1ndependent lnstltutlons"
of hlgher educatlon.; As a result Alberta Advanced

' Educatlon propbsed educatlonal consortla ‘as’ onebﬁih

) alternatlve for the dellvery of postsecondary educatlon

’ The antecedents to the development of each of the five

Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty consortla are

outllned_below.‘

,'»North Peace Adult Educatlon Consortlum

;A - :3 Whlle the North Peace Adult Educatlon Consortlum
h ?}(NPAEC) was the first Alberta Advanced Educatlon.
consort;um to develop, its forerunner in the Nortﬁ Peace
reglon was a consortlum establlshed to serve the
educat10nal needs of the Peace RiVer Correctlonal _
’ '1nstftute in 1976/77 As outllned by Konrad and Small

-~ (1982Db, p. 6), ,'g' : .\\: ‘;[.’
‘In Aprll 1978 the re51dents of the Peace s
h'Rlver_area expreseed their concern at a pub¥ic - .
‘meeting regarding the lack of adult educatloﬁ
;-opportunltles At this meetinhg Dr. Henry.
' _Anderson, . president. ofd,grand Prairie Reg1ona1 .
%, College, was chalLenge to fulflll hls. ,

ST

e

- e TS
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institution 8 ‘regional mandate by expandlng
its Peace .River operatlons. :
In response Dr. Anderson@fuggested that a;
consortlum of postsecondary 1nst1tutlons would more
effectively serve the educatlonal needs of the area than
,could a 51ng1e 1nst1tutlon. A proposal was made by Dr

Anderson that Grande Prairle Regloggl College Fa1rv1ew

.

:ftCollege Alberta Vocatlonal Centre (AVC) -Grouard, and

*:Athabasca Unlver51ty work together to prov1de DT ‘fé?{
’educatlonal services to the reglon under the: umbrella'
3organlzatlon of a consortlum. _
A group of local c1tlzens of the North Peace

reglon worklng together as a Steerlng Commlttee,J
addressed the needs of th% loc‘al area, ‘and’ there
:resulted a 1lst of the potent1al purposes‘of the

consortlum (Konrad & Small 1982b, p.7): |

.

1. To make accesslble 1n a geographlcally
‘ - isplated region more . opportunltles for
“adult educatlon,

v.2.'_”To meet the grow1ng de51re for contlnulng-
- edugation among adults in- [the] region
and thrOughout the prov1nce,. ’\
g . '
3. To fac111tate more actlve 1nvolvement of il
all educational institutions which [had] -g@

a mandate for, [the] reglon,

,4;? To prov1de credit . and non—credlt courses
© . with local regional empha51s,

5. To prov1de inservice tralnlng to people '
in jobs in the communlt%;

6.'Q“To provxde courses for récent. high school
graduates in an attempt to keep tgﬁm 1n
their home community;
T | S

S
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7. To coo églnate the educational act1v1t1¢s
: a

of Pe River through a working-
commlttee ang a coordinator;

8. To make [the] town a more attractive
educatlonal-cultural centre, and

9. To reiterate the belief that all adults S E
“have a rlght to education., ‘ Co

Konrad and Small (1982b p. 8- 9) chronlcle an

‘,actlve perlod between 1978 and 1980 in the development

:of the- NPAEC 1nclud1ng the hlrlng of an adult educatlon '

coordlnator,.the establlshment of a board of directors®

-made up of- the chief: executlve offlc%rs of the

;part1c1pat1ng 1nst1tutlons, the fundlng of modular

fac1lltles-by Alberta Advanced Education' and the naming

of Fa1rv1ew College as membe&@respon51ble for

iestabllshment and malntenance of fa0111t1es

] o
In the summer of 1979 a formal consortlum

’agreement drafted by Dr. Anderson as chalrman of the

board was 51gned by the potent1a1 member 1nst1tut10ns of g

'the NPAEC. It 1dent1f1ed the four part1c1pat1ng

1nst1tut10ns, recognised the board of dlrectors and
reglonal adv1sory commlttee ‘and made,Fairview collegé,
ent for fac111t1es The effectlve perlod of thls'
agreement was‘19;; to June 1984.‘ The goals for the
copsortlum establlshed under this agreement were: .
- ' To provide for the joint planning and {53.
'~ coordination of ‘advanced: education

services in the area descrlbed as the
North Peace Reglon,

~ To serve’ as a facility for the coordination

{
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,$and dellvery of the advanced educatlon
" services requlred to meet “the needs of
citlzens in the reglon. :

- [To, operate for] a term of not léﬁg than
' fivé-years in order to determine fully
the value of a regional educational

‘plannifig and: coordinating mechanism.
(Consortium agreement NPAEC 1979).

VACCESS 301ned the consortlum in ‘1980" and the Unlver51ty
- of Alberta 1n 1981. In January 1980 the North Peace

Adult Educatlon Centre fac111ty offlclally opened

\

'(Konrad & Small 19szb \10)
-~An.1nd1catlon of the provincial government'
: support for the consortlum concept came in July 1980 as

s a major pollcy‘dec151on W announced by
the Mlnlster ‘of Advanced Educ&tion and
Manpower concerning the establishment of a »

,.prov1ng 1 network of consortia’ supported by
.. govern %ﬁt funding. The model was' to be that
' of-the North :-pPeace Consortium. Furthermore,

’ Advancedggducatlon and Manpower would prov1de
capital and operating funds for the North o
Peace Adult Education qusortlum until the end o
of 1984 (Konrad & Small, 1982b, p. 10) :

‘Thus the Alberta Advanced Education communlty consorﬁlag ; 3

Consortlum as a model
]

Big Country Educational Consortium .
' As'documented byigitchell and Smalib(1983 p‘l?)i a
“Commlttee for Drumheller College" was formed\:5§

Ceeo[ing anSWer to. a perceived need to: provide ff
greater postsecondary educational opportunlty
to the region’s youth ‘ahd general C}tlzéh ,
body, who were otherwise forced. to leave for "
ﬂ%glstant centres when pursuing further
ducatlon and spec1a11zed tralnlng

>
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..

Local initiatives'were, for the most part respon51ble
" for the development of -consortia in Alberta.» In most
cases, 1nclud1ng Drumheller, this local 1n1tiat1ve took
the form of prop051ng that Alberta Advanced Educatlon

and Manpower bUIld and support a new 1nst1tutlon in

their reglon. ; o L ”m”"-- e
N

Mltchell and Small (1983) dlscuss -a period o vneeds-'

:

'assessment and ver1f1cat1on by the C‘lttee durlng ‘
'11978 and the development of a proposal to Alberta
Advanced Educatlon and Manpower This proposal

requestlng that a postsecondary 1nst1tut10n be located

Y

in the Drumheller reglon, was presented to Alberta
.Advanced Educatlon and Manpower Mlnlster ‘A. .E- Hohol in
‘.January 1979. /lnkresponse the commlttee was commended
for its efforts and for its v1ew that the educat:onal

' programs in Drumheller should be based on 1mmed1ate
local need. However, Dr. Hohol, on behalf of thev

'prov1nc1a1 government suggested

.« .that con51der1ng the nature of the
programming. needs whlch had been identified
for the area and, in: light of the limited
populatlon of the Big Country region, the
Committee might flnd it best to direct
~attention first to bringlng in services to-
- meet those needs "without 1mpos1ng the
additional complex1ty of broad administrative
structure" (Mitchell & Small, 1983, p. 26).

~ _ ‘ )
, Subsequent meetlngs between the Drumheller .

commlttee and Advanced Educatlon off1c1als over the

period of March 1979 to June 1980 pursued alternatlve

solutlons to ‘the dellvery of educational services. .
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Local commlttee members were 1ntroduced to and embraced
. the conCept of a consortlum as the most loglcal and |
Aeff1c1ent~manner im whlch tO»proceed Thus' the
Drumheller commlttee had already agreed -to pursue =
cooperatlve arrangements with' ex1st1ng postsecondary
1nst1tutlons when 1n June 1980 the prov1n01a1 government
ﬂannounced the extens1on of educatlonal serv1ces on-a
prov1nce-w1de ba51s through the consortlum approach
from June 1980 tg,January 1981, th Drumheller
ecommlttee\and Alberta Advanced Education off1c1als meta)(/\

_and developed plans to further the consortlumv o

aestabllshment; On July 18 1980 representatlves ‘from
Mount Royal College, Unlver51ty of Calgary, Red Deer

. College, Southern Alberta Instltute of. Technology |
(SAIT), AvVC - Calgary, Olds College/and Athabasca

; dever51ty, as well as reglonal adv1sory commlttee

g members‘tnd members ‘of Alberta Advanced Educatlon and
,Manpower met to ofﬁ1c1ally;form the Drumheller Reglon,
Postsecondary Consortium? , : . '_);’f
N A struCture for governance evolved with' |
representatlon from each 1nst1tut10n, the communlty and
the prov1nc1al government fac111t1es were leased and a

; coordlnator was’ hlred for the B1g Country EduCatlonal
Consortlum, as- 1t was now called. Olds cOylege‘was
named as the admlnlstratlve agent for tn& cunsortlum
Oon December 3rd, 1980 the Blg Country ucatlonal

N

Consortlum held an 1nformatlon nlght at a Drumheller
- IS

. . ) - .
; QE:, C
- . ’ v

P LD



junlor high school and prepared the way for January

-offerlngs. The Big Country Educatlonal Consortium was

now in place and operatlve.

The Blg Country Educatlonal Consortium operated

*

At that t1me staff and reglonal adv1sory commlttee
members met and drafted a statement of purpose for
‘ Blg Country Educatlonal Consortlumu' In further

‘dlseuss1on w1th Big Country Educatlonal Consortlum

,consortlu

members a revrspd off1c1a1 statement of purpose of
; was developed and, in June 1982, agreed

by’ both the%board of dlrectors and the reg10na1 adv

-~

commlttee.

o ﬁurpose: ;The'Big.COuntry Educatlonal Consorti

' untll January 1982 without formalized goal statements

the

board

the

U\pOh

1sory

um is

‘a collaborative organization of member

educatlonal 1nst1tutlons and .area

residents hav1ng as a primary purpose to
provide® educatlonal opportunities for
adults in the non-metropolitan areas ‘of

south east central Alberta

.?rogram: 'The prlorlty for programmlng shall be

- based- on local need assessment, to

:/Ergzige credlt programs from member

“1nstitutions of the 'Big Country
Educational Consortium that will} ena
the area residents to receive a dipl

ble.
oma,

30

degree, certificate or credit and/or galnA

a credentlal for employment

Support: The organlzatlon of the consortlum s

" ... . provide a-public service by facilita

§ inter- -community and inter-agency co-
R operation in the area so long as:
resources can be made avallable.

hall
tihg

, Courses:-_To compllment this programmlng prlorlty,

the consortium shall 1dent1fy and
~facilitate the provision of courses.

through the member institutions which
would lead to employment or. communlty
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development skills for residents residing .

in communities of the consortium
(Mitchel) & Small, 1983, p. 54).

Yel owhead Region Educationa Consortlum

| The development of the Yellowhead Reglon
Educational ConSOrtlum waS 1n1t1ated by a group of localt'
‘bu51ness people in Hlnton in the fall of 1978 As
discussed by Small (1983), the Hinton and Dlstrlct
'Chamber of Commerce establlshed contact with- Dr. Brent
Plckard of Alberta Advanced Educatlon and Manpower and
vcoordlnated a meetlng Of 10cal 1ndustry, bu51ness and
organlzed labour to dlScuss petltlonlng the Government

of Alberta to bUlld a VOcatlonal college in west central
Alberta. Ll | ‘\ {\,
~_on January 21,.l§l§ the Yellowhead Reglonal ‘_f

_ College Committee was form In the perlod that.

'“followed the committee. pursued it’s goal of a reglonal

college by undertaklng an educatlon needs survey,
meetlng Wlth representatlves of 1ndustry, bu51ness,“
-3

“labour, and public educatlon off1c1als. In addition,”

briefs proposals and" letters of support and concern

-_j*"were gatheréﬂ from'all those who mlght be affected: by or

?2;nvolved in such a Venture (Small 1983¢, p.11). On
{iFebruary 22, 1980, the commlttee, through the Hlnton and
:District Chamber of CommerCe submltted a proposal ~and |
timeline,for a college ln the area to the Mlnlster.of

Advanced’ Educatlon and Manpower.



*were w1111ng to see such an organ;zatlon serve,the

. ‘ 32
lThe submission.andlfollow-up of'this proposal-
.coincided with Alberta AdVanced Edhdation’s development
Aof the consortlum approach to extend education services.
On June 23 1980, off1c1a1s from Alberta Advanced
Educatlon‘and Manpower.met with representatives'of the
Yellowhead Reglon College Committee to dlSCUSS the
policy and 1ts 1mp11catlops for establlshlng a
lconsortlum in the YelloWhead region. Reactlon to the
suggestion that a consortlum be establlshed prompted
'concern at a meetlng of . th}ﬁrellowhead Reglon College
Commlttee when 1t met as a, whole three days later.
Concerns were expressed over- th otential makeup of the
| board of such an organlzatlon, 3 concept 'that" the
board members would be representatlves of the member_
'1nst1tutlons rather than local representatlves was felt
to’ 1ndlcate a lack of 1nput and control by local

c1tlzens

The Yellowhead Reglon College Commlttee countered

i".“‘

. the AAECC suggestlon w1th a proposal that whlle th%g

f
1mmed1ate needs of the reglon, the board qpould be made

'up of reglonal representatlon, whlle the representatlves

¢

of member 1nst1tutlons should 51t as an- adv1sory

'f}commlttee. In response, Alberta Advanced Educatlon and‘

&

Manpower proposed that the local adv1sory group and the
government be- represented on the board of the consortlum :

1n an ex—off1c1o capac1ty John Haar,}the preSLdent of

i
R



o should be four local voting representatives on the
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Grant MacEwan Community'C01lege; proposed that there’

board.' Thls suggestlon met with approval of all

'concerned »and_became the basis of'the board_structure.

—

T, . . . hq, » .
%x ‘ ' : @;V

At an organlzatlonal meetlng of the consort1um,on

l'

September 26, 1980 Gnabde ?ralrie Reglonal College,

Grant MacEwan Community College Alberta Vocatlonal

'Centre (AVC)-~Edmonton, Unlver51ty of Alberta, NAIT

Athabasca Unlver51ty, and the Alberta Forest Technology

School agreed to’ become actlvely 1nvolved in the

Iconsortlum 1n the , Yellowhead reglon, Grant MacEwan .

Commun;ty College accepted the role of admlnlstratlve _
agentyfor the consortlum A board of dlrectors

including representatlon from ‘each 1nst1tutlon and

‘-COmﬂunity 1nvolved was establlshed a”chalrperson

_selected' and a ]Ob descrlptlon for a coordlnator for

‘ﬁ% ;

the consortlum was developed Sultable classroom space'

was secured ‘and 1n February 1981 - a coordlnator of the.

Yellowhead Reglon Educatlonal Consortlum was selected.v
| The goals of the Yellowhead Reglon Educatlonal

Consortlum were summarlzed by Small (1983c, p- 27) from_y

_"an Operatlonal Guldellnes worklng document of 1982/83-v‘“‘

N 1. - To provide 1earn1ng opportunltles to
.2 - residents of the Yellowhead Reglon, .
2. ATo be respon31ve to communlty educatlonal
needs, : g 3 .

3. . To be an 1ntegral part of the commun'

;1nvolved'
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q. To 1ncrease the opportunltles for
educational and training through a
dlver51ty of programs, .

5. TS, Provide. adequate student serV1ces 1n
‘ allhcommunltles,
6.’}]To assess communlty needs,

7. ™ To work closely w1th major industries in:,
identifying areas of" cooperative program %
delivery a development,

8. To g%plore effective methods of dellvery,”
: 1nclud1ng length modes and places of .
delivery; .

. . P

9. To. emphasize decentralgzatlon of programs
. and fa0111t;esw and -
e
10. . To conSlder 512" aspects of
' transferablllty of credit so that there
‘1s maximum opportunity to, ‘move between
courses and programs. '

S a

Chinook.Educational‘ConSOrtium‘. N .
- As chronlcled by Small(1983a), antecedents to the
iestabllshment of the Chlnook Educatlonal Consortlum are
ﬂ’51mllar to those 1n other areas of Alberta requlring |
postsEFondary educatlon serV1ces. In 1978 a group ofv
'101tlzens of the Crowsnest Pass area met and expressed
concern w1th the dlfflculty of . access to educatlonal

“ opportunltles, and out of thls concern requested that

' the prov1nc1a1 government locate an- 1nst1tutlon in thelr

area. Alberta Advanced Educatlon and Manpower replled

= pthat the populatlon could not support an . 1ndependent

| 1nst1tutlon but that perhaps ‘SAIT or Lethbrldge

'Communlty Qpllege could be approached to prov1de serv1ce



v1a a satellite campus in- the Crowsnest Pass.

While these institutions expressed 1nterest in v;
:extending some services to the area, c1tizens of the |
Pass continued to make their concerns known to Alberta

» Advanced Education and Manpower, most notably, Judi

McQueen Further Education director for the Pass. Her
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concern stemmed from frustrations encountered in gettlng'ﬁ

e A"

fundlng from Alberta Further Education to coordlnate
credit programs for the area. The~f1rst mention of the
‘consortium concept as an answer to these concerns was
made as Ms. McQueen met with Advanced Educatlon and
}ManpOWer offic1als. : "~ o N o
During the period of November 1978 to October 1980
'community citizens met together and w1th Dr.. B. w
{pplckard of Advanced Education to explore alternatives
lfor program delivery in their area. On 0ctober 16
1980 a Postsecondary Consortium Plannlng Commlttee,
meeting was held 1n Blalrmore. Local community members,
institutional representatives, and governmentwoff1c1als
attended the meetlng -The consortlum concept was .
discussed and a dec1s1on was made to draft a proposal
for cons1deration by Advanced Educatlon and Manpower.
An Interim Steering Committee was established and the-
fOllOWlng 1nst1tutions were asked to become members of

:the consortium' SAIT, Univer51ty of Lethbr1dge,~

1‘, ’:a_\.

Lethbridge Community College, and Athabasca Uniyer51ty

b

v i
Lethbridge Community College took On the role oF



»administrativeiagent. The formal organlzatlonal meetlng
‘ was held on January 29, 1981 where the board of
dlrectorsvbecame offlclal. - ' j , -

In'the spring of 1981, a- consortrpm coordlnator was’

4 app01nted and at the June 18, 1981 meeting of the .
) board the Chlnook Educational Consortium was offic1ally
named, As outllned by Small (1983a,‘p. 26) the Chlnook

' Educational consortlum objectlves 1dent1fied in 1982/83

- wWere:

To.provide a multl 1nst1tutlonal _ i
structure for the- offerlng of credit ‘
courses, programs, and services for
adults in the Pass/Plncher Creek
»communlty,

2. To prov1de the admlnlstratlve services to
facilitate the offerlng of courses,. o
programs,. and services .in the de51gnated

communlty,

3. To‘prov instructional and offlce space
~in whic ducatlonal services may be
'prOVided:

o "4; To develop awareness that postsecondary

services and advisement, are avallable
_w1th1n the community; and

i 5, To 1mp1ement courses, . programs and
SEVE N ‘services which are fea51ble within the o
B limitation of personnel, facilities, and = = .
budget T o ; R

;LPmeinaxEducationgl Consgrtigm _

i The Pemblna Educatlonal Consortlum was. the flfth
’consortlum to be establlshed through the work of local
re51dents and OfflClalS of Alberta Advanced Educatlon

' and Manpowerr

..



The-first indication of communlty initiative ,
‘towards the obtaining of postsecondary credit . ‘Q% .
. brograms for the Drayton Valley area appears
~in the Town of Drayton Valley General
- Municipal Plan.. This document, adopted
- through a by-law passed on March 30, 1978 was
. based on a town survey done during the summer -
of 1976 (Small, 1983b, p: 8).. s . \
As noted" by Small (1983b), one of the conclu51ons of ,
thlS survey was that young people in the Drayton Valley
area should have the opportunlty to specialize and
contlnue the1r educatlon after h1gh schoeol w1thout
hav1ng to leave the community. This concept was
relnforced in the Town Municipal plan of 1978.
" The de51re for a postsecondary 1nst1tut10n rn
Drayton Valley was follow up by a group of 1nterested
. c1tlzens who petltloned the government to con51der a
1communf€y college 1n the area. The Honorable J.
‘Horsman, Mlnlsten of Alberta Advanced Educatlon and
1Manpower replled that the populatlon base was. not
suff1c1ent for a publlcly funded 1nst1tut10n, and that
the area should con51der 301n1ng a consortlum llke that
"belng formed in the Yellowhead reglon. The local |
c1tlzens group corresponded with the Yellowhead Reglon
Educational Consortlum, with the 1ntentlon of seeklng
vinclu51on in that consortlums service area. When the
Yellowhead boardrexpressed’the concern that this would
make the area unmanageable and subsequently turned down
'the request by Drayton Valley, Alberta Advanced '
Educatlon and Manpower suggested that Drayton Valley

‘seek to form its own consortlum. - yggf“ﬂ‘

v
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‘\\%\ A perlod of organlzatlonal act1v1ty followed

culminating 1n a formal organizatlonal meeting on March

24, 1981,

At this meetlng representatives from the

38",
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communlty, Advanced Educatlon, and six. 1nst1tutlons (AVC

- Edmonton, Athabasca’ Unlversity, NAIT, Alberta

Petroleum

'Communlty

Industry Tralnlng Centre, Grant MacEwan

College, and the Unlversity of Alberta) met to

' conflrm thelr part1c1patlon in a consortium. Grant

MacEwan Communlty,College was named:as the

administratiVe agent. A coordlnator was app01nted in

July 1981,

"At a

and a llst of program prlorltles 1dent1f1ed

meetlng on September 21, 1981, the reglonal

.‘radv1sory commlttee recommended that the Drayton Valley

'Reglon Educatlonal Consortlum be renamed the Pemblna

,Educatlonal Consortlum, ‘a recommendatlon that was

.approved at the board of.. dlrectors meetlng of November

12, 1981.

Educatlonal Consortlum took place June 18, 198@

" The major purpose of ‘the Pembina Educational

The off1c1al openlng of the Pemblna

. Consortium is to provide a range of needed .

- “higher educatlon credit programs in the

‘“region. This is achieved through the co-

".operative effort of the Department of Advanced
Education, the member institutions, and the
Regional Adv1sory Commlttee (Small 1983Db,

P. 17)

Small 1dent1f1es the folloW1ng goals stated by the

Pemblna Educatlonal Consortlum (PEC) board as part of

1

the 1982/83 program proposal

1..

'PEC will prov1de 'in the region,'access to the T
. same quallty of credlt learnlng opportunity



afforded those who live within reach of the
member institution’s campuses..

Recognising factors inherent in-a rural,
decentralized community, PEC will ‘plan and
deliver programmes independent g@f
conventional, urban, campus~based assumptions

‘regarding class size, scheduling “and the

location and accessability of -instructors and

resource materials.

The programmes offered through PEC will

reflect the needs and aspirations of the

citizens offfhe region, s represented by the
Regional Advisory Committee (RAC). The RA
will act ‘as a broker when necessary to see

that any relevant learning resources are made

-available in. the region.

The Consortium will provide appropriate

Programmes from the full range; of post-

secondary credit learning opportunities,
through such ‘delivery modes and innovative
arrangements as may be necessary, recognizing
the ‘decentralized nature of the operation and’
the lifestyles and constraingg pof the
generally mobiletpopulation in‘a primary-

resource industry area.

: ', Programmes will be initiated with support
. services such as ‘learning resources,

counselling, testing, upgrading and remedial
courses -and workshops to.assist adults to meet
entrance requirements and to generally

.facilitate*achievement.

PEC will create Iiaison_with'1oca1'industry'to

. 2stablish a rational basis for the planning of
+ . .employment-related programmes and to S
facilitate student access to the workplace .
“when required as part of a curriculum or lab

experience. : R

PEC will dévelbp and'btherWise'provide “

'~ hecessary facilities and resources for the.
conduct of pregrammes, based on principles of .
~ least cost with maximum flexibility and active

~ cooperation with other local agenéies and . ’

‘ 2
organizations_engaged in the delivery of
related services to adults (Small, 1983b,
p- 17) - ‘ : N I ) .

39
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Governance - _ , =

As identified in Community Consortia in Alberta“

(Alberta Advanced Educatlon, 1984), each AAECC is served
. l
by a board of dlrectors, a reglonal adv1sory commltt%§

l.an administrative agent, .and a coordlnator.

The. board of dlrectors is comprlsed of the
representatlves of the member 1nst1tutlon/ or thelr
designees, and members of the reg10na1 advisory ,.
-commlttee as representatlves of the local community “An

v
: Off101al from Advanced Educatlon and the coordlnator for

m:.
the consortlum serve on the board in an ex—off1c1o
_capac1ty The board is respon51ble for terms of
lreference for the overall operatlon of the consortium, .

‘and? for dec151on maklng regardlng funds allocated to the'

qonsortlum from any source N

The reglonal adv1sory commlttee (sometlmes known as
'the local adv1sory commlttee) Ls made up of volunteers
” from ‘each community. the consortlum serves. Generally

1comprlsed of 10 to 20 people, the RAC's role is tor

,i'prov1de local guldance on- phllosophlcal programmlnd,

‘1fbudgetary and manpower 1ssues to the board of d1rectors
One of the member 1nst1tutlons of each consortlum
serves as the admlnlstratlve agent admlnlsteglng

'flnanc1al and legal affalrs .on behalf of the board The

-t admlnrstratlve agent i's the legal owner of all cap1tal

‘and property of the consortlum, and 1s d1rect1y

‘accountable to the board of dlrectors._



Each consortlum has a coordinator (in some cases
titled the dlrector or executlve dlrectorT who, with the_
consortlum staffv fac111tates program dellvery in the'
consortlum area. The coordlnator is accountable to the

'board of dlrect?;s.'

Program Planning

Each'AAEcc iS'responsible on an annual‘basis for
developing:a:COmmunlty Consortinm Program Plan. The‘RAC'
together with the coordinator develops a 1lst of needed

programs and serv1ces. The coordlnator 1s respo

"le
for worklng w1th & program commlttee comprl

é;fresentatlves from member 1nst1tutlons Together the

‘-'coordlnator and the program commlttee determlne the

1nst1tutlon best sulted to meet the 1dent1f1ed needs
and make recommendatlons as to tlmlng, sequenc1ng, and
operation of program dellvery. The plan is reviewed by
the RAC and prlorlzed according to communlty demand and
need Thls priorized list is rev1ewed by the board of
dlrectors and submltted as a Communlty Consortia Program

»

Plan to Alberta Advanced Educatlon.

4 . T

Funaing"f S

| On rece1v1ng the Communlty Consortla Program Plans
'each year, Alberta Advanced Educatlon prov1des funds
from the Communlty Consortla Program Grant under the

terms and condltlons of the Drnnram rAan»Aivmad+tam mo 2 L



An. admlnlstrative grant is. also prov1ded to fund dally
operatlons of ‘the consortla, provide for lease hold

d 1mprovements administrative salaries, furnlshlngs and
‘other admlnlstratlve costs.

- Addltlonal fundlng may come to each consortlum from
.a varlety of sources: Alberta: Vocatlonal Tra1n1ng ”

_Grants, Canadlan Job Strategy grants, fundralslng,-

proceeds and tultlon fees.
GOAL RESEARCH

In the rev1ew of consortla hlstory in North

lAmerlca, it was noted that there are a varlety of
. VK f))v

and dlscuss the goals oﬁl any 1nst1tutlon

Peterson and Uhl (1977) developed the Instltutlonal
Goals Inventory (IGI) as a. tool ‘that an 1nst1tutlon may )
use in the process of detqrmlnlng its goals,‘estab—
1lsh1ng prlorltles amonget diverse goals, and the degree
of consensus amongst people involved in the" 1nst1tutlon
Peterson and Uhl (1977,  p. 8) €redit Gross and Grambsch
‘(1968) w1th the most 51gn1flcant early effort to examine

the nature and structure of unlver51ty goals. Gross and

'Grambsch ‘made use of a goal 1nventory deallng with
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imbortant‘the goal “"is" and "should Be." Peterson and
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v:fUhl‘(1977-.p.12)-also note that Bushnell (197l) made use -

of a prellmlnary Inst1tut10nal Goals Inventory 1n a

- (
study of communlty colleges in the United States. In

XL
1977 Peterson and- Uhl developed the current 1nstrument

used under the tltle of Instltutlonal Goals Inventory

A number of Canadlan 1nst1tut10ns have made use of

the IGI in order to determlne on- campusg prlorltles among‘

&

‘%varled constltuent groups/ The resultant flndlngs have

been used 1n the development of long range plannlng in

most 1nstances McNeal (1982) 1dent1f1ed studles by the'

”Unlver51ty of Prince Edward Island, the Un1vers1ty of
Manltoba, the Unlver51ty of Ottawa, and- McMaster
Unlver51ty based on- the IGI Konrad and McNeal (1984)
studled the goal perceptlons of pre51dents and board .
'chalrmen of all Canadian un: ver51t1es us1ng the IGI.

" There is -no documentatlon of the IGI or 51m11ar'

'glnstruments used to study the goals of consortla, in

+

Alberta or elsewhere An adaptatlon of ‘the IGI for use
1n the study of consortla goals must be based upon the
recognltlon that qonsortla ‘are fundamentally dlfferent

-from 1nst1tut10ns They w1ll not only’ have dlfferent-

ot

priorities than prev1ously studled 1nst1tutlons, but.
vconsortla may have some addltlonal goal arngas unlque to
the dellvery of educatlonal serv1ces by a collaboratlve
) arrangement of 1nst1tut10ns and ac- acies of

postsecondary-educatlon.‘



Summary .

r
-

Literafure peftaining to the purpoée'and stfﬁcfure
-of consortla,,and to the history of consortla in the
Unlted States and Canada was reviewed. -Studles of the
~‘development of-Alberta Advanced'Education community>'
consortla were examlned ‘and dlsc;ssed/ As well uen

overv1ew of 11terature on the development and use of the

IGI was included im this rev1ew
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Cet - . CHAPTER 3

o~ s  METHODOLOGY
" Population

All f1ve Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty
consortla (AAECC) were 1ncluded in the study. These
consortla are coordlnated and funded by Alberta Advanced’

'Educatlon The f1ve Alberta Advanced Educatlon_
Commnnity Consortla 1n Alberta are: l». "vf‘ \
'fBlg Country Educatlonal Consortlum '
Chinook Educational Consortium
North Peace Adult Education. Consortlum
Pembina .Educational Consortlum, and
Yellowhead Reglon Educational” Consortlum.

;fThe members of the boards ob\dlrectors and reglonal

h

adv1sory commlttees for each consortlum were 1nc1uded 1n
’ t C

the study ' Includlng those 1nd1v1duals serv1ng in both

-

capac;tles, there ‘were 91 p0551blé~respondents

"/ i
b ]
Instrumentatlon
/{
’W '

The meaéurement ofwgoal perceptlons of consortla

r’

;vrequlred the developmeht or adaptatlon of an 1nstrument
’for data collectlpﬁ Consortla are. fundamentally
_gdlfferent from éhdependent 1nst1tut10ns of postsecondary‘

o o4 :
')jeducatlon, and no 1nstrument avallable addressed the

oA
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unlque aspects of the goals in cooperatlve arrangements
of postsecondary 1nst1tut10ns. L .
The- 1nstrumen€ used to measure goaf perceptlons of
consortia board me@bers and'reglonal adviso;y commlttee 3
’,’*members was adapted from the Inst1tut10nal Goals

khl'hventory (IGI) developed*by Peterson and Uhl (1977) .

’
‘ I

The IGI assesses ‘the 1mportance of 1nst1tut10nal goals‘

.in hlgher educatlon based on ghe perceptlons of various

&

constltuent‘groups The tneoretlcal framework of the =

1or1g1nal IGT con51sted of twenty "goal(areas," thlrteen
r ‘~ LY
of whlch were outcome goals r— the substantlve

¢

objectlves of 1nst1tutlons, or, -the de81red end results,

vand seven as process gogls == the educatlonal process 8
climate or learnlng atmosphere. - ;‘ o ff?‘ |
The IGI con51sted of 90 goal statements 80 of

Wthh fell under “the 20 goal areas abovef and 10
miscellaneous goal statements whlch dld hot fall 1nto
the goal areas, but still were worthy of con51derat10n.

© The IQI was de51gned to allow for the creatlon of ,

‘addltlonal goal statements to address local prlorltles.

v Vd - N »
PR

Panel‘of Experts'

In the adaptatlon of the IGI'for use ih measurlnd"
.perceptlons of consortlum goals the flve AAECC
' 4coord1nators and Advanced Educatlon off1c1als were asked
to serve ‘as a panel of experts ‘Prior to a- regularly

scheduled AAECC coordlnators meetlng in February 1988
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the'original IGI areas and items_were circulated‘to all
: coordinators.and officials; with the request‘that tlme |
“at the February meetlng be allotted to a) 1dent1fy 1tems
{'needlng modlflcatlon for a consortlum goals 1nventory,

f,
“and b) generate mlscellaneous goal items of partlcular

Y 1nterest to consortla. At the February meetlng, the

3 panel of experts suggested changes to some of the

| specific goi% 1tems that Yould more approprlately '
address the goal of a consortlum w1thout 10051ng the
lntent of the 1tem, and items for the-miscellaneous

‘goals were also generated. leen the number of.

T mlscellaneous items related to legal status as well as
1nnovatlon, the suggestlon was made that these-headlngs
‘be used as goal areas (w1th four 1nventory items each)

¢ ‘rather than s1ngular mlscellaneous goal ltems,

Follow1ng the meetlng, the rev151ons to the goal

1nVentory and the newly generated mlscellaneous 1tems
were complled and malled to the AAECC coordlnators and

,offlclals as the flrst draft of the Consortlum Goals
InVentory At this tlme, the AAEcCC coordlnators wefe
aISO asked to recommend 1nd1v1duals to take part in a

.& pllot test of the 1nstrument "Each coordlnator was
telephoned for individual input on the-CGI‘vand‘for
thexr recommendatlons for the CGI pllot test. In March
1988 the pllot draft of the CGI was 01rculated to AAECC

coordlnators_and off1c1als.

 Thus, the IGI goal areas were retained with some
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adaptation of the deflnltions and questionnaire items :

for each area.% Termlnology in each questionnaire 1tem
referrinqﬂtdéﬁndependent 1nstitutions -was replaced w1th

- terms spec1fic to’ consortia. Two goal .areas (Legal

Status and Innovatioﬂb and twelve miscellaneQUS goal
1tems.were added in adapting the IGI for consortium use.

For the purposes of this study, and for the

resultant COnsortium Goals Inventory (CGI) (see Appendlx

"A) the ‘goal areas' were

outcome Goals

1,,‘“écagemic.developnent.‘-This goal has to'do with
"acqulsltion of general and spe01alized knowledge,
preparation of students for 'advanced scholarly
study, and maintenance of’ high 1ntellectual'

standards on the campus.

2. Intellectual orientatlon..' Thls goal area relates

to an attitﬁgg about learning and 1ntellectual
"work It means famillarity with research and
- problem-solv1ng methods, the ab111ty to synthesize
knowledge from many sources the capac1ty for

-é‘%self dlrected learning, and a qpmmittment to llfe-"

" long learning.

o3 Igleldual personal development. This goal area
o ,leans 1dent1f1cat10n by students of personal goals
.aﬁh developmegt of means of ach1ev1ng them,--

~ enhancement of sense of self-worth-and self-
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6'

confidence. -

Hgmgnigngltxgigm. This qgal area reflects ‘a

‘respect for diverse cultures,agdhmltment to

P
working.forvworld.peace, consc1ousness of the

1mportant moral. issues of the tlme, and concern

_about the welfare of people generally

iral/a e awareness. ThlS goal area

]

entalls a heightened apprecxatlon of a varlety of

8 . ( \ LT .

art forms, requlred study in the humanities or

arts, exposure to forms of non-western' art, and

'encouragement of actlve part1c1patlon 1n artistic

A

activities. Y I %

‘Traditional religiousness. This goal area is -

intended to mean a religiousness that is orthodox,

doctrinal, usually sectarian, and often .

.fundamental -- in short, traditional rather than

"secular" Qr "modern." _ R .
Vocational’grepa;ation. . Thls goal area means

offerlng spec1flc occupatlonal currlculums (as in

accountlng or nur51ng), programs geared to

emerglng ‘career flelds, opportunltles for

'retralnlng or upgradlng sklils, and assistance to

©

'students in career plannlng

Agvanced tralnlng - Thls goal area can be most

P

readlly understood as simply the avallablllty of
postgraduate education. It means developing and

malntalnlng -a strong and comprehen51ve graduate

,49



10.

11.

13,

studles for external agencies, . conductlng ba51c

school, proving Rrograms'in the professions,.and
conducting aduanced study in specializedlproblem
areas. =~

Research. | This goal involves d01ng contract

T

/
research in the natural and soc1ai sc1§nces,

seeklng generally to extend the frontlers of

knowledge through sc1ent1f1c research~

Meetlng 1oca1 needs - This goal area is defined as

prov1d1ng for contlnuous educatlon for adults,

-serv1ng as a cultural centre f the communlty,.

providing tralned people- forflocal employers, and
fac111tat1ng student 1nvolvement in communlty

service act1v1t1es. o . e

PubliC‘service;- Thls goal area means worklng with -

governmental agenc1es in soc1a1 and env1ronmental

'pollcy formatlon committing organlzatlonal

resources to the solution of major social and
env1ronmenta11problems, tra1n1ng people from
dlsadvantaged communltles, and generally belng
respon51ve to- reglonal and national priorities 1n

plannlng_educatlonal programs. T . Qo

3001a1 eqalltarlanlsm Thls goal has to do with

open adm1s51ons and mean1ngfu1 educatlon for all

admltted prov1d1ng educatlonal experlences

"relevant to the" evolv1ng interests of mlnorlty

'groups and women,_and offering remed1a1 work in

50



ba51c skllls.- é B f {

]

o

_1nst1tutlons judged to be" defectlve helplng

Ostudents learn how to brlng ‘about change in

J

_Canadlan soc1ety and being enQaéed ‘as an
organlzatlon, in worklng for basic changes in

o :
Canadlan society. o . - ® ¢

'“Process Goals

la. Freedom. ThlS goal area is deflned as protectlng
. the rlghts of faculty to present controver51al
1deas in the classroom, not preventlng students
from hearlng controver51a1 p01nts of view, p1a01ng
_no restrlctlons on off—campus polltlcal
ﬁ‘act1v1t1es, by faculty or students and ensurlng
faculty and‘students the freedom to choose thelr'
own 11festyles. | : : ‘
\kgemocratlc governance This.goal means
e decentrallzed deClSIOn maklng arrangements by
whlch students, faculty, admlnlstrators, and
governlng board members can all be slgnlflcantly
-1nvolved 1n campus governance that is genulnely
respon51ve to the concerns of everyone at the

consortium,

& mea‘ns :

51
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1s6.

17.

18.

' 19.

N
LI

-
v

Community/climate. . This goal area is defined as
maintaining a climate in which there is faculty
commltment *to the’ general welfare of the

vconsortlum, open and candid communlcation, open and.

at

_ amlcaﬂmﬁ alrlng of dlfferénces, and mutual trust

:and respect among students, faculty and

admlnlstrators.

Intellectual/aesthetlc env1ronment ThlS goal

© area’ meaﬂé a rlch program of cultural events, a

4

campus cllmate that fafllltates student free -time

1nvolvement in 1ntellectual and cultural

,act1v1t1es an environment 1n whlch students and

. faculty can eas1ly 1nteract 1nforma11y, and a

"reputatlon as an 1ntellectua11y exc1t1ng campus

Innovatlon - This goal area is deflned as a

climate in which a continuous innovation is a -

readlly accepted way of life; it means

'establlshlng procedures for readlly 1n1t1at1ng

currlcular or instructional 1nnovat10ns,,and more

spec1f1ca11y, 1t ‘means experlmentatlon w1th new

/
approaches to individualized 1nstruct10n and to

'>eva1uat1ng and gradlng student performance.

'Off-campus learnlng - This goal area 1ncludes time

away from: campus 1n t.avel work-study, CcUso work

A'Q‘etc\ study on several campuses durlng
: x\_’,

"undergraduate programs, awardlng of degrees for

superv1sed study off campus, awarding degreesv
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entirely on the basis of'performance on an
examination. - o S N

20. ;. countabili efficient' Th1s goal‘frea is
defined to use cost criteria An de01d1ng among

program alternatlves, concern program

" _
'eff1c1ency, accountablllty to fundlng sources for

program effectlveness, and regular submlss1on of
ev1dence that the consortium lS ach1ev1ng stated

\

goals.

21, Instltutlonal cooperatlon. ThlS goal refers to
the need for f;stltutlons to work collaboratlvely
,to deliver the services and programs to the local
communltles. | o
= B
22. ‘Legal status ' Thls goal area is deflned as ‘the
work towards establlshlng consortia as separate
legal entltles, apart from the 1nst1tutlons of
.whlch they are comprlsed
The CGI con51sts of 100 goal statements 88 of
wnich dlrectly relate to the 22 goal areas llsted above.
The remaining 12 goal statements are mlscellaneous goal
statements ‘relating to areas of local 1mportance with
common interestwto all consortia in Alberta ‘ The goal
statements were generated by the panel of experts
1nclude such tOplCS as: : l?ﬁ ' e :g
- basic literacy R ' e
- private funding '
- academic reputatlon
-~ permanent campus

- = planning
* . = government funding
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‘ 54,
N - flex1b111ty €
, - citizen planning
- delivery alternatlves
"= evaluation .
- 1nterpret1ng consortium to’ the community
= geographically removed students '

Pilot Study

»

Based on the recommendatlons of the panel of
experts, a CGI pllot test group was selected Ten of
the twelve 1nd1v1duals in, the test group had prev1ously
served as a regional adv1sory commlttee or board member
vw1th an Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty consortaum
The remalnlng two 1nd1v1duals served in admlnlstrat1Ve,
capac1t1es W1th member 1nst1tutlons actlvely 1nvolved

= ’ s . X . L

“with: consortla.,
&i‘ in March, 1988‘ the CGI was sent to the pllot tests
group, w1th thﬁ%&gguest that" they complete the

1nventory, and comment on anyb%reas where the CGI was
; ”‘
unclear or deemed 1napprogp1ate Nlne of twelve pllOt
’A Jv .
-test CGIs were completed and returned Respondents

{?commented on sp?lllng and punctuatlon, and one -
'respondent commented that the CGI had taken a long t1me
to complete ‘No substantlve changes were suggested.
Typographlcal errors were corrected and the CGI was
prlnted for the total populatlon of AAECC reglonal

adv1sory commlttee and board members

4




55

8

aRat%ng‘Scale, L .
, ” : ‘

o+ -

Respondents were asked to address each goall‘ g
statement in two ways: flrstly, to rank the goal based
t.on thelr perceptlon of 1ts current importance (“How
1mportant is the goal at the present t1me°") and
: secondly, to rank the goal based on thelr perceptlon of

how 1mpo‘tant the goal should be ("How 1mportant should

éesponden; ere asked to rank the goal statements

'us1ng a f1ve—p01nt Likert scale with the following

ﬁgu1de_lw,gﬁ

‘?%- 3? e of no. importance or-not. applicable

-

"YAl"l%q'l -of low 1mp8rtance

~P il a . \ )
.AfLAfZ3‘ - of medlumglmportance

>
!

of highvimgortance
’ S r . ok .
T 5 - of extremely high importance

8
L4

Respondent Proflle ﬁ%@stlons
. . i

On the final. pageeof ;he CGI respﬂhdents were asked
to prov1de 1nformatlon regardlng thelr 1n;olvement with
rconsortla 1nclud1ng whlch consortlum, posltlon w1th |
consortlum, length of tlme in that pos1t10n, and length

of time served 1n a prev1ous poéltlon, 1f appllcable..

P =




(/f" ' o  .Data Collection

On April 29 1988, a total of 91 questlonnalres
were mailed to members of the boards of d1rectors and
reglonal advisory commlttees of all AAECC with a
coverlng letter (see Appendlx B). On May 16 a follow -up
letter was sent to all potential respondents urglng
their partlclpatlon ﬁ&rough respondlng to the CGI.
. Durlng the week of June 6 - 10, 1988, telephone calls
were made to- a number of the potentlal respondents ‘As
of July 15, 1988 69 of the’ questlonnalres had been

B

" returned, representing‘a response'of'75,8 percent. -

'kData_Analysis
.
, The CGI data were analyzed in the follow1ng ways
s -~ The respondent proflle was examined;
" = The scores and rank of ‘the "is" and
"should be" goals were 1dent1f1ed and
%he mean standard deviation and rank
were compared by reglon, p051t10n, and
length of 1nvolvement .
The't-test'wasﬁused.to establish statistical
significance between Is and Should Be goal perceptions

“at the .05 level, and the F-tect wac nema o
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differences among respondent groups at the :10 level.

¢

In analy21ng the data,‘the mean was 1dent1f1ed as the
L2

average score of perceived 1mpd§tance of the goal area,
with‘a'higher mean reflecting a higher perceived

¢

_importance The rank ‘was establlshed by ordering the
means from highest to 1owest The standard dev1atlon'
1dent1f1es the amount of varlance of scores among
respondents on a glven goal ' when ana1y21ng the goal
perceptlons, tables were generally separated 1nto
groups: outcome goals, prbcess goals, and mlscellanéous

>

goals. . ,
Summary

The populatlon studled 1ncluded members of the

[y

boards of dlrectors and reglonal adV1sory commlttees of

Alberta Advanced Educatlon communlty consortla.A The O

data were collécted by questlonnalre over a three month

:pquod (Aprll to July 1988). A return rate of 75 8

.

percent was achleved w1th good representatlon from each

consortlum and p051t10n The flndlngs of the study are

.summarlzed in the. folloﬁglg chapter

57
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CHAPTER 4

DATA  ANALYSIS - iy
7

Introductionﬂ{

>
Chapter 4 contains the flndlngs of thls study The.
data are presented in five sectlons the respondent
.proflle,‘and the Is and Should Be scores and rankings by
total populatlon, by consortlum, by p051t10n,>and by years

' served in C%Frent capac1ty
-;> Respondent_PrOfile ‘ g B

'Table 1 shows the total popula%ion number of
respondents from each consortium and the ‘rate of response
The return. of 69 out of 91 possible Consortlum Goal
Inventorles (CGI) represents a response rate of 75 8
'percent Each of the three p051t10ns in the flve

UL
conSortla had a. mlnlmum reséonse rate of 50 perceﬁt or

populatlon. It shouIdvbe noted that ten board members
from 1nst1tut10ns represent thelrylnstltutlon on more - than‘
one consortlum board The respondents serv1ng more than
one consortlum board are 1dent1f1ed separately from the p

1nst1tutlonal board members that serve on only one

ay .



Freqyency and Rate of Response ;g

Table 1

by Consortium

Total . Number of
Population Respondents Response °

Rate of

CEC
NPAEC

PEC

YREC

PEC and YREC

-

* NPAEC, PEC and YREC

" NPAEC and YREC

.

BCEC and CEC

24
14
10 .-

12

2

19

18

?9.1
77.7
7v(.).0~
-‘7.5:0
80.0
100.0

100.0

[

" ;"-‘,)
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. ,
W Tableﬁ “
. - 3 . .
Frequgﬂ% of Response -
Total Sample by Consortium and Position - -
=========:-'===========a========='======:u=s:n=n-:z::::s:::-:
Institutional Community Regional
' Board , Board Advisory
Members Members . Committee
NO% TN % N %
BCEC 5 625 . 4 800 3 7590
CEC 2 66.6 2 100.0 15 78.9
'~ NPAEC 4 800 71000 3 500 .
PEC S0 000 T2 66 -5 833
YREC 2 1000 3 750 v 4  66.6
, . o 4 4 L=
. o . L
PEC and YREC 4 . 80.0 . . = R
. : U F T
. ,1,5 - L
PEC, YREC, S ,
and ‘NPAEC 2 1000 v e 3, -
o "y a
NPAEC and YREC '} -100.0 /
. . o P *
BCEC and CEC 1 . s0.0 . S
Total 21 71.0 18 843 ¥ 30 701
] -
[ 4
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-~ ' Table 3

a

Frequency of Response

by Years'in Current Capacity

Number of Years
in Current Capacity

5 years
6 years

7 years

o Number of

Respondents

PN

61
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Table 4
v .. Frequéncy of Respons‘e‘&
by Years in Previous Capacity
Number‘c.)f <Ye:ars . Numbe 'of
R in Previous Capacity ' Respo'%
~Less than 14__)‘lear" ‘ B
lyearb o ) ‘ 2
2 years ‘ g : } . 4
3 years " v S 2 .
4' years - . . - 2
5 years’ L ' ‘ 1
-6 yéars ‘ - ‘ - 0
7 ‘yéars ) S i 0
"8 years : v 1
" No previous gxperien;e S 54
Total 69
t
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consortium board;‘ Instltutlonal board members serv1ng

NPAEC, 'PEC and YREC had the hlghest rate of response,
whlle CEC had the hlghest actual number of respondents.,a'

Table 2 shows the,Eesponse by consortlum and :lﬁ é“?‘f‘g5g

p e Y

position._ The hlghest rate of response came from the>CEC & ;1g
. [ .

Reglonal Adv1sory Commlttee. The hlghest rate of reSponSe'*‘

by pOSitlon came from the communlty board members, and,theg;f:‘

lowest from the 1nst1tutlonal board members.» ‘ -
Table 3 1dent1f1es the frequency of response by years :;‘

served in current capacity. The largest response groupikyiai

had served 1n”the1r current capa01ty for two years whlle [;a

lthe next lar-hﬂ fresponse group had served one year.iﬁih
Flfty elght percent of the respondents had served two 'd/ ;"/
'years or less in their current capac1ty o ‘ l
Table 4 1dent1f1es the number of years served 1n>A
prev1ous capac1ty, if appllcable. Only 15 of 69 | 4)_
respondents (or 22%) had serVed in another capa01ty w1th a
consortlum. Due to thlS low number of people w1th prev1ous
'experlence, no further analyses were done u51ng th1s
‘varlable | | |
| In summary, Tables 1 to 4 1dent1fy how the 69

respondents were dlstrlbuted by consortlum, p051tlon,*

years in current capa01ty, and years in prev1ous capa01ty
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Goal Perceptions:.

Is ‘and Should Be Ratings and Rankings‘

Tables 5 to 9 portray the perceptlons of goals by Is

and Should Be ratings for the total sample. The outcone,

4 R

t' process,tand mlscellaneous goals are shown by rank,.mean,
and standard deviation flrst then the: outcome and Pprocess
goals are comblned and shown by rank mean and standard
dev1at;on Flnally, all goal areas are combined, and the
twenty hlghest ranklng goals are shown by rank and mean.

og'.vv ’r Table 5 compares the rank ‘mean,  and standard

. dev1atlon of Is and Should Be scores on outcome goals

s

Vocatlonal Preparatlon ranked as the top goal on both Is

‘and Should Be scores , Goals 7 through 13 were also ranked

’ k4
¢

the same- for both Is and Should Be Publlc Serv1ce (7),
Human1sm/A1tuism (8), Advanced Tralnrng (9), Cultural/
Aesthetlc Awareness QlO), Soc1al Crltlclsm/Act1v1sm (11)
(tled w1th Cultural/ Aesthetlc Awareness on Is ratlngs)“
Research (12), and Trad1t10na1 Rellglousness (13) W1th1n-
the ranklngs of tWO through 51x, one goal area (Soc1al

| Egalltarlanlsm [5]) stayed the same (although it was tled
“on the Is ranklngs) Ind1v1dual Peﬁsonal Development
moved twp ranks hlgher Jl,pﬁé Should Be rankings, whlle

d?« Academlc Development moved more than two ranks down on the

Should Be - ranklngs.: The IS goal w1th the greatest |

a1

i standard dev1atlon was Soc1al Egalltarlanlsm ( 69), and
. -

the least Was Tradltlonal Rellglousness (. 32) ; The Should

o4
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10.5

10.5.

12

13

T

.

o -

Table 5 = **

i'lii‘eSpondents' Percep't!‘ons of Outcorm_z;vGoa:'@
Ranked by "Is" and "Should Be" Means:

¢

SF¥xgz=sEsc=ac

Vocation 3.4 .66 1 Vocation 4.2 /.54
Prep* i Prep o
Local 3.2 .53 2 Intellect | 3.8 .67
" Needs ) ¢ Orient . ‘
Intellect - ¢ 28 B 3.5 - Local 3.7 .58
Orient ‘ Needs o
Academic 2.9 .65 3.5 Individual. 3.7 .69
Development (;' ; Development : - S
‘Social 2.8 .69 5. social “3.5 .19
Egalitarian ' ' 'Ega_]"it.élriar?_,l s
Individual 2.8 .66 6  Academic 3.4 - .60
_Development - Develapment 1
“Public 2.5 .63 7 s public. 3.1 .65
Service Service" ,
Humanism 1.9 .68~ 8 . Humanism 2Ky .91
Advanced 1.9 .65 19 Advanced - - 2.3 .88
Training _ " Training , S
Cultural 1.7 055 10 Cultural 2.2 .85
Awareness S Awareness
Social . 1.7 .57 11 social 2.1 .85
. Activism . ¢ ' © " Activism v
Research. 1.5 .60 12 . Reséarch 1.7 .83
_Traditional 1.1 .32 13 - Traditional 1.2 .45
Religious ' Religious n
________ gy SRS NO U
. * See Appéndix K for explanation of goal"abbre\iigtions

65



‘1n the area of Humanf )
agaln, in Tradltlonal ;oiousness (.45). ‘ Only the top

two goals --Vocatlonal Preparatlon and Meetlng Local-

66

Needs -- were rated as belng currently of medium (3.0) or

'hlgher 1mportance, while seven goals appeared on the
- Should. Be llst rated at 3 0 or hlgher.

Table 6 shows the Is and Should pe ranklng, mean, and
standard dev1atlon of process goals. - The top and‘bottom
ranked goal were the same for Is and Should Be; Communlty/
Cllmate (1) ranked the hlghest (although 1t was tied for
~the hlghest rank ‘on the Should Be list with Instltutlonal
Cooperatlon), wh11e Off campus Learnlng (9) ranked the |
lowest (although it was tied on the Should Be llst with
Freedom) Legal Status (5) remalned the same on both

P

ranklngs While no other goals malntalned the same rank

none moved up or down by as much as. two p051tlons on the

Is 1lst the hlghest standard dev1at10n was on the Legal
Status goal (. 91) and the lowest was on Intellectual/
Aesthetlc Env1ronment ( 53). In the Should Be ranklngs,
Legal Status (1.03) again had the hlghest standard 7

‘ dev1atlon, whlle Accountab111ty/Efflclency (. 51) had the
'lowest. Four goals on the Is list rated as being of
medlum or hlgher 1mportance' while all goaIS-were rated
3.0 or hlgher on'the Should B list;‘

Table 7 shows the rank mean, and standard dev1at10n 4

" of mlscellaneous goals for both Is and Should Be



Table 6
7 ) 'Respondents' Perceptions of Process Goals

s

Ranked. by "Is" and “Should Be" Means " v '

IR E R R R rECCSICERSCRERXRIISEECS s==ss=====x ==S=====z ===

Is Should be
Rank " Goal Mean SO’ Rank Goal Mean - SD
L dqr _____________________________________________________________
il Community/ 3.5 . .58 1.5 Community/ 401 .59

Climate Climate ’

2.5 Account/ © - 3.4 61 1.5 Institution 4.1 - .60
Efficiency o ) . Coop

| | - o .

2.5 Institution - . 3.4 67 . 3 ° Democratic 4.0 .88
Coop S - Governance '

4 Demcratic 3.2 61 4  Account/ 3.9 .51
Governance . . Efficiency

5.5. * Innovation " 2.9 82 .5  Legal Status 3.6 1.03

5.5 * Legal 29 "91 6 Innovation 3.5 .72
Status ) ' ' o

7 .Freedom - 2.7 87 7 . Intellect 3.2 .69

Environ
8  Intellect : 2.4 .53 8.5 Freedom 30 .98
" Environ ' i *

9 Off-campus 2.4 8.5 Off-campus .  -3.0 .72

Learning ‘ Learning S :

£ Y3
2

e
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Table 7

Respondents’ Perceptions of Miscellaneous Goals
Ranked by “Is" and "Should Be" Means

_____—_==========================§================:==nuz==-=g=n::::::z====a==a;:=z
Is Should be

Rank Goal Mean  $D Rank GoaT Mean * D

1 Geo Removed 3.9 .91 1 Geo Removed ’ 4.7 .53
Students Students

2 Flexibility 3.7 .88 2.5 Citizen ' 4.4 g5

’ Planning
3 TCitizen 3.6 .84 2.5 ' .Government v 4.4 71
. Planning " Funding
- 4.5 . Academic’ 3.5 .92 4.5 Interpret 43 66

Reputation - Consortium - )

4.5  Planning 3.5 .99 4.5 Flexibility. ~ , 4.3 7|

6 Government 3.4 .96 ‘ 6 Academic‘ 4.2 .85
Funding ' Reputation

7 Basyes 3.4 1.06 7 Planning 4.1 g8
Literacy ’

8:5 Delivery 3.2 .88 B Basic - 4.0 .92

: Altern ' ' Literacy ’

8.5 Interpret 3.2 .81 9.5 Delivery . 3.8 .87
Consortium o Altern

10 Evaluation 3.0 .92 89.5. Evaluation 3:8 94

11 - Permanent- 2.7 1.21 11 Private ' ) 3.4 ).42
Campus Funding :

12 Private 2.6 1.26 12 Permanent . 3.0 150 . °
Funding Campus o

______—_=================$===================x=====a=xxg=-:g=-s====:=n:::ll::::::a



69
perceptions. It should be noted that the means of ‘the

mlscellaneous goals w111 in part, be hlgher because the
means reflect ratlngs of. 1nd1v1dua1 goal statements, N

4 rather than four statements collapsed into a goal area, -as.
is the case w1th outc0me and pProcess goals. ThlS w1ll

. also acgount to some degree for the hlgher standard
vrdev1at10ns. Only the top ranked goal (Geographlcally
"Removed étudents) malntalned the same p051tlon. Goals-
that moved two or more ranks higher on the: Should Be list -
were Government Fundlng Alternat1Ves and Interpretlng the
Consortlum-to Local Cltlzens. Goals that ranked two or
more: p051tlons lower on the Should Be scale were-
‘Flex1b111ty in Program Offerlngs and Short/Medlum/Long
Range Plannlng L T o

' On the is llSt Prlvate Fundlng Alternat1Ves (1 26),
Permanent Campus (1 21), and Ba51c theracy (1.06) all had
standard deV1at10ns above the 1. 00 level while
'Interpretlng the ConSbrtlum to Local Cltlzens (.81) had
_the,lowest standard deviation.» On the Should be ranklngs
Permanent Campus (1 50) had the hlghest standard dev1at10n
;(closely followed by Prlvate Fundlng Alternatlves with
1.42) and was the lowest goal whlle Geographlcally
Removed Students {.53) had the lowest standard deV1atlon
and ranked as the hlghest goal of the mlscellaneous |
,goals only Permanent Campus and Prlvate Fundlng
Alterhatives were rated .as belng of currently below medlum

1mportance while all goals were of medium or hlqher
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1mportance on the Shdhld Be list. It should be noted that
the standard dev1atlon of mlscellaneous gOals was
con51stantly hlgher than the standard dev1atlon of outcome
or process goals. h' : s

Table 8 shows the ranklng of Is and Should Be goals

when outcome and process goals are comblned Goals ranked

14 (Publlc Serv1ce), andf"

'uAdvanced Tralnlng,.Culturz wic Awareness, Social

Tradltlonal
_ . . .
Rellglousness respectlvely) malntalned the same p051tlon

Criticism/Activism, ReseaM

on béth Is -and Should Be: ranklngs although

Humanism/Altru1sm and Advanced ‘Training were ranked the

same (17 5) on the Is ranklngs. There was con51derableulﬁ

reorderlng among the top ten ranklngs from one list to the

other. i - .

It is intereSting to note that the top ranked goal on’ -

R ]

the Is ~scale (Communlty/Cllmate) was a process goal whlle
on the Should Be - ranklngs the top goal was an outcome goal
-(Vocatlonal Preparatlon) . -On both the Is and Should Be
ranklngs Legal Status had the hlghest standard dev1at10n,
and Tradltlonal Rellglousness had the lowest.

Table 9 shows the twenty hlghest ranked goals when
outcome process, and mlscellaneous goals are comblned on,
both the Is and Should Be ranklngs “ten of the twelve‘
mlscellaneous goals were 1nc1uded w1th1n‘the twenty

hlghest ranked goals (Permanent Campus and Private Fundlng

_ Alternatlves belng the only miscellaneous goals not

22‘4Humanism/Altruismh

+

A
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.79
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‘fa “a
W Table 8 )
Respondents’ P’erceptions.of Outcome Goals and -
Pracess Goals Combined, Ranked by "Is" and "Should Be" Means
==========3============================ ______ ==== EEsCSETasISE==—===
Is Should be
Rank " Goal ‘“: Mean  SD ‘Rank- Goal Mean
--—t,-.‘:-f- ------------------------------------------------------------ ——————el
1 Community/ 3.5 .58 1 - Vocatien 4.2
Climate (p)* ‘ ' Prep (o)* ,
S . ' . s
3°  Accountf, ¥ 3.4 .61 2.5 Community/ 4.1
: Efficieng)"’-(p) 5 . t."limate\ (o)
3 Institution 3.4 8L 2,5 Institytion 4.1
~ Coop (p) ’ ~ Coop (p).
3 Vocation R4 66 4 Démocratic 4.0
B Prep (o) : Governance (p)
5.5 Democratic o 3.2 .61 5 Account/ 3.9
) Governance (p) af Efficiency (p)
5.5 local o 37 53 6 Intellect 3.8
Needs (o) Orient (o) ”,
8.5 Innovation {p) . 2.9 .62 7.5 local 3.7
L 3 ' Needs (o) :
AN W * L. [ . v \_ : o
8.5 Intellect 4. ~ 7.5 ¥ Individual i 3.7
“Qrient (o) " Development (o)
8.5 Acidghic 2.9 .65 9 Legal) v 3.6
' . Development .{0) : Status (p) - =
8.5 Llegal - -2.9 .91 10.5 Innovation (p) 3.5
‘Status {p) . ' (' : '
1.5 Social 2.8, .69 4 10.5.Social . 3.5
" Egalitarian (o) ", ¢ Egalitarian™{o) s
118 Individial 2.8 .66 12 . Acgdemic . 3.4
~Development (o3 - ' . . T Dgyeg'ppmgél_’lt ()
e ) - . . . e ’ - Lt N )
, Freedom (p) \: & 27 e 13 “Intellect o 3.2

7t
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Table 8 - (contiﬁued) .
. / . v
Rank Goal Mean SD Rank Goal Mean  SD
_" ''''' . TTTETTe = "" """" . TTTTTTTTTTTRAT e
14 Public . 2.5 .63 ° 14  Public . © 3 es
Service {o) " Service (o)
15.5 Intellect 2.4 .53 - 15.5 Freedom (p) 3.0 98
Environ (p) - ‘
15.5 Off-campus 2.4 71 5 15.5 Off-campus. 3.0 .72
Learning- (p) o ‘ Learning (p)

17.5" Humanism (o) 1.9 .68 17 - Humanism (o) 67 91
« ‘ . . -"’ ;’._4‘ f
_17.5 Advanced o 1.9 .65 . 18 Advanced 2.3 .88

Training (o) : _ Training (o) -
“19.5 - Cultural 1.7 .55 19.5 Cultural 22
" Awareness (o) . : T Awareness (o)
. ) v.f."f o . .
19.5 Social - 1.70 .57 20  Social T 2.1 .88
Activism (o) : . N Activism (o)
R _-Research (0} - 1.5 .80 21 Research (o) C17 .83
PR R ) ' - o .
22 4 Traditjonal Ll .3 22 Traditional 1.2 .45
' Rel Religious (o) ’
W
*(o) ‘indicates and 0utcome_go§]{'and (p) indicates -a Process goal.
=!::==:——-“-—-===="‘-——======-—---—-=====———-——==========================::====v=: :E::;_% .
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Table 9
The Twenty Highest Goé] Areas by all Respondents’ ' ]
with all Goal Areas Combined, Ranked by Mean .
.Geo Removed = 3.9° 1 % Geo Removed 4.7
Students (m)* Students (m) v : - . '
Flextbility (m) 3.7 2.5 Citizen 4.4
) : Planning (h_)
Citizen 3.6 - 2.5 Government 4.4
Planning (m) " . Funding (m) - ' '
Academicv S t o 3.5 4.5 Interpr'et R . 4.3
Reputation (m). Consortium (m)
[} L]
Communi ty/ ©3.5. . 4.5 Flexibility (m) 4.3
Climate (p)* ' » ’
Planning (m) : 3.4 6.5 - Voqat»ii;r), © 4.2
' Prep {o)* )
fovernment - - 3.4 6.5 Academic o . 4.2 ‘
" .- Funding {m). Reputation (m)" ‘ oot
| . J : < ) LT s t o
Account/ " - v, 3.4 v o8 - "Community/ 4.1
~Efficiency (p) . v Climate (pJ
. ) . ‘ , ¢
Basic - 3.4° 9. Institution : 4.1
- Literacy (m) A " Coop (p) . A ,
. . : " ’ - , . ¢ ) 3 '
‘Iastitution " 33 ¢ 9 7 Planning (m) ot .
Coop (p). ’ . - ; C e, ’
' N .. . . @ .
, : T | o SRR ’
Vocation * . T "33 s sy ., . a.q° R
Prep(0) .. . T CoLyteragy.(my oo oo-e L
o . - o e 1 N . . Y |
Delivery *’;// . - 3.2 12.5 Democratic . 3.9 . .
Altern (m_)- - L S s ’ QQvernance,.(p.) .
. . e ) R -. L l' ' »
Interpret. C R Y 4 12.5 A‘c'coun\tl 3.9
Consort.ium (m) ‘ : Efficiency- (p) :
" - '
¢ * a-




N—
hMeQ-(cmﬁhwﬂ‘
""'---_-—--’:“3'-—:;-'"—_'-'-""'-'-"""""'f..‘ """""""""""""""""""""""
Rank Goal ’ Mean Rank ~ Goal . Mean
13,5 Democratic - i 3.2° 15 Delivery ’ 3.8
Governance (p) - ~Altern (m)
13.5 Local ‘ 3.2 15 Evaluation {m) == 3:8._
: Needs (o) - - ‘ SR
16 _ Evaluation (m) o 3.0 15 Intellect | - R
' : Orient (o) ' oo
18.5 Iﬁnovation (p) . 2.9 17.5 . Local = : : 3.7
' - " Needs (o)
18.5 ‘Intellect . 2.9 T17.5  Individual - T3
Orient (b). : C - ~Development (o)
18.5 Academic.” 2.9 19 Legal * : 3.6
: "Development (o). ' - Status (p)
c 2 sacidl y BN
" Egalitarianism (o) S

.

" *.(m) indicates a MisCé]]anéoUS’goa];'(p) indicates -a Process goal;'and {0)
~indicates an Qutcqme goal. '

SR EEErSESEOzs=gRnssSoosozons=oo
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Fzﬁinc1udedf.}‘The'highest:ranked Is‘goalwwas GeOgrahicallyf S
RemovedystudentsQ' Community/Climate'f- tied for fourth

, ‘rank ;—.1was"the'highest ranked:non—miscellaneous,goalx
“and was .one of six process goals w1th1n the top twenty
ranked Is goals. Only four outcome goals were ranked

within the top twenty Is goals when. all goals were

comblned Vocatlonal Preparatlon was the hlghest ranked

outcome goal and was tied for tenth rank.
Geographlcally Remdved Students was the hlghest

ranked Should Be goal when all goals were comblned.

o

Vocatlonal Preparatlon (tled for 51xth rank) was th%
hlghest ranked non-mlscellaneous goal ~ of the other four
outcome goals 1ncluded in the twenty hlghest ranked Should .
Be goals, none. ranked hlgher than flfteehth .
Community/Cllmate .and Institutlonal Cooperatlon (tled w1th

ﬁlannlng for nlnth rank) were the- hlghest ranked of. the

\y_»

flve process gOals among the top twenty ranked bhould Be
| goals L " S v'_‘ ’ Vo

)
A . e

: . e
~Goal: Perceptlons by Consortlum.

.

BCEC CEC NPAEC PEC/.and YREC
/,,“". o7 ~ . ! X:d DO , ‘e AR ‘ ! . ’ cr
~This sect@on includes the data analy51§mgrouped lnto

K A

f1ve sub-groupsg each representlng the perceptlons of .
reSpondents from one of the Alberta Advanced Educatlon

communlty consortla.-Tables 59 to 12 show Is and Should Be

means, unranked for outcome, process and mlscellaneous
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goaIS'by consortium. ‘Table 13 shows tne ranking of Is
perceptions of all goals comblned and Table 14 shows the -

1rank1ng of Should Be perceptlons of all goals combined.
Table 10 shows unranked means for the Is and Should .
' Be ratlngs of outcome goals. Comparison of .mean scores

e

reachsg{statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance on only threefoutcome

o

the o 10 level. BCEC (a b cy rated o

'Preparatlon Is 51gn1f1cantly lower than

1Y

Soglal Cr1t101sm/Act1v1sm 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than GEC

a e

e scored 1t There were no statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant

&

dlfferences among groups on tﬁgi?hould Be scores Ten oj
thlrteen goals showed no 51gn1 icant dlfferences on erther

ﬂIs or Should Be ratlngs.t

" oL s

e Table 11 shows perceptlons of process gbals by \‘
consortlum‘gi%h means unranked,f NPAEC rated the j'-‘
'ﬁCommunlty/Cllmate Should Be goal higher than d1d three of

the other consortla and rated Innovatlon Should Be hlgher :

than, drd BCEC CEC rated Accountablrlty/Eff1c1ency A
i B O

'51gn1f1cantly lower than dld NPAEC and YREC on the Should

‘"fBe ratlngs. The only process goal that lndlcated a ’
51gn1f1cant dlfference on the Is ratlng was Freedom, NPAEC
_rated thls goa1151gn1f1cantly higher than d1d CEC.B No.

'fgoal showed groups 51gnif1cant1y dlfferent on both Is and ]

.Should Be ratlngs for the same goal Juve of n;ne goalgl

- @ Ca ) ‘ LI ‘
+ 4 . . '_‘ C \ !



’

h

~ Table 10

o

Perceptions of 'Outcome Goals by Consortium
< with Means Unranked

k) * .
' Goal’ BCEC CEC NPAEC  PEC YREC
T e e e e e e e e e L2
~ . ‘Academic IS .21 . 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.9
~ Development. SB 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.5
Intellect Is 2.9 2.7 3.0 3.1 . .28
. . , .
Orient 8 '3.8. 3.4 4.0 3.8 3.8
Individual 1S 2.7 2.4 T 2.8 3:0 2.9
Development 5B 3.8 3.3 3.8 3.5 3.77 °©
“Human' sm IS 1.8 1.7’ 1.9 L7 2.
’ sB 3.0 - 2.6 T 2.3 - 29
Cultural s L. 1.6 .18 1.6 - 1.8
. Awareness S SB a2 2.1 2.3 2.0 2.6
o Y, ST
Traditional IS 1. 1.2 L1 Lo 1.2
Religious SB 1.2' 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.
L . ,‘ . v >‘
Vocation 1S . 2.8a,bic* 3.2, © 3.5 L 3.9b 3.7
Prep S8 3.9 4.0 2 S ¥ R
Advanced - SIS 1S 1.8 18 TTe i1l
. Trdining 'SB 1.8 2.2 2.4: 2.3 . 2.3
‘Research 512 L6 715 013 14
; . s8 1.4 1.7 19« 1.7 1.8 -
. . : ' ‘."
.~ Local Is 3.0 3.0 33 31 ¢ 3l
Needs - B 3.7 3.5 3.9 3.7 Trregs . -
TR s 47 L 2.4 25 2.3 26
"Service : S8 -3 2.9 3.2 2.9 3.1 7K
Social = JIs 242t z6. T3 2.9 3.2,
. Egalitarianism - "7 sp " 3.2 3.0 s 34 -3
v ) o S e - A * ,: R o
‘Sogial - Is) " 2.0a. . Pda., 0 2 IR - U N
Activism B - 2.3 N O RN 3 1.9 - 2.2

v

X Matching 1ettefé°represent statisfical‘sdgnffibancé at the 0.10 level

-

2

kil

.

n

77. -
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. al v f . '
. co . L3 - . 2
. ’ R v ’ , A
R .. o . "
., Tabler - - - , ‘
A . » ".. . ) _}T 'w ) v" . ‘h - o
,Perceptions‘of Procgs§zGoals by Cohsortium
. .« 77 . Rith Meaps Unranked 2.
et . . . ; . .
S Goal - ' BCEC - CEC  NPAEC  _PEC YREC
" Freedom - - T T8 2.5 _2.3a .3.2a 2.5 3o
Vo L "s8, 2.7 C2.7 3.5 2.9 . 3.4
| Democratic -t L1830 3 33 0 3 3
... Gdvernance - = . & 3.8 3.9 4.1 3.8 4
T Community/ o e 3.4 3.3 3.7 3.3 3.
v Climate .- 88 . 3.9a - 3.9 4.5a,b,c 3.9¢c - 4.3
CIntellect s 2.4 o4 5 2.3 2.

~ Environ o TsSB T 3.2 3.2 5 2 3.
" “Innovation Cas 2 2.7 31 3.0 !

: o S8 3.1a 3.3 §F e 3.8 7
Offsgampus - 1S 2.1 2.6 23 2.4 2.3
Learning * . SB 2.6 3.1 - 3.0 3.0 2.9
Actount/ - S T S RN 3.7 38
Efficiency © . 3B .- 4.0 - 36ab 428" 4.0 4.1b
Institution g5 .. 30 ' 33 a4 35 350
Coop - I N 4.0-7 4.3 L8242 e

 legal - - s 23 2.8 - 31 2.9+ 37
‘Status . SB 31, 35 4.1 3.4 -3.7
L A L U ‘_;.._.__..-.___-_-__-_.'-____:_-_--___-..___-_'_-_-_-..----_.-------_—_-—.--’

o '

N - PR N - s ‘ . .. - . ) . ‘
* Matching Tetters representrstatistjcal significance at the 0-10 level - N
- - - N . * o : . . . h - |

Yy
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showed no 51gn1f1cant dlfference on elther Is or Should Be

o gt
raqungs. A o | xb
A:*h.fﬂ‘ Table 12 shows perceptions of mlscellaneous gpals by

sconsortlum with means unranked. Prlvate Fundlng

Alternatlves showed statlstlcally d1fferﬁ 't groups on both_t

the Is and Should Be ratlngs, CEC scored "

lower than both PEC'and YREC on the Is. rahﬁ

significantly
hg, and 1ower

than YREC ‘on the should Be rating. Reputatlon in Academlc

Community was scored 51gn1f1cantly lower by BCEC tf
NPAEC and. YREC on the Should Be ratlng, and Shor
Long Term Plannlng was scored 51gn1f1cantly lower?:
’than by NPAEC on the Should Be ratlng YNPAEC sco? !
Flex1b111ty 51gn1f1cant1y hlgher than dld CEC on the
Should Be ratlng Includ;ng Cltlzens 1n Plannlng was
dscored‘ n the. Is ratlng asaslgnlflcantly more 1mportant by -
AYREC tﬁyn by BCEC SlX of the twelve - goals were not

scored 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent by two or more groups.v»'

Table 13 sigws the ranklng of Is goal perceptlons

‘when all goal areas are comblned Goals ratlng equally -g')~v
'.1mportant (tled 1n rank) are 1dent1f1ed by vertlcal - |
‘brackets._ Geographlcally Removed Students nanked hlgﬂest

Lfor three of flve consort;a. NPAEC rated Reputatlon in

o\ i

Academlc Gbmmunlty and Includlng C1t1zens 1n Plannlng
(tled) as the most 1mportant w1th Geographlcally Removed

\Students t1ed for s1xth PEC. Rated Flex1b111ty in Program o
Offerlngs and Includlng Cltlzens in Plannlrg as the

hlghest Is goals (tled) w1th Geographlcally Removed
4 b
' 8.



Table 12 R w7 ."&"“
. 4
e ’ - . e N T
Perceptions of Miscellaneous Goals by Con'sbgtium »ij )
_with Means Unranked - 1 w0 e
_ T § _ .
Goal - BCEC  CEC NPAEC.-  PEC YREC 7
| __-___-_____-___-____-_;__-_}. ________________________________________ L L.
Basic 13 5 31 3 3.6 33
Literacy . - . SB 4.3 3.5 471 4.0 4.0,
: ' : w_r
Private _ Is . 2.5 2.0a,b* 2.8 3.2a 3.1
Funding : sB 3.2 2.7a 3.8 3.8 = .42
 Academic IS 3.2 3.4 3.8 3.6 i 3
. Reputation S8 . '3:.5a,b-. 4.2 4.5a 4.2 ) 4.5
Permanent IS 18ab 3a 27 28 aqp
Campus ' . $B 2.2 3.4 3.2 25 2
Planning S 2.9 35 35 3 \3.6
a ‘ - SB 3.4a 4.2 - 452 42 4.2.
Government  Is 3. 37 31 34 3.6
. .Funding , s8. 3.9 . 4.3 4,5 " 4.3 4.5
_Flexibility - 15 3.5 ° 3.5° 38 a0 3.7
o ‘ CSB 4.2 4.0a 4.6a 4.4 4.3
Citizen s 30 36 - 3§ 4.0 - . 3.8a
o Planning » “SB ' 4.4 44 45 43 4.4 -
Delivery . Is* . 2.8’ 3.3 3.3 - 32 - 3.3
Alternatives . 5B 3.5 35 40 40 . g
. N . . . - —A . M : .
Bvaluation " i IS 30 g 2.7 ¢ 30 32
R e e el g SB35 - 3 a2 3.7 4.1
Lo Imemerét 1S 300 ze Lozo o3 3.
. Consortium - 'sp 4l 430 46 7 43T 43
GeoRemoved . IS 37 41 a5 38 4t
© ', Students .. " . 8B T 4.5 - 455 48 4.7 4.8 .
"*I',Matching letters represent _s'ta‘tisti,ca]-significance at th 0.."10 1eve'1. .
= .= _=='=--=é'=\===ﬁ=z====‘l===’=zx==:x:u:".ll:a::izxtv::-:x::x:-‘xx;-:‘.;.f;;



Table 13

Ranking of all "Is" Goals
) by Consortium

-

Rank BCEC ‘CEC NPAEC PEC YREC
’ : !
I Geo Removed . Geo Removed ‘Agademié ’ Flexibility GeaRemoved
Studénts(m) Students(m) Reputation(m) |(m) Studenus{m}
1w
2 Flexibility Govtrnment Citizen Citizen Academic
1 {m) ) Funding (m) ~ |Planning(m) Planning(m) Reputation (m).
V' . . , .
3 . |Basic Flexibility . Community/ Geo Removed Citizen
Titeracy(m) {m) Climate(p) Students(m) Planning(m)
T4 Community/  |Citizen - [Basic . Account/  Flexibility
' Climate(p) Planning(m) Literacy (m) Efficiency(p) (m) .
5 Account/ Planning(m) F]eiibi]fty Vocation ) Vocation
: Efficjency(p) | (m) Prep{o) Prep(o)
6 Academicv : r'_Ilnstitut:ion [Account/ _ [Basic o Account/ -
. Reputation(m) {Coop(p) Efficiency(p) |Literacy(m) Efficiency(p)
7 —Cif;ign | Academic ﬁianhing(m) - | Academic ) Planning(m)
' ‘P]anning(m) Reputation(m) , Reputation(m) -
8 1f‘Eva]uatiqn(m)' Interpret ‘| Geo Removed _P]anjng(m) vaernment
Consortium(m) Students(m)- : ‘Funding{m) _
“f 9 [lInstitution. | Community/. |Vocation Institution. |Community/
.| Coop{p) [Climate(p) [Prep(o) Coop(p) |Climate(p)
. . y - e S N DI - .
10 . |Goverment’ Delivery . Institution * [Goverment (Institutigm ,
. .1 Funding{m) -Altgrn(m)v . Coop(p) | Funding(m) . _.Coop(p) i
1 Interpret, [Account/ ] ._ Delivery Interpret Interpret
| Consortium(m) [Efficiency(p) |Attern(m) Consortium(m) | Consortium(m)
Local Vocation Local Community/ [Basic
Needs(o) LPrep(o). *{Needs (o) Climate(p) | Literacy(m)
3 " |Democratic MBasic A Democratic ‘Private Delivery
_~;3¢§byef29nce(p) Literacy(m) - [Governance(p) Funding(m) Altern(m) - -
Toomy o e . '_j ‘ P N
14 Fﬁ}anqi@g(m) . | Permanent Freedom(p). * [Delivery ' | Democratic
SO Lt Campus(m) “|Altern(m) | Governance{p)
v > . . -



- e

Training(o)

i, i
%, Table 13 - (continued) .
i
Rank BCEC CEC | NPAEC PEC YREC
: AT f%-‘f""""""" T T T T s
15 Inte]lecvt':l’t( Democratic Legal v rIr_;te]lebt —Evaluation(m)
. Lorient(o)" I |Governance(p) |Status(p) ‘|orient (o)
16 .PDeHver'y' ?'5 Local Goverment Local Local
Altern(m) L"'l.ieeds(o) | Funding{m) [ Needs (o) Needs (o)
17 . Vocatibn A:?a’dg:nic Social (Evaluation(m)g‘bsocia]
| Prep(a) Devel'opmgh;,(o) Egalitarian(o) v . V‘PEgaHtari‘_an(‘o)
18 [Academic [Legal _innova{jon(p) Ci{njﬂj%fgi_yél . [Legal '
Development (o)| $tatus(p) HEN ;| Develdpment (o) | Status (o)
19 |Individual Eva]uat_ion(h!) [Interpret Denfbé‘fr’&fi.cl |Private
Devetopment{p) .= Censortium(m) |Governance(p) |Funding(m)
20 _Inﬁovatibon(p) Intellect Intellect - | Innovation(p) Permanent
' Orient(o) : _Orie'nt(’o) : Campus{m)
21 (Priva_te | Innovation(p) Private Legal Innavation(p)
Funding(m) - Funding(m) |Status{p) o
22 [Freedom(p) ’Off-campus Academic 1s0cial Freedom(p)
: . Learning(p) Development (o) Egalitarian(o) :
. Y AT . ’ U .
23. - [pubiic Social .J Individual Pgrménent Academic -
Service(q) - _Eg'a]1'tari'an(o)_Deve]opment(o) Campus (m) - | Pevelopment (o)
24 . |Sociat [individual -~ [Permanent  |Academic Individual
~ |Egalitarian(o) Development(o)| Campus{m).. - ;Dévelopmen_t(o) Development (o)
25 Intellect Public: ’Evaluation(m‘) Freedom(p)  {lntellect
_Em'/iron'(p) 'Ser'vice(o)_ ) : -~ |Orient(o)
26 Legal Intel lect Intellect - Off-campus Public
' Status(p) . LEnviron{p) Environ(p)- Learning(p) - |Service{o} BN -~
27 - 0ff-campus . Freedom(p) Off-campus - |[Public Intellect
: * learning(p) - . ’ Learning(p) - |Service(o) |Environ(p)
28 . .SC;C)al Privqte Huinar_risrf\ _ ) Intellect 0ff~_tampus'
Activism(o) Funding(m) (o) Environ(p) - tearning(p)
29 Permanent Advanced Cultyral 7 Advanced Human’ivsm( 0)
Campus{m) .Tra_i‘ning('o‘) Awareness(o) T,



P e

Table '13_ - fcontinued) -

Rank BCEC CeC

30 [HuméqiSm(o) Humahism(b) -

Advanced Humarnii sm(o) .
Training(o)
31 Cultural Cudtural . .Advanced “fCultural
Awareness(o) |Awareness(o) 'Training(o) Awareness(o)
32 - Advanced: Résearch(o) l qu@a] Social
: Training(o) : Activism(o) - Act1v1sm(o)
i B
33 -Research(o) Social Reséarch(d) Reseérch(o)
Activism{o) B . -
34 Tradftfonal Traditiona] : Tréditiona}» Tfaditiona]

Re]igibyg(o) Religious(n) Religious(o) Religious(o):

Letters -in parentheses indjcate if goal is Mlsce]]aneous Qutcome,

Tied ranks are indicated by brackets

‘483

Advanced
Training{a)

Cultural ~
Awareness (o)

* Social
Activism(o)

Resear;hbo)

Traditional
Religious(oa)

or Process.

el



. E ..‘ __; . . o 34
‘Students third. MlsCellaneous goals ‘were domlnant 1n the
top rankings; only one consortlum ranked a goal other than
a. mlscgalaneous goal in the top three rankingsf | g
Communlty/cllmate was the hlghest\ipnked process goal for.
three of the five consortla, and Vocational Preparatlon
the hlghest ranked outcome goal for four of the f1ve
consortla. Tradltlonal Rellglousness ranked 1owest for
've consortla although 1t was tied with Research by %.
Theuflve lowest ranked goals were outcome goals for
«14 shows the Should Be goal perceptionsvwhen
_”wa}e comblned All consortla ranked 1 J_.
féallyﬂRemoved Students\as the goal whfbh Should
“,gwmost 1mportant Only one’ consortlum ranked .a’ non-
' mlscellaneous goal (Vocatlonal Preparatlon) w1th1n the top
three p051t10ns Accountablllty/EffJ01ency,‘Instltutlonal
Cooperatlon and Communlty/cllmate were generalfyqthe‘
-hlghest ranked process goals and Vocatlonal Preparatlon.
was the hlghest ranked outcome goal by all consortlum
LThe lowest ranked goal by . all consortla was Tradltlonal
Rellglousness, and outcome goals made up the lowest f1ve
‘ranks in four of flve consortla, only BCEC‘lncluded a
, process goal 1n the lowest ‘ranked goals (Permanent

*

Campus)
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R . Table 14 o
LI . o ) . ., - - R ) . . ; ) “'
t ° . :n . . R . . . » " a
_ "~ Ranking of a}] “"Should Be Goals ‘ ‘ .
T e . " by Consortium ' ' :
======_=======;=====.=======':===:=======:ﬂ====xv=:==='=xv===‘g:=’:=nx:ﬂ:a.‘:x:::u:’:::u:n:xfu‘:
~ Rank BCEC CEC - NPAEC . pEC YREC
. ! - -""_ ' A ST M . -" :
i Geo Removed Geo Removed Geo Removed Geo Removed Geo Removed
Students(m) Students{m) Students(m) Students(m). - - Students{m)
_ 2 C.i.tiz‘_en ‘Citizen erlexibﬂfty T Flexibjlity —Acadeﬁﬂc’
R Planning(m) " Planning(m) {m) Yy, e T Reputation(m) v
3. Ba§'ic " [Govermént .} Interpret ' . Vocation | Goverment g
Literacy(im) Funding(m)  Consortium(m) |Prep(o) v [Fupding(m) .
‘ 4 “Flexibility ‘l»nterpret' , [A_cademic'_' { v[-Govermer_\t' “ [Citizen.
v (m) " [Consortium(m) | Reputation(m) Fun'ding(“m) Planning (i)
. o5 Interpréf\ _ 'gAcademi'c Planning(m) Citizen | Vocation .
Consortium(\m) Reputation(m) - Plann‘_ing(nff _P_rep(o) }
$  Account/ - F"’Ianhir‘\‘g‘(m) ’ Go_ger'ment : -'_ Interpret = P‘F]éx‘ibil'i.ty'__ '
Effji:i-ency(b) oo ‘Funding(m) [Consortium(m) | (m) - .
-7 [’Gow)‘ermen,t [Flexibility |Citizen [Tnstitution = | Interpret’ R
] Funding{m) (m) = Planning(m) Coop(p) .. | Consortium(m) -
»8 V'ocation“ | Institution- Community/ . | Academic - _ .'Cdnia'iunity/ .
Prep(o) .| Coop(p) [Climate(p)  |Reputation(m) [ Climate(p)
R R Commdhi ty/ Vocation - Vocation -° _'.Planr'ﬂng(m) . —lnstitutvipn_'
© |Blimate(p) - | Prep(o) “Preplo) T oo + | Coop{p})-
10 [Intellect | Democratic Institution ., [Account/ _ Private -
: Orient(o) Governance(p) Coop(p) - . |Efficiency(p) | Funding(m)
o 11 Indiwg " Community/ -° [Account/-.- |Basic . H_Plannving.(m).‘ _
- . Developmeqt (oKC1imate(p) Efficiency(p) | Literacy(m) o
\‘ o120 Democ'rat_ic' ccount/ |Evaluation(m) |Delivery rlic‘cdunt/
B : " |Bovernance{p) Effi ency(p) - . {Altern(m) ~ [Efficiency(p)
" 13 . [Institution "-Lega1' Rasic Community/ Evaluat&o_n(m)
Coop(p)- - | Status(p) . |Literacy(m) Climate(p) :
' S v ? 7

")‘



s,

J

« -

s

. U ;
ol L : \
e, e T
) o, ‘. l;s. :
) Table. 14 ~ (cont‘iriued) . -
< : ‘ ]
S I G
Rank  BCEC CEC ', - NPAEC PEC . YREC
______ r'v------..—.:-’-__-,--------_---------.---a------—---’-—--l--.-__-'-------——-—-----
¢ A . N
' o L ; R ' ot . LT T
14 | Local ¢ Basic .- .|Democratic . - Prwate. Lo Democratw o
.| Needs(o) Literacy(m} Governance(p) Fundlng(m) vGovernance(p) SR
: : ! L - : «'ﬁ ORIV . :
_rAqueqli,g. : 'Dgliv_ery ey rLegal - . InteHect Basic .
-Reputation(m)- _A‘I.,te‘rn(m()t L Status(p) ‘ Or1ent(o) L Ml,1teracy(m)
16 | Delivery _ ‘Eval_ﬂé!:‘ioh’(_yﬁ) .D'éH.v'eryf o Democratic ) ~De‘|ivery'
£ Altern(m);' Toe e CLATterntm) ~].Govérnance ~ ~Altern(m).' =
17, Eva]uét_ion(m) Local , _flinvte'llect - InnoVé‘t’joh’(p) “Intellect
| Needs(o)'- ] Orfent(o)’ T ek  Orient(o) « ¢
: ’ : L K S R . Y R
18 | Academic ., [ Permanent tocal = "~ ..J'Evaluation(m) | Local L
| Development (o) Campis(m) , “Reeds(o).. | .~ . . |Nedds(o)
‘ L ] . y e C . R Cg').."-‘..» oL - : : e
19, Planning(m) _ Ihte]]éct o Pri\{;te_- Local * rLéga] :
R s Orient(o) »Fun'di'ng(m) Needs(‘é) v Status(p)
2\0"" PPrivate Ly "Academic A Individual ) Indiv1dua-T Ind’lvudual
Ffmdlng(m) Development(o) Development(o) Deve'lopment(o) Deve]opment(o)
21 Social " Indévidual - Socia] Lega] : Soi:jal;:"i
i EgaHtartan(o) Dqulopment(o) EgaHtarian(o) Status(p) Ega]‘itariian_(o)
. . . o ) ’ ¢
22" |'Inteliect _lnnoya:ti'on‘(p) J Innovatlon(p) Soc1a1 B Innovat;on(p)
| Environ(p) . Ega]itaman(o)
23 -Lega'] Intellecf . -F’re'e_doih(h.) Academic Acadenhc
e S_t\atus‘(.p_), o Envtron(p) ' Deve’lopment(o) Development(o)
24 'Pﬁb]ic E 0ff- campus _ -in\te}lect ' FOff campus ‘ ,Freeddn(_p_)" S
: Servi‘_ce(o)' Learnipg(p) - LEnviron{p) Lq;rning(p) R
25 _Innoyation(p)v Social ,// -Academic, Inte]]ect g AI‘n‘t'e.Hec't‘)
. Ega]it/arian(o) Development(o) Envn'on(p) . Environ(p)
26 Humanism(o)  Public Public " [hablic . puplic”
Seryice(vo) Service{o) - Service(o)  Service(o) -
27 Freedom(p) 'Private Permanent - | Freedom(p) 0f f-campus
) : Fundvlng(m) Campus(m) Co Learning{p)
B -Off-cgmpﬁs . Fr.eedom(p) I Off_-t:;ifnpus ,‘ Permanenit | Humanism{o} -~ B
: . Learning(p) . ~ Learning(p) *  Campus(m) o
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Table 14 - (continued)
f cepeacna o e et el e ... ..................................................
n N s
 Rank  BCEC CEC NPAEC PEC ! JREC ©
R ,e-_--_-:i_--a ...................
" ’ 29 Cultﬁ}e1 Huﬁanism(b) Human{sm(o) ~HUmanism(q) . Permaﬁent
' p Awareness (o) S | " * -} Campus (m)
S - &
a »1.- . . . , . ("
.30 "} Social _ Advanced | Advanced Advanced. Cultural
v Z 7 |Activish(o)  Trajning(o)- Training(o). Iraining(o) Awafeness(o)
;3 - Pérmanedt . Cultural Cultural - Cu]turaV" Advenéed'
BTN Cempus(m) . Awareness(o) [ Awareness(o) . Awaneness(q) Tra¥ning(o) -
foe 32 Advanced “éociai,, §ec1a1 ‘ "Social - Soctal
: Tra1n1ng(o) : Activism(oﬁ’ Activism(o) Activism{o) Activism(o)
33 Research(o) 'ReseaFEh(o) R vResearch(o)' v_Research(o) . Reseafch(o)
‘4 A <- L. R . . . . R
N 34 Traditional = Traditional' = Traditional .Traditional.  Traditional
Religious(o) ™ Religious(o). Religious(o). ‘Religious(o)" Relfgious{o) d
. AR . T O - , . . _
______________ 4----.._---..-_.._-_________..-__-___--___e-__--.--_;-__-_-__-_...»---.-_
F )
Letters in parentheses 1nd)cate if goal.is M)cel]aneous Prdcass,,or Qutcome.

Tied ranks are indicated by brackets. . Lo ‘ o -
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.’ . .Goal. Perceptions by Position -

'p.'. .

E?u; Tables 95 to 17 show the perceptloné of Is and ShOU1d
. Be goaIs with, the data groupe@l by P°Slt1°“'- I“St tmnal
:5QBoard Member (IBM)! communlty Board Member (CBM) and

'ffRegiona Advisory Committee Member (RAC) The outcome,'

fPr‘cess‘and/miscellaneous goals are shown, unranked w1th R
f,mea s for both Is and Should Bé - goals, and groups w1th o
hustati_tical 51gnificance are 1dent1f1ed All Is. goals are .
"shown 1n Table 18 and the Should Be goals are shown 1n

e Table 19.va" : sj:fﬂ»i ' ;" - ,: - ". i" “_liff

.»a‘i‘. ’b
Table 15- shows perceptions of outcome goals by

"fposltlon means Unranked Five goal areas showed _
: :statistical s1gn1ficance on the Is ratings, CBMs scored
fboth Intellectual Orientation and Meetlng Local Needs
‘*significantly higher than did IBMs.and RACs and rated
,Ind1v1dual Personal Development hlgher than dld RACs.-;‘l
Perceptions of how 1mportant Advanced Training Is and
Research Is showed s1gnificant differences IBMs rated
.pboth goals significantly lower than did RACs and rated
'Advanced Training significantly lower than did both CBMs:
gand'RACs. Meeting Local Needs was rated s1gn1ficantly
'.:higher?by CBMs t an by. both other groups.

1

Only two goals showed 51gn1f1cant\d1fferences on the

_Should Be'ratings Advanced Training was’ rated lower by

IBMs than by both other groups,=and_Research was-rated
SR _ T - E
lower by‘IBMS'than by RACs (paralleling the Is ratings).
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o Table 15
- vPe_‘rce;‘.J'tions of Outcome Goals by Position . -
T with Means Unranked )
» Goal Institutional Community
' ) Board Board
R ' Members Members
Academic 1S 2.7 3.0
Development. B 3.2 3.3
Intellect ’ s ) - 2.9a* 3.4a,b
Orient " SB 3.6 40 -
Individual . 1S 2.9 R ‘3.1a
. Development | 38 3.9
- | ’ :
Humanism o IS . 270 . 2‘._0
: . s8¢ o2 2.6
~ Cultural 1s 1.9 r’s//
Awareness ’ sB 2.2 2.0
: Traditional Is 1.1 1.0
Re_l'igiqus__' R 1.1 1.2 .
Vocation . IS 3.4 3.5
Prep * - " S8 4.1 ’ 4.4
. Advanced IS . 1.58,b 2.0a
Training - . sB . 1.7ah o 2.4a
R . . . g&
Research M is - l.2a 1.4
k __SB "~ L.3a 1.7
Local’ , o Is 3.1a “-3.5a,b
. Needs " S8 ©. 3.6t 4.0
Public Is 2.4 2.
Service S8 T 3.2
Social - s by 3.1
Egalitarian B . 3.4 3.6
sécial Is 1.8 1.7
Activism S8 2.0 2.1

89 -

. * Matching Tetters 'rep'r“esen_t' stati'stica_l §1gn1f1canc.e at the 0.10 level

<

===z = sxx




’ . ‘ ’ PR ' : B . o | - . . 90 ,. . "
~ o : R
Bight goals showed no statistically Slgnlflcant

bddifferences between groups on either Is or Should Be -

' ratings. '_;; | — | S
Table 16 shows perceptions of process goals by ~f‘n
'position with means unranked. Only one goal showed
_.differences on the Is ratings, CBMs mated Innovation
‘VSignificantly higher than‘did RACs. IBMs rated | |
iAccountability ignificantly higher than did RACs 1n terms.
dwof Should Be raiings. Legal Status Should Be was rated a |
significantly lower by IBMs than by both other groups. ‘Six =
, of nine goals showed no Significant differences between
i_groups on . either Is or Should Be'ratings.:,, I

{ S ' '
Table 17 rdentifies perceptions of miscellaneous

[

'_goals by . pOSltlon w1th means unranked Two goals showed
:~_5ignificant differences on Is ratings, Private Funding“
viAlternatives was rated higher by CBMs than by RACs, and
Flexibility in Program Offerings was rated higher by CBMs-
'wthan by both other groups. IBMs rated three Should ﬁe o
<goals Significantly 1ower than did other groups~m
rReputation in Academic Community was rated lower by IBMs .
'than CBMs, and Permanenet Campus and Government Funding |
'AlternatiVes were rated Significantly lower by IBMs than
by both other groups. No goals showed Significant
differences on both Is and Should Be ratings, and seven of
twelve goals showed no Significant differences on either
© Is or Should Be ratings. o

. Table 18 identifies perceptions (ranked by mean) of .

K3
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. Tabi|16 i ) o

K} Petceptions, of Process‘Goals' by Pq_s'itio'n

,\ with Means-Unranked - .~ -
I S , L
. -' . - ---.-----.-.--Iv--.-.l=I---
- i ~ s ;
‘Goal .-, - _Institutional -  Community Regtonal
- Board ~ Board " Advisory
Members Members - Committee
" Freedom _ . oIS }‘8 2.9 - 2.5
. . SB 3.3 3.0 2,9
Democratic IS 32 33 -3
Goyernance:  SB’ : Jo3e 4.0 - 4.0
'.Co‘mnubnitvy/ ; BRI £ o 3.6 o ) 3.7 . 3.4_‘
Climate ~ . “sB : 4.1 43 -4l
Intellect . * IS . s 2.5 . . 2.5° - 2.4
Environ S s T 32 oo %2 - 33
nnovation < Is 2.9 3t 2.7a
- s8 o3 3.8, P35
’Off-c_a_mpus ‘ a IS - 2.2 e 2.4. - .
" Learning L SE : 2.7 3.0 . 3.2
Account/ . .. 1§ 35 . 36 3.3
Efficiency S8 S 4a - 39 3.7a
 Institution Is .~ 34 - 35 . 32
. Coop coo s e a0 4.3 . ©o4
Legal IS . e 2 <30 .ta.o
Status . . sB . 2.8a,b . 432 0 W3
____________________ et A M S

* Métching letters represent sta_tf‘stical‘ significance at the 0.10 level

R I S E R NSNS IO NE R RS AT IN ST IS
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Table 17

bPerceptions of Hiéceiﬁaneoﬁé Gba]s by Position
with Means Unranked .-

-

Goal -

Basic
Literacy

Private
Funding

Academic
’ Reputation

. Permanent
Campus

blanning

Government
* Funding

Flexibility

Citizen
Planning -
Delivery .
A]tern

| _Evaluatjoh-

Interbret“
Consortium
Geo Removed
Students

IS

SB.

IS

SB

5B

IS

33
SIS
58 -

IS
sB

IS

B -

18

S8

IS :
SB

1s

S8

Is .
. SB

" Institutional

Board
Members

.8a -

.0a,b

.0a,b

J3a

-Cdnnun!ty

* Board

Members

4.6a

4.1a "

Regiona)
“Advisory.
" Committee

et T e O P S S P U SUU

* Hatéhing 1etfef$frepresent’stati#tiqa] signi ficance at_the‘o.lo level
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how 1mportant all Is goals comblned are currently All

N groups rated Geographlcally Removed Students as the top

goal. Mlscellaneous goals flgured prominently in the top

ranklngs. Communlty/climate was ‘the process goal ranked

hlghest by all three groups, and Vocation Preparatlon wasv:_ .

.the hlghest ranked outcome goal. All three groups also
"tagreed on the lowest ranked goal (Traditlonal
1;Re11g10usness) ' o ,

Table 19 shows the ranklng of all Should Be goals“

-comblned Geographlcally Removed Students was ranked
' hlghest among all three'groups.- Although mlscellaneous
: goals flgured promlnently among the hlgh ranklngs,
”Instltutlonal Board Members included more process and
outcome goals than d1d the other two groups.A Vocational
fPreparatlon’was the hlghest ranked outcome goal and

- Communlty/cllmate the hlghest ranked process goal by all

groups The groups also showed consensus among the bottom

'_*;two goals—-Research (33) and Tradatlonal Religlousness;a

-Y

'(34) Only ome non-outcome goal was 1ncluded in the
'vlowest six ranklngs, Instltutlonal Board Members ranked
»npermanent Campus as the fourth lowest goal " i. A

Goal"Perceptions by Years infCurfept Capacity '

Data from grouplngs by years served were analyzed by
'means for outcome and process goals.@ It 1s 1nterest1ng to

note that there were po statlstlcally 51gn1flcant s
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Table’ 18

- Ranking of all "Is” Goals by Position”

*

R

_ Board Board "Advisory -
L Members ‘Members - . Committee =
a' 1. 4 ~ Geo Removed . "~ Geo Removed Geo Removed
.. .- Students(m) . _Sfudenfs(m) Students(m) -
R R o
“ Citizen’ Flexibility(m)-x . Flexibility(m)

10

1

12

13

L.

'1~‘Iﬁ§t?}uffona1

'hP1anq1ng(m)

_ Community/
- Climate(p)

FAccount/
Efficiency(p)

Academic
1 Reputation(m) "

'~Vocation
1 Prep(o)

Institution

" {Coop(p)

" [Basic

‘Litefdcy(m)

A Intefpret

- [tocat’

Needs(o)-

Vo

‘.'—.l',‘“.‘ L

Flexibility(m)

‘ZLConsqrtium(m) _

PDemdcratic-.- N
'} Governance(p)

‘LP1anning(m) 'V

e

‘ Cthbnftgri_‘

Planning(m}- .

- TAcgdéhic
Repitation(m).
N . ‘l ".‘ N
{Community/
. Cqmmunity(p)'

-Basic
" |Literacy(m)

—Accouﬁt7 ’
Efficiency(p)

-Government
Funding(m)

|Citizen
| Planning(m)

.—chation_ S
Prep(o) = "' .

Local

' Tnstitution

oop(p) .

Intellect
Orient(o)

Nfgds(a).*->" ;

T <. Regional

R

Government . .

Funding{m)

Citizens

:Planning(m);f_'

- _ 'Comnunity/
© Climate(p) -

Academic

* Reputation(m) -

' :P1anning(m),‘

[Account/
Efficiency{p)

’ it;Voéétiéﬁ
| Prep(o)
| Coop(p) -

Delivery
Altern(m) -

Interpret .
LConsortium(m)

Basig o/
LLiteracy(m). -

Institution -

\

9%




15

16

17

18

19

20

2L
B2

‘23,

24

25
26

27

.........

Institutionél
Board
Members

- Government

Funding(m)

Delivery

Altern{m)
_EQa]uatiOn(m)

[ Individual =

Social

Inn0vétfon(b)

: Ihte]lect-'
~ Orient(o) -

Academic

'Legé]

| status(p)

"
o

,7Priyatef’
Funding(m)

éé?manent

LCempusim)

" Intellect
Erviron(p)

" Public”
" Service(o)

‘Development (o)

Egalitarian(o)"

'Freedomkpj o

" |'Development{o)
s ¢

Table 18 - 4continhed)

[

 Cannunity'
"-Board.
Members

DeliVe}y :
A]tern(m)

Democratic -
Governance(p)

Y>Flnn00atfqn(p)
Private
Funding{m)

Interpret
| Consortium(m)

" Lndividual
| Development (o)

Social
Egalﬁtarian(o) )

;quluatfon(m)
Academic
Development (o)

R N

v'Ffeedom(p)
-~ Pablic,
Service(o)

Intellect
Envirdn&p),

,“Off#campus
Learning(p)

"-Rédiqnal . g

Advisory -
Committee

.- Democratic
1:_.609ernan;e(p)

o
Local
Needs(o)-

Legél )
Status(p) =~

Permanent

: _Eva]uationiﬁ?"~w K

Ffreedom(p)

| Campus(m)

Academic )
Development(a), @

- 'lnnovatTQQLQi{ ;.

v ,.

Elntellect
Orient(o) - ;

| Social

Egafitqrian(o)

“foff;campus
- | Learning(p)

~

[individgal
| Development{o).

[Public

Service(o)

Intellect . 7.

LEnviron(p)



Table 18 - (continued)

Rank Institytiona) vCumnunity 'Regionalzﬁl'
' - -Board Board Advisory
Membe g Members Comittee
__________________________ /—-—\',---_-‘;--_---_-_----__-_....._.-----_._----_--
28 " 0ff ~campus Refmanent Private
Learning{p) * | Campus (m) Funding(m)
29 Humanism(O)‘ FHumanism(o) Advancéd
e ’ ' Training(o)
30 - Cultural Advanced _ HUmahfém(q)
- * Awsreness(o) Training(o)
3l . o ) Social . Sociailb ) Fhﬁmanism(o)
R oo - hctivign(o) | Activism(o).
. . . v A “ .
. ) . ! . .
32  .Advanced- Cultural . -Research({o)
Tf&injngﬁo)‘. '| Awareness(o) R )
‘_h;\ : . ) » . v_ . L -
33 Research(0) | Research(o) Social
. o : . ‘ ' Act1v1sm(o)
. 34 . ‘T,-ad‘itjonal Traditional _ Traditional
Religigysio) Religious{o) " Religious(o)
oo o E . |

Letters in parentheses indicate if goal is Mlscel]aneous Process, or
Qutcome. 'Tied ranks are 1nd1cated by brackets

.»========~===~~——=r§==5=====5==?§= —— .
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SRR

Goals by Position i

.- .'."’ P
) ﬁeglonaF
-~ Advisory

“Committee “-

GéovRémoved

. Students(m) ~

" Government

- Panding(m)

v,

‘1,rtommﬁn1ty[

a ~ ,
o o,
' . ! e J :
' Table 19
: o ’
> e Ranking of all “Should Be"
14 &
====================°=================
’ L .
Rank .Institutional Community
Board Board
Members Members
_________________; _____________________ 2 N
1 Geo Removed " Geo Removed -
: Students(m) Students(m) e
) ™ a ’ R . .
ce .. Citizen _ Government
Planning(m) . Funding(m)
3 [“Vocation Flexibility{m)
Prep(o) -~ ’
. N P ] .‘v
4 , Community/: " Academic :
- . Climate(p) Reputation{m) -
5 'Accqut/-i [Vocation
Efficiéncy(p)o Prep(o)
B . . Flexibility(m) ,Citiien o
. . Planning(m) .
] .
7 Interpret * " Interpret
| Consortium(m) | Consortium(m) .
8 . PInstitufion Community/ -
Coop(p) | Climate(p).
9’ Basio - ,Institution. 
SR Literacy(m) | Coop(p)
‘10 P1ahning¢m)' . tegal
Status(p)
Government | Planning(m)
Funding(m) YL '
12 _Evéluatton(m) [ Intellect
.| Orient(o)
'Oémocraiic Locat
Governance(p) - Needs(o)

»Cjtizen

. P1§nning(m)

Interbret

L Consortium({m)
N . :

\;. JETIN
Academic -

: Reputitw%(_m)»
Vocation

Prep(g) .‘

. .

| Flexibility(m)

.

Climate(p)

Institution -

{ Coop(p)

Democratic

"| Governance(p)

Basic
Literacy(m)

‘._Plshnihg(m) ‘

.

" Delivery

Altern(m)

-

.~




¥

/‘ e
. Table 19 - (cbntinued) g
(‘\\ .------“-----------—------___--------_; ----------------------------------
Zn’k " Ipstitutional " Community. o Regional .
‘ ‘Board Board Advisory B
Members Members .- Committee
N b A e
14 Academic | Democratic Legal- 4
L Reputation(m) : . éovernancé(p) Status(p)
15N\, [Intellect - Basic. - - [Intellect
' . ‘4 ; )) "|.ortent (o) - . ;Literacy(m)_. .| Orient(o0) -
6 Individual ' Pnaivi’duy local
Development (o) Development (o) -‘Needs (o)
‘ }\_-17 . Local : ‘ | Account/ _ Account/
<" | Needs(o) - . V'Efvfi"ciency(p) . | Effieiency(p)
.18 | belivery >~Ev,a]‘uabu‘.ic>_n(m)_ _Permarient
| Altern(m) ' | Campus(m)
R L ' ) ) ) ; S0 R .
19 DV ‘"‘Sbc*ié'{l,'ff_\, C (Innovation(p) ‘Evaluation(m) _
N " -] Egalitarian(o) e .-;
1. S b o
20 -~ g -]nnoQati&h(p), ﬁDe].ivg:r:y_ . [~Academic » »
i S ' | Attern(m) De'velopmen:t(o) :
2 . | Private Private - Individual 't
o . |Funding(m)’ _ Funding(m) Development (o) .
T T R
<22 - Freﬁm(pﬂ‘ Social -~ ‘I'rinqva_tidn(p) o
: o ~ Egalitarian{o) :' S g
. 23 ' Aégcfemib : o Aéédemi'c ‘So‘é-i'g‘l
L Development (o) . Developmerit(o) . Egalitarian(o) =
24 [1ntenteet . [eubric Intellect’
‘Enviran(p) | Service(o) Environ(p)
25 ' APubH'c Intellect: B . 0ff-campus e
. Service(o) - LEnviren(p) ** | 'Learning(p)
CoR . . ,. ' . ’ D ) -
26 ;o Legal [ Freedom(p) Private -
A . Status(p) | Fundﬁpg'(m) - ’ 5l
27 Humanism(o) T 0ff—campu§' PubTic - . _
Co . ; Lgarning(p) .. Service(o) -t
- I 3 o PR SRR
' ) A RERD TN . .
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T Table 19 - (continued)

T e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e mm e E . ——— ;e  — mm . ——————e - e =

Re]iéioué(o)

’ Religious(o)

Rank - Institutional Cunndn1§y' Regional
"Board Board Advisory
" Members Members ° Comnittee
28 Off-éampus - Permanent ’ .Freedom(p)
‘Learning(p) Campus(m) . !
-'29 . Cuifurai ‘ ' Humanism(o) - 'Huménism(o)"
) Awareness(o) - ’ . R
. _ )
30 - Social ‘Advanced ~ Advanced
Y Activism(o) Training(o) Training(o) ~
31 Permanent Social’ Cultural »
Campus (m) Activism(o) Awareness(o)
-~ . v ! 4 e e, oL '
32 Advanced Cultural. Social
' Training{o) Awareness(o) Activism(o)
33 Research(o) Research(o) ﬁesearch(o)‘
34 Traditional Traditional Traditional -

' Religious(u)

Letters 1n parentheses indicate if. goa] is Miscellaneouso Process, or
Qutcome. . Tied ranks are’ indlcated by. brackets

kel
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differences among groups on any of the goals on elther Is“

or Should ‘Be ratings.~ )

Tables 20 to 22 present the data with respondents
"vgrouped by years served in current capac1ty wlth a
sconsortium,,Table 20,shogs perceptions of mlscellaneous -
| goals with means unranked."Table fllshows'the Is‘goal
rankings when all goals are’ COmblned and Table 22 showsv
the Should Be goal ranklngs when all goals are comblned

JTable 20 shows per&eptlons of mlscellaneous goals,»
with means unranked., Should Be ratlngs for the goal of a

Permanent Campus were 51gn1f1cantly lower for respondents

f‘wlth flve or more years serv1ce’than for respondents 1n .

*©

va:-the two years and the less than one year groups.v

Respondents with two years service scored Systematlc
2‘Evaluatlon Is ratlngs 51gn1f1cantly lower than d1d

drespondents w1th less th@h -one year or more than flve'

"_years serv1ce, and they scored Interpretlng the Consortlum,

ato Local Cltlzens Is ratlngs s1gn1f1cantly lower than d1d :

o & .
‘ﬂrespondents with one year or more than flve years;'

"experlence. No goal showed dlfferences on both Is and
;_Should Be’ ratlngs, and n1ne of twelve goals showed ‘no
s1gn1f1cant dlfferences on elther Isq or. Should Be'
hratlngs. ‘ ‘ »

Table 21 1dent1f1es the ranked«fﬁ'goals when all

'fgoals‘are comblned.f Geographlcally Removed Students was

_the top ranked goal for three of f1ve group ‘ Respondents

‘thh less than one year serv1ce ranked Flex1b111ty in

I3
C A

5.
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- * Matching Jetters represent statistical significance at. the Ohioalevgiu
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Table 20
Pérceptipns qf‘Mcheljaneous.Goa1s by Years in Current Capacity
: ‘ . with Means Unranked -
s=gxazs=====x _-;_8.!::!3I:B=¥‘='lill!!!.'§;i.t=lllll.l-;;');ﬂ.;-:lIl.l!!(
Goal o .~ Lless than’ 1 year 'Z‘yea}s -~ 3 to4® ' More than
1 year ) T . years 5 years
_______________ b o e e L e e e e e e e
Basic IS° 3.5 3.4, 3.2 . 3.8 3.3
Literacy ~sB, 3.8 3.8 - aa 43 . 3.7
CPrivate- . . IS, 2.8 . .22 257 ey sy
Funding - S8 29 3 3.9 - 3.5 T3l
Academic - IS 41 - 3.6 3.3 . 36 . 3:5
Reputation " sB 4.6 41 . 4 AL 3.8
Permanent IS 3.0 ,. 2.5 2.7 2.6
Campus . SB - 4u0a* 3.2 - 2.8 TJ:}\V//Z.Oa.b
Planning SIS .41 3 3.5 3.7
. SB 4.8 41 - < 3.9 3.9
. R . ) 4 : ‘
. Citizen . IS . 4.0 3.5 3.5 - 3.7 T3 o
a Plamning . ° S8 44 4.5 48 . 4.3 - ' .’4.1\% :
“Belivery IS 35 . 30 .. 30 3.4 3.5 '
Altern. - . .58 . 3.8 38 73 A 3.7
Evalustion . - IS 3.5a . 2.9 . 2.3ab - 3.1 3.4b
' S sB L 43 3.3 3.6, 3.3(" .39
" Interpret . IS. 3.6 . 3.6a. 2.8a,b 32 3.5b
Consortium  * . 'SB 4.6 " 4.6 4.2 4.3 -4
~ Geo Removed . Is” 40 3.9 o 3.Z'A ) 4.2 P )
- Students sB 49 4.8 5<55 4.6 S48 . 45
Government . IS 3.6 .. 35 3.0 35 3.7
Funding S8 4.4 7 4.3 4.6 8.2 - a2
. Flexibility 45 4.3 40 38t L 35 3.6
R - B 4.3 .7 45 45 4.0 T 40
, s
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Table 21

Ranking of all "Is” Goals
by Years in Current C_apat;ity

. ) *

¢

344 -

5 or More

.......... g S LU SO S

1

SREEE

‘Leégxthan_ o1 Year 2 Years
1 Yedr N ’ v o
—Flexibi‘lfty(tﬁ) Flexibility(r) Geo Removed
. . e Students(m)
Ac;'adem‘i'c_ ' . Geo Removed *. [ Community/
Reputation(m) Studgnt’?(gr) [Climate(p) . |,
" | Planning(m) FA‘c‘cdunt/ ‘ ‘ Flexibility(m)
B . Efficienc?(p) N
» rCiti'zeq » -Academi.c" Citivzlevr'\ ;
| Planning(m) Reputation(m)'| Planning(m) .
Geo Removed 'PIannidg(m) Academic
| Students(m) _Reputation(m).
. [Comnunity/ = Intev_'pr'étv (—Voca'ti'on
-| Climate(p) | Consortium(m) | Prep(o) -
A;coﬁnt/ [Community/ . | Account/
Efficiency(p) 'Climate{p) Efficiency(p)
Institution” . Institution | Basic
| Coop(p) + | Coop(p) | Literacy(m)
“Goverment Goverment " Local
| Funding{m) " Funding(m) Needs(o) -
'Interpret Citizen - Institution '
| Consortium(m) | Planning(m) | Coop(p).
___—Vocaiibn "' Vocation, ”—Planning(m)
Prep(o) Preplo) .l Ty
L I L . [
%ﬁ%ic- Basic . NT'Gerrment
Li'tei"at_:y_(rn) _Litéracy(m) ) ‘Funding(m)' ‘
‘Delivery  Academic - : Delivery ’
| Altern(m) " Dévelopmént_(o)_ﬂ_'lt’erri(m) .
Evaluafioﬁim} Local . Tsocial - »
T Needs{o) Eéa]_‘itariah(ou)

Coop(‘p) .

-

Years Years
-Geo Removed  Geo Removed
Students(m)-  Students(m)
Basic rPlanniri’g(r'n)
Literady(m) '
'Civtizeh Goverment
‘Planning{m) | Funding(m) *
A'i:a.démic'- ~ | Citizens~ Y
Reputation(m) | Planning{m)
_Cdgfindnity/ - "Account?/:
Climate{p) Eff_icient;y(p) :
‘Pfanr;)i\ng(m) - | Institution
Coop(o) .
Goye_r.ment \‘4\ *| Flexibility
Funding(m). - | (m)
| Flexibility(m) Vocation.
Prep{o),
‘TAccount/ ‘Comnu;i.i.ty/_- v
Efficiency(p) Climate(p)
Delivery’ ,Aca’denﬁc .
[Altern(m) Reputation(m)-
[Vocation | Develop :
Prep(o) Alter;h(m).
Detocratic | Interpret
_Governance(p) _Conéortium(m)
Local " . Evaluation
Needs(o) (m)
" | Institution Democrdtic -
" Governance(p)
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" Rank

Less "Than %

Years

c 16

17

18

19,

20

21

22

- 23

24

25 -

. 26

21

28 - ‘
. Funding(m} .
T i

-Campusgm)_

Fuhding(m)

1 Year , 2 Years
1 Year. T A
‘ AT X
\ : Y
[ Democratic - Democratic Democratic
-Go¥®rnance(p) Governance(p)
| Legal ‘ Delivery [ Academic
| Status(p) Altern(m) Development (o)
. ) ") ‘ o - .
[(Intellect = | Intellect - Intelject
Orient{o) . Orient (o) ‘Orient{o)
Local Social Innavation(p)
Needs(o) = - { Egalitarian(o) - oo '
" Irinovation(p). Innovétion(p)' Permaqght
- .- . | Campus(m)
Academic | Evaluation(m) | Interpret -
‘Development (o) . {Consortium(m)
Permanent Individual

T—Sgc{AI © " Individual Legal:
Egalitarian{o) Development(o) StﬂtUS(P)]- .
Intellect .. Lega) Freedom(p)

| Environ(p) Status(p) '
—Individua1 Intellect - 'Pri;ate
Development (o) Environ(p) Funding(m)-
. . o o
Public .| Permanent Off-campus
Service(o), . | Campus(m)- - Learning(p)

' Off-campus [ Public Eva]bation(m)
Learning{pJ Service{o)

' 'IndividUaT, . Ffeeddm(pl Public
Development(oz_ ' Service(o)

Privite . Private 'Intelléct““

Environ(p)

Interpréb
_ Evaluation(m)
Freedom(p)

[“Academic

Intellect

u'OrjentLo)

Soctal - .|
| Egalitarian(o)

. annovafion(p)
Learning(p) Deye]dpméit(o)

.\ Off-campus
o . \\\

Legal
LStatus(p) ' -

IndividuaT

-Development (o)~

| Private

Funding(m)

.
Permanent . - -
|_Campus(m)

Public -
Service(o)

Inte]Tect
Environ{p)

[:Humanism(o)_l

Basic

LGovérndnce(p) Consort ium({m) Literacy(m)

‘Local
Reeds (o)
¢

v-iegdl

gtatus(p)

| Private -
'| Development (o}| Funding(m) "

flqnovation(p)

—Indivjdual,“
| Development (o)

Social ‘
_Egalitarian(o)

TIntellect

Ofigmt(o)

Freedom({p) -

:1 .\\ .
[Academic .
Development{o)

’

Permanent -

qumpug(pL

Intellect
Environ(p)

" Public - -

Service(o)

Off-campus‘

Learning{p)

~
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Table 21 - (continued) =
Rank Less Than 1 Year 2 Years 3 & 4 5 or Aore .
1 Year Years Years
29 Advanced Advanced Hdmanism(o) . Off-campus Humanism(o)
Training(o)b; Training(o): Learning(p) . ‘
30 Cultural Huménism(o) ﬁHumanism(o) Cultural Cultural ; ' B
. Awareness(o) - : : .| Awareness(o)  Awareness(o)
Research(o) Social - Cultural Advqnéed Adyahced :
R T Activism{o) Awareness(o) Training(o) | Training(o)
32 Humanism(o) *  Cultural | sociar Social Soctal . o
' - Awareness(o) | Activism{o) [Activism(o) | Activism(o)
33 Sociaj Research(o) ﬁeéearch(o) Research(o} - Research(o) "
ctivism(o) ' ' C
'34' 'Traditionai Tr&ditional Traditioné] Traditional Traditional
i Religious(o) Religious{o) = Religious(o) Religious(o) . Religious(o) ,
4 . . .
Letters in parenthese; fndicate if goal is Miscellaneous, Process, or Qutcome.
Tied ranks are.indicated by brackets. i
-------- § B ‘Q’.
i
= . S -
N
ﬂ}
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'_Program Offerings, Reputation in Academic Community, and |
Short/ Medium/Long Term Planning (tied) higher than
)Geographically Removed Students, while respondents w1th
one year serv1ce ranked Flex1b111ty in. Program Offerings"
first ‘and Geographically Removed Students second . _
:Community/Climate was the hlghest ranked process goal for
-:all groups except that w1th five or more years service,"
sthe process geals of Accountabil1ty/Eff1ciency and
_nInstltutional Cooperation were ranked above .
. Community/Cllmate by the five or more years group

- Vocational Preparation was the hlghest ranked outcome goal
,_for all groups. Outcome ‘goals were predominant among the
’bottom five ranklngs and Traditional Religiousness was
ﬁranked ‘last by all gr/yp . ‘
o Table 22 shows the ranking‘of-all goals combined by
:fShould ‘Be perceptlons. Geoggeafically Removed Students .

- was the goal ranked highest by all groups, although '
ftrespondents w1th one year experience ranked Interpreting E

'the Consortlum to Local Cltizens as equally 1mportant and.

respondents w1th two years serv1ce ranked Including

Cltizens 1n Plannlng and Governmenth dlng Alternatlves

~as tied with Geographically Remov 4 ‘ents. Respondents
with less’ than one year and one years serv1ce ranked
'Institutional Cooperation as the highest process goal

ajwhile respondents 1n the three other groups ranked »

Communlty/Cllmate as the most 1mportant process goal._‘

»Vocational Preparation was the highest ranked outcome goal ;~



Rank

1

10
1

12

ot
S :
. Table 22 )
‘Ranking of all "Should Be" Goals: .
by Years in Current Capacity ;' £
ERIITCEEEISXTITCE N‘ -
‘ ‘ . ’ oo v E . . .
Less'than L Year 2 Years h 38&4 " .5 or More

1 Year Years Years

. — - __‘ ‘o 4 : N ’

» Geo Removed Geo Removed Geo Removed Geo Removed  Geo Removed
‘Students(m) Students(m) | Students(m) Students(m) Students(m)

. d " . . . . ‘ ) K .
Plarining(m) Interpret Citizen [ Basic . 'A.Govgrmenfi'f
. LLonsortium{m) { Planning(m) | titeracy(m) - . Funding(m) -

Academic i FF1exib111ty(m) GovefﬁMgnf’ .Citfzen Vocation
Reputation(m) - | Funding{m) Planning(m). | Prep(o)” = -~

A E o e ,i'l e
Interpret * Citizen . Flexibility(m) Interpret - = Citizéhr;..‘
Consortium(m}.{ -Planning(m) . _Consortium(m) Planning(m)

' Govermeht _deernment Academic rVocation, Interpret
Funding(m) * Funding(m) Reputation{m) | Prep(o) . | Consortium(m)
Citizen Institution '—Vocatfon 'anhunity/ Institution
Planning{m) - Coop(p) Prep(o) Climate ~ Coop(p)

[Flexibility(mVocation - | Community/ | Govermbnt~ . Flexibility(m)
2 I Prep(e) - | Climate(p) Funding(m)

Evaluatibn(nﬂ Académig - flnstitutjbn CrAcademié _Conmuhity/.:
: . {ﬁebhtatﬁon(m) Coop(p) - Reputation(my Climate(p).
' — e o e |
' Institution [ Planhing(m) Interpret Delivery *Account/
Coop(p) .~ LConsortium(m) | Altern(m) Efficiency(p)
Lo . AR : - . ) . - L,
: YOEétion . Community/ rbechratic [CIntellect - Planning(m)
| Prep(o) Climate(p) . | Governance(p) | Orient(o) ° :
Community/- /4ACCOunt/ S Basic ‘Acqount/' Evaiuatfqn(m)'
Cliqgte(p) '_gfficiency(p) ;Litéracy(m) Efficiency(p) - .
[Legal ~ [Democratic Planning(m) 'rnstffqtjbh " [Democratic

‘| Status(p) - .| Governance(p) o “Coop(p) Governance(p)

| Permanent - | Basic - ' Légal '.bemgcratig 'ﬁ Academic’ .
Campus (m) Literacy(m) Statuysi(p) Governance{p) | Reputation{g) -

’ . X 0 N T o : s U .
I AT ¥ vi o o JV cT .
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. Rank,

15
16
17

18

19

20-

21

2
3

¢

25

| Local

26

27

| Learning(p)

n . Literacy(m)

| Orient{o¥

"-Indiyidual )

AY

Less than "~
1l year -

Account/
Efficiency(p)

Delivery
Altern(m)"

‘Basic o

— s
Intellect

Needs(o)

Democratic

Development (o)

Social o
Egatitarian(o)

Innbvation(p)

_Govefnante(b)c .

Intellect
Environ(p)

Academic . -
Development (o)

Public
Service(o)

»“Off-campgg

) Freedom(p)f’.

2

A I T

[ Individual

.'Development(o)

_-De]iygry_
' Altefn(m)

Basic
Literacy{m).

Intellect

10rient(o)

Local .

" Year 2 Years
. ) Years
N A A
| Dejivery Private ' Flexibil1ty(m)
Altern(m)  [Funding(m) I »
—int¢11eqf (intellect * [ Local
Orient{o) "~ [Orient(o) Needs (o)
Local Individual Pianning(m)
Needs (o) Development{o) ..
| social Local : Evaluation{(m)
| Egalitarian(o)| Needs(o) e T
] ‘lndjvidqa].". Account/. - [Academic -
"4Deve1opmehqio)_Efficiengy(p)' D?Velopment(o)
_lnnoyafioh(p) De]iver}‘;j' Individual
Altern(m) "~ [ Development (o)
[Academic™ -_—335151 [ Innovation(p)
Development (o)f Egalitarian{o}™ .. =
Legal . Innovation(p) Legal .
“Status(p) ’ .. | Status(p)
Off-campus .-| Evaluation(m) Private
. [ — -
Learning(p} Funding(m)
- Evaluation{m) Academic } (Social  .,
Deyeldpmgnt(q)'Egaiitarian(o)
Pérﬁaneﬁtf Intellect 1 Intellect
‘Campus(mj. .. | Environ{p) - L Enviran(p)
[lntellect,  |Legal . - [Public”
| Environ(p). Status(p) 'Serv&gg(b)
| Private 0f f-campus ;freeQOh(p)3
Funding(m) . |'tearning(p) L -
Public . . _“PFreéddm(p) 'Humbniém(o)
Service(o) - | o
F .{? .

ENegds‘n):

'Innovafion(p)

Legal
Status(p)

" Social
" Egalitartan{o)

» 7Ac§demté _ )
Development{o) = -~

'Prjvate.‘?_t
L Funding(m)
[Freedort(p)

lhteﬁleqt o
LEnvirpn(p)' ¢

Public -« -
Sngipe(p)f

Off—éampus:
'Learning(p)
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f‘ 33 .A:ResearchCo). i

v .34 _JTraditiona]

"‘Religious(o)

ReSeérqhﬂo).:

:‘Traditjonal i
‘Religious(o)

e

ﬁéséafcﬁ(o)

Tﬁaditiénal,-f
“Religious{o) - .

Résearch(d)f.
Irdditibﬁé] g
Religious(o)

'Letter; in. parentheses 1nd1cate 1f goal 1s Miscel]aneous Erocess
o T1ed ranks are tndlcated by brackets o -

o ’ ‘108
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" Table 22 (continued)
________ . e Y
Codl . .
© - Rank - Less than 1 Year .- 2 Years 3&4 5 or More
1 year o ‘ Years Years
28 . Private ' [Freedom(p) . |Public | 0ff-campus  Humanism(o)
‘ Funding(m) ) Service(o) Learning(p)
29 ‘Humaﬁism(o) HumaniSm(Q-) - .Humani_sm(!)‘ | Permanent Cg]tbuv'-ﬂ o
E o ' : g | Campus{m) Awareness(o)
30 Cultural Soﬁiql" g Aﬂvanced ' Cu1tura1l‘ “Social
: 'Awareness(o) Aqtjvism(o) l»Trainihg(o) . Awareness{o) Activism(o)
317 IAdvanced: 'Kdvthed; Cu]tural Advahced-‘ " | Permanent
: Fraining(o) “Training(o)* | Awareness(o) Training(o) C;mpus(m)'
‘ ‘32  . Social Cultural - ) Socfa1'. social.  Advénced":'V'
" “Activism(o) - Awarehess(o) Activism(o). | Activism(o) * Training(o)

Reseaféﬁ(é) ,_}‘4' o

. Traditional o
Religious(o} . "

e R - - - ———— e — - —————
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-by all groups. Only one group ranked a non-outcome goal '
among the bettom f1ve ranklngs, respondents w1th f1ve or

'more years service ranked Permanent Campus tled with

;8001al Crltlclsm/Act1v1sm in thlrtleth p031tlon.;All

\\“groups agreed on. the bottom two ranklngs. Research and

Tradltlonal Rellglousness._v
<" Summary
. }y

Thls chapter has prov1ded an.. analy51s Gf the data
»collected from AAECC- Instltutlonal Board Membérs
_Communlty Board Members and Reglonal Adv1sory Committee:gﬂ.
ﬁMembers.’ The flndlngs were 1dent1f1ed in 22 tables 1n'4
.flve sectlons The respondent proflle was analyzed .and s
-;the goal perceptlons, both Is ‘and Should Be, were analyzed
'1by tbtal populatlon, consortlum, pos1t10n and years in

\-'

»current capac1ty.‘ Chapter 5 contatlns a dLscus51on of

,conclus1ons and 1mpllcatlons of thls study of consortlum

goals.

RERCTE
f R



CHAPTER 5 e

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary
Purpose . _' ' k&

The purpose of thlS study was to measure and

\‘:compare the organlzatlonal goals of the flve Alberta

AdNanced Educatlon communlty consortla, as percelved by -
'~‘the boards of dlrectors and reglonal adv1sory commlttee‘
members of each consortlum., |
'Methodology-?i'
A Consortlum Goals Inventory (CGI) was developed

based on Peterson and Uhls' (1977) Instltutlonal Goals

‘7-Inventory (IGI) Whlle recognlslng the dlfferences

between 1ndependent 1nst1tutlons and educatlonal
lconsortla, the IGI prov1ded an approprlate 1nstrument on’
.Wthh -a goal 1nventory for consortla could be based
f'Adaptatlons were made to adjust the termlnology from
.references to postsecondary 1nst1tutlons to consortla

~_-'and to add goals and goal areas spec1f1c to consortla

A total of 91 CGIs were malled to. board members and
reglonal adv1sory commlttee members rn Aprll .1988.
' Respondents were asked to rate each of the-lOO goal
.1tems on a scale of 1mportance from 1 (of no 1mportance,

_ or not appllcable) to 5 (of extremely hlgh 1mportance),

*
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~based on thelr perceptlon of how 1mportant the goal "is"
and how 1mportant it "should be." Four questions were
1nc1uded to 1dent;§y\the respondents by consortlum,
'p051tlon, 1ength of tlme in current p051tion wrtg
consortlum, and length of t1me ln a prevxous position -
.w1th a: consortlum,_lf appllcable. As of July 15 1988

(the c1051ng date for data collection), 69 responses had
‘been recelved, representlng a response rate of 75 8 *”{"aj

‘E‘aercen

Data Analysis‘v _
':Respondentnprofile ¢ When'the frequency.and rate of

_response was grouped by consortlum, 1t was noted that

" &

- all consortla had a’ response rate of 50 percent or -

:hlgher, w1th the hlghest rate of response comlng from
the‘Chlnook Educatlonal Consortlum When grouped by
:p051t10n the communlty board members had ~the h1ghest;~"
vrate of response, and the reglonal adv1sory commltteeg
members the lowest Almost 60 percent of the
respondents had served 1n thelr current‘capac1ty W1th"
"the consbrtlum two years or. less,.and only 21.7 percent

had served in a- prev1ous capa01ty

Flndlngs. The major f1nd1ng of thlS study was that

. [ .
Q;the goal statements that were generated at the 1ocal

level by consortla dlrectors (the miscellaneous goals)
were con51stently the hlghest rated whlle process _@_;f

'f-goals, and partlcularly outcome goads rated much lower.
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All mlscellaneous goa1= were rated by the total

populatlon as belng currently of medlum or hlgher

-1mportance w1th only two exbeptlons (Permanent Campus

—y—>

and Private Fund1ng1 Geographrcally Removed Students

1

_"was the hlghest rated. of the”mlscellaneous goals on both.

'~

Is and Should Be ratlngs. Th1s is con51stent w1th

llterature on the’ creatlon of the AAECC - the prOV151on

r

bf serv1ce to areas w1th 11tt1e or ‘no: postsec%pdary

presence was a major factor'%fghﬁetdevelopment of: the

’i'consortlum system in Alberta. It would seem that

prov1d1ng educatlonul serV1ce (whatever the nature of
the content) 1s and should be of hlgh 1mportance among

AﬂECC Cltlzen Plannlng was also hlghly rated on Is

: and Should Be scores, 1nd1cat1ng a contlnued need for: '

N

local representatlon 1n<conSortium governanCe

Flex1b111ty, or the ablllty to change and adjust program

12

112

offerlngs as needed w1th mlanal upheaval rated hlgh on -

both Is and Should Be Thls mlght c01nc1de w1th the low
ratlng of Permanent Campus and the potentlal for program

plannlng done to support permanent fac111t1es rather
¥

| than to meet more appropr;ate communlty needs Dellvery'

' Alternatlves, Evaluatlon, Permanent Campus, and Pr1vate~

{

S
’

_ Whlie the consortla would undoubtedly be 1nvolved

in any alternate dellvery methods proposed by member

1nst1tutlons the low ratlng of development of Delivery

Fundlng all.scored-low.on both';SfandrShould Be ratlngs.;
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Alternatlves may be Hue to a bellef)that thls item 1s in 1d‘
| \the réalm of 1nstructlonal/currlculum development and
therefo@g more 51gn1f1cant as a goal to- (and the
respon51b111ty of) member instltutlons than to the pl
:consortla,themselves It 1%,1nterest1ng to note the o
_ relatively lowirating of Evaluatlon in relatlon to that

'of Plannlng - usually con51dfred to be part ofbthe same.

R
. .

'vla'process. : :r e
'J{f- The process goals generally rated lower than '
.mlscellaneous goals, but were seen to be of hlgher
1mp0rtance than the outcome goals Four of nlne process
goals rated—of medlum 1mportance or hlgher on the Is
ratlngs, whlle all process goals rated of medlum or l
h1gher 1mportance on the Should Be ratlngs.
.Communlty/cllmate rated hlghest on,both Is and ShoUld'Be-j
b,ratlngs ‘Creatlng a c11mate w1th p051t1veb |
"communlcatlon, c0mm1tment trust and respect must
fcertalnly present 1tself as .one of the greater
challenges facing consortla. A p051t1ve Communlty/
Cllmate mlght be seen as prerequlslte to meetlng other
'process and outcome goal® in any 1nat1tutlon,‘but of
.partlcular 1mportance and dlfflculty in an organlzatlon
with the dlver51ty of members of an Alberta Advanced
Educatlon communlty consortlum.
" Institutional Cooperatlon was tiedﬂwith

"Communlty/Cllmate at the top of the Should ‘Be ratlng

'1As w1th Geographlcally Removed Students (mlscellaneous

3
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goal), thls would seem to be a cornerstone~of consortlum
crbatlon, except that 1t m}ght be recognlsed as the
smeans to ach1ev1ng a goal rather than a goal 1n 1tse1f
for consortla. It 1s 1nterest1ng to note the lack of
1mportance ascrlbed to Off campus Learnlng :-'achleV1ng
:only medium 1mportance on the Should Be ratlngs. oné[”
\'hmlght suspect that 1ndependent or off campus learnlng
iwas too oft&n the only opportunlty avallable to rural
'*Albertans 1n the past and that board and reglonal .
,,adv1se "commlttee members recognlsed a greater need for

I
..1. . o~

" .an on- campus exper;ence than for off—campus
‘;dopportunltles ‘dnxi‘ .f:' |
| Legal Status was ?ne of tyo goal areas (along w1th
.‘Instltutlonal Cooperatlbn) added in adaptlng the IGI for
’_consortlum use. It was tled for flfth place on Is and
. in fifth place -on ‘the Should Be llSt.f ThlS goal showed N
_ithe hlghest standard deV1atlon on both Is and Should Be jﬁgﬁ
‘llsts.of all process goals. The‘board members from
1nst1tutlons rated Legal Status between low and medlum _,[
1mportance ‘on both llStS, whlle both other groups rated.
‘1t of medlum 1mportance currently Reglonal adv1sory
committe members rated it between medlum and h1gh
1mpogtaéie and communlty board members~between hlgh and-
'very hlgh 1mportance on.the Should Be ratlngs. It would _
-Vseem, then,_that some degree of permanence 1s Stlll a’ |
smajor 1ssue among communlty members 1nvolved wlth

5consort1a -=-‘'a v1ewp01nt not shared by 1nst1tutlonal
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repreSentatfves on consortia;boards.
Only‘two‘of thirteen Outcome goais>rated of medium

¢1mportance or hlgher on the Is ratlngs, whlle only seven

A

of thlrteen rated -of medium 1mportance on the Should Be
N .

scores, and only one goal rated as being of h1gh

®

“1mportance. Vocat10na1 Preparatlon was - rated hlghest
among the outcome goals on both Is and- Should Be, while

two of the more tradltlonal ‘goal are/

;f- Advanced»
(Tralnlng ‘and ‘Research -- rated below medlum 1mportance
~on both Is and Should Be ratlngs. - Academic Development
another trad1t10na1 goal of postsecondary educatlon x
rated hlgher than Ind1v1dua1 Personal Development on the
Is scores, but these ranks were reversed on the Should
Be ratlngs. The low ratlngs of Humanlsm/Artrulsm,
Advanced Tralnlng,.Cultural/Aesthetlc Awaren;ss; Soc1al
Cr1t1c1sm/Act1v1sm, Research and Tradltlonal.
'hRellglousness on both Is and Should Be would indicate
less orlentatlon toWards llberal arts educatlon than
towards more practlcal skllls educatlon
" When outcome and process goals were cOmbiﬁed_?nd'
.ranked, procesSﬂg@Els were dominant,‘withwsix'of_nine

A Y e
o 1

“and five of nine'goals appéaring in!the top eleven
rankings on Ts and'Should Be‘respectively. This&compares
to only'five of thirteen and six ofvthirteen Outcome |
.gpals appearing in the upper half of the Is and Should .

Be ranklngs, respectlvely

A second major flndlng of thls study was the hlgh
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'Alberta Advanced ducatlon communlty consortla, and

-among all cbnsort'

.

‘ 116

Qdegree of”consensquamong‘respondents. When analyzed by

‘.l

any varlable, no’ 51gn1f1cant dlfferences were found on

1.;?13 of 34 goals. When any list of goals was analyzed by a

a

.‘,variable, there were less goals w1th 51gn1f1cant

dlfferences thanxw1thout . Thls level of agreement among

4.

members of all governance groups should auger well for

Qcontlnued 1nst1tutlonal and communlty cooperatlon w1th1n

A
AY

.',‘

ﬁﬁl

T

worklng together

Another flndlng of thls study was that respondentsr

'felt all goals should be of hlgher 1mportanCe than they

‘are currently All goals were rated hlgher on Should éL

'than on Is-—- only one goal (Legal Status) d1d not have

h%

statlstlcally sxgnlflcant (p051tlve) varlance. It would
seem that regardless of the%ranklng of a. goal board
L

members and reglonal adv1sory commlttee members belleve-~

“.that the consortla can place more . empha51s on. all goal-

_areas .

Conclusions

' The follow1ng conclu51ons ‘are based on the flndlngs
L

of this study

..

1. Goals that address the unlque elements of
N .
consortla were higher prlorlty goals among
board members and reglonal adv1sory commlttee jf""

‘members than were.more tradltlonal_outcome or.
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.proceSS’goals.' Providingtservice to .

117

geographlcally removed s@hdents 1nclud1ng D

c1tlzens along w1th consortla members in

plannlng and dec151on maklng, seeklng

*alternatlve sources of government funding,

ma;ntalnlng‘a hlgh,degree of flex1b111ty in

program,offerings,'g%d seeking rebutable'

statusramong academic inStitutions and within

.- '8

local communltles were, and W111 contlnue to-'
‘ be prlorlty goals among AAECC.
, The process of prov1d1ng educatlonal serv1ce
_was generally percelved to be of greater‘
.1mportance than the COntent taught or the

1outcome of the teachlng Of-partlcular e

importance was fosterlng an open and p051t1ve

'worklng relatlonshlp among dlverse staff
worklng at a consortlum, ‘as well as %gong‘

vconsortlum member 1nst1tutlons.

wrltlng and arlthmetlc comprehen51on were

.

perceived to‘be‘more }mportantathan student.

’personal'development or graduate‘education{
Goalsfrelating to a more permanent conSOrtium

structure and status were not hlgh prlorltlesf

+

MWhlle there was increased 1mportance 1n

‘seeklng addltlonal government sources of

fundlng, develop;ng a funding base-from the

R ’ ' B -

- Work related Sklll tralnlng and ba51c readlng,r



-prlvate sector was of low 1mportance.

6. 'There was genera@ly a high degree of consensus
'among 1nst1tutlonal hﬁard members, communlty
.board members, and reg;onal,adv1sory commlttee
members. V | bv

7. 'Reglonal dlfferences among consortia d1d not

seem to translate 1nto goal dlfferences -= |

- .‘consortla members generally agreed on the
tlmportance of goal areas.tﬁ

8.»,‘Length.of time served w1th'a'conSOrtium did_
not s1gn1f1cantly affect goal perceptlonsﬂ

9. Instltutlonal board members, communlty board
’members, and‘reglonal adv1sory commlttee‘
members agreed that more 1mportance should be-

',(placed on’ ‘all goal areas. - S

In summary, 1nst1tutxona1 board members, communlty
-board members and re nal’ adv1sory commlttees of
Alberta Advanced Educqtzgn communlty consortia agreed
that prov1d1ng educatlonal service to reglons w1thout
exlstlng 1ndependent postsecondary 1nst1tut10ns is the
‘prlmary goal of consortla. fhe service must contlnue to

‘:be hlghly flex1b1e, and must allow for 01tlzen

"involvement 1n the plannlng process The concept of

educatlonal consortia must be helghtened among academlc_

-'hlnstltutlons, and w1th1n the communltles served by .

:fconsortla.

118
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‘lmplications'

[
<y

: The flndlngs of this study prov1de informatlon that
w1ll be 51gn1f1cant to the future of educatlonal
b

g consortla 1n Alberta The 1mp11catlons of these

flndlngs are dlscussed below.

Implications for AAECC Governance

In the perceptlons of board members and reg10na1
o‘u\ .

adv1sory coliﬁtee members, consort1a must contlnue to
operate llkeuconsorila.——'that 1s, to use a flexible,
respon51ve strategy to meet the educatlonal needs of
Albertans in rural and mall_grban areas. Dlrectlon4of
a region’s consortium mﬁét continue to be Shared between
'member 1nst1tutlons and local 01tlzens.' Consortla must
fdevelop'a cllmate of open.communicatlon and foster,
commltment from member 1nst1tutfﬁgs and ind1v1dual staff
~called upon to work in an env1ronment of dlverse_'
1nst1tutlons. The beneflts of this arrangement for
'students, staff and 1nst1tutlons must be communlcated
'to the academlc communlty and to the general publlc in
order to establlsh cons&rtla as a real and viable -

alternatlve for postsecondary educatlon

‘Imblications forfMember-Institutions

~ Member institutions of AAECC must continue to



- R R ..~ . s L
..Cha¥éenge hlstorlcal oompetltlvene": .t R 45,

and- work cooperatively gpﬁprv1de serv1cg oﬁtsx&h their
campus walbs Instltuthme w1ll need to recognis%@?”

L ‘. 2 - > .
empha51s placed by consprﬁx&iﬁp“work related trlg;“

DN

ore trad1t10naf$'

inltlatives, in preferen

-for’ higher educatlon, i. e. ixbera%ﬂarts Rrograms. TR

o Mva—.-‘ ) ,. .

\ e
Instltutlons with vocat10na1 proqrams w111 be called B
’upon by consortla to dellver educatlonal serv1ces, whlle
those 1nstitut10ns w1th a more . llberal arts orlentatlon “‘w~

7.
may be pressured to conslder program development in work

.‘related tralnlng alternatlves. blscuss1on of current and
vfuture goals-of consortla w1ll assist institutions in'ﬁ

- evaluating thelr own relatlonshlp with a consortlum and -

the 1mpact consortlum membershlp w1ll have on |

tlnstltutlonal resources.}Member 1nst1tut10ns will bet

called upon to meet/the outcome goals of the communltles

served by consortla, whlle the conQprtlum 1tself remalns

'?more attentlve to the process goal areas.

»

N N
3

Impllcatlons for Graduate Educatlon Sy

Consortlum admlnlstrators w111 ‘need to be . o
1ncreas1ngly skilled in the management of a’ hrghly

dynamlc organizatlon w1th a d1ver51ty of membershlp RIS

N . o .
@ - VoA
. o,

s

kllls must be’ developed in promotlng communlcatlon and

- N s

'a

B ! xible dec1s1on maklng, negotlatlng and securlng new ll

’»fundlng sources, attendlng to the quallty of educatlonal

K}

experlence for students d1stanc‘: from thelr ch01ce of

U
[

v -

~ . : . 4 . . .2 e -t
. \ A
. Yo
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'fgxnstltutlon, and in llstenlng to and taklng dlrectxon_ﬁ

?Lgfrom all constltuent groups in governance Of the

~

,consortlum._ Admlnlstrators w1ll be@requlred to prov1de
leadershlp in creatlng a p651t1ve cllmate for these
jskﬁigs to ‘take hold and to reap beneflts for all

'1nvolved - students, communlty,band 1nstitutlons.'

"Impllcatlons for - Further Study ..

While the- flndlngs of thls study have answered ‘some

3

- of the questlons regardlng consortlum goals, new
lquestlons emerge ‘that requlre further study
Vvi;y How would constltuent groups ogger than board
members and reglonal adv1sory commlttees ie.
' consortla dlrectors and staff 1nstitutional

staff, faculty and students, and members of N

the general publlc served by consortla rate:

NN

consortla goals°
fz{tf How would the percelved goals of consortla

compare w1th goals from the- yarlety of member
: : (B
'.Jnstltutlons, i.e. communlty colleges,

'technical'”' ‘1tutes, unlver51t1es, and other

'3‘educatlonal agency members°. How 51mllar or
dlfferent are consortlum goals 1n relatlon to
"j:each type of membe% 1nst1tutlon7 | |
'3;3; How cons1stent are the act1v1t1es of a

AY

: consortlum w1th the percelved 1mportance of

.ijlff | goals fé& each area’ wOuld,flnaéﬁlal_g'

o 1‘ e o _.‘(»‘vr
R Yo ot ot
. R I TR SR A ) eI
TR g N e ‘e



'fdocuments, program plans, and statlstlcal

1nformatlon empha51ze the same goals as . doy“‘

. fthe boardagnd reglonal adv1sory commlttee

”:relatiVely highly and percelved to be of

‘afmember perceptlons’-

‘Why are: both Flex1b111ty and Plannlng rated

-ygreater 1mpor§]nqe 1n the future’ In what

,areas can more short medlum,‘and long term

plannlng bé. done by consortla whlle &Nl

3;;haV1ng 1ncreased flex1b111ty in. services

foffered’
. Are there goal areas.which arejof high

'importance but‘which"Were rated'as leSs

1mpontant.because they were spec1flc to the:

'ﬁlnstructlonal component offered by a member

'.1nst1tutlon, and therefore not - seen as a

relevant goal for7a cthortium’“’

‘vHow can “the relatlvely low ratlng of many of

the 1nstructlonal content goal areas be
explained? .
. . N oﬁ,’,

lWhylwas accessing_alternative-sourg;saoff‘ .

'government funding perceived .as being so

~rated so lew?

122 @

_ important,’whlle private funding alternatives -
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_ CONSORTIUM GOAL INVENTORY

DIRECTIONS

The cansortium goal inventory consists of 100 suumonxs of po:s'blo consontium goals. Using the answer koy xnown

in the cxamplcs bolow you are asked to rupond 10 sagh :momom in lwo dm.unl ways: -
/

_ First« How impontant is lha goal at lho consontium at
‘ . " the prasent time?
and Second -  In your judgmant, how important should the goal be?

-
EXAMPLES ' , - o of exiremaely high imporiance
. 2 . . of high impartance .
~ oT'medium imponance °
of low imponance
i " of ho importance
e or not npphcablo ]
| o )
A To requn}-ac’ommon core of _ c BlD| DD | |-
learning oxpononcu for © [ |shouldbe| | D @ | DT
v students % ‘ ! .

In this oxamplo, the respondent belisves the goal N0 require a common core of learning experiences for all students * s
) presently of extremely high importance, but thinks that it should be of medium imponancs. -

B. To give alumni & larger and . |- D DI ()
‘ more direct role in the work N S should b,O DD | -

ollhoconsomum S o i RE

In this oxamplo uspondont sees tho goal “10 give alumm a larger and more dlfﬂd role in the work of the oonsoq:um as
. --presently bcmg ol low i xmponanco buf thinks that it sfould be of high imponanco _

DIRECTIONS :
. Whon making {3 and mgu}_q_m responses, note that the B
) does not refer 10 the specitic machamcs o! hbw
' “the progranvservice is or should be deliverad, but simply :
-1efers 1o the goal of program/service-delivery.
« .. Uniess otherwise directed, considar the consortium u as
=+ " whgle. when making your judgrnonu . :
- “In giving ghould be responses, do not be restrained by your L
. belists about whethar the gbal, realistically. can be o

 anained at the consorium. = © e g i .
.Piease try 1o respond tp:evary goal smumom on 1ho A : : ‘

X inventory, by darkening one onuro circle for | u an ohe R . o N

. entire circle for should be. . . . ¢
« - Please use any soft lead pencil.
«: ' Please darken tho entire circle. Do not use chock marks or .

’ X's. . L
3 . ‘
h "
" R L . - : N
! . : - ) N s‘ N
e . : A ¥
\ . . .
: e A .
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Do not’

of extremely imbonance 19
P write in .
of high importance thjs space
Piasse respond 1o thase goal sutements %ﬁ' medium importance ’ '
- -by blackenung one oval aher 3 and one of low importance
fror should be. - .
aner of no importance or .
. n_ot applicable _ e
e . -
.16 heip uudcnu .cquar- a doplh of Mowlodgo in s B OO | DD D 5
| " peanio scademic discpine. poudbe | D | D | > [ ||
2t lsach swdents methods of lchollny inquiry, . T -
saentiic research, and/or problem doﬁnmon and s [ <D <@ | ’ 7
-golution. N shoudbe [ (D [ | D[ |
3w ho!p students identify their own ‘personal goals sl | ||l ||
-and develop means of achieving therm. : . : . ] )
g shouldbe | D | D | D | D (T w0
4. 10 ensure that stdents scquire’ a basic knowledge | OO Q||| n
in the humanities, social sciences, and natural : - ; : )
sciences, shouidbe | D | D | OO | D | ST,
(3™ mma the desite and ability ol lludanu 0 ) is | <D @ CD DD 13 '
ndo self directed leaming . . - : o : .
oY o shovidbe | D [ <D | <D || <D |,
— T is
6. b prepare students for ldvuncnd work at the post L @ <> <> O @
secondary level . thoidbe | D |[CD | (D[ |8
7. to develop m students* lbmry ©v :ynhmzo s |l D .CD DD 17
knowledge from a vanoty ol sources " ; ) :
: shoudbe [CD | CTD D [T | T |18
8. 1o help students deveiopa sense ol sellworh, s8li- | © K | DD | | | |9
confidence, and capacity to have‘impact on svents : ) S :
€ e shouid be | I OISO | D |2
9, to hold students througholt the consortium to high N == == == k== k=>2 b3}
nlndardl'ot intellectual podormlneg . B :
' : shouidbe | DO | D | <D | DO | |22
- - /
10, to st in sicents 3 Ehlonq commitment to * B (DD DD | D |
loar g : iy
I o fanedate | (e | D [ | D |
11, 10 Mlﬂ amonu lcfntvo deeper levels of ul!« . W . : -
" undersanding ] D D[P s
: i : s shouidbe [ [ D [T [ D [T |8
12; 1o ensure that students that compless a program i OIS > S| TD
have achisved some level of reading, writing and : f . ) . ’ z
mathematics competency ) thaudbe D | O | XD | DO 1D |28
13. 1o halp students be open. hanest. and Busting in 1 s DD | DD [TD ]
their nhuomhipu 10 others: ) p g . : .
. " shoudbe [ <D | CD | <D | <D | D i 5.
14. 10 anéourage siudents tc become consciousolthe | . i [ <D | D | D D[ o
© imponant moral issues of our time - R : . S
_ shaudbe | €D | D | D || |32
15, 1 increase wdtnu imunwty o -rund anistc s | <D @ O | DO [P
expression. shoudbe | €D [ <D [ | D [ <D {5
16. 1o ecucaie stdents In a parscuiar religious heritage | '_i’ — @ ;® — = |3
- : o shoudbe | <D D | O | <D | |3
17. 1o help students understand and respect people s |l | OO | DD [
- kom diverse backgrounds ahd cullures ) pr o IiER ' :
‘ ' : shouid e | €O 11D ]G D | as
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Y p T

{ extremely high | - Do not
" of extremely iQ mponance wrile In

of high importance " - E this spaco' - -

Plaase respond 1 thess goa suatamants of mw
by blackening one oval after i3 and one of low importance =~ : . L -
ner shouki be, - - . N .
: ". . . of no impornance or - : :
’ : not applicable

P

to nq;.;h"sbdonu 10 complats some amount s «© <D @D ‘ CD l«w) .39 .
_ of course wark n e umanties o s | prouidbe | D | D | D [ [ D w0
19.  to help students become aware of the i Ol |l '
poumhlunoll ful-time religious vocation . " i : . o CD <> L “
. | shoudbe | D | CD [T | D <D |4k
20. 1. ancourage students o bacome commmpd to T C‘D Dl |||
wofhno!or woﬂd ppace B . . . ‘ s
S ) el “should be D D (s @ ot ) 4 -
21 " m:ounfo studahls 1 express momsclvn s O] O ® O | D s
amlinly_ 0wg.. il\munc punung. (Elm-mmng shouid e o o
gz 1o develop sud-'nu abiity w'und-ri' : B D | D ] D | DD T
1 celend atelogicalpositon < S e L ke [ D [ [ [ |
a3 10 eNCOUrage shudents b mluwnc-m bout R y y
dehnolnlpoophcannlpmol.mmr L “ D |2 @ @ D ,‘9_
e e shouldbe | D <D | | || ®
s, o acquaint sudents-with forms of artistic or ° Bl |l lch |l | s
- Eurary oxw:nn in-hon-westem countres . .
) : shoud be [ D D | CD |[CD [T | =2
25. - 1w help swdents develop & decication 15* sl lalaeaial.s
“serving God in everycay ble L ' . 5 .
shouidbe | D | <D 1D | OO | TD | o
Jes.- wpmv-dooppommﬁn for swidents o prepare |~ 8 | <D <> J'Q> O | D] s
o for sp P 3. 0.0 X \ . . - . .
.mnmy .nqn..nm nursing . N should be . @ @ @ ® @ 56 .
. Gevelop Whal wouil d. — 1. T .
e T | L D | D @ D [ | ¥
pogam .. o shoudbe [ D ICD [ £D | DD |
28. . o perfoem contract reseasth for govemment, ; N g 5
business, or industry - o e . "f <> ®. DD >
C smoudbe | €D 1D || 0
29w provide opportunites for continping hloo|lolo|lalal e
maﬂonfu:duunbalmog on & Con - e
pmmbuu shouidbe | O | O | O | 8O | | 62
3. 1 develop educasional programs geared o B DD | DD | D8 .
and smerging career fi : g
| v andemerging Cumer feks moidbe | DD | | ||
Tl—"""_"— ‘
T G I P=og Py Py Py o
: * + S shaukdbe | €D D [CD || | ¢
32 io offer graduate Srograms in such “newer o Jet N &7
: professions as ongnmng. educaton, sodal . .o | ,® <> CD . <o
.o wok . shoudbe | D ([CD [CD | <D [T | o
33. to serve as a cumw centry in the community . Bl OOIDOD I ICOITT] o
: served by the cmmm . : | - !
. ) shoudbe | D | CD | <D | <O, g 70
34, 10.conduct basic research in the natural s DD D DN .
ERE - hodbe | CD | <D | DO | <D 72
p P - g
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................... * of extremely imporianie Do not
s L write in
Lo - of high impantance - this space :
Ploase respond 1o these.goal saiements of mw o
by blackening one oval shes [f and one of low importance
. afer shou'd be : S = P
aflor abaucas - s .ol no impontarice;of
- ’ - _-hot a;l_:phciable wL ) -
. ’ DOl ]S
35. - to conduct basic ressarch in the social if A v}_f AR I ) e,
saences shoudbe | S| D | D | & | &6
35. 10 provioe rayaining opportunies for vl | a7
indviduais whose job skilis have become out | . o 10
of daie shouldbe [ D | D | O | D | (8 -
37 »lc contribute through research, 1o the gensral s | DI I | OIS
advancement of knowliedge ) o
o shouidbe | D D | O | T [ |10
3s. 1o assist students in deciding upon a vocational Bl D@D | D | @ ) D "
careef |
R shoudbe | D | D | O | O [ D12
- . - . =l =N =A==k
{39, 10 provice sklied people for local-area LR A ‘ o -
T usiness, indusdy, and govamment shouidbe | DY D | D || D |
i DO | | |3 18
40, - to laciitae moMmonl of students in . ] " .
. neighborhood: and community service sctvites shoudbe | D 1D 1D | | {15
a1, boanduendvmadlwdynlpomuud s |CDODID |TD [ [Ty
problem mn e:0. mrouqh ressarch . B )
instindes, cuntres, of gradusie programs shouidbe {CID | D {1 [T |18
2 ma. ecuctional experiences Falevant 1o Bl D |D D]
the evolving interests of women iri Canada . o .
' S shouldbe [ D 1T [ | SO | |20
|43, 1o _provide crivcal evaluation of vprfvuling i | D | D | D . o |
: and values in : ' ’
, praceces and valias b Cansdansodey | e | DD | D | DD |2
[T © heip poopu from auwmupid ¢ ‘
oom foes aoquire k aJ doe and skills they B <D D GD O ||
ey s condm R | shouigie | D | D [ D LD |
ol ess ly o Y gl ROV
open admissions, and then o develop .- Is @ DD DD [D 5 25
. “meani it eglucasonal experiences |°l d who . e
BRIy s shovidbe | <D | | | |2
48, 10 38rve 83 & source of 10888 -nd K p ey
. recommendations for changing social L. O D | D[ (B
., instuons jusged to be unjusi o omowvnu . .
) | shourdbe | D | D | D | O | D fag
47 to work with govemmeiit agen cesighin ) s|lcDlao 1 @il
nmouﬂ lgd onwu.nmo w‘;r.o‘g'amswn o - * ] - . ®
‘ shouldbe | D 1 CD |[CD | O | T |30
" |48, 10 ofter developmenil or emedialprogamin | - s | <D | D | D | | T »
‘ basx: skills {reading, wnong, mathematcs) ) N B P .
) L shoudbe | D [ 1D | O [T 32 ;
ny 1 help students leam how to bring about ' Bl @ [ 1O [
‘changw in Canadian society ' : i ) :
- . thoudde | D |CD | |CD T (3¢
50. o focus resources of the ‘consonium’on the LN DO D || T3 !
soluton of map( tounl and e mental * ' - ; -~ '
oroDlermE - nviroamen shovidbe | D[ D | D D [ > | %
"o be fnmm © rog-ﬁ ano naveod) o I o | e ‘
pnonves when: uynwwnq pmqrnms for xh. " d = - ) | <2 ¥
consorbum S, | sroudbe | DD O O | T |3
’ pot o
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5

- . ) o
: of extremely high importance Ca no!
i 1 owhtean.
j of high impontance this space
Plaase respond to these poal s:ataments &M!L’MEEEE
- by blacksning one oval aher (s and one of low imponance
fher shauld be. ‘ . - !
aher of no imporance or
‘not applicable ]
. | o B . . .
S¢. 10 PrOVIOs SOUCALONAI 8XPENENCES 8w vaN! 1O [ 19
the evolving interests ol minority groups B D CD © << ) CD
‘ . shoudbe | LD [ D [ CO | T || o
53. to be angaged, as & conso . in working lor’ sl |ladlaolalal s
basic changes'in Canadian sotisty ) ) . -
: shouldbe | D 1 CD | QD [ O || «2
: 54, 10 ensure that stucents are nol prevenied from sl ||l ] e
! hearing contoversial points of view :
shouidbe | O [ CD | D | D ||«
£5.. " 1o creats a system of govenance that is B OO || DT ¢
| genuinely responsive 1o the concems of all [ S B - R
peobie al the consortum . shouldbe | D | T | O | T | T | 46 .
T TN T SR T W IR OA T I - - )
© siaff commument to the goals of the consorium s O _ D (& ) e Rae .‘7
:; ::':'mg as commitrnent to prohmonal should be I oclalaoalala A ;
§7. .7 tensurs.the Treegom of stucents to chooss ; - 49
their own [Hestyle (iiving .mwmmu b D |1<D GD' DO
personal appearance, ¢ic.) shouidbe | D (D [ D D | | 0 -
58. - o develop mngom.nu by which swdents, i DI D >3 TR
n:dwmn bwbo bo o ] " <D :
and board members can be signi
involved in consortum. govom.gneo Yos, | shouidbe | D D [ CD | D | %2
58. 10 maintain a chmats in which communication B | O @O O |8
through the consorbum sTucture is open and N '
o o roudbe | D | | | | | »
60.. ‘1o pla'nb rnmwom on off-campus pohual Ll Ry . D ,® CD 55
acovities by insructors of students _ shoudbe | DI [ | @ . »55 ,
5 — AN EIEIEIES
R 1 % to decentralize dacision making in the -l . . 1o\ - R
"».*' consorsum to the greatest exisnt possible shouldoe [ DD [ CD |CD | | T | »
) . - ) S N B[O [TD ||| %
82, - to maintin'a dimste in which differences of . . : o .
2 opinion can b(air'td openly and nmicllbry shouldbe | D | DO | OO T (T | 60
is C!D?@ sl Naw) S| s
_classroom. E shoudbe | CO 1 D | D | D | O | 62
. & 10 assure i the opporuniy 1o is. @ GD , DO | D | ‘3 ;
: parscioale of “‘"'“"“" nmakmany ) eudbe | D | D | <D | [ D
. g S} .
€5. w© mantain a dimate of mutual tust.and A Pan) ar M I<>M[=>RE=>REL
respect among students, instructors, and s e o Rt I - |
agminisvatory T shoukdpe | O | D O | D |- 66
‘|66: 1o creatw & cimate such that stdents spend el | | o}
much of their iree ime in‘intellectual and NS : . | RS
-culwral activives o shouldbe. | CDD 1D | D | D | D | e
67. . ‘to buid a conforbum chimate in which B |COICD | O |O [T 8
contnuous educatonal innovation is accepled ’ : !
as a way of e : shouidbe | D | €D | <D | D | D | ¢
68" 10 encourage students 1 purtue academic SRR Es & @ DD (>
crodit for such activibes as 8 year of study . . o P .
abroad. in work-study brograms_in CUSO eic | shovigbe | IO | D | D | D | <D | 72

-t




. : : Donot .~
of extremely importance - L
y oo : write in .

" of hi gh impontance ) e this space

of medium importance

Pleass respond 1o these poal nu-mcnu

intellecwally exciting and stmulation place

77. 10 creat procedures by which cmdu or ’ is
* instructonal innovations may be readly -

hlw .
78, award maum 10 some lndem lomy Y s

By biackaning one oval afier 3 and one of low importance A - ‘
sher sbauid be. : ot no importance or ' . _ oy
not applicable - -r7°
69. o create & chmate n which students and : . is fan) g
instructors may Lual); zm together for - : . -
:mm al discussion of ideas and mutsal . should be 6
[ 70. 10 experiment with difterent methods of ’ T - > 7
. evalvaing and grading student performance N ey
’ B : should be IO 8 3
71. . to establish or maintain privnu !undng 1 - s <> 9
altamagves - - . . :
shouid be <D 10
¢ . .
which students, according o plan, may study s <o "
on several. campuses aun mur ungraduate, ) : -
el o e unan shoud be ] 12
o sponsor hm yw &.nch program of cultural is D 13
_events - lectures, . an cthbm and the : o
lixe * . Lo . shouid be D 14
7. ° ® mwimom with new approaches .. . R i ’ 15
’ hdvmulf:d mwcnomuch as computer ;- u @ )
mmogod aming, tutorials, and nunblcr | shiould be - . 16
c&nploﬁon for supervised study done away | is <D 7
from-a campus, ‘e.g., through ttonal centres, A - ,
computer managed learning, or fiald work - should be D 18
7. 10 creste & consortium known widely as an = is '@ 19
<D
<D
<D
D
D
D

consortum opomnom e concbcto« .

184 Cw nuuish the loqnl stats of consortia as post

Anstinsions in Aena
. o should be X 36
» (B % Geverop CLT o pcoeou whereoy B a7
kN _.‘,‘.'.» cONSOrLA receive lunding uncer the same B

‘eeeeeoeeeeoaoeoeeeeoeeeeaoooeeeeeo

0610 610 010 616 010616 0{0 616 60 60 0]0°6]0 6|0 66 6]6 6] 0
00/0 00 0]0 610 0|0 0]0 ]0.0/0 6|0 0]0 6]6 0]6 6]6 6|0 6]6 0l6 6

" on m:;:u of their s o gk -
. - examinaton (with no wpofvl L N N
study necessary) should be . 28 .
2. © wply cost mrh in deading among t is 25
and nonacad ' o
p(ogr'lml : should be D -26
~Jso. nmununorwedmwuduh-ghdognoof s <D 27
hm-cnsmtlmd cooperation St e
N shouid be D 28
:AB o pmvm roguw cvmneo that the T e . '
: consortium is actualy achieving its stated s <> 29
goun- : ., | shouidbe < 0
82 W esiablish or maintain a high degres of B I D 3
transferability of coursa/program credit nmong Lo '
~ instntions | shoukd be D 32
83. .. 1o be concerned about e stficiency with which|- - I8 D .33
D
O
D
<O
D

condibons as pro\m:;l postsecondary
nstiuoons

) ) o e ) ) o o

R
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of extremely high importance

'Dor_\ol ’

. = write'in
. o N ' 91 high.importance “this space -
" Plagse.respond 1o these goal swarernents ot mw.
By blackening ona oval after 3 and one: of low imperntance
am - > —
L armu.m. . olnoi nance or .
 not applicable
. ! . B <») @ DO ® NN «w) 9
‘| 8s. 10 esuablish or mmmn a process of puuic N s B - L
} % selecton of consora board members shoudbe | DD [D | D || 0
87. to be accountable 1 funding sources for the sl |la |l | f) ' 41 ‘
N oﬂmns of consortium programs - . f 3 : . '
) : abouidbe | D | D [|CD | D | D | 42
88...  tomaintain or work io achieve a reputable s [ DD | D> |
standing lor the consortium within the ) ) o ) :
academic community | L shouidbe [ CO {1 CD | CD [T | | 34
es. to establish or mmnwn a proeou of public . Bl D@D | D O | DY s
’ ’ olocnon of local advu commmn membaers o R .
’ i MmO ID D |||
] i = o
96 . o liciitate maugu!u munnq of program ' sulf . 'f . DD D ) o 1D
trom e memiber mth:Ms of the consortum - should be CD o o || .
91.. to establish a pqrm:nonl campus-for post- B DOl [ D || 49
. sacondary sducation in mo awa urvod by the " oo ’
congorium . R shouid be (D [ D (D [ | [0
[52. wbe organized for connndgu. shoti-, m.dum-, Lawld |l oo [ [ | 9
_mdlongnnqoplannngiormonw - : . : B I & )
 consorium . shouldbe | CD | D | D | | | 52
3 “w ‘achieve consensus amang the peopis and B | D@D | D ||| 5
. * institutions mvolvodabom the goals of mo . f | . 1
contortum - poudoe | D |ab | as | [a> |
sa. s mdudoﬂloa}mztns in planning:programs is @, <D CD. D G? 55
will locd > ) : = | . e
kil aflect B3 focal communiy . oudbe | D | T | > | || o
- ) : ¢ . 57
‘198, . wnupanintnc. lopment of educational . “,. @ D 2 ®A @ .
| Selveny alemasves on aprovical Basis -, | ypougbe | €D D | oD oo [ | 5
96. 10 create’a climate in which & sysismatc B DD D ([ ||
’ evaluaton of pfogrlmx is lccopud ® awayol S - ;
ite . L shouidbe | CD | D | OO [T | T | 80 .
97. 1o interpret the nawre, purpose, and work of v Y ReslFes il Fa>N Ke>X SN
the consortium 1o ciizens in the comhunity E A . ; [
- c ) shouldbe | TD | CD | D | O [T |82
98. 10 provide Qppo;tunity for post secondary - ' is | D @ D | D D, '63;%
education 1o sudents geographically removed o S e
from existing instintons.. houdbe | <D | <D | CD GO | D - o
. . | T . . ;. - . - 65
99. 10 work with all levels of govemment in e (DD D ® D> |8
estabishment of program funding aliyrnaiives soukdbe | | [ e | 66
00. 10 develop or mantain a high degres of . Ol ~CDY | | &7
fexiddity in program offerings from one year to- " . T . .
thenext ° shoukdbe [CDD <D [ GO [ | o gt
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RESPONDENT PROFILE QUESTIONS

101. Mark the consortium that you are nd@ivod with. Mark more then one

. tlupphcablc
Big Country Educationa! Consorium (@)
Chinpok Eduubonal Consortium . (@)
North Peace Aduh Education Consorvum O 69
_ Pembina Educational Consortium O
“Yelowhead Region Educational Consorium - ()
- h Le} ‘ .
6462.‘ _ Mark the position that describes your rolein the consorium, ¥
Mark more than ons if applicable. LA
. 5 — . lﬂolrd member representing & member institution (@)
" 7 Board member representing a community e 7
Local sdvisory commities member e ’
-%
. 103. Mark the yun you have uMd in your cumrent capacdily with the
~, consortium. o
* - o 3
E ‘ 1
Less than 1 ynr‘# 3' ) @)
o - » ‘ | yoar ) : ” e
o K : 2yoars ' o
. . 3 years O .
4 years @) 7
- 5 yoars o
- - S Gyears . 'e)
R ) 7 yom ) - @)
104, If you prwnou:ly urvod in a ditierent ap-c:ry w-lh the o L
** consortum, mark the length of ime you served in thal capacily ) B ’
o 14
Less than 1 year o) ;
1 year. : o K
¢ i
2 y‘gln e o - L l}""
Jyears Ne) N iy
. 4 yoars (@)
5 years (@)
9 b
6 yoars . - O .
L 7years o
. 8years. e
N L i : ;
» o Thankyou lor your time and cooperahoh in completing: the Consortnum Goals Invemory %
o . . . Please use altached envelope 1or return maxl o"tmaxl t0: ) 1
RN S Joan Patrick . -
. o 11223 - 125 Street

e Edgmonton, Alberta
,,\". e TSM --0M6 .
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‘April 29, 1988

~ To: Boards of Directprs, A ,
Regional Advisory Committee Members, S
Alberta Advanced Education Community Consortia- . .

I am writing to ask that you complete and return the’

. attached Consortium Goals Inventory (CGI). I am asking
~all Board of:Director members and Regional Advisory
Committee members of Alberta Advanced Education
Community Consortia to participate in this study.

All returns will be treated confi tially and data will
bé.reported in summary foXm on: Your participation
will allow me to compile a profile of current goals, as

- well as identify trends in what consortia goals. should

be, as perceiyed by boards and.- advisory committees. . .
This data will serve as the basis for my thesis in - N
Educational Administration at The University of Alberta.

' I will:be pleased to send you a summary of the findings
".of ‘this study when completed. Please complete and :
return the inventory in the enclosed envelope by May 13,
1988. I appreciate your assistance in this project. '

SinCerely.yourspg_

T

Joan Patrick. |
11223 - 125 Street
Edmonton, Alberta-
TSM OM6 ... .. .
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¢ - . : .
' LIST OF GOALS AND GOAL ABBREVIATIONS USED IN TABLES

GOAL
OUTCOME GOALS
Acadenic

Development

Intellectual
- Orientation

- Individual Personal
Development

.Humanism/ .
Altruism

' Culturalflesthetic
Awareness

Traditional _
Religiousness -

Vocational
Preparation

Advanced
Training

A Research.t
_Méetihg Local"
Needs C
Public

Service
~Social .
Egalitarianism

'Social Criticism/

"Activism

. Academic

o

ABBREVIATION

Development

Intellect
Orient

Individual
Development

Humanism °

'Cultural

Awareness

Traditional

"Religious

" Vocation

Prep

- Advanced

Training
Research
Local

Needs .:
Public
Sepvice
Social
Egalitarian
Social =
Activism

w0



PROCESS GOALS
Freedom
Democratic’

Governance

”Commﬁnity/
Climate

‘Intellectual/Aesthetic
‘Environment '

~ Innovation

Offfcampus- .
Learning

'Accountébility/
Efficiency

Institutional -
Cooperation

" Legal .
Status .

¥

MISCELLANEOUS GOALS

Basic : .
Literacy o

Private Fuﬁding'
" Alternatives
- Permanent v
Campus S

Short/Medium/Long'
Range Planning

Government Funding
Alternatives
Flexibility in
Program Offdrings

Including Local =
Citizens in Planning

 Fréeddm
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Democratic
Governangg

- tommunity/

Climate

Intellect .
Environ

Innovation

Off-campus » ¥

.Learning

Accountability/
Efficiency

Institution
Coop

Legalﬁﬁ*{ f_ .
Status’ ‘ 4

g

Basic »
Literacy

Private

‘Funding

Permanent - ;
Campus

Planning

.

'Goverﬁment
» Funding

| Flexibility. -#Ra

Citizen
Planning-




Development of
Delivery Alternatives .

."Systematic

Evaluation .

Interpreting the Consortium
to the Community -

- Reputation in the
Academi¢ Community

. .. Providing Service to

kaeographically,Removed‘

.+ Students

‘ i 142 .

‘Delivery

Altern . s
Evaluation |

Interpret

Consortium

Acadenmic . /-
Reputation

Geo Rghoved

- Students



