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Abstract 

In 2007, a new report for the post-secondary education sector was released by the 

province of British Columbia referred to as “Campus 2020.”  This review was the first 

comprehensive look at higher education in British Columbia in 45 years.  A year later, 

because of recommendations made in the report, the University Amendment Act created 

five new “Special Purpose Teaching Universities.”  There are not many new universities 

created in Canada and the research on how to become a university is scarce.  

Moreover, what happens with the university governance, the leadership, and the 

strategy after the institution has changed its status has not been studied.  Specifically, 

the culture-senate-research equilibrium (that is foundational to the bicameral structure of 

most universities, but very different from the unicameral, centralized, and hierarchical 

structure of most colleges) is reviewed in this paper.  The new universities had originally 

been created under the College and Institute Act, and they were changed by the 

University Amendment Act—with manifestly different mandates, structures, and roles. 

The purpose of this study was to examine how the boards of university-colleges and 

colleges affected by the new university Act interpreted their new legislative status and to 

determine whether there were differences among the boards of the different institutions 

in how they implemented the changes in status and mandate for their institutions.  The 

research relies on a qualitative design based on document searches and on interviews 

from board members of the new universities (board chairs, CEOs, and long serving 

faculty board members), from former senior AVED Ministry personnel, and from the 

author of the Campus 2020 report.  

The key finding indicates that there was no common approach in how the boards led the 

changes required.  There was little specific guidance provided to the boards by the BC 

government or by the Campus 2020 report: it appears the boards were left to struggle 

with many of the changes on their own.  

Keywords:  Campus 2020; governance; strategy; senates; Special Purpose Teaching 
Universities; University Act 
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Glossary 

Act A piece of legislation, like the University Amendment Act, whereby 
the provincial government provides a legal framework for education. 

Applied Not ever committed into an Act as a definition, but meant to be 
something less theoretical, but practical, like nursing, business, 
engineering, etc. 

Board chair An elected member of the board of governors (members appointed 
by the BC government) that takes primary responsibility for the 
organization. 

Branding The new universities received a new name and the brand would 
need to be accepted and understood by faculty, students and the 
public. 

Campus 2020 A process set up by the BC government, in 2007, to review all 
aspects of post-secondary education and to make 
recommendations for improvements. 

College At one time called community college, a college provides, primarily, 
2-year programs that lead to a diploma in an applied field. 

Degree creep A behaviour where an organization starts to provide more than they 
were mandated to provide, as in diplomas creeping up to be 
degrees. 

Degree vs. 
diploma 

A degree is normally a 4-year process (BA, BSc) at a university and 
a diploma is normally a 2-year process at a college. 

Governance The oversight of an organization; to have the authority to provide 
direction, and to take responsibility, for all financial and academic 
concerns. 

Institute A special purpose post-secondary education organization that was 
given provincial responsibility for, primarily, non-academic training. 

Leadership The behaviour and process provided by a group or an individual to 
take an organization in a certain direction and to attain certain goals 
and outcomes. 

Mandate The provincially legislated instructions and responsibilities for 
running a post-secondary educational organization and attaining 
specific goals. 

new 
universities 

The university-colleges (as well as Emily Carr and Capilano) that 
were changed to universities. 

Object Those specific academic activities, as legislated in the various Acts, 
that the organization is directed to carry out by the provincial 
governments. 

Organizational 
culture 

The feelings, beliefs, and core values of individuals that are 
reflected in the behaviour and processes of the organization. 
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Polytechnic Not officially defined in any Act, but generally meant to cover an 
organization that provided everything from academic skills to trades 
training 

Research 
universities 

The University of British Columbia, Simon Fraser University, the 
University of Victoria, and the University of Northern British 
Columbia. 

Special 
purpose 
teaching 
university 

Former university-colleges that were given new mandates to teach 
at the university level and given limited mandates to carry out some 
research. 

Status With a name (university) comes a certain status, and an expectation 
that the status is higher than, say, a college. 

University-
college 

The designation given to four colleges that elevated them to 
something above college, but something below full university. 
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Chapter 1.  
 
Introduction 

1.1. Overview 

This dissertation is a study exploring how the boards of the former university-

colleges in British Columbia navigated the changes in their newly legislated mandates as 

they became “Special Purpose Teaching Universities.”  The first chapter provides an 

overview of the study, presents the general background of the study, the personal and 

research significance of the study, an overview of the methodology utilized, the 

limitations, the key definitions, and concludes with an outline of how the study is 

organized.  

1.2. Research Questions 

In 2008, the government of the province of British Columbia made changes to the 

Universities Act [RSBC 1996] by enacting Bill 34-2008 the University Amendment Act in 

which five post-secondary institutions, formerly defined as “University Colleges” or 

“Colleges,” were re-designated as “Special Purpose Teaching Universities.”  The 

research conducted for this thesis examines how the governing boards of the re-

designated institutions addressed their change in status and how the different boards 

interpreted the change in legislation for their institutions. 

The primary research question was: 

• How have the governing boards of the former British Columbia university-
colleges or colleges, now designated as special purpose teaching universities, 
interpreted their new legislative status and mandate, and are there differences 
among the boards of the different institutions in how they have interpreted the 



 

2 

change in status and mandate and the meaning of the change for their 
institutions? 

The following sub-questions formed the foundation of the study’s primary research 

question: 

1.  Based on each board’s interpretation of their institution's change in 
status and mandate, has the change affected the way that the 
university is governed and have there been changes in the board 
structure, composition, or roles?  Have changes been made to the 
institutions’ overall governance systems and processes? 

2.  Have there been changes to leadership practices on the board or 
changes on the part of individual board members?  How do the board 
members perceive their leadership roles and responsibilities now that 
the institutions have been redefined as universities? 

3.  Has the change in status and mandate affected the strategic priorities 
and goals of the newly designated universities and are these changes 
reflected in the current strategic plans and actions of the university 
boards and senior executives? 

4.  Have the boards taken steps to manage any changes in the culture of 
the institutions and what change management approaches have been 
observed or utilized to deal with the new university status? 

1.3. Overview of the Purpose and Goals of the Study 

This research topic was chosen because of its relevance to the landscape of 

post-secondary education in BC.  It is also possible that the migration of colleges and 

university-colleges into position as universities may have a major impact on the 

economic and social fabric of British Columbia and Canada (Kirby, 2011; Levin, 2006a, 

2006b; Plant, 2007). 

First, this thesis can contribute to theoretical and contextual knowledge of 

universities in British Columbia as complex and dynamic institutions that have similar (as 

well as unique) cultures, histories, traditions, and processes.  Second, this study posits a 

matrix of university practices in application to the contemporary iteration of the BC 

university sector.  Third, this thesis identifies significant cultural dynamics and 

operational processes that could inform public policy discussions and legislation 

concerning the creation and operation of new universities.  
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Post-Secondary Education in BC, since 1960, reveals a process of continual 

change and an increasing focus on meeting the social and economic needs of the 

province (Dennison, 2006b).  This thesis reviews the rich research and theoretical 

literature drawn from organizational culture, institutional, and neo-institutional fields, and 

thus may inform and contextualize the dynamics of organizational change and 

development for the new universities or other new universities in the future. 

In September of 2008, British Columbia gained five new universities as a result of 

Bill 34 – 2008 University Amendment Act.  The newly designated institutions were 

Capilano University, Emily Carr University of Art + Design, Kwantlen Polytechnic 

University, University of the Fraser Valley, and Vancouver Island University.  Three of 

the new universities—Kwantlen Polytechnic University, University of the Fraser Valley, 

and Vancouver Island University—all share similar histories and mandates, but Capilano 

University is somewhat distinct in that formerly as a college: “it lacked both the broader 

academic degree programming mandate and history of the university colleges and the 

provincial mandate of Emily Carr University of Art + Design” (Fleming, 2010, p. 2). 

The new universities came about primarily because of the recommendations of 

Geoff Plant’s 2007 provincial report “Campus 2020: Thinking Ahead: The Report” (sub-

titled Access & Excellence: The Campus 2020 Plan for British Columbia’s Post-

Secondary Education System).  Prior to the presentation of the Campus 2020 report two 

other new universities had been created in BC, both under their own Acts: Royal Roads 

University in Victoria (established on the campus of a former federal government military 

college in 1996) and Thompson Rivers University (TRU) in Kamloops (established in 

2005)—the latter being made up of a combination of the BC Open University (BCOU) 

and the University College of the Cariboo.  The five new universities were just the latest 

step in a series of externally imposed changes on the post-secondary education system 

in British Columbia (Dennison, 2006b).  The research described in this thesis examines 

how the governing bodies (boards) of the newly restructured universities responded to 

the change in mandate and how the boards moved to implement any consequently 

required changes in governance and leadership.  The research also examines how the 

boards addressed any necessary changes in institutional strategy and organizational 

culture for the newly designated universities. 
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This research refers to a legislated change in mandate and it refers to a change 

in designation which was also legislated. These changes led the boards to rebrand their 

institutions.  Rebranding was titular as well as legislated, and it also highlights the 

underlying cultures of the new organizations and the changes that can come about with 

rebranding (Tierney, 1988).  What this thesis will do is examine the boards’ points-of-

view, their concepts and thoughts, and their strategies, and look specifically at how they 

navigated the change in their mandate and how they rebranded.  The purpose of the 

research was to understand how the change was navigated: “Notwithstanding the 

remarkable growth of the non-university component of post-secondary education in 

Canada since the 1960s, the amount of research, number of publications, and thoughtful 

analyses devoted to this enterprise has been extremely limited” (Dennison, 2002, p. iii). 

1.4. General Background and Focus of the Study 

This study concerns how the boards of the newest universities in BC navigated 

the change in designation of their institutions from that of university-college, or college, 

to university.  The study explains the boards’ leadership of the changes that were 

required to transform the newly designated institutions.  The research is intended to 

provide insight into the perceptions of the members of the boards in regard to university 

governance and about the views of the boards as corporate bodies responsible for the 

new universities’ strategic futures.  The research examines how the boards of the 

rebranded institutions responded to the change in mandate and moved to implement any 

changes in governance and leadership that were deemed to be necessary.  The 

research also examines how the boards addressed any indicated changes to strategy 

and organizational culture because the story has not been well documented: “not only 

have universities and colleges been poorly served by historiography, but other 

postsecondary institutions, such as normal schools, technical institutes and community 

colleges have been almost completely neglected” (Sheehan, 1985, p. 35). 

Organizational culture is a complex human system of meaning represented by 

symbols, language, ideology, beliefs, rituals and stories (McShane, 2013).  These 

artifacts change, as they may have with the new universities, and new organizational 

cultures come into being; either controlled, managed, or steered in some manner.  This 
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thesis is concerned with what, if any, specific action the boards have taken to control 

that change in culture.   

Tierney (1988) describes organizational culture in higher education as an 

“interconnected web” (p. 4) of shared interpretations. 

Organizational culture exists, then, in part through the actors’ 
interpretation of historical and symbolic forms . . . [and] is grounded in 
shared assumptions of individuals participating in the organization.  Often 
taken for granted by the actors themselves, these assumptions can be 
identified through stories, special language, norms, institutional ideology, 
and attitudes that emerge from individual and organizational behaviour.  
(p. 4) 

Tierney’s organizational culture framework for “essential concepts to be studied at a 

college or university” covers six areas: “environment, mission, socialization, information, 

strategy, and leadership” (p. 8).  Tierney’s work lays the ground work for the research 

questions in this thesis, with special emphasis on the mission and mandate, the strategy 

of the new universities, and the leadership (specifically the leadership of the change in 

the culture). 

1.5. Personal Interest 

A recurring theme of change for all of us is how to change what is working well; 

how to improve performance on a personal, group, and organizational level.  How do we 

take what is successful and change it enough to position it for the future without losing 

the essence of what has made it succeed to date?  I started teaching organizational 

behaviour, as an adjunct faculty member, right after I graduated from an MBA program 

in 1983.  I also was an assistant vice-president of a hospital during a timeframe when it 

changed its status from a tertiary hospital to a university-teaching hospital.  Governance, 

leadership, change management, strategy, and culture; all of these topics are familiar 

elements of research and part of the discussion about organizational behaviour (which I 

teach at the British Columbia Institute of Technology).  Culture is not a static state but an 

ongoing interpretive process emerging from the paradoxical condition of coherence and 

change inherent to an individual or institutional life (Ricoeur, 1999).   
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Leadership may be most about changing (improving) our organizational culture; 

to create better conditions for organizational success.  When we change our culture we 

usually change our deep structures; we go through a pervasive organizational change 

(McShane, 2013).  On a personal level our behaviour is the image of ourselves to the 

world (McShane, 2013).  Our behaviour is based on our displayed (and interpreted) 

attitudes; our attitudes are based on our values, beliefs, and feelings (McShane, 2013).  

When we change a person, we talk about changing their personality; when we talk about 

changing an organization, we talk about changing its culture (McShane, 2013). 

Premier Campbell and the Minister of Advanced Education (AVED), Coell, 

officially launched the start of the Campus 2020 process from the Burnaby Campus of 

the British Columbia Institute of Technology (BCIT) on 17 July 2006 (AVED, 2006b).  

The Premier indicated that “‘our institutions must serve the needs and fire the 

imaginations of the learners in all parts of the province…our goal is to establish and 

advance an education network that touches every region and every learner in B.C.’” 

(para. 7).  Despite the launch of the Campus 2020 process from BCIT, the final report 

seemed to have very few positive items for the BCIT community. 

I have been teaching at BCIT for 18 years.  When the Campus 2020 report came 

out I thought we were second best.  BCIT has the fourth largest budget and the second 

largest student head-count of PSE institutions in BC (AVED, 2013; Business Vancouver, 

2013).  The PSE sector includes the university and general degree-granting sector, from 

the “Research University” sector to the college or institute diploma-granting sector.  I 

wanted to know what the others did to navigate the change.  How was it accomplished?  

Why did the tenth, fourteenth, and twenty-third largest PSE organizations become 

universities but BCIT did not?  I was the Bachelor of Business Administration (BBA) 

program head at the time and my colleagues and I feared (because of Campus 2020’s 

Recommendation 37 that was to restrict degree-granting to universities only; (Plant, 

2007) that we would no longer be allowed to grant degrees, and that our students and 

graduates would now be considered second best. 

Every day for the past 18 years, on my way to work at BCIT, I have driven past 

two signs: “Canada’s Premier Polytechnic” and “Canada’s No. 1 Polytechnic”; although I 

was never certain how Northern or Southern Alberta’s Institutes of Technology (NAIT 
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and SAIT) felt about that.  But didn’t Kwantlen Polytechnic University get a step up in this 

province?  What did we do wrong at BCIT?  Can the government wave a wand and 

change colleges into universities and university-colleges into polytechnic universities?  

How did these organizations become universities and how did they manage that 

change?  What was the story behind all of these changes?  At the heart of these 

questions lies the Campus 2020 process. 

1.6. Professional and Academic Significance 

The story of what has happened with post-secondary institutions has not been 

well told: “Canadian historians have shown little interest in the history of our universities” 

(Sheehan, 1985, p. 27).  Levin (1989) has extensively studied the changes in colleges 

producing degrees, and has noted that change is a defining characteristic of community 

colleges.  As Levin (2004) noted in a later study: “theoretically-based explanations of the 

behavior of community colleges are the exception rather than the rule” (p. 2).  It has 

been more than a decade since community colleges started offering degrees, yet “it is 

noteworthy that there has been very little in the way of theoretical exploration of this 

development” (Skolnik, 2009, p. 125).   

A study of faculty members at Alberta’s recently rebranded Mount Royal 

University provides some interesting light on changing cultures in the transition from 

college to university, but that study found “very little is published on how a culture in flux 

may complicate this socialization” (Yeo, Bennett, Merkley, McNichol, Osakwe, & Pada, 

2008, p. 153).  This study of the new BC universities may provide additional information 

on how culture changes. 

1.7. Overview of the Methodology 

The theoretical framing of this thesis focuses on the complex and dynamic 

interactions of multi-level organizational change within the new universities of BC and, 

hence, advances some earlier studies in this area (Dennison, 2006b; Levin, 2008; 

Skolnik, 2010).  This research seeks to supplement the theoretical construct by telling 
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the story of how that change happened with an evidence based examination of the five 

new universities in BC. 

My literature review examines, primarily, two sets of documents that articulate 

real or perceived university processes in British Columbia: (a) scholarly opinion and 

analysis, and (b) legislative and policy documents from PSE bodies.  In seeking 

scholarly opinions, I am cognizant that limited research has been conducted on 

university creation in general, and very little has been focused on the jurisdiction of BC 

(Dennison, 2006b; Hogan & Trotter, 2013; Skolnik, 2010).  To supplement this gap in the 

literature, I have used a purposeful sampling strategy by focusing on scholars and 

documents that provide considerable, focused thought on this subject (Patton, 1995).   

I have used published comments by expert scholars on culture and other related 

areas, as well as legislative and policy guideline documents from governmental and non-

governmental post-secondary system organizations, primarily in BC, to provide the 

textual evidence informing the research.  Chapter 3 Section 3.2 lists the specifics of the 

methodology in more detail. 

1.7.1. The Case Study Method 

A case study approach was used for this research because “this methodology is 

advantageous when researching a specific organization, program or process” (McKinney 

& Morris, 2010, p. 193).  Using a case study allows the research to explore the impact at 

the institutional level in great depth and detail (Yin, 2009).  Yin recommends a case 

study design should be considered when:  

(a) the focus of the study is to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions; (b) you 
cannot manipulate the behaviour of those involved in the study; (c) you 
want to cover contextual conditions because you believe they are relevant 
to the phenomenon under study; or (d) the boundaries are not clear 
between the phenomenon and context. (p. 47) 

Each of these conditions applies to the new universities. 

The type of case study that was used is classified as a multiple-case study: 

“which enables the researcher to explore differences with and between cases…the goal 
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of a multiple-case study is to replicate findings across cases” (Baxter & Jack, 2008, p. 

548).  This is advantageous because we look at the similarities and differences between 

the five new universities.  This approach can also be considered exploratory and 

descriptive because the situation in which the intervention is being evaluated has no 

clear, single set of outcomes, and the phenomenon will be described in the real-life 

context in which it occurred (Yin, 2009).  Chapter 3 Section 3.5 explores the case 

methodology in more detail. 

1.7.2. Study Participants  

The research approach for this study employed a convenience sample with 

stratification (Church & Holubeshen, 2005).  Interviews were conducted with the chair of 

the board, the president, and a faculty board member in each of the five re-designated 

institutions.  The board chairs were obvious choices in that they provided viewpoints 

from the public domain (usually a government appointed board member is elected chair).  

The presidents are ex-officio members of the boards and the presidents are crucial to 

board strategy and implementation and have full voting rights as outlined in the 

University Amendment Act of 2008.  The faculty board members provide an inside view 

of the organization’s culture.  In this study, the faculty board members chosen had long 

service on the boards as well as being long-serving members on the faculty. 

Interviews were also conducted with Geoff Plant, the author of the Campus 2020 

report, and with former senior members of the Ministry of Advanced Education.  Both 

were closely involved in the Campus 2020 Secretariat. 

1.7.3. Interviews 

The interview questions focus on specific organizational changes and practices 

that occurred as a result of becoming new universities.  The interviews included, as 

necessary, “more probing questions…to acquire more in-depth responses from 

interviewees on topics or issues of particular interest to the study” (McKinney & Morris, 

2010, p. 193).  Interviews were transcribed electronically in order to establish a 

searchable database.  To ensure accuracy, a copy of each participant’s respective 

transcript was certified as correct by the interviewee (Creswell, 2008).   
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The study design paid attention to theoretical underpinnings of organizational 

culture and change theories, best practices, legal and legislative implications, and ethical 

considerations (Ells, 2011).  The study on the new universities seeks an explanation of 

the changes in responsibility and an explanation of how the boards navigated their way 

through those changes. The study searches for an understanding of the phenomenon of 

the change in status from the perspective of the boards.   

The description and justification of the particulars of the study design, plus all of 

the procedures and protections that were used (and why) are extremely important (Daly, 

Bandyopadhyay, Riggs, & Williamson, 2008).  This part of the methodology is explained 

more fully in Chapter 3 Section 3.5.  It should be noted that the interviews and qualitative 

research cannot be described in terms of cause and effect, or a science paradigm, 

because it would misrepresent and undermine the study (Daly et al., 2008). 

1.7.4. Data Analysis 

My goal was not to affirm theoretical pre-conceptions or absolute categories on 

the culture of the new universities, or determine how well the boards managed the 

changes required, but to develop research-informed statements on the current norms, 

practices and cultures of the new universities.  While describing these stories may help 

inform discussion and understanding about the new universities, individuals and 

institutions can and will challenge, extend, and re-establish their culture as appropriate 

and continue to develop their new cultures, with or without direct board interventions 

(Skolnik, 2010).   

Qualitative data needs to be synthesized, systematized, generalized, and 

analysed to clarify the research question (Van Loon, 2001).  Van Loon used a case 

study to investigate change at a large University in Ontario.  He found that “universities 

are often characterized as highly resistant to change, but…in circumstances of major 

threat to institutional survival they may be as susceptible to change as any other large 

complex organization” (p. 258).  We will explore how resistant to change the new 

universities may have been and how they carried out those changes. 
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Quantitizing is “commonly understood to refer to the numerical translation, 

transformation, or conversion of qualitative data [and] has become a staple of research” 

(Sandelowski, Voils, & Knafl, 2009, p. 208).  Some researchers feel that there is a 

permeable barrier between qualitative and quantitative data, and others feel that “all data 

are qualitative” (p. 209).  In qualitative studies the quantitative conversion of qualitative 

data “is done to facilitate pattern recognition or otherwise to extract meaning from 

qualitative data, account for all data, document analytic moves, and verify 

interpretations” (p. 210).  Some quantitative conversion will be carried out in this study 

and these are explained more fully in Chapter 3 Sections 3.6 and 3.7. 

1.8. Limitations of the Study 

There is limited historical, descriptive or narrative literature on the process of 

governance in post-secondary institutions, especially in the context of significant 

institutional changes:  

Histories of Canadian universities have tended to be in-house histories, 
written by long time university administration, using the minutes of board 
meetings, the memories of senior staff, and resulting in one-sided, 
institutional history…They suffer from both too much and too little 
information: too many issues are perused and each is given too little 
attention. (Sheehan, 1985, p. 27) 

This history, this story, is told from the boards’ standpoints but it still is just that, a story. 

This research provided a great chance to document the history of a significant change in 

the structure of post-secondary education in BC.  However, any exploration of the 

relationship between organizational change and the enhancement, say, of learning, will 

be difficult to measure.  Future research examining the enhancement of student learning 

might be useful.   

Since the influence of time in studying organizational change is important then a 

fundamental limitation to this study is that it is a cross-sectional study of change limited 

to a short time period across five institutions (Von Wagoner, 2004).  Perhaps a more 

longitudinal study, in future years, or compared to past years, would allow for more 

depth, understanding and interpretation for the rebranding.  
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A limitation of this study is that the scholarly works, analysis, and documentary 

records that I consult constitute a small, theory-focused sample rather than a large, 

maximal variation sample that might yield a broader range of perspectives (Creswell, 

2008).  There are many other credible scholars who could offer informed opinions and 

insights on the topic of university culture and organizational change even though they 

are not actively engaged in, or at least not directly focused upon, research in the five 

new universities.  It is expected that this study will contribute to dialogue among 

governance boards within Canadian PSE such that a more robust body of published 

work might emerge. 

Another limitation is that the scholars that were consulted are heavily 

representative of those who have studied the British Columbia systems.  The long 

history of university-colleges in British Columbia has contributed to a convergence of 

expertise as these in-between institutions where, again, “neither the university nor the 

community college component is predominant” (Dennison, 2006b).  It is believed that a 

balance of perspective is established through the inclusion of legal and policy-related 

literature that has emerged in recent years.  Further limitations are explored in Chapter 2 

Section 2.12. 

1.9. Definitions of Key Terms 

The focus here is on the pragmatic and legal terminology; for example, terms 

used by Plant (2007), terms in the BC legislation and regulations, etc.; terms such as 

new university, university-college or university, special purpose teaching university, 

research university, board, etc., are also defined.  The key terms can be found in the 

glossary in the preliminary pages of this document.  

1.10. Summary and Organization of the Dissertation 

Chapter 1 outlines the research study in this thesis that will help to address the 

paucity of information concerning how the new universities navigated the changes 

required as a result of legislated changes made by various government Acts.  As noted, 
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the study is not meant to explore effectiveness, but rather to explore the perceptions of 

board members of the new universities.   

This dissertation is developed through six chapters leading to the identification of 

significant dynamics concerning governance, leadership, strategy, and culture that 

should be considered in relation to the history of the five new universities in BC.  Chapter 

1 provides an overview of the study, including a description of its purpose and 

significance. The paper concentrates on answering the questions outlined at the 

beginning of Chapter 1 (Section 1.2).  

Chapter 2 examines the historic development of the university-colleges (noting 

recent developments in Canada and in BC), and investigates the changes made to the 

governance structures of PSE over the past four decades in BC and the factors that 

have caused those changes.  It looks at the new universities’ current legislated roles, 

compared to the research universities and to colleges.  Chapter 2 develops an historical 

overview of the development of the five new universities as a result of various federal 

and provincial reports (including Plant’s, 2007, Campus 2020 report).  Chapter 2 

provides a context in which the relatively recent development of the new universities in 

BC can be understood as specific legislative responses that reflect changing societal 

expectations on the university.  Chapter 2 also provides theoretical perspectives arguing 

that institutions, like individuals, are expressions of their cultural, societal, and historical 

situation.  In keeping with this perspective, a detailed review of these factors, with an 

emphasis on organizational culture literature, informs development of a conceptual 

framework for understanding the five new universities.  

Chapter 3 describes the methodology of the research approach and research 

limitations in detail.  It further provides a description of the interviews and analysis 

methods.  Chapter 3 looks at how the research design methodology was selected for 

this thesis.  It then focuses on how the research methodology was developed and 

applied to answer the four sub-questions of the main research question already 

identified.  Chapter 3 considers issues of validity and reliably in the methodology and 

limitations of the methodological approach.   
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Chapter 4 deals with the Campus 2020 report’s effect on the new universities.  It 

examines the extent to which Campus 2020 did, or did not, effect specific board action 

from the new universities with respect to the major themes of governance, leadership, 

strategy and culture themes that emerged from the data collected.  The data from the 

interviews provides insight into how the government did, or did not, influence change in 

the new universities. 

Chapter 5 reviews key findings from the document review and describes the 

major categories of the normative practices of the new five universities in BC.  Chapter 5 

describes how the data was analyzed and examines the emergent themes.  Chapter 5 

provides detail on the interviews and the answers to the research questions.  Other 

documentation, such as government publications, is referenced as appropriate.  In 

Chapter 5 a critical analysis of the themes that emerged from the data identified is 

conducted.  Responses to the four key sub-questions are threaded into the analysis of 

the Governance of the new universities.   

Building upon the major findings, as well as the core qualities and conditions 

informing the change at the five new BC universities, Chapter 6 summarizes how the five 

new universities navigated the changes and considers implications for the PSE sector in 

BC.  Additionally, it identifies issues that can inform public policy discussions and 

legislation concerning PSE in BC, and makes specific recommendations for further 

research on the new universities. 
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Chapter 2. Review of the Literature  

2.1. Overview  

In 2007 Geoff Plant, Advisor to the Premier of British Columba, presented to the 

Government of British Columbia a report titled Campus 2020.  The subtitle of the report 

was: “Access & Excellence: The Campus 2020 Plan for the Future of British Columbia’s 

Post-Secondary Education System,” a title indicative of the rather sweeping charge 

given to Plant at the establishment of his secretariat.  “Campus 2020 will focus on 

articulating (1) our current situational analysis; (2) what we want in terms of an excellent 

post-secondary system; and (3) recommendations on how we get there” (AVED, 2006c, 

p. 1).  When released the report was described as “a discussion of the BC government’s 

vision for post-secondary education in BC” (Chappel, 2007, p.1).  The report included a 

number of recommendations for the restructuring of the post-secondary system, in 

particular, the re-branding of the university-colleges into new universities with mandates 

distinct from that of the province’s existing research universities.   

Some of the 52 recommendations of the Campus 2020 report were subsequently 

implemented by the provincial government through changes to existing legislation that 

were intended to change and define the roles of various elements of the post-secondary 

system, but we will see in Chapter 4 that the recommendations had little influence on the 

boards of the new universities.  The legislative response to the Campus 2020 report and 

the subsequent responses by the boards of the former university-colleges, re-branded 

as new universities, became the incentive for the research reported in this thesis.  

The specific research question can be broken down into two parts:   

1.  How have the governing boards of the former British Columbia 
university-colleges, or colleges, now designated as special purpose 
teaching universities, interpreted their new legislative status and 
mandate, and,  

2.  Are there differences among the boards of the different institutions in 
how they have interpreted the change in status and mandate and the 
meaning of the change for their institutions? 
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the review of the literature provided in this chapter describes the major 

recommendations and rationale presented in the Campus 2020 report, as well as any 

relevant background papers or briefs presented to the Secretariat during its term, 

including public responses to the Campus 2020 report at the time of its release, the 

legislative actions taken by the provincial government, and scholarly comment on the 

recommendations of the report and the consequent legislation.  Since the research focus 

of the thesis is on the responses taken by the governing boards of the newly designated 

regional universities, the review also encompasses available relevant documentation 

from the regional universities (a term broadly used for the new universities) regarding 

their institutional responses to the recommendations of the Campus 2020 Secretariat 

and the government legislation.  The literature review also includes discussion of the key 

pieces of legislation, key reports and key provincial commissions, and relevant statutes.   

The sources for university processes and histories in this study were drawn from 

policy documents, relevant scholarship, and professional opinions offered by 

practitioners and academics across British Columbia’s university sector.  The overall 

significance of this study emerges in the identification of key cultural dynamics, 

operational processes, and institutional considerations concerning the creation and 

operation of the new universities.  

The literature review for the study falls into two broad categories: (a) history and 

development of PSE in British Columbia; and (b) organizational culture, change, 

leadership, governance, and institutional research.  These categories are intertwined in 

that the new universities, as well as the processes that delimit them, can perhaps be 

better understood through theoretical frameworks concerning organizational culture and 

institutional change and those describing the shifting states of being within complex 

institutions.   

Scholars of organizational culture such as Pettigrew (1979), Tierney (1988) and 

Schein (2004) (and others mentioned in this study including: Agnew & VanBalkom, 

2009; Bartell, 2003; McKinney & Morris, 2010; Meyer, Hecht, Gill, & Toplonytsky, 2010; 

Skolnik, 2010; as well as Kezar, Gallant, & Lester, 2011) recognize that organizations 

are dynamic and that their cultures are complex social constructions drawing from 

shared histories and beliefs.  Cultures, we will see, are diverse within and across the 
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new universities, and studies have shown that they are very difficult to change through 

external action alone.  Organizational culture literature acknowledges the difficulty in 

adequately representing the broad array of beliefs and actions within institutions, 

suggesting that organizations, like individuals, are shaped by both internal and external 

forces (Alvesson, 2002; Chan, 2005; Chandler 2010; Seel, 2002; Szabla, 2007). 

The review sets the stage for the research presented later. However, “the 

historian of higher education, cannot depend solely on the records of the particular 

college or university.  Relationships with the community, the provincial and federal 

governments and various bodies must be explored” (Sheehan, 1985, p. 36).  As such 

news releases, board minutes, popular press, editorial opinions from the affected 

communities, and academic articles concerning the re-branding in regard to the changes 

are also reviewed here.  While it is not a purpose of this Review to present a detailed 

description of the historical development of post-secondary education in British 

Columbia, the Review presents a brief summary of keystone events and major 

legislation in order to provide a context for the Campus 2020 report and subsequent 

actions taken by the provincial government.   

This chapter also makes contact with scholarship that considers, in general 

terms, processes of organizational change, although that element of the review focuses 

on scholarship and commentary with particular relevance to change within the context of 

post-secondary institutions, and with emphasis on work published since 2010.   

2.2. The Genesis of the Campus 2020 Report  

2.2.1. The Rationale for the Establishment of the Campus 2020 
Process 

At the beginning of the Campus 2020 process the Minister of Advanced 

Education, Murray Coell, announced that “Campus 2020 is a planning process that will 

shape the vision, mission, goals and objectives of BC’s post-secondary education 

system for the next 10-20 years” (AVED, 2006b, para. 1).  It was further claimed, as a 

rationale for the establishment of the Campus 2020 consultation process, that it was the 
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“first comprehensive look at higher education in British Columbia in 45 years” (Plant, 

2007, p. 3; AVED, 2006c).   

However, the impetus for the establishment of the Campus 2020 process may 

have been more than a desire to develop an updated status report on the post-

secondary education system in BC.  Almost two decades earlier Levin (1989) described 

forces for change in PSE across Canada that included federal government policies, 

provincial governments wanting greater productivity, efficiency and accountability, and 

colleges “emphasising economic rather than social goals” (p. 54).  In 2003, prior to 

Plant’s assignment from the BC government, Levin (2003a) noted that these drivers for 

change had already affected the nature of PSE in BC and claimed that, “forces of 

change framed and affected the evolution of five community colleges in British Columbia 

to university colleges” (p. 447).   

We see in Section 2.2.2 from the descriptions of the other provincial 

commissions that they had similar terms of reference in the same general time period.  

BC wasn’t alone in wanting a comprehensive review of PSE.  Kirby’s (2011) analysis 

indicates that the other provinces also experienced a need to respond to the forces of 

globalism and neo-liberal economics. 

2.2.2. PSE Reports from Various Provinces in Canada 

The forces that acted on various Canadian provincial governments during the 

2000s were remarkably similar (Skolnik, 2012).  Between 2004 and 2008, governments 

in six of Canada’s 10 provinces carried out comprehensive reviews of their post-

secondary systems: Ontario (2005), Newfoundland (2005), Alberta (2006), BC (2007), 

Saskatchewan (2007), and New Brunswick (2008).  Almost all of these reports 

recommended expansion of capacity in college and university programs (Kirby, 2011).  

The recommendations from each provincial review were very similar and they all dealt 

with the need for PSE to respond to the pervasiveness of the processes of economic 

globalization (Kirby, 2007).   

The lead up to 2006 and 2007 in BC was similar to what was happening in other 

provinces (Dennison, 2002; Levin, 2003a, 2003b; Skolnik, 2012).  The BC government 
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was facing continued economic pressure, internationalization, and other similar forces 

(Skolnik, 2012).  In Canada, the predominant mandate of colleges was to provide only 

the first 2 years of baccalaureate programs (Skolnick, 2012).  In the 1990s BC and 

Alberta were among the first places in Canada to grant colleges the mandate to award 

baccalaureate degrees: “Ontario colleges were given the authority to award 

baccalaureate degrees in 2000, and since then so also have colleges in Manitoba, 

Prince Edward Island, and the Yukon” (p. 2).  Four themes are evident in almost all 

provincial reports: (a) market-oriented neo-liberalism, (b) privatization, (c) 

internationalization, and (d) quality controls.  These themes follow closely on a study 

concerning BC, Ontario and Quebec that highlighted five similar forces for change: 

“Accessibility, Accountability, Marketization, Labour Force Development and Research 

and Development” (Fisher, Rubenson, Jones, & Shanahan, 2009, p. 549).   

On the national level, the report “Strategies for Success” from the Canadian 

Council on Learning (CCL; which has a mandate to provide Canadians with information 

on post-secondary education), also described several recurring themes: access, under-

represented groups, affordability, and sustainability (CCL, 2007).  In the council’s report, 

we find themes that recur in the various provincial reports, despite differences in 

proposed responses.  Chandler (2010) has argued that the main forces for change in 

post-secondary education commonly found in the various reports were technology-

driven growth of information, globalization, competition, and accountability.   

2.2.3. The Creation of the University-Colleges (1989-1995) 

When a new government is elected (as had happened in BC in 1975 [Social 

Credit Party], 1991 [New Democratic Party], and 2001 [Liberal Party]), they typically 

want to make some improvements; that is why they were elected and assumed power, 

and an important factor of being in power is staying in power (Levin, 1995a).  Generally it 

appears that “the government’s increasing attention to higher education as more of a 

bureaucratic reform movement towards increased measurement and improved 

standardization of reporting for the public” (McLendon & Hearn, 2009, p. 172) may 

provide an indication of the motives for legislated changes provided by the BC 

government.  When we explore the economic reasons for the creation of the first 
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university-colleges, we also have to remember that the creation of university-colleges 

was a political decision that made the government of the day popular. 

The subsequent establishment of “university-colleges” in British Columbia 
in 1989, a recommendation of the Report of the Provincial Access 
Committee, was a consequence of government providing additional 
funds, and promises of future funding, to three colleges (Cariboo, 
Malaspina, and Okanagan).  This was an inexpensive way for 
government to improve access to university education in the province, an 
improvement supported by public opinion.  Funding for the colleges was a 
lever, a control device for compelling elements in the structure to act in 
accordance with the goals and directions of government, including the 
goal of government to remain as government. (Levin, 1995a, p. 62) 

In British Columbia, the creation of the first university-colleges with the 

associated upgrading of the status and mandate of the original university-colleges 

(Malaspina, Cariboo, and Okanagan in 1989, followed by Kwantlen, in 1991 and 

University College of the Fraser Valley, in 1995), over time “reinforced the latent 

‘academic drift’ among the colleges and institutes—the aspiration for degree-granting 

status.  The university colleges began to re-interpret their missions, as did colleges and 

institutes…” (Dennison & Schuetze, 2004, p. 23).   

Fisher et al. (2009) comment on the “trend toward vocationalism in the university 

sector” and the academic drift (to a higher level) in community colleges (degree creep) 

as results of the change forces listed above (p. 555).  The phrase academic drift comes 

from “the tendency of institutions . . . to copy the role and mission of the prestige 

universities” (Berdahl, 1985, p. 303).  When the BC Government created the original 

university-colleges, they were created: 

In a politically charged environment, and with understandable haste to 
meet anticipated demands for degree studies, the university colleges 
became a reality before any extensive consideration of their mandate and 
the role within the postsecondary system. Conventional wisdom dictates 
that “form” should follow “function,” but the university college experience 
tended to defy convention. The result was a measure of confusion among 
some whose understanding of the university college concept was 
essential to its success. Part of this problem lay in the lack of specificity in 
legislative direction which led to years of institutional drift. (Dennison, 
2006a, p. 110) 
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When the university-colleges were created there was confusion about their roles 

and about where they fit with the community colleges and the research universities.  

The result was a certain ambiguity about their missions, vision and 
purpose: The general opinion was that the introduction of university level 
programs would inevitably undermine the essential values of the 
community college, such as comprehensiveness of curriculum (how could 
a university degree granting institution co-exist with adult basic 
education?), open access, a focus on teaching rather than research, and 
a strong community orientation. (Dennison, 2006a, p. 110) 

2.2.4. Why Geoff Plant? 

“While similar forces may stimulate institutional change, social and historical 

contexts may lead to a different result and shape other patterns of change” (Levin, 

2003a, p. 447).  The various forces for change can lead to different outcomes and to 

different approaches from governments.  The BC government felt the same forces to be 

acting on PSE as did the other provinces, and the government chose to get some 

assistance in dealing with these forces.  Minister Coell, when launching the Campus 

2020 process, asked for full participation from “students, faculty members, educational 

leaders, public and private educational institutions, Aboriginal and multicultural 

organizations, labour, business and the public” to help deal with these change forces 

(AVED, 2006c, para. 5). In short, the response of the BC provincial government to the 

change forces being experienced by other provinces was to establish the Campus 2020 

process and appoint a Special Advisor to oversee the process and develop a report. 

In 2006 Geoff Plant, QC, was appointed as a Special Advisor to the Premier and 

Minister of Advanced Education to lead the Campus 2020 process.  At the time, Plant 

was a partner at the Heenan Blaikie Law Firm.  Plant was first elected to the provincial 

Legislature in 1996 and from 2001-2005 had served as Attorney General (AG) and 

minister responsible for treaty negotiations with BC’s First Nations.  As AG, Plant chaired 

the Legislative Review Committee and was minister responsible for the Citizens’ 

Assembly on Electoral Reform (AVED, 2006b).  Plant was joined in his Campus 2020 

assignment by Harold Shapiro (president of Princeton University 1988-2001), Sara 

Diamond (then-president of the Ontario College of Art and Design and past instructor at 

Emily Carr College of Art + Design in BC), and Graham Smith (a prominent Maori 
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education activist and past chancellor of the University of Auckland).  One of the best 

explanations of why Plant was chosen can be seen in a discussion between the Minister 

(Coell) and the opposition critic (Fleming) in the following excerpts from Hansard (2007, 

April 19). 

R. Fleming: …. will Mr. Plant be allowed to report out on funding 
recommendations or funding challenges? 

Hon. M. Coell: I think that he will be reporting out on what he thinks he 
heard and what the suggestions.... He’s a pretty independent thinker, and 
I don’t think I would be able to suggest one thing or the other to him.  
  (p. 6974, para. 1-2) 

R. Fleming: …. I think it was a curious choice by the government.  How 
was Mr. Plant chosen—was it by the minister himself? …. 

Hon. M. Coell: He was appointed by the Premier and myself.  We have 
confidence in him to do an independent report and to listen to British 
Columbians.  That’s hopefully what he’s done, and hopefully what we’ll 
see in a report.   (p. 6974, para. 4-5) 

R. Fleming: Was there any advisory or was there any discussion?  The 
minister said it was between him and the Premier in terms of his 
selection.  But was there any discussion from your staff or anyone else in 
government that the appointment may be controversial?  Because, of 
course, Mr. Plant had been involved in partisan politics and had been a 
cabinet minister only 13 months, or less, before the appointment. ….   
  (p. 6974, para. 10) 

Hon. M. Coell: …. It’s sort of a government prerogative from time to time 
to enlist the help of people in the private sector to do contract work for 
them.  In this instance we felt that he was a good person to actually do 
that contract work for us. ….  (p. 6974, para. 16) 

Indeed, as Plant (2007) states in the opening paragraph of the Campus 2020 

report: “in July 2006, I was asked by the Premier and the Minister of Advanced 

Education to lead a consultative planning process to help shape the future of post-

secondary education in the province” (p. 3).  It may have been just that simple—they 

chose Plant, and he accepted because they asked him.  He was paid $115,000 for 9-

months’ work, and this works out to about $1,000 per day on a 3-day work-week.  His 

language also suggests that, from the outset, the expectation was that the outcome of 

the process would be changes in the current makeup of PSE in BC.  We will see in 

Chapter 4 how successful that mission was. 
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2.2.5. Terms of Reference for Campus 2020 

The Campus 2020 Secretariat was to “focus on broad principles, goals and 

strategies rather than providing a detailed blueprint for the sector” (Plant, 2007, p. 3). 

The terms of reference for Campus 2020 include “providing advice and 

recommendations on the design of a comprehensive post-secondary system that 

addresses mandates, roles, responsibilities, and governance of diverse institutions 

within BC, both public and private” (p. 63).  The major objective, as stated by Campus 

2020, was “connecting higher education, training and lifelong learning to the health and 

sustainability of communities, the economy, and province as a whole” (p. 4).   

Geoff Plant’s (2007) comments, accompanying the announcement of the 

Campus 2020 initiative, indicated his personal viewpoint.  “Campus 2020 is more than 

just a planning exercise; it’s a real opportunity for all of us—parent, students, educator, 

citizens—to ‘think ahead’ to the province we want for our kids” (p. 83).  Geoff Plant’s 

terms of reference stated that he was to “lead a consultative planning process to help 

shape the future of post-secondary education in the province” (p. 3).  A key component 

of the Campus 2020 Secretariat was a “comprehensive province-wide public 

consultation and stakeholder engagement process” (p. 3). 

Finally, Campus 2020 was to “inform BC’s future vision, mission, goals and 

objectives… by providing an accurate situational analysis, challenging status quo 

assumptions and providing options that effectively position higher learning as a catalyst 

for future economic and social growth” (Plant, 2007, p. 96). 

The government did not enter the process with a specific legislative end already 

in mind.  Plant’s (2007) 2020 report did provide a grounding for a legislative response.  

Further, the government clearly didn’t want Plant to provide specific recommendations 

for legislation (a “blueprint”)—they wanted general directions and they wanted to have 

the legislation and implementation left to government.   

2.2.6. The Campus 2020 Process 

The final Campus 2020 report was created based on 5 months of consultation, 

with visits to 18 communities across the province and more than 200 written or electronic 
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submissions.  About 900 people took part in regional sessions and 160 representatives 

from post-secondary institutions, agencies, and government, as well as groups from 

business, student, Aboriginal, multi-cultural, community, and labour participated in the 

various provincial symposiums and round table discussions (Fitton, 2008; Plant, 2007).  

Public Speaker’s Forums were held from September to November around the province 

at places such as Kelowna, Nanaimo, Cranbrook, Nelson, Terrace, Dawson Creek, 

Abbotsford, and several major municipal centres (AVED, 2006a).   

The 2020 Secretariat met with civic leaders like the Union of BC Municipalities 

(UBCM) and solicited the mayors’ and regional district chairs’ perspectives “on how post-

secondary education can best meet the needs and demands of British Columbians, their 

communities and province in the future” (Campus 2020 Secretariat, 2006).   

2.2.7. Submissions to Campus 2020 

Many organizations made submissions to the Campus 2020 Secretariat at 

various sessions (during the process described above).  The following two pages are 

representative of the types of submissions made by various parties. 

Civic organizations like the BC Chamber of Commerce made submissions that 

included recommendations on access, student loans, a province wide Co-op 

infrastructure and suggestions on increasing innovation.  The Chamber of Commerce 

also had a very focused recommendation to: 

create a Special Purpose University Act for BC’s University Colleges and 
other post-secondary institutions…and, that the proposed Special 
Purpose University Act be similar to the Thompson Rivers University Act 
to ensure that these institutions provide a full range of technical and 
trades programming” delineating their academic and vocational missions. 
   (BC Chamber of Commerce, 2006, p. 13) 

The Confederation of University Faculty Associations of BC (CUFABC) proposed 

a series of more than three dozen objectives based on a framework of principles which 

included economic prosperity, lifelong learning, barriers, choices (interpreted as access), 

closeness to home (interpreted as access), quality and accountability (CUFABC, 2006).  

Organizations like the Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE) also made 



 

25 

submissions that addressed ensuring that the future of PSE would be “fully-funded, 

publicly-governed, and accountable” (CUPE BC, 2006, p. 2) and their submission dealt 

with increasing social and economic demands, providing different points of entry 

(access), strengthening community character, increasing apprenticeship and literacy 

programs, increasing budgets and making “our colleges open and financially accessible 

to working families in the province” (CUPE BC, 2006, p. 3). 

Several faculty and staff associations (FSA), union groups, and federations had 

been pushing the government for changes that would enhance social and economic 

good for the province.  The Federation of Post Secondary Educators (FPSE, 2006), in 

their submission to Plant, stated that “numerous studies, done provincially, nationally 

and internationally…document how the contribution of post-secondary education is 

embedded in everything from increased labour mobility and higher productivity to closing 

the gender wage gap and increasing household incomes and employment security” (p. 

2). 

The FPSE (2006) also provided input into the Campus 2020 hearings that they 

hoped would lead to “policy and funding changes that strengthen the capacity of our 

post-secondary education system to both improve access and affordability and 

encourage life-long learning for every citizen” (p. 1).  Most individual Faculty 

Associations also made presentations to the Campus 2020 Secretariat.  The Vancouver 

Community College Faculty Association (VCCFA) is highlighted here because it reminds 

the government (in the form of the Plant review) that some of the government’s actions 

in the past (including the Public Education Flexibility and Choice Act of 2002) were not 

well accepted by various unions in PSE and were: 

…an unwarranted violation and intrusion upon freely negotiated 
provisions of our collective agreement…we should be quite cautious not 
to just assume that these [past] initiatives have worked.  We should not 
continue in these directions, let alone include new initiatives, without 
some thorough review. (Cosco, 2006, p. 2) 

Professional organizations, like the Applied Science Technologists and 

Technicians of BC (ASTTBC) were also invited, and submitted, proposals that covered 

changes to Ministry functions (amalgamating Economic Development with Advanced 
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Education), creating a Technology Education Council, increasing technician programs 

north of Kamloops that would ladder into second year Diploma Programs, expand high 

school technology programs, it pointed to “the declining enrollments at BCIT and the 

colleges and how Campus 2020 can be a vehicle to reverse this trend” (ASTT e-News 

2007, p. 2),  expanding women’s participation in technology, and expanding flexible 

lifelong learning.. 

The British Columbia Council on Admissions and Transfers (BCCAT) provided a 

submission that dealt with transferability of course credits among the existing, or any 

new, institutions in BC.  The BCCAT submission dealt with five recommendations that 

centered on their mandate and included: enhanced student mobility, enhanced 

transferability, applicability of credits between universities and colleges, and 

improvements to the data sharing arrangements between colleges, universities, and 

university-colleges in BC (BCCAT, 2006). 

The University President’s Council of British Columbia (TUPC) also submitted 

recommendations to the Campus 2020 Secretariat.  The Council’s submission had three 

objectives: to state the major challenges, indicate the necessary policy changes, and to 

emphasize the universities’ commitment and their willingness to continue to adapt and to 

lead and serve society (TUPC, 2006).  They made eight recommendations, including 

recommendations on student financial assistance programs, sustained financial 

resources to facilitate Aboriginal studies, working to increase participation by first-

generation learners, stable and predictable funding for teaching and learning, an 

international PSE strategy, increased research and innovation, and engaging the 

Government of Canada (TUPC, 2006).  It is noted that four of the recommendations 

directly specified increased funding, something that was purportedly outside of the 

Campus 2020 purview and mandate.  

The Campus 2020 Secretariat asked for, and received, “think pieces”: 

To help spark a lively discussion at the outset, we commissioned six 
“think pieces”—essays by leading scholars intended to stimulate debate 
on a range of issues we considered to be important to the future of post-
secondary education.  Some of these essays spoke directly to public 
policy questions within the domain of government, and the focus of this 
report; others addressed issues more directly relevant to the institutions 
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that design and deliver courses and programs.  I appreciate the 
contribution these distinguished scholars made to the Campus 2020 
conversation.  (Plant, 2007, p. 7) 

Several papers were submitted to provide background discussion from leading experts 

in the fields of Aboriginal post-secondary education (McCue, 2006), e-learning (Sinclair, 

McClaren, & Griffin, 2006), internationalization (Reus, 2006), quality in PSE (Wieman, 

n.d.), and PSE design and governance (Skolnik, 2006).  

Additionally, in 2006 and 2007, each of the university-colleges made 

presentations to the Campus 2020 Secretariat and these submissions are discussed in 

detail in Chapter 5.   

2.2.8. The Final Campus 2020 Report 

The report itself was released in April of 2007 and ran some 100 pages in length 

and contained 52 recommendations.  The recommendations focused on broad 

principles, goals and strategies.  Plant provided some justification for the 

recommendations and provided some background for them. The report also provided 

goals that included spending for research, levels of participation, and aboriginal access 

targets.  It laid out some “distinct responsibilities” and, also, “two imperatives: the 

provision of access and the pursuit of excellence” (Plant, 2007, p. 4).  The Campus 2020 

report proposed new structural and governance recommendations, and it recommended 

several financial initiatives.  The substance of the report and responses to the process in 

detail are reviewed later in this thesis. 

The report stated that the BC Government does not, per se, have to make 

changes or become more intrusive, it is the government’s responsibility to provide 

guidance and goals only. 

Ultimately it is government’s responsibility to establish goals for the higher 
education sector and to assess the performance of institutions that use 
public funds to help reach those goals.  It is the responsibility of educators 
and institution administrators to make decisions about how those goals 
can best be achieved. (p. 14) 
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Plant’s (2007) argument in support of “an effective categorization system or 

taxonomy of higher education institutions” is multi-faceted (p. 63). He acknowledges that 

there is no singular system model that can or should be exclusive to BC or any other 

jurisdiction and that circumstances can and will change over time, necessitating shifts in 

the operational frameworks of the sectors and institutions; and that “while there is a 

public interest in encouraging institutions to develop their own cultures, missions and 

purposes, the system as a whole must meet our collective objectives” (p. 64).  It is 

important to note Plant’s (2007) emphasis on institutions’ cultures and missions, and this 

thesis has a similar emphasis and a desire to understand what the boards believed they 

should develop in the areas of culture and mission. 

In this thesis, I investigate the question of culture from a systems perspective 

rather than, say, from the perspective of demand (what the market or the state want) or 

supply (what academics do).  Since the idea of systems is itself highly contested, I 

believe that systems are first and foremost a cultural engagement constituted by actor 

networks (including such groups as departments, disciplines, alumni associations, 

faculty senates, and the like) (Tierney, 1988). 

Plant (2007) raises similar issues, although less directly focused on university 

cultural issues and more directly focused on delineating mandate boundaries to facilitate 

operational coherence between the sectors and institutions that comprise the BC post-

secondary system. 

Most importantly, we cannot have a system of higher learning in which all 
institutions aspire equally to undertake all responsibilities with an equal 
measure of success. We must be willing to give our diverse institutions 
distinct responsibilities, and to maximize the possibility that we can 
achieve both the widest reach of opportunity and highest levels of 
excellence. (p. 64) 

When the BC government received Plant’s report and Premier Campbell 

announced the creation of five new special purpose teaching universities he stated that 

their creation was as a direct result of Plant’s recommendations in the Campus 2020 

report: “In the throne speech, we committed to expanding B.C.’s public university system 

and creating new opportunities for higher learning” (AVED, 2008a, para. 2).   
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2.3. The Historical Context of Post-Secondary Education in 
Canada 

The Campus 2020 process was the latest element in a longer history of PSE in 

Canada and in BC.  The goal in this section is to set Campus 2020 in the context of the 

major developments that had occurred prior to Plant’s consultations.  This description is 

meant to provide a basis for understanding the government’s legislative response to 

Plant as described later in this chapter.   

The Canadian post-secondary system is based on a unique division of 

responsibilities and roles.  Under the British North America Act of 1867 post-secondary 

education in Canada was set up as a provincial jurisdiction and was run by provincial 

ministries (Fisher et al., 2005; Fleming & Lee, 2009; Shanahan & Jones, 2005).  In the 

years following confederation at least one university was established in each province 

and operated with private and public funding (Skolnik & Jones, 1992).  After the 

repatriation of the Canadian constitution, authority over all levels of education, including 

higher education, was re-affirmed to rest with each of the individual provinces and 

territories (Canadian Constitution Act, 1867, Section 93).  There was an understood 

need for a strong central authority in terms of such things as the military and 

international trade, but the creators of Confederation initially, and subsequently the 

creators of the 1982 Act to repatriate the constitution, “were equally sensitive to regional 

diversity in religious, socio-cultural, and linguistic traditions” (Dennison & Schuetze, 

2004, p. 15) and hence education, with its broad spectrum, was placed under provincial 

jurisdiction.  As Dennison (2006a) points out, although the 10 provinces share “many 

common values” (p. 108) they have created distinct post-secondary models in keeping 

with the “different historical, religious and linguistic traditions” (p. 108) they embody.   

Historians of public K-12 education in Canada have been examining “change in 

schooling and the processes of change—demography, geography, economics, politics 

and technology” for at least four decades, but “Canadian historians have shown little 

interest in the history of our universities” (Sheehan, 1985, p. 26).  The history of higher 

education has been anything but static, it is a living history: “reform has been continuous 

in every aspect of the higher education enterprise, in organization, management, 
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curriculum, accessibility, and finance” (Dennison & Schuetze, 2004, p. 14).  Our 

university histories have tended to be: 

personal or biographical in style, progressive and laudatory, sweeping in 
time span covered, and comprehensive with respect to topics.  They 
suffer from both too much and too little information: too many issues are 
perused and each is given too little attention. (Sheehan, 1985, p. 27)   

This thesis is an attempt to overcome those deficiencies.  

2.4. The Historical Context of 
Post-Secondary Education in BC 

The history of BC’s community colleges has been one of continual change 

(Fleming, 2010).  Over time, the BC Provincial Government expanded Macdonald’s 

(1962b) vision of a university transfer for the community colleges by amalgamating them 

with existing vocational institutes.  This resulted in dual programming mandates: 

academic and vocational (including trades training).  Post-secondary education in BC is 

primarily delivered by 25 publicly funded institutions; including four research-intensive 

universities, seven teaching-intensive universities, 11 colleges and three provincial 

institutes (AVED, 2013).  To understand the history of how post-secondary education 

developed in BC it is important to identify the forces that have been acting on the 

provincial government.  “We need to know how we got here to be able to know how we 

get there” (McShane, 2013, p. 487).   

2.4.1. Prior to the 1960s 

The following pages provide the key milestones in BC legislation relevant to PSE 

and serve as a synopsis that provides a background for the actual change in the 

designation of the university-colleges to new universities.  A list of legislative milestones 

can be found in Appendix B.   

The story of community colleges in BC did not actually begin with Macdonald’s 

(1962b) report, although his report did add to the previous groundwork for the 

development of community colleges and technical institutes.  Government action was 
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started in 1958 when the Public Schools Act of 1872 was amended to allow school 

boards to establish 2-year colleges (in reality, Grades 13 and 14).  Colleges had to be 

affiliated with UBC, and students would be able to transfer to the third year of a 

university degree (Dennison, 2002).  A number of larger high schools in the province 

offered the thirteenth year which UBC then treated as academically equivalent with the 

first year of arts and science (Dennison, 2002).  The motivation for the 1958 amendment 

to the Public Schools Act was public concern over the limited access to degrees as a 

result of only having degrees available at one public university in the province 

(Dennison, 2002).  UBC, together with a satellite campus in Victoria, comprised the only 

options for students wishing to pursue degree level academic study prior to the mid-

1960s. 

From 1958 to 1962 Canada was in the midst of a recession, with high 

unemployment and a lack of skilled labour (BC Archives, 2013).  In January of 1958, the 

Provincial Government of British Columbia appointed a Royal Commission to undertake 

an independent review and assessment of the educational system, with the aim of 

improving the effectiveness of the educational system and of providing guidance for its 

future development in BC (BC Archives, 2013).  This 1960 Sperrin Chant report (Chant, 

Liersch, & Walrod, 1960) was mainly concerned with elementary and secondary schools, 

but Chant also proposed “collegiate academies” which would include Grade 13 to more 

schools and set the foundation for colleges in BC (Dennison, 2002).   

Excellence cannot be legislated; it cannot be purchased; it cannot be 
proclaimed; and it cannot be assigned.  It can be sought and encouraged 
and rewarded, and this is the task in planning for higher education in 
British Columbia—to seek, encourage and reward excellence. 
(Macdonald, 1962b, p. 19)  

Despite that claim, the governments of the land needed some way to enact policy, to 

encourage and reward those charged with providing PSE.  In BC, a series of bills 

enacted during the last 40 years, can be seen as being at least loosely linked, and 

culminating in Bill 34 – 2008, the University Amendment Act.  The University 

Amendment Act of 2008 created five new special purpose teaching universities.  The BC 

government’s actions during the 40-year period prior to 2008 caused almost continuous 

organizational change, but “legislative change is not the same thing as 
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reform…legislation is an important indicator of system change reflected by the creation 

of new acts, or amendments to existing acts” (Smith, 2011, p. 49). 

2.4.2. The 1960s 

The initiative taken in the early 1960s by the newly appointed president of UBC, 

John B. Macdonald, to study the PSE needs of BC proved to be very influential 

(Dennison, 2002).  In his 1962 UBC inaugural address, Macdonald offered: 

we will do what is wise and practical to meet the needs . . . of students . . 
. and help to develop other institutions of higher learning, not in our 
image, but to meet the demands and challenges of a growing and 
adventurous community. (Macdonald, 1962a, pp. 28-29)   

Macdonald gathered a team of capable individuals who contributed expertise on the 

finances, location, curriculum and management of a new community college system 

(many of Macdonald’s team later became leaders in the development of the PSE 

system).1  Macdonald rejected the concept of affiliation with UBC and “argued that 

excellence required that the proposed two-year colleges be autonomous self-governing 

institutions funded in part by the school boards through local taxation” (Dennison, 2002, 

p. 4).  Macdonald’s (1962b) commitment was given perhaps its fullest expression 

through the development of a community college sector and two new universities that 

emerged substantially in response to his 1962 report, “Higher Education in British 

Columbia and a Plan for the Future” (Dennison, 2002).  Working on a feasibility study for 

the Kelowna school board, given the number of potential students and the tax base of 

the district, Ann Dawe recommended that a college would be viable in that Region and 

much community effort went into its development (Dennison, 2002).   

Macdonald (1962b) also expressed the need for three 4-year colleges; one of 

which became the University of Victoria (UVic) and one which became Simon Fraser 

University (SFU) (Cowin, 2007).  Macdonald stipulated that students should be able to 

transfer 2 years of academic credit to the universities.  This was not an accepted policy 

in Canada at that time, although it was a limited practice in the United States (Dennison, 

 
1 John Chapman, Ron Jeffels, Ron Baker and Walter Hardwick all later assumed leadership roles 

in the development of PSE in B.C. 
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2002).  Macdonald also recommended the establishment of a provincial academic board 

to: 

collect, examine, and provide information relating to academic standards, 
and to advise the appropriate authorities on orderly academic 
development of universities established under this Act and of colleges 
established under the Public Schools Act by keeping in review the 
academic stands of each. (Macdonald, 1962b, p. 6)   

During the period of the 1960s one of the most critical questions raised was 

“whether to combine technical and general education in the same institution or to 

establish colleges that concentrated on technical education” (Skolnik, 2010, p. 2).  BC 

opted for the combined model (Skolnik, 2010).  BC’s post-secondary education system 

owes a great deal to the systems that were established in California after World War II, 

especially BC’s community colleges: “established largely between 1960 and 1975, were 

modeled almost entirely on their counterparts in California” (Dennison, 2006a, p. 108). 

As previously stated, in 1962 the release of the Macdonald (1962a) report lead to 

the 1963 Amendment to the Public Schools Act (Public Schools Act, 1963) that allowed 

school boards to establish colleges. Also in 1963, the University Act created SFU and 

prescribed its governance system, which was legislated to be composed of a chancellor, 

a convocation, a board, a senate, and faculties.  The board of governors and the senate 

were named as principal governing bodies, with the University Act defining the scope 

and limits of each body’s authority, membership, and responsibilities in a manner 

analogous to that at UBC.  Subsequent amendments to the University Act have not 

significantly altered either the structure or roles of the governing bodies of UBC, UVic, or 

SFU.  The University Act also granted to SFU the authority to award its various degrees.  

In 1965, Simon Fraser University (SFU) opened as a full university (Macdonald, 1962b, 

had recommended a 4-year college). 

The British Columbia Institute of Technology (BCIT) was created by the 1964 

British Columbia Institute of Technology Act and opened in 1965.  During the latter part 

of the 1960s higher education in BC expanded rapidly “in response to a growing 

economy and population, infrastructure development, increased immigration, the baby 
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boom, and the shift in focus from an elitist system towards one of mass access” (Hogan 

& Trotter, 2013, p. 69). 

Student unrest during the late 1960s was also present in British Columbia.  As 

one example, the transfer of credit, especially between SFU and UBC, was a critical 

issue. The Students for a Democratic University (SDU) organized a protest rally in which 

a group of students “effected a pre-planned occupation of the SFU Administration 

Building and refused to leave until their demands were met” (Milligan, 2011, p. 77).  After 

3 days, the president at the time, Kenneth Strand, was involved in having the RCMP 

remove the students. “At three in the morning, the police moved in and arrested the 114 

people remaining” (p. 77).  The treatment of the “SFU 114” led, among other things, to 

the censure of SFU by the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT) and 

ongoing student and labour union protests.  Eventually John Ellis (Dean of Education) 

was commissioned to develop an agreement and policy about the transfer of credit 

within the BC public educational system.  

2.4.3. The 1970s 

In 1977 Bill 82, the College and Provincial Institutes Act, created five new 

provincial institutes: Justice Institute, Open Learning Institute, Emily Carr College of Art, 

Pacific Vocational Institute, and Pacific Marine Training Institute.  While the British 

Columbia Institute of Technology (BCIT) had been created by an Act in 1964, that Act 

was repealed by Bill 82 – 1977 the College and Provincial Institutes Act (which then 

included BCIT).  Additionally, the 1977 College and Provincial Institutes Act created 

some means of governance for the institutes covered by the Act in the form of three 

intermediary provincial councils: (a) the academic council (which took over the function 

and role of the academic board), (b) the occupational training council, and (c) the 

management advisory council (these three councils were dissolved 7 years later by the 

1984 College and Institute Amendment Act).  As a result of the 1977 Act, the province 

also began funding 100% of college and institute operating expenditures.  The 1977 Act 

also deleted “community” from community colleges and they became, simply, colleges.  
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2.4.4. The 1980s 

In 1988 the Grant Fisher report, “Access to Advanced Education and Job 

Training in British Columbia” (referred to as Access for All), resulted in significant 

expansion of access to post-secondary opportunities and it greatly influenced the BC 

Government’s decision to establish university-colleges (Schuetze & Day, 2001).  Thus, 

in 1989 three university-colleges were created; Malaspina, Cariboo, and Okanagan 

(Schuetze & Day, 2001).  The Access for All (Fisher, 1988) report influenced the creation 

of 15,000 new places in degree programs and laid the groundwork for the University of 

Northern British Columbia (UNBC) (Schuetze & Day, 2001).  The Advanced Education 

Council of BC (AECBC) was also formed in 1988.  The merger of the BC Association of 

Colleges and the Council of Presidents (with no university presence) was also 

accomplished in 1988 (the Council of Presidents thus represented the colleges and also 

included the university-colleges).  At the end of the 1980s the overall structure of the BC 

PSE system included three research universities, three university-colleges, 18 colleges, 

Emily Carr, and four institutes (Open Learning, Justice, Marine Training, and BCIT).  

2.4.5. The 1990s 

In June of 1990 the Provincial Government passed Bill 40 – 1990, the University 

of Northern British Columbia Act (modified in 1996).  UNBC was originally a small, 

primarily undergraduate, university. 

In 1994 Bill 22, the College and Institute Amendment Act, created Education 

Councils, having statutory and advisory powers within those organizations concerning 

academic areas.  Additionally, under the same Act, BCIT was granted authority to offer 

Bachelor of Technology (BTech) degrees and Emily Carr was also allowed to offer arts 

degrees.  Governance (boards) of colleges were expanded to include elected 

representatives from student, faculty, support, and administrative staff.  The amendment 

Act also specifically gave the boards complete authority over both the academic and 

administrative areas.  education councils could provide advice, but education councils 

did not have final decision-making authority (senates in universities do have complete 

authority in academic areas). 
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In 1995 Kwantlen College in Richmond BC also became a university-college.  

Kwantlen’s degree-granting powers were originally restricted to applied fields rather than 

general arts and science.  Unlike the other university-colleges, Kwantlen and its degree 

programs were not initially affiliated with those of an existing university or other degree-

granting authority (Fleming, 2010).  In 1996 extension of degree-granting authority was 

granted to several institutions, including the five university-colleges and two institutes, 

through the College and Institute Act.  Additionally, in 1996 the Royal Roads University 

Act created the university “to offer certificate, diploma and degree programs at the 

undergraduate and graduate levels in solely the applied and professional fields” (s.2 (a)).  

The board (governance) of RRU is different again in that it is composed of the president, 

an elected professor, up to six persons appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 

an elected student, an elected employee, and up to two persons who are not employees 

of the university (appointed by the board).  There is no senate at RRU. 

The skills-development policies of the BC Government in 1995 led the province 

to announce the establishment of a free-standing technical university (TechBC) that 

would be involved in a range of applied fields (Cowin, 2007).  Legislation for the new 

institution (TechBC) was the 1997 Technical University of British Columbia Act.  The 

institution pursued an "integrated learning" approach, combining heavy use of on-line 

learning with mixed face-to-face course structures as did RRU (Cowin, 2007).  The 

Technical University of British Columbia Act [SBC 1997] did not provide for an academic 

senate, and this, coupled with news that the new university would operate without 

tenure, led to a year-long boycott by the Canadian Association of University Teachers 

(CAUT) and the Confederation of University Faculty Associations of British Columbia 

(CUFABC).  Faculty members would not have "the benefit of an academic senate” and 

the board would have extraordinary power "to establish, change or discontinue programs 

or program areas of the university without reference to an academic senate and without 

provisions for the fair treatment of employees” (Bolan, Vancouver Sun, 1997).  The 

board (governance) of TechBC was very similar to that of RRU in that it was composed 

of the chancellor, the president, two elected teaching staff members (note they were not 

called “professors"), up to eight persons appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in 

Council, two elected students, and an elected employee (s.4. (a)-(f) (i) & (ii)).  TechBC 

was closed in “2003 by B.C. Reg. 152/2003 under s. 19.2 of the Act” (Technical 
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University of British Columbia Act [SBC 1997]) and the buildings, programs, and faculty 

became the genesis of the SFU Surrey campus.  

2.4.6. The New Millennium 

In 2002, the Degree Authorization Act allowed university-colleges to offer applied 

master degrees while colleges were given the right to grant baccalaureate degrees 

(university-colleges already had the right to grant baccalaureate degrees).  The term 

“applied” in this context is discussed later in this chapter (Section 2.7.3). 

In 2002, the Public Education Flexibility and Choice Act gave administration and 

boards of institutes, colleges, and universities the legal power to set class size, assign 

faculty members to instruct courses using distributed learning, determine the hours of 

operation and duration of terms, allocate vacations according to instructional 

requirements, and took away any collective agreement negotiated on these afore-

mentioned points.  This move was highly contested by the Canadian Association of 

University Teachers (CAUT).  The impact that unionization has had on the culture of 

PSE institutions will be described later in Section 2.9 and in Chapter 5 (Sections 5.5.2, 

5.6.2, and 5.7.1.1).  

In 2003 Bill 35, the Advanced Education Statutes Amendment Act, allowed 

colleges to offer baccalaureate degrees and university-colleges to offer applied master 

degrees (reinforcing what the Degree Authorization Act of 2002 had done).  Additionally, 

this Act legislated that boards could not plan or incur a fiscal deficit.   

In 2003, the Degree Quality Assessment Board (DQAB) was established to 

review and recommend applications for new degree programs.  The Degree 

Authorization Act, passed in April 2002, had authorized the creation of the DQAB and 

also permitted new private degrees offered by private non-public universities.  So, in 

effect, the DQAB was authorized by legislation in 2002, but did not come into existence 

until 2003.  

In 2004, the Government passed legislation amending the University Act and 

enabled UBC Okanagan to operate under an independent senate and expanded the 

membership of UBC’s board of governors.  In 2005, the Thompson Rivers University Act 
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combined the University College of the Cariboo and the BC Open University into 

Thompson Rivers University (TRU).  Okanagan University College was split and became 

UBC Okanagan and Okanagan College under the same Act.  The 2005 Act also 

established a university council at the new Thompson Rivers University (the “university 

council” was later renamed as a “senate”), and the 2005 Act changed the structure and 

makeup of TRU’s board (and, subsequently, also the boards of the newly designated 

universities compared to those of the existing research universities).  This model was 

used in 2008 to set up the boards and senates of the five new special purpose teaching 

universities. 

As a direct result of the Campus 2020 report, in 2008 Bill 34, the University 

Amendment Act, established five new special purpose teaching universities: Capilano 

University, Emily Carr University of Art + Design, Kwantlen Polytechnic University, the 

University of the Fraser Valley, and Vancouver Island University (AVED, 2008b).  Note 

that governance was affected by this because the composition of the boards and 

senates were created by this 2008 Act to be identical to the structures used at TRU as 

set up by the Thompson Rivers University Act of 2005.  

It is a focus of this thesis to examine the implementation and local consequences 

of Bill 34-2008 in changing the designations of the former university-colleges and to 

describe the relationships between the recommendations made in the Campus 2020 

report and the actions subsequently taken by the boards of the newly designated 

universities.  Appendix D contains a summary of other important Acts and important 

milestones in BC’s PSE. 

2.5. Definitional Challenges of College, University-College, 
and University 

2.5.1. What, Legally, Is a College? 

This section reviews how terms such as college, university-college, and 

university have been defined by the various Acts described above over the previous 4 

decades.  The legal and legislative definitions of those terms is of importance in the 

context of the research conducted for this thesis and is likely of general importance 
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within the overall development and evolution of the BC PSE (Hogan & Trotter, 2013).  

The changes to these designations may very well reflect a political response to 

perceived public demands for access to a range of PSE programs and opportunities, 

especially in a province as geographically diverse as BC as well as one with a very 

discrete pattern of population distribution.  The boards of the new special purpose 

teaching universities were mandated, by legislation, to provide the “objects” as specified 

in the Acts.   

The objects of a college (basically what the College is required, or mandated, to 

provide under the laws of BC), does not include a mandate to perform research and this 

is specified in the College and Institute Act [RSBC 1996]: 

The objects of a college are to provide comprehensive  

(a) courses of study at the first and second year levels of a baccalaureate 
degree program, 

(a.1) courses of study for an applied [emphasis added] baccalaureate 
degree program, [added in the 2004 College and Institute Amendment 
Act] 

(b) post secondary education or training, 

(b.1) adult basic education [also added in the 2004], and  

(c) continuing education.  
  (s.6) 

2.5.2. What, Legally, Is a University-College? 

The objects of a university-college as legislated by Bill 22 – 1994, the College 

and Institute Amendment Act are: 

The objects of a university college are to provide comprehensive 

(a) courses of study for a baccalaureate degree program, 

(b) post secondary education or training, and  

(c) continuing education.   
  (s.7) 

The difference between the objects, then, of a college and a university-college, are 

highlighted in the applied baccalaureate degree of subsections (a) and (a) (1) in each of 

these Acts.  Note that originally colleges included only first and second years of studies, 
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but this was amended in 2004.  Note also that prior to 2004 colleges could not confer 

applied degrees, but were granted the ability to confer applied baccalaureates after 

2004. 

2.5.3. What, Legally, is a University versus a Special Purpose, 
Teaching University? 

As outlined in the University Act of 1996 a university must (among other things): 

(b) provide instruction in all branches of knowledge; [and] 

(c) establish facilities for the pursuit of original research in all branches of 
knowledge;   
  (Part 10, s.47) 

Whereas a special purpose teaching university:  

(a) …that serves a geographic area or region of the province [must] 
provide adult basic education, career, technical, trade and academic 
programs leading to certificates, diplomas, and baccalaureate and 
masters degrees…;   
  (s.47.1) 

Additionally, they are mandated by legislation to have some applied research:  

(d) so far as and to the extent that its resources from time to time permit, 
undertake and maintain applied research and scholarly activities to 
support the programs of the special purpose, teaching university.   
  (s.47.1) 

The difference between colleges and universities rests primarily on the region 

served, on research, and on the applied degrees.  The concept of a research university 

has a long history and within that history it has evolved and adapted around its core 

focus of pursuing truth through new knowledge and research, something that is 

specifically not set out for the new universities, although the clause “to the extent that its 

resources permit” (Scott, 2006, p. 3) leaves considerable space for interpretation. 
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2.5.4. Are there Other Differences between 
Colleges and Universities? 

The difference between community colleges and universities in BC is deliberate:  

community colleges are “the largest provider of post-secondary and adult education in 

Canada and may be serving as much as forty per cent of the total number of persons 

involved in such activity” (Skolnik, 2004, p. 16).   

British Columbia’s PSE has shifted between binary and unitary higher education 

models, producing a conflation of university mandates and practices and, arguably, 

considerable confusion about the idea of what a university actually is (Fleming, 2010).  

There is a broad range of institutions and mandates that the common name, “university,” 

describes: those that are more research-intensive and almost exclusively focused on 

academic and professional programs (UBC, SFU, UVic); those that are more teaching-

intensive, and broadly inclusive of preparatory, vocational, technical and academic 

programs (including the new universities); and those that situate themselves at different 

points along this continuum (like several of the remaining colleges and institutes). 

The major change represented by colleges now offering “baccalaureate 

programs as the skill and knowledge needs of this segment of the workforce have 

increased is perfectly consistent with the idea of the community college” (Skolnik, 2004, 

p. 19) and should be seen as a major change driver of governments in BC.  Although the 

government eventually rejected the university-college designation, they did not reject the 

concept of a hybrid type of post-secondary institution that had aspects of both 

community colleges and universities since they “have both a college and a university 

mandate, and are called ‘special focus, teaching-oriented’ universities” (Skolnik, 2012, p. 

11) technically they are special purpose teaching universities.   

The differences in purpose between universities and colleges “was defined as 

the separation of knowledge creation and its later commercial application, or the 

difference between deep specialization and its subsequent synthetic forms in the 

professions and the workplace” (Considine, 2006, p. 257).  The BC government created 

publicly funded community colleges and institutes “to provide the education and training 

necessary to support economic development and competitiveness” (Hogan & Trotter, 

2013, p. 72). 
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The three new universities (Kwantlen Polytechnic University, University of the 

Fraser Valley, and Vancouver Island University) created from the former university-

colleges are required by legislation to continue the full range of preparatory, vocational, 

career and academic programming they offered previously.  Well in advance of their 

formal re-designation as universities, Levin (2003a), in conducting research on 

organizational change within the university-colleges, observes that they had begun to 

“resemble universities with their new emphasis upon research and scholarship, 

academic rank, and application for membership in a national association for universities” 

(pp. 454-455). 

The 2012 Drummond report (“Commission on the Reform of Ontario’s Public 

Services”) states that the differences between colleges and universities are blurred and 

results in duplication of programs.  Indeed, the report states that “colleges should not be 

granted any new degree programs” (p. 247, Recommendation 7-6).  Plant’s (2007) 

Recommendation 37 was also in line with the Ontario idea: “in conjunction with the 

expansion of regional universities and the opportunities for enhanced collaboration and 

access to degree programs, restore the primary focus of community colleges by 

precluding colleges from granting degrees” (p. 73).   

Skolnik (2011), however, argues that there are many characteristics besides 

offering degrees that differentiate colleges and universities. He provides the following 

points of difference. 

(a) College programs are more focused on specific occupations 

(b) The approach to learning in colleges is more applied 

(c) Colleges are more teaching oriented 

(d) Colleges serve more lower income families, new Canadians and 
minorities 

(e) Colleges serve students who have been less successful in previous 
academic experiences 

(f) Colleges service people who live in areas where there is no university. 

(g) The baccalaureate programs are quite different than baccalaureate 
programs of universities.   
  (p. 17) 
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It is interesting to look at the list of points from Skolnik (2011), above, and consider the 

extent to which the lines between the universities and the colleges have been blurred. 

As Kirby (2007), and other critics of the corporatisation of the university point out, the 

universities, even the research universities now meet several of the characteristics in the 

list of things claimed to once segregate colleges from universities.  Skolnick’s (2011) 

Point F is also interesting in that the advent of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 

and e-learning means that the geographic boundaries are also blurring with students 

often taking courses at different institutions at the same time in the pursuit of their overall 

degrees.  For Point D, the loosening of entrance and admission requirements and the 

development of specialized pre-entry or post entry programs to serve specific student 

groups (minorities, special needs, etc.) is also blurring that distinction between the 

colleges and universities. So, a key question is whether the distinction is valid at all 

(except in how the government funds colleges versus universities).  Further, the 

unionization of the university faculty has removed another distinction between the two 

(see Chapter 5 Section 5.5.2 for more on this topic). 

“There should be little disagreement that, after a century of development from its 

origins as a junior college, the community college is no longer a marginalized institution 

of higher education” (Levin, 2004, p. 1).  Can we continue to call an institution that offers 

and grants baccalaureate degrees a college?  The argument here is that “this 

organizational change results in a challenge to institutional identity to the extent that 

these baccalaureate colleges are distinct from other non-baccalaureate degree granting 

community colleges” (p. 12).  Again, the term “community college” was changed to 

“college” by Bill 82–1977 the College and Provincial Institutes Act (see College and 

Institute Act [RSBC 1996]) as an opposition member noted in the BC Legislature: “in this 

bill this minister seems determined to destroy the original concept of the community 

college.  It is interesting to note that the new bill doesn’t even have the word community 

in it anymore; it just refers to colleges” (Mrs. Dailly as cited in Hansard, 1977, p. 5219, 

para. 3). 

Additionally, the government has treated colleges and institutes quite differently 

from universities.  As previously noted, colleges were originally established under the 

Public Schools Act (1958) “and for many years reported to the Ministry of Education, a 

ministry which exercised considerable central control on such topics as curriculum” 
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(Cowin, 2007, p. 6).  Government took a much more hands on approach with colleges 

than universities; for example, colleges had a line item budgeting process whereas 

universities had a block funding process (Cowin, 2007). 

2.6. The Changing Concepts of Governance in the 
PSE System 

The research universities were established with a bicameral system of university 

government comprising a senate (composed of members of the faculty), responsible for 

academic policy, and a board of governors (composed of members of the larger 

community), which exercises exclusive control over financial policy and has formal 

authority in all other matters.  The president, appointed by the board, was to provide a 

link between the two bodies and to perform institutional leadership. 

The senate, and how it acts, is, again, a key differentiator, by law, between a 

college (with its education council), a special purpose teaching university, and a 

university.  The new universities do not have a senate with direct jurisdictional authority, 

but they do have a senate with consultative authority in relation to presidential powers on 

academic matters as set forth in Bill 34 – 2008, the University Amendment Act. 

The senates of the five new special purpose teaching universities are different 

from those of the research universities.  The senates of the new universities were copied 

from the original legislation of the Thompson Rivers University Act [SBC 2005].  The 

TRU Act originally created a university council instead of a senate, but states that 

“‘senate’ is deemed to be a reference to ‘university council or Planning Council for Open 

Learning’” (s4 (3) (a)).  TRU’s University Council was changed to a senate in Bill 34 – 

2008, the University Amendment Act.  TRU also has special senate provisions for the 

Open Learning Division, as TRU was mandated with open learning as part of its 

founding when Bill 58 – 1985, the Open Learning Agency Act (and the Open Learning 

University) (TRU, n.d.) were dissolved under Bill 69 – 2002, the Open Learning Agency 

Repeal Act.   

This difference is important because of the change in student membership, and 

the omission of two key subsections of both the UBC senate and the other research 
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university senates.  The research universities must elect two members from each faculty 

and one student from each faculty.  At the research universities, the faculty members 

and the student members must “…equal to twice the number of senate members 

provided in paragraphs (a) to (f)…” (meaning the chancellor, the president, the academic 

vice president, the deans, the chief librarian, and the director of continuing education 

(University Act [RSBC 1996], Part 7, s.35 (2) (g)).  This means that, in the research 

universities, the faculty members and student members of the senate easily out-number, 

by law, the administrative members of the senate.  Not so at the new universities that 

were modelled after TRU where the Government of BC added the registrar (versus the 

director of continuing education position, which was dropped), specified only two 

members of each faculty and specified only four students in total.  Additionally, two 

support staff were added to the new universities’ senates and one non-voting member of 

the board was also added to the senates.  Note that some of the new universities had to 

actually create faculties in order to create a senate (Cowin, 2007).   

This change in the way that senates were organized was a major discussion 

issue in the Legislative Assembly and appeared to be a major point with the government; 

it was no accident or oversight.  The debate between the education critic of the 

provincial New Democratic Party (NDP) and the Minister runs on for some 30 pages in 

and continues through three sittings.  The NDP critic is arguing for more representation 

for students and faculty (similar to the research universities).  The minister continued to 

state that only four students would be senate members in the new universities.  The 

following excerpt from Hansard (2008) illustrates the theme of the discussions: 

R. Fleming [NDP Education Critic]: “The pending legislation” … “provides 
that the new universities in the province will have academic senates 
composed of four students rather than a number of students equal to the 
number of administrators.  This is a significant reduction in democratic 
student representation on senate proportionally and an increase in 
administrator representation….”  (as cited p. 12753, para. 16) 

Hon. M. Coell [Minister of Advanced Education]: As we talked earlier, the 
Campus 2020 report had a lot of consultations around the province and 
came up with some recommendations—this one, basically, to set up the 
senate for the new special purpose teaching universities like the 
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university council2 for Thompson Rivers University.  It has worked very 
well.   (p. 12753, para. 16) 

Hon. M. Coell: I think it was recommendation 35 of the Campus 2020 
report [correct] that said to adopt the Thompson Rivers University 
governance structure for regional universities, and we’re doing that….  
  (p. 12751, para. 15) 

Several amendments were suggested, and where votes took place the 

amendments were rejected by the Legislative Assembly.  Clearly the government did not 

want to lose control of the new universities nor, clearly, did they want to duplicate or 

create new research universities in the manner of SFU or UBC.  

The principle that bicameral governance lends to the legitimate functioning of a 

university had an effect on the legislative changes that were introduced in the early 

1990s that brought about the creation of education councils as senate-like bodies with 

jurisdictional authority over academic matters within BC’s colleges, university-colleges, 

and institutes (Church, 2002; Levin, 2003a; Petch, 1998).  Church (2002) and Levin 

(2003a) posit that a key purpose of these legislative changes was to extend to the 

university-colleges a necessary level of academic authority similar to that of degree-

granting institutions throughout Canada.  Despite this intent, Petch (1998) felt that the 

“1994 amendments to the College and Institute Act produced a big improvement in the 

governance of the university colleges…[but] the roles of Education Council . . . require 

further development” (p. 2). 

2.7. The Provincial Political and Socio-Economic Drivers of 
Change and Campus 2020 

2.7.1. “Access” to PSE in BC 

The Campus 2020 report mentions “access” more than 100 times; but what does 

access mean?  Prior to the late 1980s the three existing universities were all located in 

the extreme southwest corner of the province, making them geographically and 

 
2 The university council at TRU was changed to a senate in the University Amendment Act of 

2008 (Explanatory Notes Section 24).  
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economically inaccessible to that part of the population residing outside the lower 

mainland.  Participation at the post-secondary level in the interior of BC remained low 

(Dennison, 2002).  

In response to a rapidly expanding population, high demand for university 

access, and low post-secondary participation rates, in 1989 the provincial government 

created the Access for All (Fisher, 1988) policy, which recommended “the establishment 

of university colleges that would provide university degree programs through an upper 

level university college component . . . ” (Levin, 2003b, p. 61). 

The Provincial Access Committee report (Fisher, 1988) indicated that another 

reason for the low rate of baccalaureate production was the difficulty which students 

faced in completing transfer programs in colleges outside the areas where the 

universities were located (again, the bottom southwest corner of the province).  As 

previously noted, to address this concern third- and fourth-year courses were provided 

by the three regional colleges (Okanagan, Cariboo, and Malaspina), in cooperation with 

the existing universities.  Regional college was an “informal term to identify Cariboo, 

Fraser Valley, Malaspina, and Okanagan…to offer a broad range of degrees, and exist 

outside the Lower Mainland” (Church & Holubeshen, 2005, p. 5).  But then: 

subsequently it was recognized that distance from a university was not 
the only barrier that prevented college students from going on to complete 
a baccalaureate degree, and that baccalaureate production could be 
increased much further if other colleges were allowed to award 
baccalaureate degrees. (Skolnik, 2012, p. 10) 

After that it was politically difficult to deny colleges in the Lower Mainland’s populous 

areas the same opportunities given the rural colleges (Skolnik, 2012).  This provided the 

impetus to add the University College of the Fraser Valley (in 1991) and Kwantlen 

University College (in 1995). 

Seeking to establish their legitimacy as universities, in 1998 the university-

colleges enlisted the former president of the University of Victoria, Howard Petch, to 

assess their practices and program quality.  Petch determined not only “that the degree 

programs currently offered are academically strong and meet accepted Canadian 

university standards” (Church, 2002, p. 2) but, also, that the university-colleges’ 
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mandates should include research, graduate studies, and a bicameral governance 

structure.  Drawing upon this validation, the university-colleges created the University 

Colleges of British Columbia (UCBC) consortium to represent their specific interests to 

government (Fleming & Lee, 2009).  In 2001, the UCBC issued a “draft position paper 

calling for university colleges to become regional comprehensive universities with a 

mandate including research, graduate programs and new legislation” (Church, 2002, p. 

3). 

The Petch (1998) report stated that the university-colleges were “created in 1989 

as part of the Access for All plan of the British Columbia government to increase access 

to post-secondary education” (p. 1) but had not achieved that purpose.  Dennison (1998) 

refines the rationale for creation of the university-colleges and states that the university-

colleges “would provide opportunities for local students to earn baccalaureate degrees 

without having to relocate to Vancouver or Victoria” (p. 11).  Access seems to be 

interpreted as geographic.  However, access did not always mean access in remote 

areas as previously stated.  

When Kwantlen became a university college, the former arguments for 
university colleges being created to meet regional needs for degrees no 
longer held true [since Kwantlen is located in close geographic proximity 
to both UBC and SFU].  This began in earnest the drive from other Lower 
Mainland institutions for degree-granting status. (Cowin, 2007, p. 18) 

The university-colleges were established “without thorough discussion” on their 

mission and mandate or on how they would function as a sector within a post-secondary 

system also comprised by universities, community colleges and institutes (Dennison, 

2006b, p. 272).  I shall explore, in this thesis, how that comment may also have been 

true for the new universities.   

2.7.2. Economic Drivers of Change 

There is much discussion in the literature around the economy and individual and 

societal prosperity (or knowledge capital and knowledge economy).  Dunderstadt (2005) 

indicates that “in a very real sense, we are entering a new age, an age of knowledge, in 

which the key strategic resource necessary for prosperity has become knowledge itself, 
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educated people and their ideas” (p. 1).  Perrin (2001) notes that post-secondary 

education “provides significant economic and social returns” (p. 4).  Schuetze and Day 

(2001) indicate that although university-colleges were part of the government strategy to 

address access; they also note that in the rationale for government decisions to create 

the university-colleges “were seen as the generating of jobs and enhancing of economic 

development” (p. 27). 

Although government policies suggest that university-colleges were developed 

solely as response to limited access to post-secondary education, other motivations 

propelled and accompanied the development of the university-colleges: “Economic 

rationales, including work force training and social and economic development were 

among the more overt motivations” (Levin, 2003a, p. 455).  There was 

acknowledgement that baccalaureate degree programs and university-colleges were 

influenced by market forces: “the brief history of the university colleges of British 

Columbia parallels the process of economic globalization in the province of British 

Columbia” (Levin, 2003b, p. 63).  Additionally, in the afore stated document, there is 

reference to the “applied degree,” which was not mentioned or discussed in earlier 

legislation, making the connection between economic marketplace and baccalaureate 

degrees even more obvious. 

The shared responsibility between the provinces and the federal government on 

economic development, and the transfer payments from the federal government brings 

the different governments into contact on various aspects of education policy (Fisher et 

al., 2009).  The federal government funds research, student financial assistance, and 

indirect funding transfers: “Through national research councils and institutes the federal 

government has become the largest source of support for university-based research” 

(Fisher & Rubenson, 2014, p. 105).  Indeed, Fisher and Rubenson conclude that “higher 

education policy at the federal and provincial levels has been driven by a changing 

political and economic imperative” (p. 123).   

During the period 1960 to 1980 “Canadian higher education underwent a process 

of massification that transformed the system from one catering to the elite privileged 

class to a more democratized and egalitarian system which serves a significantly higher 
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proportion of the population” (Kirby, 2011, p. 268).  However, despite the federal 

government’s very strong support, that support has been weakening:  

Over the past few decades higher education in Canada has experienced 
a decrease in government funding both in real terms (on a per student 
basis) and in aggregate, inflation-adjusted terms…with a concomitant 
increase in societal expectations to expand access, quality and efficiency. 
(Deering & Sa, 2014, p. 4)   

In recent years “Canadian governments have introduced financial, policy and legislative 

mechanisms that have noticeably increased government involvement in setting the 

priorities and directions of post-secondary institutions” (Kirby, 2007, p. 17).  As we shall 

see in Chapter 4 of this thesis, the BC governments have felt these expectations and 

they have also been borne by the boards of the new universities. 

2.7.3. Applied Degrees 

Since geographical distance was not the reason to have Kwantlen University 

College provide degrees a “different rationale was found for giving this college the status 

of a university-college.  The decision was that the authority of the fifth university-college 

[Kwantlen] to award baccalaureate degrees would be restricted to ‘applied’ degrees” 

(Skolnik, 2012, p. 10).  Kwantlen was originally created with a mandate restricted to 

applied programs.  Applied and professional programs there included “nursing, 

education, social work, business…and the like,” and this was in contrast to general arts 

and science degrees (the typical BA) (Church & Holubeshen, 2005, p. 5). 

As Dennison (2006a) noted:  

there is an interesting use of terminology when describing degrees.  
University Colleges offer academic and applied degrees whereas 
universities offer academic, graduate and professional degrees.  Some 
might argue that Medicine, Dentistry or Applied Science may well fit 
equally under the category of “applied” degrees. (p. 2) 

Colleges and institutes are permitted to offer applied degrees provided that they address 

labour market needs, are vetted and recommended by the DQAB, and approved by the 
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Minister.  Dennison (2006b) also noted “the term ‘applied’ degree . . . has become 

difficult to reconcile . . . with any established definition of the title ‘degree’” (p. 2). 

While joint degrees were first offered in conventional disciplines such as arts, 

science, education, commerce, and nursing, over time the university-colleges took 

advantage of their legislated authority to offer advanced studies by planning a number of 

applied degrees in areas such as business, computer systems, environmental studies 

and aviation technology—all subjects outside usual university traditions.  Applied 

degrees were planned with the cooperation of the newly formed education councils, 

senate-like bodies that gave faculty considerable authority in curriculum issues. 

Despite requests to do so for a long time, the government did not define the term 

“applied” (Skolnik, 2012).  The BC government originally envisaged applied degrees as 3 

years of terminal study, followed by 1 year’s internship paid by industry, but “soon 

applied degrees were understood in BC to mean traditional four-year baccalaureate 

degrees in applied fields” (Cowin, 2007, p. 20).  However, several colleges wanted to 

take advantage of the ability to grant degrees and this was their chosen route: “Once 

one of the colleges had been given the authority to award applied baccalaureate 

degrees, it was not long before the government allowed all of the community colleges to 

award applied—and only applied—baccalaureate degrees” (Skolnik, 2012, p. 10).   

To help clarify the notion of the applied degree, the Ministry of Advanced 

Education, in 1998, required that applied programmes: 

should link theory and practice and make clear the balance between the 
acquisition of employability skills and general education requirements; 
and must incorporate a practical component.  The requirement can take 
many different forms such as: work experience, practice, projects, or field 
experience.  (Dennison & Schuetze, 2004, p. 26) 

Plant’s (2007) final report also had something to say about applied degrees: “to 

enhance clarity regarding the quality of BC degrees and transparency of the provincial 

degree granting approval process, eliminate the statutory designation of “applied 

degrees” (Recommendation 39, p. 73) at the new universities and at all colleges.  Plant 

found that: “nowhere is the term ‘applied’ statutorily defined and noted “In my 

consultation with DQAB, I was informed that the question of whether a proposed degree 
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or program was ‘applied’ had no bearing on their deliberations” (p.73).  However, the 

term applied has not been eliminated and, indeed, was highlighted and reinforced in the 

University Amendment Act of 2008, immediately after the release of Plant’s (2007) 

report.  This is seen in the following:  

in the case of a special purpose, teaching university that serves the whole 
province, provide applied and professional programs leading to 
baccalaureate and masters degrees, subject to and in accordance with 
the regulations under section 71 (3) (c) (ii).  (University Amendment Act, 
2008, Explanatory Note 14, s.47.1 (b)) 

As one final note on the differences between the research universities and the new 

special purpose teaching universities, it should be noted that under the University 

Amendment Act  the government specifically has the rights to tell the new universities 

what to teach: 

in the case of a special purpose, teaching university that serves a 
geographic area or region of the province, the adult basic education, 
career, technical, trade or academic programs that the special purpose, 
teaching university must provide.  (Explanatory Note 15, s.71 (3) (c) (i)) 

Additionally the government, by virtue of the same Act, can now create any new 

universities it may wish (and care to provide a name for) without passing new legislation 

by: 

designating as a special purpose, teaching university an institution that is 
designated under section 5 of the College and Institute Act, and 
specifying a name for the special purpose, teaching university. 
(Explanatory Note 15, s.71 (3) (a)) 

2.7.4. Transferability in the new universities 

This thesis examines organizational culture (and its impact on how the boards of 

the newly designated universities navigated the change in their mandates).  At the heart 

of this discussion about culture is the history of which institutions, specifically were, and 

are, allowed to grant degrees.  As stated previously, prior to 1994 colleges could only 

“transfer” students to receive degrees from existing universities (Levin, 2003a).  Transfer 

and articulation are critical and difficult processes to handle.  In British Columbia, these 

processes were key factors in both the formation of community colleges and in the 
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establishment and re-designation of the university-colleges.  In many provinces, the 

practice of student transfers (with credit) from one institution to another is not as formally 

structured as it was originally (Levin, 2003a).  In BC, given a number of significant 

factors, student transfers did occur with the support of both sending and receiving 

institutions (Cowin, 2007).  This was a different picture from just 12 years earlier: “Until 

1995, all degrees offered through the University Colleges had to be ‘partnership’ 

degrees” (p. 14).  See also the discussion regarding transferability in Chapter 2 Section 

2.4.2. 

Legally those degrees came from one of the established universities and they 

paid close attention to the academic operations and standards.  Further, the chancellors 

of the major universities attended the convocations at the university-colleges to award 

their degrees and pass out their alumni pins (Church & Holubeshen, 2005).  The 

introduction of new institutions that were allowed to provide baccalaureate degrees 

“represents a landmark shift in the services provided by these post-secondary 

institutions” (McKinney & Morris, 2010, p. 189).  The majority of degrees offered in 1998 

by university-colleges were partnership degrees, but by 2001 university-colleges were 

producing about 1,500 degrees annually (about 10% of all degrees in BC), and “By 2001 

“autonomous” degrees accounted for 93% of all degrees awarded through university 

colleges” (Church & Holubeshen, 2005, p.14).  This would have a lasting effect on the 

culture of the new universities (McKinney & Morris, 2010). 

2.8. Academic Research and Culture in the 
new universities 

The fourth sub-question of this research paper deals with culture and the 

management of change in the newly designated special purpose teaching universities.  

Research activity by faculty is a key part of the culture of a university; and this would be 

true for the new universities as well (Skolnik, 2012).  However, the provincial 

government did not give colleges the same rights and responsibilities as a university.  

“The creation of colleges and institutes was an explicit attempt by provincial 

governments to produce a separate structure of higher education not intended to share 

the same historical rights and privileges as universities” (Hogan & Trotter, 2013, p.73).   



 

54 

Dennison (2006a) and Levin (2003a) identify various processes which reflect 

culture: academic appointments, research and scholarship, educational programming, 

and governance.  These organizational processes are mostly peculiar to universities and 

are given greater examination in organizational culture and change research. 

In his study of the first three new university-colleges, Levin (2003b) concluded 

that: 

the historical institution of the community college…expanded its mission 
and purpose to incorporate baccalaureate degree programs in a broad 
range of fields, some traditionally academic and some occupationally 
related.  The formally designated university college is considered by 
original members to be both a community college and a university 
college: two institutions within the same organization. (p. 462)  

Dennison (2006a) considered the re-designation of BC’s university-colleges as 

Regional Universities.  In offering this definition he also points out the difficulty of 

realizing it because the institutions are attempting to span traditions and cultures that are 

quite distinct.   

A university college is a comprehensive post-secondary institution that 
offers a range of academic and applied programs, including vocational 
and technical education and training, and a variety of associate and four 
year degrees.  This option attempts to present the university college as a 
“new” institution in which neither the university nor the community college 
component is predominant.  All programs collectively contribute to the 
character of the university college, all adding to its unique culture.  (p. 
111) 

However, the notion of two institutions within the same organization is turned on 

its heads when we now consider the new universities that were colleges, then university-

colleges, and finally, special purpose teaching universities: “It is clear that aside from 

these five new universities, the remaining colleges and institutes do not have the same 

rights as universities” (Hogan & Trotter, 2013, p. 75).  As previously indicated the new 

universities have been on a multi-decade journey, but not a journey that has had a 

research culture at its heart: “While sharing similarities, the cultures found in universities 

and colleges or institutes are substantially different from one another and reflect a 
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different history, evolution, and purpose—especially in terms of the faculty and 

administrators in these institutions” (Hogan & Trotter, 2013, p. 77).   

Agnew and VanBalkom (2009) feel that culture can help organizational change 

happen or it can hinder organizational change, depending on the faculty and the 

structure of the university, “in particular its values of academic freedom and individual 

autonomy, gives faculty substantial discretion to support or undermine cultural shifts” (p. 

455).   

The culture of a college “emphasized teaching; allowed for only an advisory role 

for faculty with respect to academic governance” (Dennison, 1995b, p. 135) whereas the 

culture of universities “emphasized research and scholarly activity; practiced bicameral 

governance in which fact members exercised considerable influence over academic 

affairs” (p. 135). 

It is not a simple task to pigeon hole the culture of any one, or group, of the new 

universities.  

The culture of an institution varies depending upon size, attitude toward 
research and the inclusion of professional faculties.  In terms of faculty 
and students, which has the culture—the small, liberal arts school, a rich 
milieu in terms of friendship, cohorts, atmosphere, or the large research 
institution, isolated, sterile, with individuals working on esoteric research 
projects?  (Sheehan, 1985, p. 33) 

If the research cultures are to change then things such as recruitment, working 

conditions, teaching loads, and other support activities and facilities would have to 

change quite significantly (Skolnik, 2010).  If the new universities are going to adopt a 

university-like mandate and culture, it will require a major adjustment to the allocation of 

resources and careful selection and promotion of new faculty (Skolnik, 2010).   

However, the culture of the new university-colleges had been shifting for some 

time because of societal changes.   

This shift has raised the issue of culture in an educational system that has 
largely been mono-cultural and mono-linguistic.  Colleges and university 
colleges have noted an increase in racially and linguistically diverse 
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students, awareness of gender equity as an issue in education. (Chan, 
2005, p. 130) 

With respect to organizational culture, the study reported in this thesis seeks to 

gain insight into how changes in organizational culture were viewed by the boards of the 

new universities in BC.  A study by Kezar et al. (2011) found that there was “scant 

literature within higher education to guide faculty and staff grassroots leaders with 

respect to organizational change especially as employees within an academic culture” 

(p.131).  Again, change management approaches were seen by Kezar et al. as a key 

ingredient for how universities may navigate their change in status.  Meyer et al. (2010) 

found that in the management of change and culture “both perceived culture and culture 

fit related positively with the criterion variables within and across time…the strongest 

evidence for relations involving fit was obtained for those components of culture 

specifically targeted for change” (p. 470).  Several of the new universities not only 

embraced change (like Emily Carr), but some sought it out (like Kwantlen and UFV). 

A large part of culture in the new universities is represented by what the group, 

and the individual, feels and how they assess their relationships. 

The development and implementation of baccalaureate programming 
accompanied by the formal designation of five community colleges as 
University Colleges led to substantial change in how organizational 
members viewed and judged themselves and their institution and in 
organizational behaviors including interpersonal and group relations. 
(Levin, 2003a, p. 461)   

Chapter 5 describes how this process continued as the re-designated colleges became 

new universities. 

Descriptions of culture change usually envision paradigm change as well 

(McShane, 2013).  The impact of the institutional change at the university-colleges 

(before they became universities) was major: “Institutional change of community 

colleges in British Columbia, Canada, to University Colleges during the 1990s reflects 

not just alteration to a provincial system but a shift in organizational paradigm for 

institutional members” (Levin, 2003a, p. 447).  Levin noted that the changes to the 

mission and to the behavioural norms reflected significant changes to culture and to the 
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organization members’ worldview.  This worldview constitutes those “beliefs that shaped 

and guided members’ values, perceptions, attitudes, and behaviour as well as the 

organization’s purpose, policy, priorities and procedures and structures” (p. 448) and, 

thus, their culture.  

Szabla (2007) found “the perception of planned organizational change leadership 

strategy and response to change…offers insights into the complex nature of resistance” 

and the response to change management” (p. 525).  Post-secondary institutions have a 

markedly different culture than do private sector industries.  Chandler (2010) found that 

the reasons for resistance to change are directly related to organizational culture.  Post-

secondary institutions have a markedly different culture than do private sector industries.  

Chandler’s study argues that the resistance to change stems from “organisational 

culture, including: the Faculty members, a sense of territory, time issues, resource 

issues, a strong sense of tradition, leadership, communication, unions and individual 

autonomy” (p. 87).  This further supports the suggestion that culture be seen as part of 

the lens used to view organizational change for the five new BC universities.  The 

research findings for this thesis explore culture and the management of culture in more 

detail in Chapters 4 and 5. 

2.9. Unionization in BC Universities and Culture 

The increased unionization of faculties has also affected the culture of the new 

universities, not necessarily in a positive manner within the PSE system:  

It is clear that the faculty unionization of the 1970s and 1980s, building on 
the participatory governance changes of the 1960s, has given the faculty 
collective power and authority over the Canadian university, and has 
provided it with a degree of security that encourages the status quo and 
avoidance of change, diminishes accountability, and does little to 
recognize and reward quality and merit. (Clark, 2003, p. 27) 

Indicative of this change in culture, Clark (2003) argues, is that the new university 

senates spend more time debating budgets than they do seriously debating academic 

issues (and now the research universities are also unionized). 
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From the earliest days “the evolution of the Colleges in B.C. had a union culture 

aspect” (Levin, 2008, p. 75).  Various union forces that also acted on some of the union-

friendly governments of the day were also apparent in the development of an “emerging 

influence of professional educators on the one hand, including the province-wide faculty 

bargaining unit and administrator and board associations” (p. 75).   

More recently, university faculties have become certified unions, with SFU being 

one of the last, having completed the certification vote in 2014 (Simon Fraser University 

Faculty Association [SFUFA], 2014).  This clearly set the stage for further changes in the 

culture of the post-secondary education sector.  “Within University Colleges during their 

development in the period of 1989 to 2001, the efforts and actions to preserve the norms 

of the two distinctive institutions led to tensions among and between employee groups, 

especially faculty” (Levin, 2003a, p. 450).  In Nanaimo, at Vancouver Island University 

(VIU), there was a terrific amount of strife at the governance level concerning 

unionization, and the board of VIU even resorted to suing a member of their own board 

of governors (McGarrigle, 2011).   

Several union-management issues came about from the interaction between 

union and government forces. 

…the emerging enrollment and funding patterns in these new university 
Colleges affected the relationships between academic, preparatory, 
vocational and technical elements of the colleges, which sometimes 
became tense over the decade.  Issues of status became a chronic part 
of debates and conflicts within institutions, and within the labor unions 
involved.  (Schuetze & Day, 2001, p. 26) 

These tensions could be viewed as arising both from incompatible cultural values 

(the egalitarian nature of community colleges and the meritocracy nature of universities) 

and from resource and cultural behaviours where baccalaureate faculty receive a 

disproportionate share of resources at the expense of non-baccalaureate faculty (Levin, 

2003a). 

Szabla (2007), in a study looking at how union employees of a government 

organization perceived organizational change, found that “the perception of planned 

organizational change leadership strategy and response to change…offers insights into 
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the complex nature of resistance” (p. 525) and the response to planned organizational 

change.  He particularly noted some of the elements of resistance that are commonly 

raised by unions with respect to planned organizational change, even change that is 

deemed acceptable.  He notes that resistance is quite often associated with, and has 

interrelationship with, change to the culture.   

The interviews discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 with various board members, 

board chairs, presidents, and with senior Ministry of Education personnel associated 

with Campus 2020, along with the author of Campus 2020, will shed further light on the 

various union issues at the new universities. 

2.10. Financial Aspects of the Plant Report 

The Campus 2020 process was not focused on seeking more money, although a 

number of recommendations dealt with financial issues.  The process was meant 

specifically to not deal with financial issues, as outlined in the following excerpts from the 

parliamentary sessions in Victoria. 

Hon M. Coell [Minister of AVED]:  …. I think one of the problems that Bob 
Rae had in his one is it turned into about 50 percent discussion of: “We 
need more funds for this thing.”…. (Hansard, 2007, p. 6973, para. 11) 

R. Fleming [NDP Opposition Critic]: There are further instructions as to 
what would be outside the scope of the review.  In one of them there is 
clear direction: “Issues outside the scope of this review include funding 
and affordability”—and then in brackets—“tuition and student financial 
assistance.”  (p. 6974, para. 19) 

Hon. M. Coell: Simply put, Campus 2020 was designed to look at vision, 
not money.  What we were hoping to get back was a vision for the post-
secondary system in the future.  If there are costs to that and 
recommendations that have cost to them, then we as a government and 
as a ministry will assess those costs by the recommendation that are 
made.  (p. 6975, para. 2) 

Hon. M. Coell: I think that from our perspective as a ministry, we knew 
that discussion was inevitable as part of this process.  What we wanted to 
do was to focus it more on the vision.  I think that in the letter to Mr. Plant, 
what we wanted to do was focus and have him focus on the vision.  
  (p. 6975, para. 8) 
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And yet, although financial issues and financial aspects were not to be part of the 

Campus 2020 mandate, 12 recommendations (out of 52) dealt directly with funding, 

tuition, or resources for PSE.  We will also see, in Chapters 4 and 5, what the various 

board chairs and presidents of the new universities feel about their concerns with 

funding; specifically, in Chapter 5, we will see the extremely high strategic priority they 

collectively place on funding. 

2.11. Development of Scholarship on Culture with 
Respect to Organizational Change  

For the purposes of this research, organizational change is defined as a 

difference in structure, culture, quality or state of the organization as perceived by 

faculty, faculty associations, students, administrators, and boards (Van Wagoner, 2004).   

Schein (1993) states that culture is best described: 

as the sum total of what a given group has learned as a group, and this 
learning is usually embodied in a set of shared, basic underlying 
assumptions that are no longer conscious, but are taken for granted as 
the way the world is. (p. 705)   

Schein asserts that responsible researchers must study culture as it exists within an 

organization rather than circumscribe that reality through survey instruments and the 

researcher must draw upon pre-existing organizational culture theory as a foundation. 

The process of organization change in community colleges deals with externally 

imposed change and internally generated change: “change in the external environment 

is accelerating, and the colleges must respond to these changes to 

thrive…organizational change can either be internally initiated or externally imposed” 

(Kezerack, 1998, p. 3).  The external forces put forward in Kezerack’s study included the 

economy, government relations, demographic changes, new technologies, and internal 

forces generated by the community colleges themselves. 

Levin (1989) stated that “given the range of organizational structures, curricular 

patterns, and relations with their communities, any attempt to understand and evaluate 
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change in these institutions must initiate from a model with broad general application” (p. 

42).  Levin looked at changes in colleges as organizations; how the change occurred, 

and the direction and extent of the change, and then tried to assess the kind of 

organization that emerged from the process. 

Why is an examination of organizational culture necessary in the consideration of 

organizational change?  The development of an awareness of different perspectives of 

an organizational culture (by faculty, students, and administration), lends itself to broad 

areas of enquiry: “many applied researchers have been excited by the potential of 

culture research to provide some solutions as managers search for new ways to 

motivate and control employees” (Martin, 2002, p. 6) and to manage change.  Until 

recently “structure and strategy were the fundamental variables considered with respect 

to organizational change and innovation…while not a new concept, organizational 

culture has been emerging in the organizational literature during the past two decades 

as significantly impacting on organization effectiveness” (Bartell, 2003, p. 44) and 

change.   

Culture, and changes in the culture, reflect changing demands from both 

governments and society: “Both the collegial process and executive authority are 

acknowledged as necessary to position the university to bring about substantive, 

integrated, university-wide change in response to pervasive and rapidly changing global 

environmental demands” (Bartell, 2003, p. 43).  Governments affect culture, research 

affects culture, and individual academics, such as those at Okanagan University 

College, can also have a strong influence on the development of culture.  Three 

Okanagan College faculty members, Drs. James Brigham, Peter Dill, and Duane 

Thomson were largely responsible for conceiving this initiative and ultimately for 

convincing the provincial government to adopt the model (Freake, 2005).  The 

discussion and implementation of the model proposed by Brigham, Dill, and Thomson is 

emblematic of the change in culture that persons internal to an organization can have on 

change and growth. In Chapter 5 it will be seen that internal actors can be instrumental 

in re-branding the university-colleges as they became new universities.  Indeed, the 

culture of the new universities need not stop change, it can enhance the change as the 

boards navigate from university-college to university. “The orientation and strength of the 



 

62 

university culture and the functioning structure can be inhibiting or facilitating of the 

strategies employed to advance change” (Bartell, 2003, p. 43).   

Management theory and organizational culture have been seen as primary 

means of controlling organizational change (Seel, 2002).  Seel views culture as a 

cumulative part of everyday life in organizations, and states that culture is an “emergent 

result” (p. 2) of change: “organizational culture is the emergent result of the continuing 

negotiation about values, meanings and properties between the members of that 

organization…if you want to change a culture you have to change all these 

conversations” (p. 2).   

Culture is a concept that is often studied in management and leadership.  Schein 

(2004) sees culture as stable and deeply imbedded in the intangibilities of work groups 

and as such is not always observable.  It is pervasive, highly influencing, and marked by 

behaviours of the members of a group.  It is “a pattern of shared basic assumptions that 

was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal 

integration” (p. 17).  Schein states that understanding organizational culture enables one 

to manage more effectively, to respond to issues, and to manage organizational change 

more effectively.  Organizational culture matters because it is a “powerful, latent, and 

often unconscious set of forces that determine both our individual and collective 

behaviour…in particular [it] matters because cultural elements determine strategy, goals 

and modes of operating” (p. 14) and the new boards are responsible for these issues.   

Culture has become a new focus in organizational change literature because “the 

complexity, high degree of differentiation, multiplicity of units and standards, autonomy 

of professors, control and management philosophies and mechanisms…are likely to be 

complicating and inhibiting factors vis-à-vis pressure for institutional change” (Bartell, 

2003, p. 53).   

Pettigrew (1979) argues that within any organizational culture, the leader must 

embody the belief systems and artifacts of the organization in order to discuss the 

shared mission and vision during organizational and cultural change.  The extent to 

which the leader is able to develop these artifacts of culture determines the extent to 
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which agreement around the vision and mission will occur and the extent to which a 

cohesive organization will move forward. 

Meyer et al. (2010), with respect to organizational culture and organizational 

change, found that “both perceived culture and culture fit related positively with the 

criterion variables within and across time.  The strongest evidence for relations involving 

fit was obtained for those components of culture specifically targeted for change” (p. 

470).  Perceived culture will be provided by the board chairs, the presidents, and various 

board members from their interviews; it will be their perception of what the culture is, and 

their feelings about their institutions’ cultural fit that provides some insight into how the 

change from university-college to university was navigated. 

Alvesson (2002) uses culture as a lens through which to view organizational 

change and growth.  He indicates that a focus on culture can provide a creative way for 

understanding the leadership of organizations and states that it “is interesting and 

practically valuable for managers to use cultural ideas in everyday interactions” (p. 173).  

Schein (2004) postulates that, “once we learn to see the world through cultural lenses, 

all kinds of things begin to make sense that initially were mysterious” (p. 7).  Schein also 

warns that it is not only difficult to describe an entire culture, but culture is not 

necessarily uniform or coherent throughout an entire organization.  He further notes that 

“each of us belongs to many groups, so that what we bring to any given group is 

influenced by the assumptions that are appropriate to other groups” (p. 17).  This 

concept is explored in the research for this thesis through the interviews conducted with 

key players at the new universities and discussed in Chapter 5.  

Culture is difficult to change through external forces alone.  Scholarship on 

organizational culture notes the problems researchers have with being able to exactly 

describe and quantify the various parts of culture, although the current literature points to 

the importance (or even necessity) of considering culture in the context of organizational 

change (Meyer et al., 2010).  This study examines the question of how the boards of the 

new universities navigated change.  This research offers opportunities to at least infer 

aspects of the differing cultures at the rebranded institutions. 
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2.12. Delimitation and Limitations 

Notwithstanding that BC’s new university sector is comprised of several other 

new universities (Thompson Rivers, Royal Roads) and one longstanding private 

university, Trinity Western, because of their context and mandates these universities 

(and the smaller private universities) are sufficiently different as to warrant separate 

consideration outside the scope of this study.   

In addition to the jurisdictions mentioned above, I have also omitted detailed 

discussion on the United States’ or other countries’ higher education sectors as a whole 

in this study.  US, UK, and European higher education systems present multiple stories 

unto themselves (despite the generally accepted assertion that BC’s PSE system 

developments over the last 50 years are based on the California system). 

2.13. Summary and Bridge to the Next Chapters 

In this chapter I have offered an overview of how PSE developed and evolved in 

Canada and BC, and how that development and the new legislation (reflected in the 

various Acts) set the stage for how the boards of the new universities needed to 

navigate their legislated change in status and mandate.  I have established what the 

Campus 2020 Secretariat set out to accomplish through its terms of reference, and have 

provided examples of how the Secretariat accomplished its tasks and what some of the 

presentations from the various concerned parties in BC provided to the Plant process.  

Some of the various socio-economic forces that have influenced PSE in BC were also 

reviewed.   

Chapter 3 focusses on the methodology of developing a fuller understanding of 

the interrelated dynamics of credibility, identity, and change facing these new 

universities and the newly configured university sector they occupy.   

Chapters 4 and 5 address how the boards of the new universities reacted to 

those influences. Chapters 4 and 5 describe some differences in culture between the 

new special purpose teaching universities and the existing research universities and also 

examine how the boards of the new universities navigated the changes in institutional 
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cultures.  Drawing upon theoretical conceptions of institutions as organic entities 

comprised of complex and shifting organizational cultures, I develop observations to 

inform further study on how, through what methodological means, and with which 

practice boundaries, the legitimacy and integrity of BC’s new universities are negotiated 

across the university sector as a whole, and within the individual institutions themselves. 
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Chapter 3.  
 
Research Methodology of the Study 

3.1. Overview 

This chapter explores and identifies the type of design and methodological 

approach that was appropriate to respond to the questions posed by the thesis research.  

This chapter deals with the research questions, describes the methodology used, 

discusses why the case study approach was used and reviews the interview process.  

The qualitative approach, coding, and interpretation are also discussed, along with how 

the analysis might compare with a quantitative analysis.  The chapter closes with a 

review of previous research and a conclusion. 

Several of the documents that informed this research, notably works by Petch 

(1998), Levin (2003a) and Marshall (2008) describe analyses that are largely based 

upon primary data sources and empirical research on changing cultures within the 

university-colleges.  In the research for this thesis they informed the study of culture as 

pertaining to the new BC universities.  The research goal of this thesis was to develop a 

better understanding of the organizational changes accompanying the assignment of the 

new status as university to five post-secondary institutions in BC.  The study additionally 

sought an explanation of the changes in responsibility from the boards’ perspectives and 

of how the various boards navigated their way through those changes.  The study 

searched for an understanding of the phenomenon of the change in status from the 

point-of-view of the boards of the new universities.   

The investigation relied upon qualitative field research methods including data 

collection, data analysis and theory application and re-application.  The research 

addresses organizational change and culture in the former colleges and university-

colleges that were designated to become special purpose teaching universities.  Data 

collection included interviews with board members, analysis of government and 

institutional documents, review of statutes and laws (and Hansard discussions of the 
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discussion of the proposed bills during the normal three statute readings), and 

observations made during the interviews.  

My approach to this study was based on a curiosity and desire to make sense of 

the phenomenon of the effects of the legislated and mandated changes at the new 

universities.  I appreciate the qualitative paradigm with all the rich description, words, 

themes, humanness, language and meanings associated with the qualitative tradition.  

“Interpreters as storytellers tell narrative tales with beginnings, middles, and ends” 

(Denzin, 1994, p. 500). This is the sense of what I have tried to accomplish in this 

dissertation: a story of the activities, initiatives, policies and practices in BC’s new 

universities. 

3.2. Methodological Introduction 

The purpose of this study was not to describe or analyze a specific institutional 

culture, per se, but rather to develop a macro view of the navigation of change that took 

place in the newly designated BC Universities.  As university cultures are co-constructed 

within their communities, and communities are sites of shifting rather than stable 

traditions and culture, it is important to note that that the research approach offers a 

“macropicture” and not a “detailed microanalysis” (Creswell, 2008, p. 448).  As 

demonstrated in Chapter 2, detailed microanalyses certainly exist within the socio-

historic context of the new universities and these microanalyses in turn shape the 

macro-picture which this thesis pursues. 

It should be noted that qualitative research cannot be described in terms of 

cause and effect, or by application of a science paradigm, because it would 

misrepresent and undermine the study (Daly et al., 2008).  Qualitative data needs to be 

synthesized, systematized, generalized, and analysed to clarify the research questions 

(Van Loon, 2001).  Van Loon used a case study to investigate change at a large 

university in Ontario.  He found that “universities are often characterized as highly 

resistant to change, but…in circumstances of major threat to institutional survival they 

may be as susceptible to change as any other large complex organization” (p. 258).  The 
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new BC universities were not necessarily under threat but, as we will see in Chapter 5, 

they felt tremendous pressure to become something more than university-colleges. 

The research question should drive the methodological approach used to gather 

data (Creswell, 2008; Yin, 2009).  If the question is designed to explore an issue in-

depth, where there is limited or no previous research, and without trying to have the 

research be generalizable to a broader population, then the appropriate methodological 

approach would be qualitative in nature (Creswell, 2008). 

Quantitizing is “commonly understood to refer to the numerical translation, 

transformation, or conversion of qualitative data [and] has become a staple of research” 

(Sandelowski et al., 2009, p. 208).  Some feel that there is a permeable barrier between 

qualitative and quantitative data, and others feel that “all data are qualitative” (p. 209).  In 

qualitative studies the quantitative conversion of qualitative data “is done to facilitate 

pattern recognition or otherwise to extract meaning from qualitative data, account for all 

data, document analytic moves, and verify interpretations” (p. 210).  In this report, the 

data from the interviews will be quantitized in alignment with this format.   

My methodological approach is largely interpretivist (a social science approach 

that opposes the positivism of natural science) relying primarily on a social constructivist 

paradigm (in that the understanding, significance, and meanings of the new universities 

are not developed separately within any individual, but in coordination with the entire 

organization) (Creswell, 2008; Creswell, Hanson, Plano Clark, & Morales, 2007; Denzin 

& Lincoln, 2005; Marshall & Rossman, 2006).  An interpretivist view acknowledges 

culture as “a holistic, contextual, and paradoxical phenomenon,” a self-repeating process 

at the core of any organization. “In a functionalist view, an organization has a culture; in 

an interpretivist view, an organization is [emphasis added] a culture” (Owen, 1995, p. 

161).  Creswell (2003) indicates that researchers must state their knowledge claims 

upfront because “philosophically, researchers make claims about what is knowledge 

(ontology), how we know it (epistemology), what values go into it (axiology), and how we 

write about it (rhetoric), and the processes for studying it (methodology)” (p. 6).  

However, as a caution it is noted that “interpretivist knowledge inevitably reflects the 

values of the inquirer” (Green, 1990, p. 238). 
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The interpretivist approach is supported by Denzin (1994) in his statement that 

“in the social sciences there is only interpretation...nothing speaks for itself” (p. 500).  

The task of the researcher is to gather the vast amount of data and “make sense of what 

has been learned” (p. 500).  In this chapter, I describe a method in which to gather, 

describe, interpret and verify the data through a thoughtful and careful conceptualization. 

According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), the naturalistic paradigm, embodies the 

following assumptions: that “realities are multiple, constructed, and holistic” (p. 37); that 

generalizations are “only time-and context-bound…it is impossible to distinguish causes 

from effects” (p. 37); and the “knower and known are interactive, inseparable” (p. 37).  

These assumptions are foundational to this research design and methodology.  This 

research provides information about a phenomenon, at a certain time in the life cycle of 

the new universities in BC, and therefore, it cannot be generalized to other populations.  

While connections and relationships are identified, cause and effect cannot be claimed.   

Furthermore, Lincoln and Guba (1985) describe the applicability of the 

naturalistic approach to qualitative research as “...what there is that can be known and 

how one can go about knowing it” (p. 7).  For the purpose of this study, the “what” is the 

change in status that took place, and how the boards of new universities navigated that 

change. The research methodology described here was designed to gain an 

understanding of knowing about it.  Thus, the research design elected for this qualitative 

study is descriptive and embedded in a naturalistic, interpretive paradigm.  Data were 

collected, analyzed and interpreted and the plan for these processes is outlined further 

in this chapter. 

Some small parts of narrative research apply in this situation as typically it 

involves a study of “individuals, gathering data through collecting their stories, reporting 

their individual experience, and chronologically ordering the meaning of those 

experiences” (Creswell et al., 2007, p. 240). 

Measures were taken to minimize risks and to protect the well-being and rights of 

participants.  Participants were reminded of the importance of not disclosing to third 

parties what each other said during any interview.  The description and justification of 

the particulars of the study design, plus all of the procedures and protections that were 
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used (and why) are extremely important and are related further in Section 3.7 (Daly et 

al., 2008).  Research was conducted in conformity with the research ethics policy of 

Simon Fraser University and followed the guidelines of the Social Sciences and 

Humanities Research Council (SSHRC).  The consent letter (Appendix B) for 

participants clearly indicated that they could withdraw from the study at any time, and 

that if they did so their data would not be included in the study report.  

A further source of data included government legislation, government strategic 

plans and reports, government and institutional studies, institutional reports, and formal 

minutes from board meetings.  Institutional budgets and collective agreements as well as 

college and student newspapers also provided documentary evidence, as did popular 

press, such as the Vancouver Sun and Maclean’s. 

3.3. General Research Question  

In Chapter 2 the literature Review provided insights into the scholarship on a 

broad range of subjects related to culture and change.  As noted in Section1.4, Tierney’s 

(1988) organizational culture framework for examining a college or university covers six 

themes: “environment, mission, socialization, information, strategy, and leadership” (p. 

8). These themes are collated with the primary research question of this study and with 

the four sub-questions and were seen to add to the framework for a detailed examination 

of the issues of how the boards navigated them for the new universities.   

Again, as highlighted in Chapter 1 the primary research question was: 

How have the governing boards of the former British Columbia university-
colleges, or colleges, now designated as special purpose teaching universities, 
interpreted their new legislative status and mandate and are there differences 
among the boards of the different institutions in how they have interpreted the 
change in status and mandate and the meaning of the change for their 
institutions? 

The sub-questions deal with (a) governance, (b) leadership, (c) strategy and (d) 

cultural change.  The four sub-questions (identified in Chapter 1) are related to the main 

research question stated above.  Addressing the questions requires collecting data from 

both interviews and published information (including academic, government, and popular 
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press sources).  The interview questions were developed using the literature review and 

connecting the findings from the literature review to the goals of this research.  The full 

interview questions are listed in Appendix A.   

3.3.1. Governance  

In British Columbia, despite significant societal and economic shifts, changes in 

university governance have been very slow-paced and limited and have not kept up with 

societal demands: “there are implications for system organization and system 

governance associated with increased institutional diversity, and the once clear 

distinction between the university and non-university sector is blurring, altering the 

traditional binary nature of post-secondary education” (Shanahan & Jones, 2007, p. 37).  

Despite significant social, economic, and technological changes, and changes in 

organizational complexity, post-secondary institutional governance has not evolved to 

keep pace with those forces (Dennison, 2006a; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Levin, 2008).   

Although research universities have generally “been a state-regulated, secular, 

publicly funded enterprise characterized by a high level of institutional autonomy for 

universities,” this has not been the case with the new universities (Shanahan & Jones, 

2007, p. 38).  Prior to the establishment of the new universities “degree granting has 

been strictly controlled by the provincial governments in Canada” and now new 

governance is required to cope with these changes (Skolnik, 2004, p.14).  The creation 

of the new universities has provided new “implications for system organization and 

system governance associated with increased institutional diversity, and the once clear 

distinction between the university and non-university sector is blurring, altering the 

traditional binary nature of post-secondary education” (Goedegebuure & Hayden, 2007, 

p. 6).   

Consequently: 

over the past decade in Canada, at both levels of government, we see the 
state exerting stronger influence on postsecondary education… changing 
government roles have resulted in new intrusions and new innovations by 
both levels of government in the post-secondary domain, shifting post-
secondary education a little closer towards the market in a country where 
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post-secondary education has historically been a public enterprise 
(Goedegebuure & Hayden, 2007, p. 8), 

and creating a need for new governance.  

Leadership 

Hannagan (2006) found that questions of leadership, particularly with respect to 

developing strategy, “could not be investigated in any depth in a survey and required a 

detailed follow-up” by completing case studies (p. 330).  Interviewing board members 

along similar lines provided understanding and a deeper description of how the new 

university boards navigated their change in status (Kezar et al., 2011; Levin, 2008).  

Muijs, Harris, Lumby, Morrison, and Sood (2006) stated that despite an increased 

interest in leadership “little research exists on the relationship between leadership 

development and actual leadership behaviours” (p. 88).  Jones, Shanahan, and Goyan 

(2004), when exploring university leadership, stated that “absent in much of the literature 

on models of decision-making in university governance are studies which attempt to 

capture, understand, and characterize the dynamic decision-making processes” (p. 143).  

The research in this study uses case study methodology to further explore the 

leadership at the board level concerning the sub-questions. 

3.3.2. Strategy 

As previously indicated, political, economic and social changes have occurred in 

the setting of higher education institutions (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Schein, 2004; Szabla, 

2007).  Given these changes, Hannagan (2006) found that the market required that 

trustees change how they “approached their roles, a change in organizational culture to 

take into account the new marketplace requirements, and the development of a strategy 

in order to compete successfully” (p. 327).  Hannagan found that 85% of the CEO’s 

surveyed in his study rated strategy as being the most important role of the governing 

body.   

Chandler (2010) also argues that the strategies for dealing with change in post-

secondary education were technology-driven growth of information, globalization, 
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competition, and accountability.  Choi and Ruona (2011) propose that organizational 

change can be viewed from two fundamental perspectives: first, the strategic 

management perspective, defined as: “organizational change as a process of implanting 

corporate strategy made by organizational leaders and decision makers” (p. 47).  

Second, the organizational development perspective, defined as: “change as intentional 

efforts to make differences in the organizational work setting for the purpose of 

enhancing individual development and improving organizational performance” (p. 47).  

The research proposed here will investigate how the newly designated BC universities’ 

board responded within the theoretical frame of the strategic management and 

organizational development perspectives proposed by Choi and Ruona (2011). 

3.3.3. Cultural Change 

The fourth research sub-question (and six guideline questions) considered the 

analytical frameworks of organizational and institutional theory (Levy & Merry, 1986).  

Levy and Merry (1986) developed a conceptual framework for organizational change, 

premised upon the concept of second-order, fundamental, and enduring change.  Their 

framework employs four main categories of change: (a) paradigmatic change, (b) 

mission and purpose change, (c) cultural change, and (d) change in functional 

processes.  

1.  Paradigmatic change refers to alteration to the assumptions of those 
who are stakeholders and influencers of the organization.  This 
change also suggests that the organizational worldview has altered: 
that organizational members define their institution differently and 
regard their institutional context as altered over time.   

2.  Mission and purpose refer to intentionality of organizational members 
and other stakeholder with respect to organizational actions and 
outcomes.   

3.  Cultural change refers to beliefs, norms, and values of organizational 
members.  While difficult to identify a single collective culture, it may 
be more appropriate to view an organization as comprised of various 
cultures, some ideographic, unique and expressive to a singular 
ethos, and others holographic, expressive of the attributes of a larger, 
institutional culture (Martin & Myerson, 1988; Morgan, 1997).   

4.  Functional processes include structures (especially senates), 
management (especially strategy), technology, decision-making, and 
communication patterns.   
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3.4. Description of the General Methodology 

An institution’s responses to external and internal forces that have an impact 

upon their self-conception should be examined through an organizational culture lens or 

paradigm that defines such institutions as complex human systems constituted by 

dynamic, interrelating sets of “underlying assumptions,” “espoused beliefs and values,” 

and “artifacts” (Schein, 2004, p. 26).  Because PSE has been undergoing rapid change 

in British Columbia, for this study I engaged in opportunistic sampling in response to a 

dynamic environment (Creswell, 2008; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).   

I have relied primarily on the works of Lincoln and Guba (1985), Miles and 

Huberman (1994) and Denzin and Lincoln (2005) for guidance in the general 

methodology and design of this qualitative research study.  Because of the nature of 

qualitative research, there were elements of the research design that emerged and were 

modified as the work progressed.  Ambert, Adler, Adler, and Detzner (1995) refer to this 

process as “cyclical and evolutionary rather than linear” (p. 167). 

As highlighted in Chapter 2, I reviewed several scholars’ research in relation to 

university and college culture in British Columbia.  Dennison (1992a, 1992b, 1995a, 

1995b, 2002, 2006a, 2006b) has focused on the migration of colleges, university-

colleges, and new universities in a longitudinal manner, and has made other direct 

contributions through related research concerning Canadian community colleges and 

their shifting relations with Canadian universities.  The works of Levin (1989, 1995a, 

1995b, 2000a, 2000b, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2008) are also fundamental.  To garner 

historical perspectives on BC community colleges, university-colleges, and universities, I 

reviewed articles by Petch (1998) and Church (2002).  Insight was gained in relation to 

post-secondary experiences across Canada by reviewing research by Marshall (2004, 

2008), and Shanahan and Jones (2007).  Additionally, I reviewed several foundational 

sources such as Macdonald’s (1962b) agenda-setting plan for BC post-secondary 

design, “Higher Education in British Columbia”; G. Plant’s (2007) report on the future of 

BC post-secondary education, Campus 2020; and a critical response by the Centre for 

Policy Studies in Higher Education and Training (CHET; 2007) at UBC on the Campus 

2020 report.   
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In addition to reviewing published work by these scholars, I researched relevant 

legislative and policy documents published by governmental, quasi-governmental, and 

academic authorities within BC, and, to a lesser extent, in other provinces of Canada.  I 

reviewed the legal frameworks and appropriate Acts within which the existing research 

universities and the new special purpose teaching universities were created, and I 

reviewed the current legislation that delineates their specific mandates.  Finally, I 

reviewed guidelines issued by the DQAB in British Columbia and agenda-setting 

documents issued by influential national agencies or groups such as the Association of 

Universities and Colleges in Canada (AUCC) and the Council of Ministers of Education, 

Canada (CMEC).   

3.5. The Case for a Case Study  

Multiple case studies have previously been used to investigate organizational 

change within universities and vocational colleges.  Clayton, Fisher, Harris, Bateman, 

and Brown (2008) looked at ways and means of adapting culture and structure to 

enhance institutions’ capabilities.  Clayton et al. used key elements in each case to 

include “the principles that have underpinned each approach to organisational change 

…the way people have been engaged in the change processes …and the practicalities 

associated with the implementation of change” (p. 28).  The case analysis used by 

Clayton et al. were able to clearly bring out the facets of the adaptive culture change, 

and the communication-driven change, and lends credence to the case method 

approach to investigate organizational change in the five new universities.  They used a 

multiple-case study on five different institutions (three overseas and two in the United 

States) and found that, “there is considerable consistency in the strategies and principles 

that underpin structural and/or cultural change in each case,” including vision, strategy, 

people, leadership, communication and collaboration (Clayton et al., 2008, Support 

Document 1, p. 13).  

“Case studies typically combine data collection methods such as archives, 

interviews, questionnaires, and observations.  The evidence may be qualitative (e.g., 

words), quantitative (e.g., numbers) or both” (Creswell, 2008, p. 534).  The case method 

is not meant to be a direct narrative of the individual or individuals, but, rather, it is meant 
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to provide an understanding of the dynamics of the issue or issues associated with them 

(Creswell, 2008). 

A multiple-case study approach provides “an in-depth, multifaceted investigation, 

using qualitative research methods, of a single social phenomenon” (Morphew, 2000, p. 

262).  A case study allows one to “investigate, comprehensively and simultaneously, 

several factors that may have been related to the program…and the case study method 

provides a means of assessing information from a number of sources and over a period 

of time” (p. 263).  Concordia University researchers utilized case methods to review 

organizational changes in their institution.  Specifically, Connolly and Reid (2007) used 

“two case studies of innovative qualitative inquiry…to encourage, engage and support 

qualitative researchers in their research initiatives” (p. 1031) to investigate Concordia’s 

transition from a teaching institution to a research university.   

A case study focusses "on an issue with the case (individual, multiple individuals, 

program, or activity) selected to provide insight into the issue” (Creswell et al., 2007, p. 

245).  A single case study was used by Chan (2005) to examine policy discourse at a 

university-college in BC.  It was meant to produce “a vehicle for institutional change and 

provide insights into the everyday experiences of educators, their perspectives on policy 

and change” (p. 129).  In that case study “policy stories are presented which illuminate 

the contention surrounding policy, practice and institutional change” (p. 130).  This again 

lends credibility to the method of using case studies to examine organizational change in 

the new universities in BC.  Most case studies “seek to elucidate the features of a 

broader population” (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, p. 294).  Cases generally are about 

something larger than the case itself, despite difficulties in generalizing the issues to 

other instances of organizational change.  The term case study itself is ambiguous, and 

“refers to a heterogeneous set of research designs” (p. 296). 

The case study is a flexible research design methodology for both exploratory 

and descriptive research (Yin, 2009).  A case study is useful in that it “explores in depth 

a program, an event, an activity, a process, of one or more individuals…bounded by time 

and activity” (Creswell, 2008, p. 127).  When looking at case studies one finds that it 

allows the researcher to “explore or describe a phenomenon in context using a variety of 

data sources” (Baxter & Jack, 2008, p. 544).  A multiple qualitative case study allows the 
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issue to be explored through multiple lenses which allows for multiple facets of the 

phenomenon to be examined and understood (Baxter & Jack, 2008).  Case study 

approaches are based on a constructivist paradigm.  Constructivists believe that truth is 

relative and that is it dependent on one’s perspective.  This paradigm “recognizes the 

importance of the subjective human creation of meaning, but doesn’t reject outright 

some notion of objectivity…pluralism, not relativism, is stressed” (p. 545).   

The case study is preferred in examining contemporary events, but when 
the relevant behaviour cannot be manipulated.  The case study relies on 
many of the same techniques as a history, but it adds two courses of 
evidence not usually included in the historian’s repertoire: direct 
observation and systematic interviewing. (Yin, 2009, p. 8)   

A hallmark of multiple-case study research is the use of multiple data sources: 

documentation, archival records, interviews, physical artefacts, direct observations, and 

participant-observation (Baxter & Jack, 2008).  Multiple sources are then “converged in 

the analysis process rather than handled individually…each data source is one piece of 

the puzzle, with each piece contributing to the researcher’s understanding of the whole 

phenomenon” (p. 544). 

There have been some recent changes to practice in how case studies can be 

reviewed and updated.  Harley, Acord, Earl-Novell, Lawrence, and King (2010) 

published a report on-line “in such a way that readers can search various topics within 

and across case studies” (p. 127).   

One of the main critiques of the case study can be described as concerning 

methodological and ontological (knowledge) claims.  The methodological concerns with 

case studies are that they may be used to extrapolate predictive behaviour based on a 

single study.  This is a concern that requires particular attention because small sample 

sizes may allow exploratory studies that build knowledge about a little understood area 

but are not generalizable to a larger population or different situation (Creswell, 2008). 

There can be a tendency to use case study methodology, “for research issues 

aiming at simply describing a complex situation, and to draw conclusions with insufficient 

rigour” (Kyburz-Graber, 2004, p. 53).  Case studies should not simply describe what 

happens and they should follow scientific research quality criteria as outlined in Sections 
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3.6 and 3.7. This bias will be noted in my data analysis.  I approached this study with 

beliefs, biases and assumptions about how the new universities changed.  As suggested 

by Ahern (1999), my intent is to “bracket them so their influence on the research process 

is minimal” (p. 407).  Again, case studies are meant to answer questions of what, why 

and how, rather than who (Yin, 2009).  

The case approach utilized in this research allowed for cross-comparison of data 

based on the participant responses between the five selected universities, as well as 

looking for trends within the five universities, and for commonalities or differences from 

all participants.  However, the intent of this research design was not to create data 

generalizable to all universities on these trends or commonalities but, rather, to conduct 

an initial exploratory study that will encourage and add information for future studies to 

build on the knowledge base that further widens this area of research. 

3.6. Qualitative Approach Based on Case Studies  

Typified by the case study approach, qualitative research is used in historical 

inquiry and observational inquiry.  It helps the researcher think about the “possible lived 

experience behind the data” (Toma, 2006, p. 409).  Qualitative approaches (such as 

multiple-case studies) are used if the researcher is interested in the setting, the time, the 

events, and the social forms that affect, or even constitute, a given body of data (Toma, 

2006).  In a qualitative orientation, context is fundamental to one’s inquiry.   

Qualitative approaches are used if the researcher is interested in studying 

phenomena that are not readily or easily observable.  These difficult to observe things 

are similar to the changes in the new universities (such as the new culture) and these 

factors might challenge internal validity (see Section 3.6.6).  Qualitative approaches also 

help to look at a phenomenon if specific rival explanations are at work (Toma, 2006). 

I compare some of the features (Table 3.1) and differences (Table 3.2) of 

quantitative and qualitative research. 
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Table 3.1. Features of Qualitative and Quantitative Research 

Comparator Qualitative Research Quantitative Research 

Focus of Research Quality (nature, essence) Quantity (how many) 

Goal of Investigation Understanding, description, discovery Prediction, control, confirmation 

Sample Small, non-random, theoretical Large, random, representative 

Data Collection Researcher is primary instrument; interview, 
observations 

Inanimate instruments, survey, 
questionnaires 

Mode of Analysis Inductive Deductive 

Findings Comprehensive, holistic Precise, reductionist 

Note.  Adapted from Anaf & Sheppard, 2007 (p.185).  

Table 3.2. Qualitative vs. Quantitative Differences 

Qualitative Quantitative 

Credibility Validity  

Transferability Reliability 

Dependability Generalizability 

Confirmability Objectivity 

Goodness Trustworthiness 

Quality Authenticity 

Note.  Adapted from Toma, 2006 (p. 405).  

3.7. Qualitative Validity, Authenticity, and Trustworthiness 

Can a qualitative assessment be valid?  Toma (2006) stated that trustworthiness 

and authenticity (goodness and quality criteria) do not dismiss validity.  However, he 

states that validity can be looked at in relativist terms (again, note Section 3.6.6).  All 

research findings must be based on some reality (authenticity) (Toma, 2006). 

Authenticity criteria include fairness (including and balancing the perspectives), 

ontological and educational authenticity (a raised awareness), and catalytic authenticity 

and tactical authenticity (which encourage action and involvement in training others to 

act) (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Validity is also useful in qualitative research in that it 

suggests that the researcher is observing, identifying, or measuring what they purport to 

measure.  Qualitative researchers must satisfy themselves that they have not 
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misrepresented data and have not been careless in recording and analysing data 

(Mason, 2002).  Validity can mean that a study is “sufficiently grounded, triangulated, 

based on naturalistic sequences, comprehensive in scope, credible in terms of member 

checks, logical, and truthful in terms of its relation to the phenomenon in question” 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, p. 579).  Validity is discussed further in Section 3.6.6.  These 

criteria are important while researching how the boards of the new universities felt about, 

and dealt with, their changed mandates. 

3.7.1. Credibility of the Research 

Credibility involves establishing confidence about the truth of the research and is 

one of the most important criterion for the assessment of qualitative research Lincoln 

and Guba (1985) point out that credibility or “truth value” (p. 294) is akin to internal 

validity (where the researcher controls for certain factors).  Because of the complex 

nature of naturalistic research and “interlocking factor patterns” (Guba, 1981, p. 84), the 

ideal way to ensure credibility is the design of the research study.  Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) argue that credibility can be accomplished by a: 

twofold task: first, to carry out the inquiry in such a way that the probability 
that the findings will be found to be credible is enhanced, and second, to 
demonstrate the credibility of the findings by having them approved by the 
constructors of the multiple realities being studied. (p. 296) 

3.7.2. Credibility and Triangulation 

Triangulation is another method of checking credibility.  Miles and Huberman 

(1994) state that “triangulation is supposed to support a finding” (p. 266).  Triangulation 

consists of four categories as laid out by Lincoln and Guba (1985): “sources, methods, 

investigators and theories” (p. 305).  They suggest, depending on the approach to the 

study, that the researcher consider multiple sources, methods and investigators.  Within 

the scope of this research, it was not possible to use multiple methods or investigators.  

While planning the design of this study, it was determined that the best approach to 

triangulation was to compare sources of data.  This was carried out by gathering data 

through interviews and triangulating with reports, government documents, archives, 
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board minutes and other materials.  The strength of this process is “the use of multiple 

and different sources” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 305). 

As with any empirical study the way the data is collected and the way the data is 

then coded will impact both the validity and reliability of the case study.  Since a case 

study uses multiple data sources to collect detailed information, this allows for 

triangulation between data sets that will identify potential issues around validity and 

reliability (Yin, 2009).   

A strength of the case study method is that it investigates “phenomenon within its 

real-life context…when the boundaries between the phenomenon and the context are 

not clearly evident” (Yin, 2009, p. 13).  In this study, multiple sources began with the 

literature review and continued throughout the study and help to define the boundaries of 

the phenomenon.  Miles and Huberman (1994) claim “triangulation is a way to get to the 

finding in the first place” (p. 267).  Triangulation is demonstrated in Chapter 5 with 

references to Plant’s (2007) Campus 2020 report and the emergence of major themes 

from the interviewees. 

3.7.3. Transferability and Dependability 

Transferability is the applicability of findings from one situation to another.  This is 

possible in controlled laboratories, but Lincoln and Guba (1985) state that transferability 

in qualitative research is “impossible” (p. 316) and that it is not the researcher’s role to 

establish transferability.  They state that it is the researcher’s responsibility to present 

enough information and detail to “enable someone interested in making a transfer to 

reach a conclusion” (p. 316).  Replicating results is the test of reliability.  In a qualitative 

study, the concept of dependability is comparable to the test of reliability (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985).   As recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985), an “inquiry audit” (p. 317) 

was used to address the dependability issue. The inquiry audit examines how the 

research was conducted, including data collection, recording, and the steps taken in 

analysis, which is described in Section 3.9 of this chapter. 

In this chapter, I outline the process of the primary data collection and analysis to 

help achieve dependability.  The first step in the process of dependability was the 



 

82 

development of a research proposal, including a research design and methodology 

section.  The proposal was reviewed and critiqued by a dissertation committee. 

During the research process, I kept a journal which was updated with notations 

about contacts, conversations, ideas and the progress of the study.  I also used e-mail 

and electronic files that documented different aspects of the study, such as notes from 

meetings and Skype conversations with my senior supervisor.  Primary data collection 

occurred during interviews and audio recordings were made during the process.  Files 

were kept on secondary data such as reports, documents, scholarly articles and other 

materials obtained through the literary Review.  Finally, the process to seek permission, 

approval and consent on several aspects of this study was extensive and in line with 

SFU research ethics policies and lends further substantiation to the issue of 

dependability.  

3.7.4. Confirmability 

Connected to the establishment of dependability is the concept of confirmability.  

As discussed earlier, the inquiry audit is the first of two parts of the full audit.  Lincoln 

and Guba (1985) refer to the second part as the “audit trail” which is used to examine 

the “product of the inquiry” (p. 318).  Lincoln and Guba compare confirmability, the 

naturalistic term, to the notion of objectivity, the scientific term: they describe the 

“characteristics of the data” (p. 300) and “are they or are they not confirmable?” (p. 300).  

Part of establishing confirmability of the process has been presented in the description of 

the inquiry audit.  The second part, the audit trail (adapted from generally accepted 

accounting practice (GAAP) referring to checks and balances) is used to describe the 

way documents can be examined to determine accuracy.  In this study, the product 

which could be subject to an audit trail consists of “raw data, data reduction and analysis 

products, data reconstruction, process notes, materials relating to intentions and 

dispositions and instrument development information” (p. 319). 

The raw data of this study, subject to an audit by another researcher, include 

audio recordings of the interviews, the transcribed interviews, several drafts of the 

research proposal, and written notes from a research journal, including notations about 

contacts, conversations, ideas and the study progress.  Detailed paper and electronic 
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files of all secondary data collected from documents such as reports and archival 

materials are available in the researcher’s locked filing cabinet and computers.  Records 

were kept on the data reduction and analysis products, including a code book developed 

during the research process and finalized after data collection, along with notes.  Prior to 

input, and during the data collection process, a preliminary coding system was 

developed.  Paper and electronic records of the coding are available to document the 

evolution of this process. 

3.7.5. Goodness and Trustworthiness of the Research 

Goodness of qualitative research (compared to trustworthiness of quantitative 

research) has been debated over the years.  There are sound models and applicable 

methods that are acceptable to determine goodness in qualitative research (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985).  Richards and Morse (2012) note that an important factor of qualitative 

research is “getting it right and knowing if it’s wrong” (p. 189).  This can be accomplished 

through careful preparation and planning at the design phase.  Their advice, as well as 

the advice provided by Lincoln and Guba (1985), was used to establish goodness in the 

qualitative research design.  Goodness includes: credibility, transferability, dependability 

and confirmability.   

Another approach for achieving goodness is using “exceptions” or “outliers” 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 269).  They suggest these data will “help build a better 

explanation” (p. 269) and must be included in the study.  It was reasonable to expect 

that with a dozen interviews there would be some disagreement or unexpected 

responses to the prepared questions.  In addition, there were some secondary sources 

of data, such as documents or reports, which were contradictory or discrepant with some 

of the responses.  All of the data that were considered negative, unexpected, or 

contradictory were recorded, reported, presented, discussed and interpreted in this 

study. 

The “final step in ensuring validity” (Richards & Morse, 2012, p. 200) is to 

connect the findings to the literature.  I describe this connection in Chapter 5 of this 

thesis. 
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3.7.6. Quality 

Quality is a reflection of the validity and reliability of qualitative research:  Validity 

checks to see if what is intended to be measured is, indeed, what is measured (Babbie & 

Mouton, 2002).  In qualitative research, validity checks credibility to determine “whether 

the findings are accurate from the standpoint of the researcher, the participant, or the 

reader” (Creswell, 2008, p. 128).  If these things align then the probability is high that the 

date collected could be considered valid.  Valid data, however, may not necessarily be 

reliable data.  Reliability checks for consistent patterns in the data that has been 

collected, and reliability ensures those patterns are repeatable (Babbie & Mouton, 2002).  

If the data collected from the participants is consistent, then it is probably reliable. 

Participant validation occurred after the data collection and interview 

transcription.  A paper copy of the transcript of their interview was hand delivered to 

each interviewee.  Participants had an opportunity to view and respond to their verbatim 

transcripts.  Several of the interviewees requested changes, revisions or corrections to 

their transcripts and these were made before data analysis took place.  This was a form 

of “member checking” as per Lincoln and Guba (1985).  They suggest that this process 

is “both informal and formal, and it occurs continuously” (p. 314).  Participants agreed, in 

the interview permission letter, to allow non-credited quotations.   

3.8. Interviews 

The perceptions and understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the boards 

were considered to be best answered through interviews (Kezar, 2005, 2006).  A semi-

structured interview process was used with a common set of questions for each of the 

board members.  The length of the interviews averaged approximately 1 hour.  The 

researcher conducted all of the interviews in person.  

Ricoeur (1999) states that “every life story, rather than closing in on itself, is 

entangled with all the life stories of those with whom one mixes” (p. 54) and the stories 

of those who precede and those that follow.  I used interviews to get this story of the new 

universities that comes from the narratives of individuals (the chair, the CEO, other 

board members) and this represents the narratives of the new universities themselves.  
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The presidents represent the nexus between the governing board and the university.  

This nexus provides a juxtaposition to triangulate the views of the externally appointed 

board members versus the perspectives of the presidents and the elected faculty board 

members.  This approach provides a method of examining the views of experienced 

board members and to see if there are any differences in the understanding of their new 

roles and mandates.  In speaking about institutions (complex systems comprised of 

diverse roles and responsibilities), Ricoeur asserts that they can only have narrative 

identity because they are a set of processes operating within a tradition that is constantly 

changing.  The interview questions were used “as a positioning device to grasp the 

nature of the investigation including the kind of knowledge being sought and the 

assistance needed to interpret the data” (Ells, 2011, p. 884).  Development of trust” is 

essential during the data collection and this element was considered and addressed 

throughout this process (Richards & Morse, 2012, p. 57).   

Originally a letter from SFU was sent to each board chair of the new universities 

seeking permission to carry out this study with the board members.  All of the new 

universities indicated their willingness to participate.  Having received permission from 

their institutions to conduct research, potential participants (the president and selected 

faculty board members) were invited to be interviewed.  This invitation occurred using a 

formal letter on SFU letterhead sent by email via the board secretaries.  The names of 

all persons were available on the public websites of the new universities.   

This research was conducted as part of the requirements for the doctor of 

education (EdD) degree at Simon Fraser University (SFU).  As per the EdD process, and 

the SFU Office of Research Ethics (ORE), all protocols were considered to ensure that 

this study “meets high scholarly and ethical standards, is honest and thoughtful inquiry, 

involves rigorous analysis and complies with professional and disciplinary standards and 

methodological approaches” (SFU ORE, Ethics Review of Research Involving Human 

Subjects, Policy R 20.01, 2013). 

Table 3.3 illustrates the participant profiles.  Interviews were conducted at their 

respective campuses and a date and time was scheduled at their convenience.  The 

environment was private (for recording purposes), comfortable and distraction-free.  

Each participant was offered a consent form to read and sign (SFU Form 2: Informed 
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Consent by Participants in a Research Study; see Appendix B) and was given a copy of 

the original letter which was addressed personally to the interviewee and this provided 

the method for the participant to send comments to the SFU Office of Research Ethics if 

they so desired.  The consent form indicated that anonymous quotes would be used was 

signed by all participants.  Each interview followed a paper copy of the questions and 

notes were taken which were later used to assist with accuracy during the transcription 

and interpretation during the data analysis.  In addition to note-taking, interesting 

remarks were highlighted.  

Table 3.3. Participant Profiles 

Participant Code Position University 

A1 President A 

A2 Chair  A 

A3 Board Member A 

B1 President B 

B2 Chair B 

B3 Board Member B 

C1 President C 

C2 Chair C 

C3 Board Member C 

D1 President D 

E3 Board Member E 

F4 Senior Official AVED 

F5 Senior Official AVED 

G6 Special Advisor to the Premier - 

 

The interviews were recorded on an Apple IPad III free app called “Audiomemos” 

(using the built-in microphone) and originally stored on the IPad’s hard-drive memory.  

The interview was also back-up recorded using a “Blue Yeti” professional microphone 

plugged into a Lenovo ThinkPad tablet using Microsoft 8’s free program called “Sound 

Recorder” and stored on the tablet’s hard drive.  The interviews were then played back 

via Bluetooth (wireless) headphones and dictated onto the tablet via the Blue Yeti using 
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“Dragon Naturally Speaking” voice recognition software for the transcription.  The 

transcription was visually reviewed during dictation and then saved as an MSWord file 

and spell/grammar checked prior to proofreading.  All of the recorded and transcribed 

files were then transferred to 16 GB encrypted and password protected thumb drives 

with separate passwords and they were locked up when not in use.  The thumb drives 

were securely stored in the main researcher’s office at BCIT and the principal researcher 

had the only key access to the encrypted thumb drives.  The office is locked at all times.  

The data will be destroyed after 2 years.   

The interviews consisted of a set of semi-structured questions which took 

approximately 50 minutes to conduct and record.  An additional 10 minutes was required 

to set up the interview, review the checklist and obtain the participant’s consent and, as 

a result, most interviews were completed within an hour.  Again, the interviews were 

transcribed verbatim and a copy given to the participants to provide an opportunity to 

review transcribed data prior to analysis in order to ensure accuracy and to allow the 

participant to withdraw or revise any part of the interview transcript. 

All information provided by participants from university boards has been treated 

confidentially.  No names of board members appear in the thesis or in any report 

resulting from this study (neither do the former AVED senior personnel); however, 

anonymous quotations are presented in the final thesis.  Any references to persons, 

programs, institutions, or departments that might identify board members or the new 

universities are edited, replaced by pseudonyms, or deleted in order to provide 

anonymity.  Plant, as a public politician and government official is identified, and his 

direct comments from the interview are attributed. 

The interviews with the former government ministry officials triangulates 

responses with those interviews conducted with the external board members, the 

presidents, and the internal (faculty) board members.  These interviews provided 

another triangulation point of the reliability of the data analysis.  The interviews with 

former ministry officials occurred mostly after the university boards were interviewed and 

this provided some clarification to questions that emerged as an outcome of the board 

interviews and some preliminary data analysis. 
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Emphasis was placed on learning information from participants.  White and 

Wang (1997) advise that “if your purpose is to acquire information” then open-ended 

general questions are appropriate (p. 42).  As an interviewer who is also a faculty 

member within the PSE, and an instructor of organizational behaviour, I have many 

assumptions that inform my understanding of institutional culture and my identification of 

organizational dynamics in relation to university practices.  In keeping with principles of a 

social constructivist research approach I need to ensure this self-awareness of those 

issues is built into my analysis (Creswell, 2008).   

3.9. Data Collection, Analysis, and Interpretation 

3.9.1. Data Collection 

The research questions and qualitative design of this study shaped the method in 

which to collect, or make data. Richards and Morse (2012) claim that data are not 

collected; they are actively made, especially when the research methods include 

interviewing. They state that “researchers make data in collaboration with their 

participants” (p. 109); there is “tremendous investment on the part of the researcher” (p. 

109).  It is acknowledged that the contribution of the participants’ responses shape and 

inform the data.   

In addition to the data collected during interviews and documentation, notes were 

taken during (and immediately following) the interview for further reflection and 

understanding.  Again, secondary data was collected in the form of reports, web 

resources, archival material, and other documents. 

One of the challenges facing the qualitative researcher is the possibility of the 

collection of too much data.  This suggests that a qualitative study may not be as 

efficient in data gathering and reporting, but it is necessary to have a large quantity of 

data in order to harvest information of quality. To overcome this potential problem and to 

counter the effects of too much data Miles and Huberman (1994) note that ”...conceptual 

frameworks and research questions are the best defence against overload” (p. 55). 
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3.9.2. Data Analysis and Interpretation 

“Words are fatter than numbers and usually have multiple meanings” (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p. 56).  The number of words I transcribed in this study was 110,500 

(approximately 400 pages), and I have a collection of several “fat” data files.  The 

volume of words was managed with guidance from the conceptual framework, a coding 

scheme, and the assistance of a qualitative software program.  The creation and 

analysis of the questions were guided by the literature Review and supported by the 

secondary data sources of documents, reports, scholarly research articles, and other 

materials.   

This was the starting point of the data analysis.  The interview questions were 

used as a guide to the code development and early data analysis.  “Do not understand 

me too quickly” is advice given by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 86).  They caution 

against rushing with the analysis and interpretation and advise taking time with the data.  

However, they do recommend early (coding), sequential (ongoing coding during the 

process) and descriptive (final coding) analysis of the data.  Miles and Huberman’s 

advice was followed for data analysis, coding and interpretation.  

Dey (2003) recommends researchers consider the ways in which we “observe” 

and whether the data were “unprompted, or in response to a question” (p. 224).  Being 

aware of the participants’ response (unprompted or not) was useful in this analysis and it 

was noted as such.  In this research, I collected the data directly from the participants, 

and I am solely responsible for the audio recordings and subsequent transcriptions and 

interpretations. 

3.10. Coding the Qualitative Data 

By compiling, cross-referencing, and thematically categorizing textural evidence 

from interviews and documents related to the new universities, my research adopted an 

iterative process (Creswell, 2008). 

From the interviews, the focus was on cross-referencing the interview content 

and then pattern coding it per Miles and Huberman (1994) using the organizational 
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change and culture frameworks as per Levy and Merry (1986), Tierney (1988), and Kirby 

(2011) for the new universities as described in Section 3.3 of this chapter.  In terms of 

organizing the information for the purpose of developing a conclusion, I designated each 

of the original sub-questions as a general coding category in relation to which the 

thematic sub-categories were informed by relevant information in the research 

documents (Creswell, 2008).  However, in terms of process, and in keeping with 

constructivist approaches, I used quoted information first, determined detailed sub-

categories second, and related them to conclusion categories third (Creswell, 2008).   

During the coding phase, it is important to be respectful of the meaning and 

intent of the participants’ words to ensure that the analysis is appropriate and balanced.  

This is reflective of current educational research where “the educational researcher 

usually approaches the data with a great deal of knowledge about literature on the topic 

being studied, as well as a set of beliefs…and that there is more art than science in the 

conduct of research on a topic” (Harry, Sturgis, & Klinger, 2005, p.11). 

The thematic sub-categories generated by the interviews may or may not bear 

resemblance to the itemized “conclusions” I identified.  Therefore, the quotations inform 

the sub-categories, which I then cross-reference with the four sub-questions.  Each of 

the sub-questions was also scripted to sum to a total of 27 questions.  Each question 

was asked in each interview (minor adjustments were made for the non-university board 

interviewees; i.e., Geoff Plant and former ministry executives).  Overlap and 

differentiation between the quoted information from the interviewees, thematic sub-

categories, and questions inform the development of more detailed and specific 

conclusions on how the boards navigated their change in mandate and status.  

As outlined in Creswell (2008), the “interview hints” (p. 247, Figure 9.4) were 

used in order to improve coding.  The text was read, divided into segments, and labelled 

with codes.  The text of the interviews was subsequently organized to “reduce the 

overlap and redundancy of codes” (p. 241, Figure 9.1), and then the codes were 

collapsed into themes or categories (Creswell, 2008).  Themes are expected to emerge 

along the categories and frameworks of Levy and Merry (1986), Miles and Huberman 

(1994), Tierney (1988), and Kirby (2011).  There may also be some unexpected themes 
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(oddities because of the new status) or hard-to-classify themes (such as some board 

members’ personal opinions).   

Themes along the lines of the sub-question components of culture, governance, 

leadership and strategy, as outlined in the literature, were expected to emerge.  A 

comparison table was constructed, and a hierarchical tree diagram was developed.  A 

map was drawn, and then a Creswell (2008) “demographic table” (p. 261) was 

developed.  The findings are presented as a discussion of themes around culture and 

organizational change that includes discussions from Tierney (1988), Levy and Merry 

(1986), and Kirby (2011).  Dialogue that provides support for the themes using 

metaphors and analogies is used.  Quotes are reported from the interview data and 

multiple perspectives and contrary evidence is also reported.  The results are written in 

“vivid detail and care will be taken to specify any tension and contradictions in the 

individual experiences” (Creswell, 2008, p. 264).   

3.11. Coding the Data 

During the interview process, I began to formulate some ideas about the data 

and made notes.  While I was transcribing the interviews, I began early coding as 

suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). Janesick (2000) recommends allowing 

enough time for the analysis and looking for “key phrases and statements that speak 

directly to the phenomenon” and to “find points of tension and conflict and what doesn’t 

fit” (p. 390).  These steps were also considered and applied in this study.  During the 

early stages of the data analysis, I reviewed the preliminary findings of this research. 

This allowed me to spend time with the data, which in turn assisted with the 

understanding and interpretation of the findings and meanings. 

As previously noted, the personal interviews of individuals generated a 

substantial amount of data to analyze.  ATLAS.ti®, a qualitative software program, was 

used to assist with the data storage, coding and analysis.  I took a course for this 

program and I found it to be an effective tool to assist with the organization and data 

analysis.  This is one of the benefits of Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis 

Software (CAQDAS) as described by Richards and Morse (2012).  Richards and Morse 
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(2007) advise that “it is a mistake to assume technology removes interpretation” (p. 108).  

Likewise, the developers of the ATLAS.ti software claim their program will not “perform 

miracles for your research—you still have to have the ideas and the gifts to do 

exceptional research” (p. 2).  The software was not used to analyze or interpret the data.  

The software provided a means to organize, sort, and code data, and these are 

important points.  Once the interviews were transcribed verbatim, the text was entered 

into the software program.  The software was useful in organizing definitions and terms 

and categorizing and tracing the history of the emergent codes. 

The following is an example of how the ATLAS.ti software assisted with the 

analysis.  After coding, for example, Strategic Planning, I produced an output document 

that listed all reports of strategy into one file.  I was then able to print the file and view 

the findings.  I then created further sub-codes such as No Strategy, Yes Strategy, 

Strategy Being Considered and Strategy Under Development to best describe this 

finding.  I then printed the primary code file and the sub codes and was able to scan the 

findings and count and compare the data.  ATLAS.ti also has a search function and I 

was able to quickly scan all of the transcriptions in search of a word or term, to provide 

accuracy and checks to my initial findings.  I relied on the ATLAS.ti copy and paste 

functions, thus ensuring accuracy in reporting the findings.  Additionally, ATLAS.ti can 

assign an identification code to each participant.  These identification codes are 

displayed in Chapter 5.  This contributed to participants’ anonymity and to the accuracy 

of the data analysis by providing a mechanism for checking participants’ comments. 

3.12. Previous Research 

Jones, Shanahan, and Goyan (2001) presented a survey on public domain 

information on universities and respondents to their survey were encouraged to “forward 

charters, handbooks, regulations, and other relevant documents” that would provide a 

more detailed understanding of the organizational change (p. 143).  This research study 

on how the boards navigated the change in their mandates at the new universities in BC 

has utilized this kind of documented information. Fleming’s (2010) doctoral dissertation 

work on the newest universities suggests that there are “three core qualities and 

conditions and six major criterion categories of normative university practices informing 
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the university” (p. 12).  His work assists in the lessons learned from other researchers 

and informed my research.  

There has not been much study on the community college baccalaureate: 

“Although numerous position papers have been written by both advocates and critics of 

the CCB [community college baccalaureate] phenomenon, very few empirical research 

studies have specifically addressed the CCB” (McKinney & Morris, 2010, p. 188).   

3.13. Summary 

Validation of the accuracy of the findings has been discussed.  The study 

outcomes have been checked to ensure the analysis and findings are accurate.  Care 

was taken to ensure that the findings are “grounded in the data, that the inferences are 

logical, the themes appropriate, and the inquiry decision and any methodological shifts 

are justified” (Creswell, 2008, p. 267). 

As stated, the purpose of this qualitative study was to explore organizational 

change and adaptation that emerged from the history and changed mandates of the new 

universities in BC.  Chapter 3 presents details of the research design and selected 

methodology to conduct this study.  The work of Miles and Huberman (1994), Lincoln 

and Guba (1985), Denzin and Lincoln (2005), and Richards and Morse (2012) were 

relied on for guidance in the design and strength of this qualitative research study.  

Chapter 3 also describes the research paradigm and research goals: how the 

sample was selected and information about how participants were protected; how data 

were collected, analyzed and interpreted; and the steps taken to ensure credibility, 

transferability, dependability and confirmability. Attention to detail, guided by 

acknowledged qualitative research practices, provided quality and trustworthiness for 

this research.  This research will contribute to the knowledge about the phenomenon of 

how the new universities navigated the changes in their mandates and roles.  This 

research design provided a platform to identify implications and future research 

questions.   
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Chapter 4 reviews the major themes listed in Chapter 5 (Section 5.1) and details 

how the Campus 2020 report influenced governance, leadership, strategy, culture, 

research and the senates, at the new universities.  Chapter 4 outlines the objectives that 

Plant (2007) started with, reviews the university-college submissions to the Campus 

2020 Secretariat, examines the responses of the new universities post-2020, and 

summarizes the impact that the Campus 2020 report had on the boards. 

In Chapter 5, the findings are presented in sections developed from the research 

questions and based on the methodology described in Chapter 3.  Chapter 5 includes an 

interpretation of findings, board reflections, comparisons to the literature, and a 

summary. 

This study will conclude with limitations and suggestions for future research that 

will be outlined in Chapter 6.  
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Chapter 4.  
 
Discussion of the Process and the 
Results of Campus 2020  

4.1. Overview 

Chapter 4 describes the basic formation of the Campus 2020 process, what the 

submissions to the secretariat consisted of, and what the report recommended.  Chapter 

4 also provides evidence of what the various boards of the affected institutions did with 

respect to the Campus 2020 process, what their primary concerns were, and their 

conceptions and recollections of what actions were taken (and how those actions were 

taken) once the government released the Campus 2020 report.  Board chairs, university 

presidents, and long serving board members’ comments, thoughts, and recorded 

answers are aligned with the questions that formed the basis of this research.  This 

approach is taken specifically in Chapter 4, with respect to the 2020 process, although 

not necessarily with all of the actions taken subsequent to the release of the report (see 

Chapter 5 for those details).  The responses, understandings and perceptions of the 

institution leaders reveal insights into how much impact the Campus 2020 report had, or 

did not have, on navigating the change in status from university-college to new special 

purpose teaching universities. 

The interviews with the author of the Campus 2020 report (Plant, 2007) and 

former Ministry of Education senior bureaucrats from the Ministry of Advanced Education 

(AVED) complete the story of the intentions of the government’s actions and of how the 

2020 process unfolded from their viewpoints.   

4.2. Review of Findings 

Geoff Plant had to figure out exactly what the government was instructing him to 

do and what direction the government was giving to him. The comments below reflect 

his attempts to obtain greater clarity as to his assignment.  
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I had several conversations with the center of government about: “So 
what do you want me to do here?  Like what’s the real project”?  

And they weren’t just, okay, give me some idea of what you’re 
interested in, they were also interested in… it was my very real sense, 
whether it really apropos or not, that Dalton McGinty and Bob Ray had 
had a conversation were Dalton had said: “Look I’m really interested in 
the Government of Ontario making significant investments in what this 
whole secondary education looks like: the details, the justification; I’m 
not sure and that’s why I want your help Bob.”   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020)  

That is different from: 

“What I want is some system, what like I’m saying is, we have not had 
a plan since McDonald in ‘63 or whatever, go out and figure out how to 
make a plan.”   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020)  

The difference in part being that I was also to go out and be very 
consultative and there is a lot of structure around that. So I spent a lot 
of time wandering around the landscape asking myself what is this 
really all about. The only thing that was ever really kind of presented, 
or apparent, as to a political issue that needed some resolution, was 
the aspiration of the three university-colleges and some of the 
community colleges to become universities.  So I dealt with that in a 
manner that I thought was going to be most helpful to government. So 
I think that was probably the most important recommendation.  
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

Plant also thought that, as part of the entire system, that despite the government 

saying that funding was not to be reviewed, he should, nonetheless, be looking at the 

funding and the utilization (or duplication) of resources.  

I understand the politics of that but on the other hand what’s the point 
of doing a study if you’re not going to put a legitimate idea on the 
table, and a really important idea, and if you want to figure out how 
you’re going to manage the allocation of scarce resources.  
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

Additionally, senior ministry personnel had some comments on what the Campus 

2020 process should be about, what its aim was, as well as what outcomes to expect 

from the process.  Senior ministry personnel also thought, that among other things, the 

Campus 2020 process should look at, what to do about changing the university-colleges 
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to universities.  That was considered a long-standing issue that was going to be 

addressed at some time, but not necessarily by the Campus 2020 report.  

It occurred to me when I was reviewing the letter that you sent me 
which said… “As you know, the Universities came about in large part 
because of recommendations contained in the Campus 2020.”  No. I 
mean, I they might have been a bit shaped by that process, but when 
I sat in my seat in Victoria for the very first time in May, or June 2005, 
almost the first thing that happened was a lobbying from what is now 
Vancouver Island University, and the two Skips3, Kwantlen and Fraser 
Valley, and with the rationale that they were having trouble attracting 
students internationally because no one knew what a university-
college was.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official)  

4.3. Objectives of Plant Going into the 
Campus 2020 Process 

Geoff Plant’s comments, accompanying the announcement of the Campus 2020 

initiative, indicated his personal viewpoint.  “Campus 2020 is more than just a planning 

exercise; it’s a real opportunity for all of us—parents, students, educator, citizens—to 

“think ahead” to the province we want for our kids” (Plant, 2007, p. 83).  However, during 

interviews with Plant it was made clear that going into the process he had some 

aspirations (at least they were stated, several years later, at the time of my interview as 

aspirations).  

One of the objectives, or aspirations, that I had for the system as a 
whole was a measure of coherence that I thought was increasingly 
lacking from this sector because a series of one-off decisions had been 
made about University status or degree granting authority or whatever 
that were more responses to the ad hoc circumstances of particular 
situations and less on reflection of coherent policy toward 
postsecondary education.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

So for me the reason you go and hire someone like me to write a 
report is to put an idea on the table that might be hard to get on the 
table if you went and just asked a bunch of institutions about what 

 
3  Skip Bassford was president of the University-College of the Fraser Valley and Skip Triplett 

was president of Kwantlen University-College. 
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their hopes and dreams were, or if you went and asked government.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

At another point in the interview the intention of the Campus 2020 author was 

made clear with the following comments: 

I thought to try to encourage the three that I was most interested in. 
In simple terms the focus to provide high quality learning opportunities 
and not on becoming capital R capital U, Research Universities.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020).  

Several boards involved in the Campus 2020 process pointed out that Plant was 

worried about degree creep and mandate creep. His comments below support that view. 

Well, I wanted it to be both because it was very deliberately my 
attempt to impose enough structure on the system that there would 
be a measure of discipline that would control mandate creep, that 
would control irresponsible mandate creep, and would create some 
clarity that would be visible to the public so that you would know the 
difference between Langara, Kwantlen and UBC to give three 
examples.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

In the end, Plant wanted to provide something that was short and succinct, yet 

felt that the subject just could not be over-simplified: 

I tried desperately to try and figure out how to write a report with only 
four or five recommendations, because as a former politician you kind 
of know that if you’re going to send me out to tell me what to do I 
would rather you just give me three or four things to do.  But I was 
not asked to do that, I was asked to come up with a plan and so I 
thought well, we’ll look at some of this as longer-term perhaps.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

4.4. University-College Submissions to the Plant Process 

Each of the university-colleges made presentations to the Campus 2020 

Secretariat sometime during the 10-month process.  The following subsections 

summarize the presentations from the various boards.   
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4.4.1. Kwantlen University College Submission 

Kwantlen University College’s (2006) president “Skip Triplett reported that 

Kwantlen submitted their Campus 2020 paper to Geoff Plant at the Surrey Campus 2020 

Forum. [And he stressed that] Kwantlen is suggesting a three-sector system consisting 

of research universities, regional universities and community colleges” (p. 1).  The 

Kawntlen board minutes also cite comments attributed to representatives of other 

institutions.  “Judith McGillivray [VP Academic] presented at the Vancouver Campus 

2020 Forum.  She underscored the uniqueness of university-colleges, using the example 

of trades students’ opportunity to combine their hands-on learning with academic 

learning” (p. 1). Here again the presentations primarily leaned towards a 

recommendation that university-colleges (Kwantlen in this case) become regional 

universities, and do not refer to such things as access, funding, or research. 

4.4.2. Malaspina University-College Submission 

Malaspina University-College’s (2005) board submitted a presentation to 

Campus 2020 that highlighted that since 2002 the board had been requesting “full 

university designation” (p. 3).  When the Ministry announced structural reorganizations 

for Okanagan University College and University College of the Cariboo, Malaspina 

University-College saw “such changes have resulted in a new planning 

environment….Malaspina has chosen to see this as an opportunity to re-evaluate its role 

in the system and renew its campaign for university status” (p. 15) and its community 

continued to renew its efforts and to pursue a public campaign with the goal of achieving 

university designation.  Indeed, “attaining university status has been identified as our top 

institutional strategic priority” (p. 24). 

4.4.3. University College of the Fraser Valley Presentation 

At the September 2006 board meeting the president of the University College of 

the Fraser Valley’s (UCVF) discussed the Campus 2020 initiative, “advising members 

that UCFV’s university status will be decided by this committee and that therefore, the 

next six months will determine the fate of UCFV and post-secondary education in the 
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Fraser Valley” (UCFV, 2006a, p. 3). In October 2006 in his report to the board, the 

president (Dr. Bassford) made the following comment.  

As the Board knows, everything at UCFV this year is being considered 
through the lens of the Campus 2020 process.  Senior Administration has 
begun intensive work on the submission we shall make.  There will be two 
UCFV-wide forums the day of the October Board meeting.…The Board 
should also mark November 9 on their calendars.  The Campus 2020 
committee will be at the Ramada Inn that day for hearings.  (p. 3) 

Clearly the Campus 2020 process event was a big deal in the Abbotsford 

community.  The community had felt that the university-college label was working 

against UCFV (Russell, 2012).  They had, as a community, decided that the region must 

have a university, not a university-college.   

“Once we decided to campaign actively for university status, the 
community didn’t take any convincing.”…“We really got out there too.  
President Skip Bassford did 80 presentations on it one year.…we had 
such public support, that it was frustrating to go year after year with no 
change.” (para. 9) 

The community saw Campus 2020 as the big chance to gain government’s ear.  Nearly 

900 people paid a $10 membership fee to join “the Friends of UCFV—a community 

society formed to advocate for university status” (para. 13) and took part in a concerted 

community lobbying effort that included ads, presentations to councils, clubs, and 

chambers, attendance at rallies and a newspaper supplement.  When it came to the 

actual meeting with Geoff Plant on “November 9, 2006, more than 700 people—more 

than had attended all the other meetings combined—were waiting for him, eager to 

speak of and cheer for their desire for a university in the Fraser Valley” (para. 18).  

Indeed, in the Provincial Legislature the opposition education critic noted the sparse 

attendance at other Campus 2020 hearings:  

R. Fleming: I think what was disappointing, clearly, to any observer or 
participant in Campus 2020 was that it wasn’t well-attended, by any 
stretch.  Most of the hearings were empty and in some cases I think there 
were many, many more staff than actual participants….  
  (Hansard, 2007, p. 6974, para. 17) 
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4.4.4. Capilano College Submission  

Capilano College (2006) officials not only submitted a proposal, but also met 

several times with Plant. “Greg [Lee, president] and Catherine [Vertesi, VP academic], 

Linda [Robertson, board chair] attended two days of Campus 2020 meetings at the 

Wosk Centre on October 31 and November 1” (p. 2).  Additionally, along the same vein, 

“the Board chairs of all BC Post-secondary intuitions met the Hon. Murray Coell, Minister 

of Advanced Education, and Geoff Plant, special advisor to Campus 2020 on November 

16” (p. 2).  Capilano College representatives spoke directly to their request for full 

university status and “about the importance of a national system of institutional and 

program accreditation” (p. 2).  Additionally, the president of Capilano attended a meeting 

where the “President of UBC invited presidents of SFU and Lower Mainland colleges 

with university transfer programs to meet Geoff Plant to discuss Campus 2020” (p. 3).  

Although not initially named in Plant’s (2007) report as one of the new Regional 

Universities and “Despite the fact that the Campus 2020 report excluded Capilano, the 

college launched an extensive marketing and lobbying campaign to convince the 

government to grant it university status” (Jerema, 2008, para. 9).   

4.4.5. Emily Carr College of Art + Design Submission 

Meanwhile, at Emily Carr College of Art + Design: 

Ron Burnett spoke to the Campus 2020 initiative, chaired by Mr. Geoffrey 
Plante [sic], QC on behalf of the Ministry.  George Pedersen sits on the 
advisory committee to that group.  A discussion took place.  The Institute 
has yet to hear of any proposed meetings or forums but is checking the 
Campus 2020 web site regularly. (Emily Carr Institute, 2006, September 
14, p. 2)   

Later in the fall of 2006 we see that: 

a draft ECI [Emily Carr Institute] submission to the Campus 20/20 [sic] 
team was circulated for Board information.  A brief discussion took place 
about the process Campus 20/20 [sic] is using for stakeholder input.  It is 
assumed the report will be released in the spring of 2007. (Emily Carr 
Board Minutes, 2006 October 1, p. 3)  
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By the time that the report was completed, but not yet released, there was very 

little in the way of written comments from Emily Carr’s board. “ECI has had participants 

at the various stakeholder meetings of the Campus 2020 initiative.  No further 

information about the report is available at this time” (Emily Carr Institute, 2007, January 

23, p. 2).  Later, at the March 2007 meeting of the Board, “No new information has been 

received to date on the “Campus 2020” report. It will be circulated to the Board as soon 

as the Institute receives it” (Emily Carr Institute, 2007, March 27, p. 2).  In the final board 

meeting prior to the release of the report, and the announcement of university status for 

Emily Carr, the board, again, had very little discussion on their impending new status, 

“An overview of the ‘Campus 2020’ document and the various 2020 meetings that have 

been held was presented by Dr. Burnett.  It was agreed that a response from the Board 

about the report would not be prepared at this time [emphasis added]” (Emily Carr 

Institute, 2007, May 23, p. 2).  This discussion appears to reflect the lack of input or 

public presentations from Emily Carr’s board compared to those provided by UCFV and 

Malaspina, which both seemed to be very engaged with the Campus 2020 process.  

When the author of the 2020 report was interviewed, he stated he had only 

recommended that three university-colleges become new universities; he had not 

recommended that Emily Carr should become a new university. 

And the second thing that happened, that took a little bit longer to 
happen, was instead of turning three university-colleges into learning 
universities they eventually created five new universities.  Capilano 
was not so much of a surprise given that [X] was such an advocate of 
the idea that Capilano deserved to be elevated to University status.  
Emily Carr makes perfect sense to me in hind sight and the surprising 
thing to me is that I don’t remember them asking for it during the 
consultation process.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

4.4.6. Think Piece Submissions 

There is no evidence that directly links the “Think Piece” submissions from area 

experts in the fields of Aboriginal post-secondary education, e-learning, 

internationalization, quality in PSE, and PSE design and governance that were briefly 

outlined in Section 2.2.7.  It is unknown what influence these think pieces may have had, 

but Plant (2007) makes no reference to them in his report (other than thanking the 

unnamed authors for their submissions). 
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4.5. Responses from the Newly Designated Universities 
after the Release of Campus 2020 

Skip Triplett, president of Kwantlen University College in 2008 stated that the 

name change reflected reality: “85 percent of students at Kwantlen were enrolled in 

degree programs or programs that ‘track directly to degrees,’ yet many people still 

confused the institution with a two-year community college” (Charbonneau, 2008, para. 

7).  Skip Bassford, president of UCFV, echoed Triplett’s that “the university-college label 

was holding our institution back…and that the name change means students ‘will now 

get a credential that is fully understood as a university-level credential’” (para. 8).  

Bassford also noted “there was strong backing for the move from local communities and 

their leaders.  ‘The communities get the sense that this is a coming of age, there is a 

sense of community pride’” (para. 9).  Both CEOs felt it would also make fund raising 

much more effective and would improve efforts to recruit international students, clearly 

highlighting the economic influence of the communities and the government. 

After the designation change, Skip Bassford, responded to criticism that the 

university-college was simply a name change to university if it did not carry any 

additional funding from the government (which it expressly did not).  

“We have been working very hard over virtually a decade to make sure 
we have a proper array of degree programs, that we have faculty well 
prepared to teach in them all, that we have decent library facilities, and so 
on”…. “The new name reflects the reality, rather than creating a new 
reality that we have to find some long-term way to live up to.”   
  (as cited in Charbonneau, 2008, para. 12)   

When Premier Campbell announced Capilano as a new university, he stressed 

the regional focus of Capilano and placed emphasis on the non-degree programs. 

The creation of Capilano University will mean thousands of students 
throughout the Howe Sound Corridor will have access to degree granting 
programs and be able to reach their educational goals close to 
home…Capilano University will build on its already first-rate international 
reputation for programs like animation, tourism, and the arts, including the 
largest film program in Western Canada.  (Jerema, 2008, p. 1) 

When announcing Emily Carr’s new status Premier Campbell stated:  
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The kind of leading-edge education programs offered at Emily Carr are an 
important part of building the highly skilled workforce we need here in 
B.C.,…Emily Carr is already known as a leading institution in Canada for 
programs such as visual arts, design and media arts, and becoming a 
university will help to expand on that reputation.   
  (AVED, 2008a, para. 2) 

Additionally, Minister Coell (Minister of AVED) announced, “The consultations conducted 

as part of the Campus 2020 process clearly identified that British Columbians want 

access to more university degree programs” (para. 4).  Coell also went on to state, “the 

Emily Carr Institute of Art and Design is the only public post-secondary institution in the 

province solely dedicated to the visual arts, media arts and design.  As a university, it will 

be able to do even more” (para. 4). 

4.6. The Campus 2020 Recommendations  

Besides the all-important announcement about the new special purpose teaching 

universities, Plant’s (2007) primary recommendations dealt with structure.  He wanted to 

provide a clear method that would reinforce his recommendations in the way of 

consolidation and simplification.  He did not believe that collaboration between the 

universities in BC would happen without a formal structure to force the interaction 

required. In its early pages the Campus 2020 report listed some very specific 

recommendations that would deal with the required structure. 

Recommendation 3. “Create a Higher Education Presidents’ Council to 
undertake activities related to implementation of the B.C. Access and 
Excellence Strategy” (Plant, 2007, p. 27). 

Recommendation 4. “Create a Higher Education Board to facilitate 
collaboration and planning with respect to post-secondary education 
from the perspective of the provincial public interest” (p. 27). 

Recommendation 36. “Create the Northern, Interior, Fraser, Vancouver 
and Vancouver Island Regional Learning Councils to facilitate the 
efficient and effective distribution of regional learning opportunities” (p. 70).   

The report then goes on to have the Higher Education Presidents’ Council 

(Recommendation 3) be responsible for 11 of the 52 recommendations.  The higher 

education board (Recommendation 4) was to be responsible for three of the 52 
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recommendations, and the Regional Learning Council (Recommendation 46) was to be 

responsible for two of the 52 recommendations.  Each of these bodies was provided with 

recommended roles and responsibilities in the report.  None of these bodies was ever 

formed. 

Plant’s (2007) report raises concerns less directly focused on university identity 

issues and more directly focused on delineating mandate boundaries to facilitate 

operational coherence between the sectors and institutions that comprise the BC post-

secondary system. 

Most importantly, we cannot have a system of higher learning in which all 
institutions aspire equally to undertake all responsibilities with an equal 
measure of success. We must be willing to give our diverse institutions 
distinct responsibilities, and to maximize the possibility that we can 
achieve both the widest reach of opportunity and highest levels of 
excellence.  (p. 64) 

Plant’s (2007) argument in support of “an effective categorization system or 

taxonomy of higher education institutions” is multi-faceted (p. 63).  He acknowledges 

that there is no singular system model that can or should be exclusive to BC or any other 

jurisdiction; that circumstances can and will change over time, necessitating shifts in the 

operational frameworks of the sectors and institutions; and that “while there is a public 

interest in encouraging institutions to develop their own cultures, missions, and 

purposes, the system as a whole must meet our collective objectives” (p. 64). 

Considine (2006) agreed with Plant (2007) that a university system must have an 

appropriate level of coherence if it is to function as a system, and coherence within the 

system is in large part reliant on the clarity and integrity of institutional identities.  

Identity, being contingent on the “cultural distinction that creates boundaries” between 

groups (Considine, 2006, p. 256), is given expression through the vision, values and 

educational practices that an institution carries out legitimately, in keeping with the 

normative expectations of its peers.  Considine suggests that to forget this tenet, to 

operate without the system and delimitation of appropriate yet contestable boundaries, 

carries the risk of extinction for any system or collective network, such as a university 

sector. “No system can survive once it has been universalized. To be a system of 

‘everything’ is to be incapable of distinctions because all priorities become essential” (p. 
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258).  Necessity for a strong system is also foundational to Scott’s (1993) general 

imperative that universities must remain “able freely to adapt” (p. 1) as well as Plant’s 

(2007) specific imperative that the “The higher education sector will either respond to 

these and other changes or become increasingly irrelevant” (p. 10).  Despite these 

important points, no over-arching system was put in place in British Columbia. 

4.7. Impact of Campus 2020 on the University-Colleges 

In trying to tell the story of how the new universities navigated any changes 

required, we need to examine the specific impact that the Campus 2020 report, itself, 

might have had on the dominant themes that arose in both the literature, and in this 

research: governance, leadership, strategy and culture.  The following discussion of my 

study results will demonstrate that the Campus 2020 report had little, or no effect, on 

these four major themes.  The themes concerning how the new universities navigated 

changes arising from the shifts in their mandates are still very real and important, and 

are discussed in detail in Chapter 5.  However, at this point it will be established that the 

board members felt that Campus 2020’s influence, or impact, on these themes was 

extremely limited. 

4.7.1. Impact of Campus 2020 on Governance 

Despite all of the sensible recommendations of the actual report, noted above, 

this research illustrates that Plant had some specific intentions with respect to 

governance and structure, but at the same time he was mindful of what was politically 

possible.  

The one thing that occurs to me is that it always was ambitious to 
imagine introducing more elements of structure, more structure, to 
create something that looked like a three-tiered system with a small 
handful of exceptions. It always seemed ambitious because the 
political energy behind mandate creep, and institutional ambitions, is 
pretty powerful.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020)  

Plant also displayed some realism and political acuity when it came to the 

practicalities of providing a structure around the new universities. 
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So you can tell government the…, what they had to do, was say no to 
some ambitions while saying yes to others, has lots of challenges.  But 
the other risk in the venture is that it may be that the system is so 
diverse that any attempt to put any structure on it does not pay 
adequate attention to the individual characteristics of each of the 
institutions.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

A former senior Ministry official supports Plant’s perspective as to what he could 

reasonably expect from government.  

And so, in typical government fashion, government did not actually 
accept Geoff’s recommendations; some of them, but not all of them.  
And Geoff chose not to, probably quite wisely, to put forth an 
architecture.   (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

In addition, Plant makes a point about governance, and the difficulty of putting a 

“super board” in place because of the local, or community, impact and the community’s 

interaction with boards. 

And I do think that another aspect of the challenge of putting structure 
on the system is that because our system is almost entirely a public 
postsecondary education system everyone thinks of their local 
university as their local university, whether they are UBC or Northern 
Lights College.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

Not surprisingly, Plant also pointed to the government as responsible for the non-

action on many of his recommendations: 

I’m sure it should be a crushing disappointment but more or less the 
first two things the government did out of the gate with respect to my 
report was to reject the fundamental recommendation that that there 
needed to be an element of discipline around the structure.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

So, in the end, the actual impact on how the boards governed as a group was 

minimal.  The report did change governance in that it spelled out distinct memberships 

and roles for the new senates, but it did little to affect the remaining structure of boards. 
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4.7.2. Impact of Campus 2020 on Leadership 

Concerning his recommendations in the report and subsequent actions taken by 

government, Plant voiced a similar sentiment concerning the theme of leadership. 

To put it in simple terms: you might not get there in an hour, but if 
you look at the institutions that became the five new universities you 
could decide with respect to some of them, that the individuals that 
were the organizational leaders were good at leading colleges but with 
a slightly richer sense of opportunities and responsibilities might not 
have necessarily been good at becoming university presidents. That’s 
the theoretical statement.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

However, when asked, neither senior ministry executives, nor Plant expected 

that there would be a new kind of leadership required. The following comment from a 

former senior government official echoes Plant’s views and adds some specifics. 

No. Now leading a teaching university, no. The university-colleges 
were teaching institutions, with some applied research.  They are now 
called Universities with some mandate, but so what is the difference?  
So what is the difference between how UBC and SFU behave and their 
boards…? It is partly scale and size, I am not sure that it is content.  
With the exception of the research piece.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

What are the natural implications that would flow from the adoption of 
university status? There might be some things that you would do 
differently, but they are kind of logical implications, or necessary 
consequences, as opposed to things that I was thinking or hoping for.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

When asked about the top five things that faced leaders of the new universities, Plant 

stated the following as his first priority.  

No new money, or almost none…I think there are going to be serious 
fiscal constraints.   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

Prior to the 1960s, Canada had relatively few PSE institutions and some critics 

characterized these as “narrowly focussed, elitist…paternalistic, patriarchal and 

hierarchical” (Buchbinder, 1993, p. 334). With respect to how leaders might address 

access, Plant remarks: 
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It would have been, I think, and maybe it was naïve on my part, it 
would’ve been so useful to say to the public and to the institutions 
themselves; “We now have a set of research universities and we have 
a set of excellent teaching universities, with some very specific 
mandate directions from government.  [X] You are going to focus on 
marine stuff and you’re going to focus on First Nations, and that’s the 
direction... So we can be a bit strategic in how we handle this “access” 
issue. So, now that I have that out of my system….   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

In the end, again, there was very little impact from the Campus 2020 report 

directly on leadership.  No leaders were replaced, no new board members were 

appointed, no new reporting structures were put in place, and no specific leadership 

strategies were put forward. 

4.7.3. Impact of Campus 2020 on Strategy 

When asked specifically what the impact of the report had to say on strategy, 

along the guideline questions of: “What influence do you think Campus 2020 had on the 

board’s formulation of its strategy?”  The interviewed board members of the rebranded 

institutions were equally blunt in their responses.  

None.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

There was a lot of buy-in, as I recall, in the institution to the 2020 
report. A lot of work had been done on it internally. Then of course [X] 
came along and blew it all up.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

There have been a lot of changes since [X] became a University but 
none that I can attribute directly to the specifics of 2020.   
  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

No we don’t talk about 2020; we talk about meeting the needs of the 
workforce that is out there, and we talk about employment 
opportunities.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

Again, with pointed questions such as: “When you are formulating your strategy 

what influence does Campus 2020 have on that?” The typical responses from board 

members were just as blunt. 

Right now it is it is an historical document.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 
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And “Do you think there are any changes you might attribute directly to the Campus 

2020 report Geoff Plant created?” that drew similar responses.  

I would probably say that most of the board members are not familiar 
with that report.   (Participant E3, Board Member) 

4.7.4. Impact of Campus 2020 on Culture 

The Campus 2020 author was aware that change would be required at the 

university-colleges as they became new universities, but the report was never intended 

to be a guide, or to give direction, on how to make the change happen.  

I did not write Deloitte’s MBA course on culture change manual, so 
there is no doubt that the transitions would be significant. I don’t think 
if you had asked me at the time: “look I think we’re going to do this…” 
I am not as well informed about what happened, but to the extent that 
I know anything I think there may have been less help, rather than 
more, offered to these institutions. 
   (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

The author of 2020 also felt that faculty culture, in the newly re-branded 

institutions should not be the same as in a research university. 

To understand that they had been given this additional role, and also 
on places where the focus had been on learning, and faculty came to 
work in the morning to help students learn, not to add their name to 
another research paper that they were publishing with 37 colleagues in 
order to figure out how they can get tenure.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

The author was also aware of some pitfalls as well, such as what that mandate 

creep might do to faculty expectations and a new culture. 

It is a little bit like you have been an instructor for 20 years and then 
you become a full professor… but you are in a learning institution and I 
want you to keep instructing; the last thing I want is the 7-hour 
teaching load problem that the research universities all have.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 
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4.7.5. Impact of Campus 2020 on Board Decisions 

One of the key items, with respect to the Campus 2020 report, was that almost 

no one, on any university board, felt that the report had any effect on past, or current, 

decisions.  One of the typical questions posed by the researcher that explored this issue 

was: “Do you think, again, going back to Campus 2020, it has had an impact?  Do you 

say, “Well this is what we should do because it was mentioned in 2020?” or does that 

come up at all in your conversations?”  Several board members, when asked if (or how 

much) influence 2020 had, made very blunt comments.  

I think it was a significant step in achieving University status, but 
nothing else.   (Participant A2, University President) 

I think the Campus 2020 report, as I recall, was the impetus that gave 
the board the push towards going to the government and saying we 
are already a University in everything but name.  
  (Participant C3, Board Member) 

Well Campus 2020; I think the only recommendation that was acted 
on was the transition of the university-colleges to universities.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

Other than the creation of the universities?  I thought Geoff did a 
pretty good job, and I thought there was merit to a number of these 
ideas, including the creation of regional councils—that went nowhere.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

No. No there is no… [discussion] …I always learn from these kinds of 
conversations, thank you for engaging in this project, it is extremely 
important and thank you for reminding me…, and I am going to dig out 
Geoff Plant’s report again and have a look at it and reintroduce that.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

The most significant part of the Campus 2020 report was Recommendation 35 

that dealt with mandates. 

Recommendation 35 

Clarify the mandates of British Columbia’s regional network of post-
secondary institutions by: 

• Repealing the statutory designation of “university college” 

• Creating the statutory designations of “regional university” 

• Re-configuring Thompson Rivers University as a regional university, with 
continuing responsibility for Open Learning 
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• Creating three new regional universities as follows: 

o Kwantlen University College to become “Kawntlen University” 

o Malaspina University-College to become “Malaspina University” 

o University College of [the] Fraser Valley to become “Fraser Valley 
University” 

• Legislating the purposes of regional universities to reinforce their mandate as 
teaching-intensive, regional learning institutions. 

• Adopting the Thompson Rivers University governance structure for regional 
universities.   (Plant, 2007, p. 68) 

Of course, the term “university college” was repealed; the “governance structure” of TRU 

was mandated for the new universities; no “regional universities,” per se, were created, 

none of the suggested names was used, 5 new special purpose teaching universities 

were created (instead of 3), and TRU was not re-designated (it still exists under its own 

Act). 

4.7.6. Impact of the 2020 Report on 
Degree Creep and Degree-Granting Abilities   

There were, and probably still would be, many apprehensions expressed by the 

various boards of the universities and colleges on what the overall impact of the Campus 

2020 report on their degree granting abilities. Certainly, some senior Ministry personnel 

had to deal with some of the immediate impacts of Plant’s (2007) recommendations 

concerning degree granting at the colleges that had not been elevated to become new 

universities. 

You may be aware of the screaming that started within hours of the 
report being issued; people concerned about a variety of things.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

And then what also happened was as soon as the report came out… 
there is one recommendation, and I think the number was 32, it 
seems to be burned into my brain, where Geoff had suggested that 
colleges no longer grant degrees. So the ability for colleges to grant 
degrees should be ended.  Well you can imagine the reaction from the 
college system. My phone was levitating off of my desk. Every college 
president in the province was calling me demanding to know what the 
government’s position on this was going to be.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 
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He [Plant] felt it was not really necessary to continue what some would 
have seen as a proliferation of degrees, a creep up.  And so I think 
what he was trying to do was to establish where the system was but 
still control the creep. Even in his recommendations for the new 
universities to control the creep.   (Participant A1, University President) 

I think that one of the drivers about why we wanted to become a 
university was that the 2020 report at least left in some people’s mind, 
at least here at [X], that if we weren’t a university we would not be 
able to offer degrees.   (Participant B1, University President) 

I took the view that we have a big report here, this is one 
recommendation out of many; everybody just needs to chill, we will 
look at this in time. But that obviously was not good enough, and I 
called the Minister, and the Minister said: “well, we won’t do that.” So 
not only had we lost the window with Cabinet around the biggest 
recommendation in my view that was in that report, which was around 
the investment part, we lost the window around creating Learning 
Councils, and we lost the window around managing the 
recommendations because we suddenly won’t do Recommendation 32, 
but we were going to look at the rest.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

4.7.7. Impact of the Campus 2020 report on 
Policies and Procedures 

When board members were asked directly: Have you looked at it, have you used 

it for guidance, do you ever refer to it in policy making?  The interviewer also asked, “Do 

you suppose that the 2020 report, that was put together by Plant?”  “Did that formulate 

your policies or not, or help you form them, or have some impact?”  “You said it had 

some impact on forming the University, but since then have you looked at it for 

guidance, correct?  “That was 5 years ago, and we are making our own way forward 

now?”  

Actually I am not sure I can answer that, I can tell you I certainly 
haven’t.   (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

When it first came out it was talked about, but I don't hear anyone 
referring to it now; although it's not board level—it's faculty level.   
  (Participant A3, Board Member) 

I have never heard the report mentioned at a board meeting or as part 
of a rationale for anything or like that.   
  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 
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The following responses were generated when I asked, “Does anyone on the 

board state that it was mentioned in 2020?”  “Therefore this was a direction that the 

province wanted us to go in?”  “So it exists, but certainly not at the board level; it does 

not affect your policies?”  

Never. That is an easy one. I don’t think that Campus 2020 was 
government policy. There were some recommendations, but 
government policy comes from the Ministry to us.   
  (Participant B3, Board Member) 

No. Campus 2020 was largely forgotten very shortly after it came out.   
  (Participant B3, Board Member) 

I further asked board members, “I was just wondering about the 

recommendations of the report and whether you bring it up at board meetings, and if you 

say ‘do we need to take this degree forward because that’s what the 2020 report said’?’” 

No, no, we never referred to it.  I have to say we never refer to it.   
  (Participant C1, University President) 

“It comes up at the board once in a while?” 

You know it hasn’t. Maybe we should be more mindful of it but it has 
not been brought up.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

4.8. Summary 

Some of the interviewees were disappointed that so many of the things in 

Campus 2020 were not ever going to see the light of day.  

I guess those of us who were naïve enough to think that this would be 
an opportunity for broader conversations about many of the elements 
of that report saw that that probably was not going to happen and 
unfortunately that came to be true.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

There were some concerns, at the senior ministry level that in the 2007 report 

Plant had gone further than might be politically possible to implement. 
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So I can see… I remember [X] and I reviewing it and thinking: “well 
they are never going to do that…   (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

It seemed to be a raucous point in the Ministry of Advanced Education that the process 

to actually implement the various parts of the Campus 2020 report had not been acted 

upon in a more expeditious manner. 

So in this kind of chaotic environment, obviously, what emerged, was 
the most politically popular recommendation of the bunch, which cost 
nothing and had great political payback, and that was the creation of 
the teaching universities and Murray Coell said to me: “[X], the only 
thing that people are going to remember from Campus 2020 was that 
we created Universities,” and he was right.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Senior Ministry personnel were also very disappointed about how little change 

came out of the Campus 2020 process. 

And so, in typical government fashion, government did not actually 
accept Geoff’s recommendations; some of them, but not all of them.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

What we did, instead, at the Ministry, we went on this goofy 
consultation process where we were gathering presidents together and 
they were furious because they saw all this lost opportunity 
disappearing because we didn’t have a date with cabinet and we never 
did get a date with them.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

And so to be honest, I was disappointed how little policy change, 
immediate policy change, happened out of what I think was a great 
opportunity for government to actually improve our system.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Well, under the right set of circumstances it should have.  But we did 
not set it up properly with government to allow that to occur: it is just 
another report, which is too bad. And so, as I said earlier, the 
opportunity that Campus 2020 presented has been lost.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

However, the Premier of BC at the time was apparently disappointed that the 

Campus 2020 report was not bold enough. 

I mean, it was interesting, and somewhat disappointing to me, that 
the Premier’s attitude to the report, even though he proposed Geoff, 
his attitude to the report when it came in was that it was not bold 
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enough.  I said, Mr. Premier if we did half of these recommendations 
we would be doing… And so to be honest, I was disappointed how little 
policy change, immediate policy change, happened out of what I think 
was a great opportunity for government to actually improve our 
system.   (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

In the end, even the author of Campus 2020 demonstrates his frustration, 

although also stating that he was not surprised, or perhaps even not disappointed, that 

not much came of the process that he led. 

I haven’t really kept track of enough of those recommendations to 
know whether any of them, or even if some of them, were 
implemented, let alone whether any of them have made a difference.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

Plant seems to have been charged largely with a politically driven assignment -

namely, to remap the postsecondary system by eliminating the university-college hybrid 

designation.  He did attempt to widen the scope of his commission by looking at longer-

term issues of funding, new media and technologies. However, the actual change in Bill 

34 – 2008, the University Amendment Act, which re-branded the institutions, shows very 

little in the way of provenance from the Campus 2020 report. 

Presidents, board chairs, and board members stated, in their interviews, that they 

did not use the Campus 2020 report in their governance roles or in their leadership roles; 

they stated that they did not use the Campus 2020 report in either their strategic or 

board decision-making.  We shall see in Chapter 5 that the report had little influence on 

culture.  Whatever influence the Campus 2020 report may have had in other areas, it 

was not used by the governing boards of the new universities to navigate from 

university-colleges to university status. 
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Chapter 5.  
 
Discussion of the Results of the Study 

5.1. Overview 

The organization of this chapter reflects the complementary character of the 

research design and its underlying approaches as laid out in Chapter 3.  The results 

shown in Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 illustrate (a) major themes, (b) key themes, (c) codes, 

and (d) findings that help to illustrate what changes took place in the university-colleges 

when they were named in statute as special purpose teaching universities.  The results 

of the study as presented in this chapter follow the sequence of the specific research 

sub-questions derived from the concepts of the literature review.  The research sub-

questions have generated results that follow common themes, and they are grouped 

together.  Discrete results on the actual questions are reported in separate sections, and 

each sub-question and interview discussion guide question generated results, and they 

are categorized and listed. The major themes were arrived at following the qualitative 

data analysis approach and processes set out in Chapter 3 Section 3.6. 

The major themes, key themes, and themes emerged from my conversations 

and interviews with the study participants. The literature search laid out in Chapter 2, 

and the research process laid out in Chapter 3, led to the raw data from which the 

themes were extracted and then interpreted and reported on in Chapter 4 and Chapter 

5.  The Major themes that arose during the interviews are: (a) governance, (b) 

leadership, (c) strategy, (d) culture, (e) Campus 2020 (mostly dealt with in Chapter 4), (f) 

research, and the (g) senate.  

The major and key themes are outlined in Table 5.1.  
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Table 5.1. Major Themes, Key Themes, and Themes 

Major Themes  
(Code Families) 

Key Themes  
(No. of Super Codes) 

Themes  
(No. of Codes within 

Super Codes) 

No. of Quotations 
associated with 
Major Themes 

1. Governance 5 64 299 

2. Leadership 5 45 128 

3. Strategy 4 66 254 

4. Culture 6 36 115 

5. Campus 2020 3 12 110 

6. Research 2 14 74 

7. Senate 2 11 33 

Totals  27 248 1013 

 

The definitions of the major and key themes are outlined in Table 5.2.  

Table 5.2. Major Themes and Their Definitions 

Major Theme Key Themes within the Major Themes  

1. Governance Deals with changes to the organizational structure (the University Act), the 
membership of the board of governors, roles of the board, policy, and new board 
mandates. 

2. Leadership Deals with community leadership, other new leadership roles, leadership of 
universities versus the leadership of colleges (university-colleges), leadership change, 
and leadership approaches. 

3. Strategy Deals with top priorities in the coming years, primary responsibilities, new initiatives, 
and new planning approaches 

4. Culture Deals with changing cultures, management of culture, university vs. college culture, 
faculty (collegial vs. non-collegial), and faculty (research) culture, and culture change. 

5. Campus 2020 Deals with the author and government intent, the influence, and the issues of Campus 
2020. 

6. Research Deals with university requirements, funding, community and applied research, and 
specific faculty. 

7. Senate Deals with organizing the structure and roles of the senate. 

 

Table 5.3 compares and comments on the themes derived from the literature 

review and identifies the themes extrapolated from the interview process.    
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Table 5.3. Comparison and Comments on Themes Derived from the 
Literature Review with Themes Identified in the Interview Process 

Major 
Themesa Description of Key Themesb Theme Clarificationc 

1. 
Governance 

Organizational change, structural 
changes, the University Act, and 
senate 

The Act has made many changes to the structure 
of the new universities (primarily because the 
senates were created) 

 New governance roles 
(community), new membership 
(process) 

It appears that the community role has been 
enhanced and the new board memberships have 
been enhanced 

 Policy and mandates Many new policies had to be created because of 
their new mandates 

2. Leadership Leadership roles and new methods 
of leadership (college versus 
university leadership), and external 
vs. internal. 

Several new themes came out around a different 
type of leadership concerning participation and 
union issues 

 Community roles (external versus 
internal) 

Leadership and governance were closely tied 
together with the community 

3. Strategy Top priorities These are local and new because of the new 
status and mandates 

 Responsibility Who has key responsibility emerged as an 
important factor 

 New initiatives (programs, 
approach) 

New programs and new requirements for strategy 
approaches became evident 

4. Culture Management of the change of 
culture (community, students, 
faculty) 

Culture was seen to be in flux in many instances 
and the new emphasis had to be balanced around 
community, students, and faculty 

 University versus college Deals with the work culture and overlaps with the 
research theme 

 Faculty (collegial, non-collegial, 
participative, unions) 

Deals with diametrically opposed FSA/union and 
senate responsibilities 

5. Campus 
2020 

Influence Deals with the perceived lack of influence over a 
major government review 

 Author intent Deals with what the author of Campus 2020 had 
in mind 

 Issues Deals with items that the report recommended or 
left undone 
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Major 
Themesa Description of Key Themesb Theme Clarificationc 

6. Research Requirement if university -specific 
faculty 

Deals with the new requirements to perform 
research 

 Funding Deals with funding of university-colleges and 
universities. 

 Community and applied Deals with focus of research 

7. Senate Structure and role Deals with organizing faculties, roles and 
responsibilities 

a  Major themes were derived from the literature review that were used to create the research questions and 
semi-structured interview guide. 
b  Key themes were derived from data coding of the qualitative interview process.  
c  Theme clarification was identified in the interview data. 

The board comments on the present status of governance, leadership, strategy, 

and culture will be reviewed and illustrated with direct quotes from the participants in the 

study.  I examine what changed and how the change, from the boards’ point-of-view, 

took place.  A list of definitions of the major themes, key themes, and themes can be 

found in Appendix E. 

Figure 5.1 provides an example of the code families (major themes) associated 

with leadership, along with the super codes (key themes) leadership roles, approaches, 

community, change, and college versus university.  Together these super codes (key 

themes) then branch out into codes (themes).  The number in brackets with the super 

codes (key themes) indicate how many codes (themes) are associated with that super 

code (key theme) based on the interviews.  The number in brackets with the codes 

(themes) indicate the number of quotations that have been recorded and associated with 

the themes from the interviews with board chairs, presidents, board members, and 

Senior Personnel from the Ministry of Advanced Education.  Appendix G contains mind 

maps of the code families (major themes), super codes (key themes), and codes 

(themes) associated with the super codes outlined in Table 5.1.   
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Figure 5.1.   Mind map of the leadership major theme (see Appendix G for enlarged version of chart) 
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This chapter of the dissertation offers a comprehensive discussion of the results, 

including their implications for practice and organizational development at the new 

universities along the lines of governance, leadership, strategy, culture, research and the 

senate.  The findings reported in this chapter are also reviewed with relation to previous 

research. 

5.2. Review of the Findings 

Now that it has been established that Campus 2020 had little impact on, or gave 

little guidance to the newly designated Universities, how did they go about navigating the 

change in status?  As outlined in Chapter 4, the provincial government, through its 

handling of the changes did not have a direct, or guiding, role in how the new 

universities were to accomplish their new mandates nor did the government (through the 

2020 report) provide associated tasks to steer the new mandates. The government 

provided little leadership in the way of a controlling super board nor did it provide the 

provincial “Higher Education Presidents’ Council” or the “Higher Education Board” as 

outlined in Plant’s (2007) Campus 2020 report (p. 5).  

Since the government decided to not implement or create the kind of structure 

that Plant (2007) recommended, the new universities somehow navigated the change 

from the university-college format to becoming universities under their own cognizance.  

This chapter (Chapter 5) tells the story of how they did that. 

As I discuss the story, as I found it to be told by my key informants, I will then 

explore the possible influence of theoretical frames on the actions and perceptions of the 

boards or on Geoff Plant, the presidents, and government officials.  I will attempt stick to 

the facts as they were presented, and tell the story of the change, being careful not to 

make it fit organizational change theories.  Chapter 5 offers a comprehensive discussion 

of the results, including their implications for practice and organizational development at 

the new universities along the lines of governance, leadership, strategy, and culture.  

The findings reported in Chapter 5 will also be reviewed with relation to previous 

research.   
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5.3. Visions and Missions Pre- and Post-Campus 2020 

The changes made to the formal visions and missions of the new universities (as 

well as the Ministry of Advanced Education’s (AVED) new vision and mission) is another 

piece that helps to explain how the themes that rose from the literature as outlined in 

Chapter 2 are reflected here again in Chapter 5 as a result of coding the interview data.  

In Canada, there have been significant efforts undertaken, albeit with mixed 

results, to facilitate shifts in university forms, missions, and mandates in an effort to 

address changing societal and governmental expectations on the universities and to 

reach a broader spectrum of people in an age in which mass access to post-secondary 

education is politically desirable.  In his study of shifting university missions Scott (2006) 

notes that “resilience and adaptability” (p. 33) and “multiplicity of missions” (p. 33) are 

constitutive features that “will assist parties who seek to reinvent or revitalize the 

university to meet the needs of our time” (p. 33).  British Columbia is now replete with 

institutions sharing the university name despite pursuing the “multiplicity of missions” (p. 

33).  While the name university itself seems, on the surface, to confer sameness on 

each of the institutions in reality the quest to uniquely define themselves remains at the 

forefront of the new BC universities.  

The mission and vision of each of the new universities (and the AVED Ministry’s 

stated vision and mission as well) were compared before and after the Campus 2020 

process (pre-2008 and post-release of the Campus 2020 report).  They are remarkably 

similar, in that most refer to “providing access to a wide range of university and college 

programs designed for regional, national and international students” (a statement that 

was identical for Vancouver Island University—formerly Malaspina University-College) 

before and after the Campus 2020 report) (VIU, n.d., para. 2).  Emily Carr’s mission 

statement, as well, is identical before and after the release of the report: “Emily Carr 

Institute [University after 2008] of Art + Design is a learning community devoted to 

excellence and innovation in visual arts, media arts and design” (Emily Carr, n.d., para. 

1).   

Vision and mission statements should prevent academic drift (degrees offered 

and research undertaken) and prevent institutional drift (community or region focus for 
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example) (Berdahl, 1985).  Both academic and institutional drifts are exacerbated by 

policy drift—ambiguous policies from boards that permit variable interpretation of what 

the university’s purpose and role are determined to be (Berdahl, 1985).  In governance, 

the boards of governors are primarily responsible for interpreting their legal mandate 

(from the Act) and translating that mandate into a vision (“place” or destination to attain) 

and mission (“path” or route to follow to get to the destination) (Jick, 1991).  For all of the 

mission and vision statements before and after the report please see Appendix F.  

British Columbia has developed what Garrod and Macfarlane (2009) call “dual 

sector” universities within a traditional university sector that once focused solely on 

degree programs, especially the core BA and BSc undergrad programs.  Dual sector 

universities are conceptualized as a new form of comprehensive university, offering a 

range of college preparatory and vocational programs integrated with a range of 

university degree programs, and these were also reflected in the old and new 

vision/mission statements discussed above and seen clearly in the statement by Emily 

Carr.  The term “academic” has a lot of different interpretations—for some it means only 

the core BSc and BA undergrad programs, but almost all public universities have a 

wealth of degree programs that would not be considered by traditionalist as being 

appropriate to a real university (i.e., degrees in sports management, or media 

communications, or environmental studies, etc.).  In spite of being re-branded as 

universities, the former university-colleges retained their very comprehensive range of 

programs, including vocational/technical and career programs, as well as programs 

intended to address English language preparation and adult education needs and added 

the degree granting aspect.  The new universities are required to do this by Bill 34 – 

2008, the University Amendment Act, as outlined in Section 2.5.3 and highlighted below: 

serves a geographic area or region of the province, provide adult basic 
education, career, technical, trade and academic program leading to 
certificates, diplomas, and baccalaureate and masters degrees.   
  (University Act [RSBC 1996], 2017, s.47.1 (a)) 
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5.4. How the Boards Navigated the Major Theme of 
Governance 

During the interviews, there was a great deal of discussion around the major 

theme (code family) of governance of the new universities from the presidents, board 

chairs, and board members.  From Tables 5.1 and 5.2 we can see the major theme of 

governance reflected in five major themes (super codes) that rose from the interview 

data.  The five major themes are: (a) structural changes, (b) membership, (c) roles, (d) 

policy changes, and (e) mandate changes.  Some of the themes (codes) within these 

key themes (super codes) include structural changes (including the structural changes 

caused by the formation of senates)—and additional themes concerning structural 

changes due to the 2008 University Amendment Act; themes (codes) dealing with new 

programs making structural changes to the new universities, policy changes that were 

required, and themes (codes) concerning changes caused to the structure of the new 

universities because of the establishment of a bicameral system of governance.  This is 

expanded upon by the last themes (codes) that address new governance roles around 

the community and new memberships with a focus on the community, and themes 

(codes) dealing with new mandates.   

Implications for how the boards of the new universities navigated the changes 

that were required of them emerge from an understanding of the dynamics that shaped 

the new universities’ processes.  In order to be seen as credible universities, their 

processes, such as those relating to institutional mission and mandate (noted above), 

breadth and depth of studies, governance, faculty roles, and policies, should as 

Dennison (2006b) points out be processes that “are related and, at the very least, be 

defensible” (p. 2) to the existing BC universities.  

5.4.1. Organizational Structure and the University Act 

Governance is of upmost importance and this study of the various university 

boards highlights that importance: “the relationship between policy, institutional reform 

and change is an increasingly complex and contested issue for educators today.  The 

examination of an institutional change through the lens of policy requires a broad view of 

the institutional system” (Chan, 2005, p. 129).  The policy changes (as a key theme 
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outlined in Tables 5.1 and 5.2) that the boards of the new universities created to 

implement the change that was thrust upon them by the BC government were discussed 

in the interviews.  Boards are ultimately responsible for the strategy, the culture, and the 

changes that are the end result of the governance of the new universities, and some sort 

of “structure” is required to enable these responsibilities.  Governance in Canadian PSE 

has its roots in the 1906 Flavelle Commission that set up the rationale and framework for 

a bicameral system in universities (Flavelle, 1906).  The University of Toronto first 

adopted the senate structure in 1906.  Queens, McGill, and Dalhousie universities 

followed suit and this structure was later legislated in BC.  By the 1950s most Canadian 

universities used the bicameral board and senate system (Shanahan & Jones, 2007; 

Jones, Shanahan, & Goyan, 2004).  We will see, however, that the senate structure for 

the new universities was not quite the same as the ones embarked upon based on the 

Flavelle Commission. 

For structural changes, we have illustrations such as new roles (a key theme) 

that were specifically created from the new Act:   

You know another significant structural change was the hiring of a 
University Secretary. When I arrived I was concerned that there wasn’t 
someone assigned the role of managing the governance process and 
managing the Secretariat.   (Participant A1, University President)  

We began by talking about values, and so it was a great opportunity to 
engage, not only the campus, but also the governance structure.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

The effects of structural changes cannot be understated with the primary change 

being the new bicameral structure (a key theme) set up under the University Act [RSBC 

1996]. 

I would think that the most significant change moving to a university 
context… the university-college context, was the introduction, and 
becoming comfortable with, the bicameral system of governance.   
 ` (Participant A2, University President)  

As to the precise makeup of the board, it is now a university, of 
course, and the structure of the board is set out in the Act.   
  (Participant A2, Board Chair) 
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The university-colleges, and the colleges, affected by the University Amendment 

Act (2008), originally had education councils.  These college education councils were 

created with the College and Institute Act (1996) and specifically established the 

councils, and these education council members were given statutory powers over 

academic areas for the first time. The College and Institute Act sets out the number of 

members (20) for an Education Council and the advisory role mandated by the 

government: “An education council must advise the board, and the board must seek 

advice from the education council, on the development of educational policy…” (Part 3, 

s.23(1)); it is noted, however, that the board may “determine courses or programs to be 

offered or cancelled at the institution” (Part 4, s. 19(1) (d)).  The college education 

councils do not have the full authority that university senates have.  The board of a 

college retains both financial and academic authority and responsibility, whereas the 

senates of universities do have the final authority and total responsibility for academic 

matters (including that university senates confer the degrees).  

One nice thing about a university board that I appreciate under the 
University Act, is, unlike some other jurisdictions, we don't have 
massive boards.  We have a board that is workable in terms of its 
members and therefore, to the extent that we are able to do so, we've 
taken the approach that we would rather function as a committee of 
the whole and involve the board in major decision-making, and we 
only structured committees where we really do feel that they’re 
needed.   (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

The board has a matrix of skills and so they look to see if the Board 
has an accountant and a communications person, and a development 
person.  And so they try to find this matrix of skills and diversity to in 
terms of the membership. So, little more than half of the board comes 
in terms of these appointments; the other, not quite half of the board, 
and this is in keeping with the University Act, will be required to have 
two faculty members, two students, and one staff member, and of 
course the chancellor sits on the board too. I sit on the board, and the 
rest are appointed members. This is pretty much all outlined in the 
University Act.   (Participant B1, University President) 

Well the structure of the board now is quite a bit different; the 
president is a voting member of the board, whereas before he was not 
(in the prior structure) so that changes things actually quite 
fundamentally because you’re actually a voting member of the board 
and not ex officio and not just a sitting individual.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 
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Some of the new universities had to create faculties, and then create 

departments within those new faculties:  

In order to have a senate you have deans and departments.  [X] did 
not have departments.  So it had to create arts and science, and had 
to create new structures.   (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

5.4.2. Governance and Membership 

As previously stated in Chapter 2, in 1963 British Columbia’s colleges were part 

of the Public Schools Act (1958) and were by and large local institutions.  This changed 

in 1977 when they became provincial institutions with the enactment of the College and 

Provincial Institutes Act, as proclaimed by the Social Credit Party (Dennison & 

Gallagher, 1986; Levin, 1995a). 

In the 20-year period of the 1960s and 1970s governance for the colleges of BC 

changed radically several times.  The “Academic Board” was created in 1963 (through 

an amendment to the University Act) and consisted of three lay members and three 

members of the senate from UBC, UVic and SFU: “Of major significance, however, was 

the choice of the chairman, Sperrin Chant, a former Dean of Arts and Science at UBC 

and a widely respected academic whose influence was considerable” (Dennison, 2002, 

p. 5) and whose work laid a strong foundation for the colleges (especially Vancouver 

City College and Selkirk College) and the ability to move their graduates forward into 

degree programs (Dennison, 2002).  Vancouver Community College has had a number 

of names in its history.  It was built on the Vancouver Vocational School (later Vancouver 

Vocational Institute) became Vancouver City College, and is now Vancouver Community 

College.  

The academic board was dissolved in 1974 and taken over by the Ministry’s 

Post-Secondary Articulation Coordinating Committee.  Its first chair, Ian McTaggart-

Cowan, was “a well-known and highly respected scholar, former Dean of Graduate 

Studies at UBC and past Chair of the Academic Board” (Dennison, 2002, p. 6). He was 

very influential in getting voluntary collaboration among the three universities and the 

colleges that allowed the colleges to flourish academically (Dennison, 2002).  In 1977 

with the passage of the College and Provincial Institutes Act, three new agencies were 
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introduced, one being the academic council, which assumed responsibility for managing 

the articulation committees and transfer process in general.  However, all three of these 

agencies were abolished 6 years later in 1983.  The College and Provincial Institutes Act 

(1977) started the “…pending transformation of B.C. Colleges from organizations 

established for local communities to institutional instruments of government political and 

economic agendas” (Levin, 1995b, p. 60).   

We saw in Chapter 4 that the government did not take Plant’s (2007) 

recommendations to create boards or councils similar to the academic board discussed 

above, but the government did take steps to set up new, local Boards.  Again, it should 

be noted that there were no wholesale changes made to the membership of the 

university-college boards when they became universities.  The board membership 

(people) remained the same, but as the new special purpose teaching universities 

moved forward there were new membership requirements stipulated for the boards and 

they required a new structure. 

There are now two faculty reps on the board as opposed to one. There 
are still two students on the board. The other change that is 
interesting is that there is one support staff position but before 
becoming a university that one support position was considered to be 
a non-administrative support person and now that is interpreted to 
mean either administrative staff or curriculum-based staff.   
  (Participant E3, Board Member) 

For the university-colleges that had a program approach to education (for 

painting programs, or sculpting programs at Emily Carr University College, or for outdoor 

education at Capilano College, for example) the change was much more difficult. 

So the faculty had a real struggle with going from 12 representatives 
on Ed Council representing all these areas, to being only two people 
from each of four faculties, but not from each program, and at the 
same time we change the internal governance structure.   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

5.4.3. Governance Roles and New Mandates: 
Providing New Degrees and Improving Access  

During the 1990s, community colleges in BC started to provide degrees (Levin, 

2008) and “concerns for the province’s ability to prosper in a Knowledge 
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Economy…caused political pressures to expand access to degrees programs across the 

province” (Metcalfe et al., 2007, p. 5).  The government has continually been focussing 

on the post-secondary education system as an arm of economic development: The 

Centre for Policy Studies in Higher Education and Training [CHET] was established in 

1984 and it was to explore the relationship between higher education and the economy 

(Axelrod, Trilokekar, Shanahan, & Wellen, 2013).  

In 1989, as part of its report of the Provincial Access Committee (Fisher, 1988) 

initiative, the provincial government began to create university-colleges by enhancing the 

mandate of some community colleges. “This was an inexpensive way for government to 

improve access to university education in the province, an improvement supported by 

public opinion” (Levin, 1995a, p. 62).  As previously discussed in Chapter 2, in the late 

1980s there was concern about the province’s relatively low rate of baccalaureate 

production:  

Overall, BC was trailing all other provinces with regard to the participation 
rate of young people of the traditional college age, and had continued to 
rely to a considerable degree on immigration for the demand by industry 
for a well-educated and trained workforce. (Schuetze & Day, 2001, p. 
521)   

Some of the themes (codes) that came from the interview data include new roles 

and mandates around community, culture, development, fiduciary responsibility, and 

policy creation. New programs, and the creation of new degrees, also came up in many 

of the interviews.  The new courses, new degrees, and new programs had a direct 

impact on how the boards executed governance through the new senates. 

In terms of new program approvals, there is an area I must say I am 
delighted to work with this board because I didn’t really have a battle 
having the board understand that they were not to interfere or micro-
manage the work of the senate.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

Some of the new universities felt that new degrees were part of their new 

provincially directed mandate. 

My predecessor, my full-time predecessor…, really, I think he came in 
and said we need… if you are going to be a University you need a lot of 
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degrees, and you’d better get going.   
 ` (Participant C1, University President) 

During the 1990s the provision of degrees, especially by the university-colleges, 

was implemented through government direction and then passed into law.  Legislated 

authority for colleges to grant baccalaureate degrees was incorporated with the creation 

of university-colleges as indicated in the published statement that one of the three 

objects for university-colleges was “to provide comprehensive…courses of study for 

baccalaureate degree programs” (College and Institute Amendment Act, 1984).  

Colleges not only became degree granting organizations, they maintained their original 

missions and mandates to provide open access to education and training.  Further they 

enlarged their missions and mandates to include traditional university values and 

culture—they were both egalitarian and meritocratic in nature (Hogan & Trotter, 2013).   

Again, as noted above, the 1990s saw the development of a legislated role for 

faculty to push for more degrees in governance with the establishment of a body similar 

to university senates, namely the education council, and increased professional status 

for the former colleges as evidenced by membership in the Association of Universities 

and Colleges of Canada (AUCC).  AUCC membership signified university status 

because the prerequisite for joining was for an institution to possess the legal authority 

enshrined by legislation to grant baccalaureate degrees.  However, the existing colleges 

and universities did not always accept this new status and mandate: “Considerable 

government intervention and organizational friction and change accompanied the 

evolution of the Community College to University College” (Levin, 2003a, p. 454).  As we 

fast-forward to the creation of new universities from those university-colleges we see 

some of the same friction inside the new universities. Some of the new universities 

created many new options for students, but some of the new universities were very 

mindful of the limited funds available for new programs and new degrees:   

Yes, we’ve added a few more degrees, but we have not rushed 
wholesale into degree production the way that some of the new 
universities have. We have been quite purposeful and slow to develop 
our degrees.   (Participant B1, University President) 
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In other instances, some boards felt that they should give direction on which 

degrees should be pursued (specifically whether these were community focussed or 

regionally focussed). 

In some instances, the impetus for the urgency, or the need for new 
programs, or new courses, or whatever, originate from the faculty 
itself.  And so it would come to the board through the senate.  In other 
instances the board, by dint of its vision for the University and its 
strategic directions, and deciding what it wanted to be. For example… 
less of a transfer university and more of a destination university, then 
it would pass down those things, for example, to the senate with a 
request, or an expectation, that that expression of intent be elevated 
by some new program or degree.   
  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

For the new universities to actually act as universities there is a requirement that 

autonomy occurs in practice as well as in principle, because “it is virtually impossible to 

build a strong institution of higher education unless it is given the maximum of self-

determination in its operations” (Macdonald, 1962b, p. 22).  Like Macdonald, Plant 

(2007) argues that in order “to ensure British Columbians have the maximum opportunity 

to learn close to where they live, using the best tools available and ... to maintain 

essential institutional autonomy” there should be a more coordinated system (p. 27).  

Even though Plant wanted a central agency to coordinate all of the new universities, he 

also recognized the independence that the new universities must have with respect to 

governance. What Plant seemed to have envisioned was a system with simultaneous 

loose and tight properties.  What government did was to let the new universities propose 

and approve whatever programs they wanted, but it was with a clear understanding that 

the government would make no change to the finances of the new universities.  In other 

words, the new universities had program autonomy, but the government had fiscal 

control at the end of the day.  Of course, Plant did not have consideration of funding and 

finances in his original charge as noted below: 

Ultimately it is government’s responsibility to establish goals for the higher 
education sector and to assess the performance of institutions that use 
public funds to help reach those goals.  It is the responsibility of educators 
and institution administrators to make decisions about how those goals 
can best be achieved. (p. 14) 
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5.4.4. Governance and Policy 

The key theme of policy changes includes policy governance, policies to 

accommodate the University Act [RSBC 1996], and there was discussion centering on 

the impressions of some board members that there was no need to change anything too 

drastically (in that they were already universities in everything but name).  Policy was an 

important tool used by the boards to implement changes to the structure and operations 

and to ensure the new universities moved forward from where they had been at the 

university-college level.  Some of the new universities’ boards realized this and they took 

very deliberate steps in order to have these policies created.  

So the board then began creating, rather than policies in a number of 
areas, what they call policy directions, or direction documents.  True 
board governance, policy governance, is a process where the board 
would outline the directions of where they expected the administration 
to go and set the general parameters and then the actual policies 
would be developed by my team.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

And with respect to policies, some of the new universities had much more in the 

line of what they thought had to happen in order to live up to their new status and their 

mandates: 

That’s the single largest change that we have made, is moving away 
from what we previously employed as being a policy governance style 
of governance. We found that it did not work for us in a bicameral type 
of institution, and so last year, with the guidance of an outside 
consultant, we started with a fresh sheet of paper and built an entirely 
new governance manual.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

No, we did not establish new committees, but we did go through and 
did a whole review of all governance on everything we did, and we 
changed committee structures; so we went through a whole exercise 
of reviewing every policy we had and looking at the policies and 
coming up with new governance policies and board policies and we 
hired outside consultants to help us with this and we did a very 
thorough review.  It was necessary anyway, but it was very timely in 
the context of the transition to University.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

Colleges and institutes were created as an explicit policy lever for economic 

growth and development and were meant to be aligned with industry; not so with 

universities (Dennison, 2006b).  The University Act [RSBC 1996] specifies that the 
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Minister “must not interfere in the exercise of the powers conferred on a university, its 

board, senate and other constituent bodies by this Act” (s.48). As previously noted, the 

Minister can effectively exercise control through the overall budget and funding process.  

The governance for universities is much different than the governance for colleges and 

this is highlighted by the fact that there is no such clause (as in the University Act) in the 

1996 College and Institute Act.  The College and Institute Act [RSBC 1996] specifically 

states that the Minister may do many things, including “establish educational, training, 

operational, administrative, management and other standards for this Act” (Part 2, s.3 

(c)).  Indeed, the Minister may replace the board and CEO, which they did in 2001: “The 

government replaced the governing boards of Okanagan University College, Camosun 

College, and Capilano College, and extends all other post-secondary Board 

appointments for six months” (FPSE, 2001, p. 1).  Since the new universities now fell 

under the University Act [RSBC 1996] rather than the Colleges and Institute Act [RSBC 

1996], and given the change to the level of control from Victoria, the new university 

boards needed to develop policies that reflected their new levels of authority.  Several of 

the new universities were very cognizant of that difference and they seized upon the 

development of new policies in order to ensure the new structure, built with the senate in 

mind, was backed up by appropriate policies.  

Policies and regulations that had been made relating to X, Y and Z all 
became superfluous, or irrelevant, ultravires, or whatever the case 
might be [once we became a university].  So there was a huge 
mandate around policy by the Board. A huge housekeeping mandate 
for the Board. In terms of changing from college policies to board 
policies of the university because the board ultimately enacts the 
policies as opposed to the senate.   (Participant B2, Board Chair)  

A participant from one of the other new universities echoed this. 

Well, even more so in that in academic matters the senate actually 
makes decisions that the board used to make. Just for simplicity you 
have a group of policies that are the board policies and they have full 
authority, and you have a group of policies where the board must seek 
advice and the senate must give advice, and they are joint, if you will, 
in authority.  And then you have policies that are solely senate 
policies.  So there is a clear distinction, and that did not exist before.   
  (Participant D1, University President)  
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The new university board policies that are strictly in the purview of the boards 

(general administration, finance, capital funding, facilities, and support personnel, etc.) 

require no input from the senates, and as such the president (who is both a voting 

member of the new boards and a voting member of the new senates (indeed the 

president is the chair of the senate) would handle these kinds of policies directly with the 

boards (again with no input from the senates).  Note also that the College and Institute 

Act (1996) places the president and the chair of the education council on college boards, 

but they have no right to vote on those college boards (“Each member of a board, except 

the president and chair of the education council, has one vote on the board”) (Part 3, s. 

13). 

Besides adding faculty divisions and departments, the structure in most of the 

new universities had to have a structural, or policy, change that would allow the faculties 

to communicate with each other (in the way of faculty councils): 

Also, there was a change in the Faculty structures because there were 
no Faculty Councils. There are now Faculty Councils and, indeed, the 
Faculty Councils are part of the governance structure as well.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

The faculty councils are not stipulated in the University Act [RSBC 1996], and they have 

no statute mandates.  Despite this lack of provincial mandate the new faculty councils 

and new structure provided additional benefits from some board perspectives: 

The other area that the new governance structure has given us is the 
ability to feel connected more with university life. Policy governance 
built an iron wall between the board and the university and it did not 
allow for any interaction from the operating [teaching] side that 
allowed us to increase our understanding of what goes on in the 
university.   (Participant C2, Board Chair)  

5.5. How the Boards Navigated the 
Major Theme of Leadership 

As noted in Figure 5.1 and Tables 5.1 and 5.2, the major theme of leadership 

had, as some of its key themes, the new roles demanded, and external (community) 

versus internal (faculty) focus, as well as leadership methods and changes to leadership.  
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The final key themes were the leadership of a college versus a university, and 

leadership of union-management issues.  

5.5.1. Leadership Roles and Community Leadership 

When the government created the new universities that did not make them more 

centralized, nor did the boards feel that they had to be more attentive to the Ministry of 

Advanced Education (AVED) in Victoria. The heightened awareness/interaction of 

answering to the community, in their new mandates, was something that almost every 

board related to in terms of new leadership: 

We have so many connections with the community that are very, very 
fundamental—at the very fundamental level.   
  (Participant C1, University President) 

Well as board members what we’ve done… we annually have a board 
retreat and we bring in speakers, and we trust that we get a broader 
view of where our education fits in the context of, you know, Canada 
or this region.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Again, I think the University has upped its game in terms of its 
economic and social responsibility and certainly I have, and whether 
that is a requirement of being a University… but I have been very 
involved in the development… and sitting on the Economic 
Development Commission for the region.  We are providing leadership 
and a lot of transition in the community in terms of the social and 
economic agenda and indeed the university is probably one of the key 
economic drivers in the area so we have a responsibility to ensure that 
people understand the breadth and scope of what we do and that we 
are relevant and responsive to the community needs and we’re trying 
to be innovative in our approach to meeting those requirements.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

And this was also expected by some of the senior ministry personnel as the new 2020 

process rolled out and the new universities were announced: 

To my mind, I think that the board members that provide the balance 
that reminds other board members about the community and about 
the skill gaps that exist and in the role that the institution plays in 
supporting the community is very important.  So, community leaders, 
business leaders, people like that.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 
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[X] University for some time now has been trying to find a way to 
address, directly, the poverty rates that exist in the region, and also in 
terms of participation the rates are abysmal… So the board’s response 
to that is the recent announcement that has been made to provide 
free tuition for kids in care. To me, that is an excellent example of a 
board which understands how to deal with the local issues. They 
already have, I think, 13 candidates, all of whom are single mothers; 
all of whom are on welfare. It is very significant; 13 people’s lives and 
the children’s lives can be changed, right? To me, that’s a board that 
understands true leadership; community-based is what we need to 
do… they got behind it, announced it, and it is underway.  
   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

5.5.2. Leadership and Unions 

One of the key leadership themes that came out of the interviews with presidents 

and board chairs had to do with what they saw as being required in actually leading the 

boards’ academic and other staff.  Several of the interviewees brought up funding 

themes in conjunction with leadership themes because once the university-colleges 

became special purpose teaching universities the boards felt that they had to address 

union issues going forward because of acute funding issues that they felt had been 

caused by the provincial government giving the boards increased mandates with no 

increased funding.  

You know the influence of the union. And secondly; the fact that in 
terms of funding, and a lot of the organization, it is still a community 
college; we still get funded as a community college, right?   
  (Participant C1, University President) 

One of the things he said to me: “I’m not even going out to bargain 
because I have nothing to bargain with.” It did highlight one of the 
things that I had been concerned about at the time that we were 
implementing, and this is what I was saying, if we are opening up the 
legislation anyway, let’s just open up the Public Sector Employees 
Association Act and fix this and create a separate table for this entity 
so they can bargain separately and they are not limited to this 
common grid idea, or give them an opportunity to be part of the 
university structure, which I don’t think any of the big universities 
wanted, and I still don’t.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

The senate, which is increasingly trying to become more of a 
university senate, and must really focus on academic matters; and I 
would say that at this institution there is a lot of attention between 
whose jurisdiction is what (and who is responsible for what).  Not 
between the senate and the board but between the senate and the 
faculty association.   (Participant C1, University President) 
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The responsibility of faculty, and really accepting that responsibility, is 
fundamental to their institutional piece.  The collective agreements 
were not given the opportunity to transition with this piece, and a lot 
of things in co-management were going on, but they were not relative 
to their responsibilities and should not be in the collective agreement.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

Senior Ministry personnel felt that the leadership methods, and changes in 

leadership, might be required.  There was a feeling that some of the university-colleges 

had been preparing for the mandate and status change for some time, but some of them 

were about to be tested in the deep end of the pool.  

Certainly among the teaching universities: the University of the Fraser 
Valley had been working towards this objective [becoming a 
university] for the better part of almost 10 years. Vancouver Island 
University a little less so, but certainly picked up quickly and was able 
to deal with it. They also faced some significant challenges in the first 
round of bargaining under the new arrangements. That was very 
difficult, and extremely challenging. However, I think that they have 
overcome that; to their significant advantage now. Emily Carr, 
obviously very sophisticated, and able to make this change without 
any problem.  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official)  

5.5.3. Leadership of a University vs. Leadership of a College 

Some of the participants indicated that there was a difference between leading a 

college and leading a university, and gave some specific examples.  

So to give you an example, at the senate level where clearly I have 
stronger influence, I have to be more persuasive at the board than at 
the senate.  (Participant A1, University President) 

Again, one of the participants who was a senior ministry official felt that there was 

a substantial difference between leading a college and leading a university: 

Yes, I think so I think so because of the economy aspect of it, because 
of the delicate balance there around a natural person, and the fact that 
the ministry can’t really make the university do anything… because 
[with a college], the College and Institute Act and the with the 
Minister’s power there, the relationship is somewhat different.  
Because the Minister can tell them, “No, you cannot do that program.”   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 
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Some of the institutions felt that the government did very little to provide any kind 

of assistance in the running of the new institutions as universities, and they provided little 

in the way of resources or direction. 

And then with all this scope and spread of responsibilities, there is 
absolutely no response by the government in terms of recognizing 
that. In terms of the change of the job, and the job function, you could 
almost call it a progressive dismissal exercise… that’s a little bit of a 
joke, but it was a very, very fundamental change and no recognition of 
the increased responsibility, expectations, and the demand and all that 
sort of thing.   (Participant D1, University President) 

These interviewees reinforce Dennison’s (2006a) observation that “universities in 

[Canada] have enjoyed a remarkable measure of institutional freedom and 

independence” (p. 117).  Shanahan and Jones’ (2007) assertion that “community 

colleges are generally subject to greater government . . . control than universities” (p.2) 

also seems to be supported.  For Dennison (2006a) the implication is clear, to be 

successful new universities must “operate at a level of autonomy comparable to 

[existing] universities” (p. 118).  And there were some participants that felt that the new 

leadership roles were an improvement over what they had when they were university-

colleges.  Several of the new universities felt that the yoke had been lifted and that they 

were now freer to be proactive and move in the direction that they thought best for their 

institutions and for their communities. 

I believe, and from what I’ve heard from others in the University, it 
has just been a lifting of the tide of competence. Now I’m not certain if 
that is a result of becoming a university as much as it is a result of 
others becoming more diligent in terms of the skill sets that we’re 
looking for, and our ability to persuade our political masters about the 
kinds of individuals that would serve our university best.  
   (Participant C2, Board Chair)   

The board, when it became a university, that made its leadership, in 
my view, considerably more direct and more proactive.   
  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

Also, the senate came up time and again about the leadership roles that had to now be 

looked at in anther light from the boards’ point-of-view. 
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Senate made the decision about the admission criteria that the board 
felt was inconsistent with the direction that they would like to go. We 
got into a very interesting discussion because the Act is very clear, 
there is no ambiguity.  Senate has control over admissions 
requirements which in turn, though, would have affected our 
commitment to accessibility in the region. So that led to the very 
interesting discussion and frequent reference to the actual wording in 
the Act that has guided a lot of the conversation…. Some board 
members might look at this and say actually we lost some powers and 
responsibilities.   (Participant A1, University President) 

And, on the other side, there were many of the participants who felt that there 

was no change required when leading a university versus a leading a college.  When 

participants were asked if there was any difference there were many board members 

who stated that they perceived no change in leadership since becoming new 

universities:  

Certainly in our case I would say no. I think that has a lot to do with 
the fact that we have been functioning pretty much like a university.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

I didn’t think so because I honestly really did believe…that we really 
were a university in everything but name; but we were a teaching 
university, we were not research focused.   
  (Participant C3, Board Member)   

I think at this point no, in the sense of anything to do with 
governance.   (Participant E3, Board Member) 

It is curious to me, when the new universities became the new 
universities, our new mandates change almost nothing.  
   (Participant B1, University President) 

5.6. How the Boards Navigated the Major Theme of Strategy 

The major theme of strategy breaks down into 70 distinct themes, but which is 

made up of four key themes: (a) strategic top priorities (funding, union-management, 

growth, and access), (b) responsibility (primary responsibility, board responsibilities, 

faculty responsibilities), (c) planning approaches (mandate, academic plan, 

vision/mission, differentiation), and (d) new initiatives (responsibilities, process, master 

plan and education plan).  Refer to Tables 5.1 and 5.2 (again, for greater detail refer to 

the mind maps in Appendix G). 
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Forces for change have occurred in the political, economic and social 

environments that affect higher education (Kezar, 2009; Marshall, 2008).  With these 

changes, Hannagan (2006) found that the market required that trustees change how 

they “approached their roles, a change in organizational culture to take into account the 

new marketplace requirements, and the development of a strategy in order to compete 

successfully” (p. 327).  Hannagan (2006) found that 85% of those surveyed rated 

strategy as being the most important role of the governing body.  Certainly, all of the new 

universities had taken steps to ensure strategy was being generated and executed, but it 

is apparent from the interviews that the government, and the Ministry, had very little 

input, guidance, or, ultimately, impact on those strategies (neither in planning the 

strategies nor in implementing the strategies).  

5.6.1. The new universities’ Top Strategic Priorities 

The board members were asked questions along the line of what they thought 

would be critical, or a top priority… “What do you think are the top five issues that the 

university will face or need to address over the next 10 years?” 

5.6.1.1. Funding as a Top Strategic Priority 

For the board, the budget is probably the most important item that the 
board deals with on an annual basis and going forward, looking at the 
financial challenges that the University is looking at, is certainly an 
issue.   (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

I think that one of the things that is driving it so much in 
postsecondary right now is the fiscal situation we find ourselves in. I 
mean I looked at the faces on the board, that board this year, and it 
became abundantly clear to all of us that we are running in a really 
precarious situation in terms of our long-term sustainability financially.   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

One of the things that should be recognized, and I know you have not 
asked about finances, but the provincial government provided 
absolutely no funding for graduate programs whereas schools like the 
research universities received a certain FTE amount for a master 
student (I think it is somewhere around 14 grand) and our university 
receives zero.   (Participant D1, University President) 

I think that going forward one of the things that I think we recognize 
at the board level, and this is certainly something as board chair I 
endeavor to ensure that board members fully understand and 
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appreciate, is that we’re going to have significant challenges going 
forward.  I think clearly governments are facing budgetary demands 
that are not going to go away.  If anything there is going to be less 
money available in the future to support postsecondary education.   
  (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

Well, obviously, the financial question; funding is huge.   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

About 2 months ago I became aware of the fact when you total it all 
up we have 22 pending ideas for degrees. I said to the Deans “No.”  
Now they’re all on a moratorium except one, okay (because it has 
been already pretty far down the path)….what’s the cost?  How much 
money do we make or lose on these degrees?  So everything went into 
moratorium….  (Participant B1, University President)   

This is an example of the government taking the position that the universities are 

autonomous in terms of developing their academic programs and priorities, but they also 

have to figure out how to implement these programs and ideas within the envelope of 

the funding they get from the government.  So, the new universities can feel free to 

propose 22 new degrees, but the boards also have to figure out how they’d fund these 

programs with their existing overall funding.  It is noted that the revenues from tuition 

fees, and from donors, alumni, are used, but a significant portion of the new universities’ 

funding still comes from their government allocations, and they also are restricted in the 

amount they can raise student tuitions in any given period of time.  

And then, when asked to prioritize the issues that a new university will face, or 

need to address, over the next 10 years or so, all of the board members mentioned 

something to do with finance or funding. 

Well, the first one is obviously funding.   (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

Financial is the biggest one.   (Participant B3, Board Member) 

Funding will be a huge issue; I need to get at least equitable funding 
for my institution.   (Participant C1, University President) 

They said very clearly there will be no more money. So that has been 
a challenge for us.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

But in all of those years the way that the government has been 
treating us in the way of funding, has been on a 2-year college model.   
  (Participant E3, Board Member) 
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Funding. That would probably be numbers one, two, three, and four. 
And when I say funding I don’t mean just hammering at Victoria; but 
the financial model must indicate how we accomplish where we see 
ourselves being in 5 years.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Number two, and this is ongoing and has been as long as I have been 
on the board, the finances.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

And even though we are producing the fourth-largest, I think is the 
fourth-largest, number of graduates out of master programs in the 
province, here at this school, we still get no funding.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

So, this institution over the last 20 years has gone from 85% 
government funding to 43% government support. We lost four basis 
points this past year alone; we went from 47 to 43. We’re going to be 
down in the 30s soon. So the board has identified “What are the other 
revenue streams”? How are you going to generate other incomes?  
Especially when the government cuts off our tuition at 2%, which 
doesn’t cover anything close to inflation, and when they are actually 
cutting us and when they stopped funding us in 2007, right?... when 
we became a university.   (Participant D1, University President) 

The board is going to have to figure out how we deliver everything we 
want given that our government funding is cut back and we need to 
develop more external resources for support.   
  (Participant E3, Board Member) 

Even the former senior Ministry personnel who were involved in the re-

designation of the new universities recognized the problem of funding. 

I think that, I am not certain I would have said it at the time, but now 
I think we need to look at some new business models. The idea of, and 
we’ve seen the shift in the universities, …so there is a shift in 
leadership that is leading… that is reflecting the budgetary challenges 
that are coming from government and the accountability.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

The fact the government is absolutely categorically not interested in 
investing more money into postsecondary I think presents a long-term 
structural problem for us as a sector and I think that as long as all of 
the other constraints that exist in the system remain as they are: 
tuition, inability to use deferred revenue, those kinds of restrictions, 
the ability of the institution itself to respond becomes more and more 
difficult.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

He [the consultant] looked at the Plant report and he looked at some 
other factors in the question of why are we underfunded with respect 
to our peer institutions, and the interesting thing that he found, the 
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consultant found, after all these conversations with former Ministers, 
and MLA’s, and the people who were in the position of making the 
decisions since we became a university, prior to becoming a university, 
the government knew we needed a financial lift.   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

The amount of support that a significant number of students are 
appearing to need in order to succeed, is increasing and I think that is 
a pressure for us: that is, where there is no new way to fund that, and 
yet it is a significant draw on our time and resources.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Senior Ministry personnel noted that some of the new universities were at an 

additional distinct disadvantage because of their previous funding model. 

The other thing that they are disadvantaged with is that the 
university-colleges, when they were created, were given certain 
amounts of funding to bring them up, so they could become members 
of AUCC and all of that: [X] has had none of that.  
   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

The purview of funding was outside the mandate given to Plant (2007): “I was not 

asked to undertake a detailed analysis of funding needs or budget processes” (p. 89).  

The Campus 2020 report did make some recommendations with respect to funding the 

system, but they were limited to providing “institutions with the ability to set their own 

tuition rates” (Recommendation 48, p. 84), eliminating “all tuition for Adult Basic 

Education” (Recommendation 49; p. 85), and initiating a “comprehensive review of BC’s 

student financial assistance program” (Recommendation 50; pp. 88).  Plant’s closing line 

in the funding section of the Campus 2020 report states that: 

The absence of specific amounts should not detract from the 
fundamental imperative to ensure that the system has the funds—from 
public and private, provincial and federal sources—to do the work we 
ask of it.  (p. 90) 

5.6.1.2. Access as a Top Strategic Priority 

There was also a very deliberate move by the government to ensure access, and 

attention to the local demands, was met.  The government had considered a new Act 

that would spell out the mandate, and spell out items more clearly, but the Ministry 

officials suggested another route. 
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So one of the things that was on the table was whether or not each 
teaching university should have their own piece of legislation, like the 
Royal Roads [University] Act, and like the Thompson Rivers 
[University] Act. There were a number of fans around the table for 
that idea. I resisted fiercely because from my perspective, I felt that 
by putting in mandate in legislation and putting all these terms and 
conditions in legislation, what the original intention of these teaching 
universities was, which was to become relevant to the community and 
to provide access to people in the community and provide those kinds 
of programs, we would, and government, be creating unintended 
consequences which would in fact limit their ability to do precisely 
what we wanted them to do.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Two of the key drivers of PSE in Canada are access and funding, with an ever-

greater emphasis on student access (Kirby, 2011).  Access was one of the very highly 

placed strategic top priorities for the new universities as well, and many of boards 

realized it was very much intended to be an open door access policy. 

We have chosen to have one of our things that we go for very clearly 
is the concept of access: if you don’t have 90% and can’t get into 
Simon Fraser or UBC, we will take you. There is no embarrassment 
around taking students that have lower grades coming out of high 
school.  We, I think now, have changed the culture within the 
University and have flipped, and we are actually proud to be a 
University that opens its doors, increases an open place for the 
ordinary student.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Our commitment to access precludes the types of solutions [raising 
entry requirements] that many of the Universities would apply in that 
situation.   (Participant A1, University President) 

We're also what was commonly referred to as an open access 
university, which means we try to accommodate, we try to find a 
home for everyone, or as many people as possible that want to come 
to the university and give it a shot.  (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

After the development of a mission and mandate statement the Board 
developed the vision statement, together with associated statements; 
one of them, for example, is the commitment to access.   
  (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Okay so we are going to start blocking more students out because we 
are a university.  Well it goes back to the same question—what 
happens to those students? What are they going to be in the future if 
they don’t have an education? Where are they going to get it?   
  (Participant C3, Board Member) 
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It is an open access institution that has a responsibility to provide 
access to individuals who would not normally have access, but also has 
a responsibility to provide extremely high quality education.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

As author of Campus 2020, Geoff Plant (2007) did not necessarily have the 

same definition of “access” as many of the new universities have. His definition was 

much more pragmatic. 

And everyone thinks that there is an equal right of access for their kids 
to all those institutions.  I always tell the story about talking to parents 
of kids in my constituency that used to complain about the fact that 
UBC is getting harder and harder to get into.  Well I get that, and 
that’s a problem.  UBC is like one of the top ranked Universities in the 
world… so tell me, is your kid ranked in the top of the world?   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020)   

5.6.2. Labour Relations as a Key Theme for Strategy 

Labour-management relations were raised by many of the new university boards 

as a top of the list priority.  With respect to labour relations, the various university faculty 

associations run, basically, on a seniority basis, which could be seen as the antithesis of 

a collegial promotion system.  Many of the board members noted that if the new 

universities are to be innovative, then the strategy for   basic interactions with the faculty 

associations, and other unions must take a different turn.  

The third challenge, and I do not know about the big research 
universities, but for those colleges that went on to become 
universities, there are some significant transitional things that have to 
get addressed. In other words, there is a real mismatch between 
collective agreements and the role of the board and new universities.  
Whereas the University Act stipulates certain responsibilities to the 
board, there is still a collective agreement that says you cannot do 
that one.  In other words, harmonizing long-term employee relations 
and practices as described in the collective agreement… harmonizing 
that with the expectations of the new university, because there is all 
sorts of language with respect to layoffs and problems associated with 
how you change the program mix.   (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

Well, it is probably related, it is probably a different relationship with 
respect to our faculty association. I think it’s hard and some people 
have told me, and I can’t really test this yet, but to do something 
different—to be really innovative.   
  (Participant C1, University President) 
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In 1984, with amendments and legislative changes to the College and Institute 

Act, the government changed decision-making and management drastically in the 

colleges of BC: “The colleges no longer reflected collegiality; they were instead 

bureaucratic, sometimes autocratic, functioning along the lines of an industrial model, 

focusing upon growth, survival, and productivity, and served by workers and managers” 

(Levin, 1995b, p. 61) and this provides an atmosphere ripe for heavy unionization.   

By 1987 it was clear that 10 years after the enactment of the College and 

Provincial Institutes Act (1977) that “decision-making and management had changed 

dramatically in the colleges of B.C.… it shifted from administration of college operations 

through employee participation to direction-setting and control by an executive level of 

administrators” (Levin, 1995b, p. 60).  This has not yet been solved and the boards 

indicated that a showdown between the new senates of the new universities and the 

various faculty and staff associations (FSA) would happen.  Almost all faculty are 

unionized, but does the FSA seniority system take precedence over the new senate 

meritocracy system?  Many of the boards felt that the issue of union-management 

relations has become increasingly strategic as indicated below.   

On the labour relations front we constantly seem to be having 
contracts with the faculty association that get signed 2 months before 
they expire.  In my view that creates a labour relations environment 
that is not really conducive to “let’s all pull together on the same 
stage.”   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

The responsibility of faculty, and really accepting that responsibility, is 
fundamental to their institutional piece.  The collective agreements 
were not given the opportunity to transition with this piece, and a lot 
of things in co-management were going on, but they were not relative 
to their responsibilities and should not be in the collective agreement; 
of course the collective agreement is not a place to manage the 
institution. Many of these institutions had been going down that path 
by virtue of the College and Institute Act.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

I’ve been involved with companies where the labour side is always 
wondering and nattering—you get that culture of kind of nattering—
about the president and all the rest—and I think it would be very 
useful to develop a labour relations model that did not create those 
kinds inflammatory relations. I think we’re a long ways away from 
that, and the intent is maybe not a number one or two priority but it is 
on the list.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 
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For senior Ministry personnel labour relations were an issue that government 

was aware of, but that they did not want to tackle. 

You know, one of the things that I was not successful in moving the 
needle on, and I think it is so problematic, and is something that just 
seems to be difficult to deal with, is the fact that in those Universities 
we now have, which I think makes them “not” Universities, I hadn’t 
thought about it this way, is that seniority trumps merit.  So at UBC 
and SFU, at any University, seniority is not going to trump merit.  It is 
a meritocracy.   (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

At the time that we were putting together our material for cabinet I 
was lobbying fiercely to… while we’re opening the legislation anyway, 
to allow the teaching universities and BCIT to be able to do one of two 
things. Either create a separate table within PSEA [Public Service 
Employees Association] so they could bargain their issues separately, 
or come under the University bargaining model.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official)  

5.6.3. Key Person Responsible for Strategy 

With respect to who was responsible, who had the key responsibility for strategy 

for the new universities, there was near unanimity that is would be the president’s job to 

ensure a strategic plan was provided to the board: 

Well at this university, me probably [the president].   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

We expected the president to create a strategic plan with particular 
core goals, etc., etc.   (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

Operationally, I think the president and the vice presidents have to 
work out the details, but they have to do that, under the direction of 
the board and respond to board concerns.  
   (Participant B3, Board Member) 

Well, responsibility. I would like to say that it is all of us, but I have to 
be, I [the president] kind of have to take the lead on that 
responsibility.   (Participant C1, University President) 

So what the board has done is developed the vision statement and 
that’s the platform for the president to now command and create a 
strategic plan. The president reports regularly to the board on the 
progress of that plan. For example, we are having a board retreat in a 
couple of weeks and one of the days of that retreat will be on strategic 
planning—and that will be looking forward for 5 years.  
   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 
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So these comments would suggest that the function of strategy development lies 

in the president’s office and with his staff and the board has responsibility to approve.  

My next question also made contact with this issue. I asked, “Who has the responsibility 

for the strategy of the University?” 

It is the responsibility of the president to develop and the board to 
approve.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

The president.  The president, in consultation with the board and in 
consultation with the community. And by that I mean writing the 
strategy.   (Participant D1, University President) 

The administrative office has to produce a strategic plan.   
  (Participant E3, Board Member) 

The board does not do this, because management makes up the 
strategic plan.  They make up an ed. plan, and a staff plan and they 
forward it to the board.   (Participant A3, Board Member) 

The strategy?  Well, now the strategy is the responsibility of the 
president; the vision is the responsibility of the board.  So how the 
president takes that vision and puts traction to it sits in the president’s 
office. We build the president’s performance planning around it and his 
own performance annually, and how he performs with the strategy—
that is reviewed.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

It gave us the opportunity to come home and develop our vision 
statement, which we did on the board, along with some commitment 
statements.  And that is now the guiding document, along with the 
mission and mandate, and the president is taking these and 
developing the strategic plan.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Certainly, from the senior Ministry point-of-view the president has the 

responsibility for planning the strategy for the new universities. 

Now primary responsibility for leading that, what I would call a cold 
creative process, which would be ideal, difficult to do, but which would 
be ideal, I think the president has to do that.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Well ideally, I think that in theory, one would expect it is a 
combination of the board and the board chair; but in reality it is the 
president; the executive, and the board chair; of course the leadership 
quality of the CEO is critical.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

You must have a CEO who is able to lead in an appropriate 
way…somebody has to start pointing the way, raising questions, 
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setting up the processes for people to engage, and launching the 
appropriate vehicle to get people to talk about strategic plans where 
they sit, and I mean really, it’s the president who can drive that.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Senior Ministry personnel also appeared to have a lack of trust that the 

presidents would have any great amount of collaboration among themselves unless the 

provincial government mandated them to collaborate.  

I actually discovered that deans and lower beings than presidents, are 
better at collaborating, especially when they have challenges with 
budgets and opportunities.   (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

And there was some disappointment from the board level participants in how the 

strategic planning (the process) has been run. 

So the new president has taken the … version and he is trying to 
rework it rather than go back and re-create it because with this 
organization how many strategic plans have we had, had we been 
through, and we never do anything with them.   
  (Participant C3, Board Member) 

The concept that the president is responsible for strategy, as very thoroughly 

demonstrated by the boards’ comments above, indicates that the strategic approach of 

how the new universities navigated their way through their new mandates and new 

status was, for the most part, not a function of government, or of Acts, but the interaction 

of one person (the president) with the various internal and external stakeholders.   

I have demonstrated that Campus 2020 did not help in any strategic manner with 

the navigation through the change in status.  Not a single person who was interviewed, 

from any board, said that the Ministry, or the government, had any responsibility for the 

strategic plan.  It almost seems incredible that the strategy for the transition from 

university-college to new university had funding as the most important priority, and that 

the president had responsibility to somehow to either cope with, or fix, the very thing 

over which they have very little control. 
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5.7. How the Boards Navigated the Major Theme of Culture 

We can investigate the question of culture from a systems perspective rather 

than, say, from the perspective of demand (what the market or the state want) or supply 

(what academics do).  Systems are first and foremost a cultural engagement constituted 

by actor networks (including such groups as departments, disciplines, alumni 

associations, faculty senates, and the like) (Trotter, 2009).  The major theme of culture 

includes six key themes and 37 themes (as outlined in Tables 5.1 and 5.2).  The key 

themes are culture change, change management, managing culture, the culture of a 

university versus a college, faculty culture, and culture change. Within these key themes 

(super codes) there are themes (codes) which include steps to manage culture, no steps 

to manage culture, changes to culture because of university status, clash of new culture 

versus old culture, union aggression, collegiality, non-collegiality, community culture, and 

student culture.  

With this in mind we find that there was about an even split between the number 

of instances where the boards felt there was no difference between the culture of the 

institution as a college (or university-college) and when it became a new university.  

Again, the themes that emerged were about evenly split between boards that took steps 

to manage the change in culture, and those that did not.  Additionally, there was clear 

evidence indicating that there were two cultures (old faculty versus new faculty), with the 

split also is evidenced by the themes that arose and the comments that were made 

about collegiality versus non-collegiality of the cultures.  Finally, many of the boards had 

strong views on labour-management issues as they reflected on the culture of the new 

universities. 

Drawing from his case study research, Locke (2007) states that organizational 

culture is a “continually recreating and revising . . . phenomena” (p. 85).  Locke further 

observes that organizational cultures are not always uniform and any complex 

organization is made up of cultural forces whose “competing definitions of organizational 

reality may seek to frame and shape the debate(s)” (p. 88) relating to organizational 

culture and organizational change.  These statements are in line with what was found 

during the interviews at the new universities. 



 

152 

5.7.1. Culture Change 

When asked if there were any cultural changes that came about when the new 

universities were created the boards were of two minds.  In some instances, there were 

clear examples of cultural change, but on the other hand some perceived that there had 

been no change in culture just because there had been a change in status and mandate.  

The first few examples highlight the various instances where the boards felt that no 

change had occurred.  When asked: “Do you think it's changed in the 5 years since 

you've been a university; has the culture changed?  Obviously then you've probably 

seen the culture as a college, and as a university-college, would you describe the culture 

as being different now as a university?” 

Not appreciatively.  There are differences of course. There are 
differences.  I know these words can be a little trite but we have 
people that have worked at this institution back when this was college.  
They have tended to be with the institution for a long time and it 
would be appropriate to say we have not had the same turnover that 
maybe other universities and institutions have had.  It's quite common 
when we have recognition events that we recognize people that have 
been in here for 20-25 years or even 35 years of dedication to the 
university.  That has created a culture.   (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

Additionally, as stated by Barnsley and Sparks (2009) when looking at the culture 

of the new universities “organizational culture with regard to autonomy is markedly 

different at the universities governed by the University Act than it is at institutions 

governed by the College and Institute Act” (p. 150). Barnsley and Sparks claim that the 

role of organizational culture is so important that despite relatively similar bicameral 

governance structures set forth in both the University Act and the College and Institute 

Act “governance under the two structures is conducted in significantly different manners” 

(p. 149) and we clearly see that in the results of the interviews that I report here.  

For the first time since I came here I have heard people publicly 
saying that we never should have become a university. Of course 
that’s not true… It is because of nostalgia: because we can’t go back 
(number one); and, number two, we would still have financial 
problems even if we were college.  So, it would not have made any 
difference; it would not have changed anything. So I think the whole 
question concerning the transition from college to university this year 
is going to be demarcation.   (Participant B1, University President)  
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With change, of course, comes a certain amount of fear and anger, but 
the level of fear and anger that he brought into this organization was 
ridiculous. That is why we all hunkered down in our bunkers. Now, 
what is happening—I kind of compare it to like turtles coming out of 
the shells; people are poking their heads out having a look, but they 
are not ready to put their feet out and take a walk yet.   
  (Participant C3, Board Member) 

Generally people coming from the outside tend to be coming in from 
university backgrounds, from a big university, and they have that 
impact in that way.   (Participant A3, Board Member) 

Speaking about faculty members, both new faculty hires and existing faculty 

members, one participant indicated that there had been some fundamental change in 

the culture. 

They have a responsibility outlined in the Act for their role in senate 
and their role on the faculty councils.  That doesn’t exist in the College 
and Institute Act; so that is a fundamental change, and probably one 
of the most difficult cultural challenges in the transition of an 
institution like this.   (Participant D1, University President) 

And the culture is evolving; there is still a very strong focus on student 
success, a real values-based culture, which is an extremely important 
strength of this place, but it also evolved and is becoming a much 
more respectful culture.   (Participant D1, University President) 

“The current emergency has arisen not because universities are short of funds or 

straightened by competition, but because universities are finding it more and more 

difficult to explain what they do that is distinctive” (Considine, 2006, p. 256). That this 

scenario constitutes an emergency is evident in the reality that the university struggles in 

delineating its identity from that of “other proximate systems” (p. 256) as well as its 

uniqueness in “distinguishing certain kinds of knowledge from other types . . . [and, as a 

result,] . . . its capacity to mobilize a core value around which certain binary choices can 

be made” has been compromised (p. 256). 

The challenge for the modern university is therefore to maintain some 
distinction in relation to some value or binary that it owns and that other 
systems do not. As we shall see, this binary is also represented as a 
cultural distinction. In effect, a “state of emergency” arises through the 
loss of identity, the cultural distinction that creates boundaries between 
the university and other systems.  (p. 256)  
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The new universities are trying to determine what precisely their distinctive 

factors are with respect to their new mandates and new status.  There was concern 

voiced from senior Ministry personnel and Geoff Plant as author of Campus 2020 that 

some institutions would have a difficulty in recruiting and retaining new faculty because 

of the possibly misconstrued cultures, and that the cultures of the boards would be a 

work in progress for some time to come. 

So I think the culture, what my fear is… is partly because of some of 
the presidents at the time are not here now, really landed and went: 
“Oh, I thought I was coming to university, I am not, I’m out of here.”   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

That was a change for those people who might want to seek merit-
based, but what did I expect the culture to do? I guess I hoped… I 
hoped the culture would look at the opportunity to excel in being an 
excellent teaching institution and to really say “wow, this is our 
mandate and we can show those research universities how it’s done.”   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Should we only hire PhD’s now?  Before we were successful with 
people who had applied degrees and had worked for 20 years… but 
now we should only hire PhD’s? What?  You see, that’s exactly what 
shouldn’t have happened. [But] I am sure that it has.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

They were doing some strategic planning and we got into lots of 
interesting discussions about the culture, and how to guide the whole… 
teachers and of course, still meshing with the trades and the academic 
side… they were clashing sometimes with this: “I have just been hired 
as a Canada Research Chair in Sturgeons, and I come from McMaster, 
or wherever, and this is my culture.”   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Significantly it is because of the fact that [X] was a college and 
became a university, by will of the Premier.  They are a long long way 
away, culturally, from a board perspective, and all kinds of things in 
terms of being able to deliver on this mandate.  
   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Yes there is a movement up from the college to the university, but and 
I don’t think it is just about status and fundraising.  I do think it is 
about the ability to expand the range of offerings from a learning focus 
to provide the best possible undergraduate education.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020) 

You don’t want a busy board. You don’t want too many hands in the 
pie. But in their role as strategic oversight I think they have a potential 
role to play to help the senior administration, if only by asking good 
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questions. So, how’s it going? Or better questions than that, but 
basically by saying “how are we doing culture-wise?”  Do we have 
enough town halls to listen to our community and what it is saying?  
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Certainly in this culture, the president did not attend education council. 
So in this instance, and the culture of this individual institution... 
because that was a choice by the individual who was here and at other 
institutions that might not be the case, but that was a fundamental 
change.   (Participant D1, University President) 

5.7.1.1. Collective Agreements and the Union Question around Culture 

There were many concerns raised around the main theme of culture that dealt 

with questions concerning faculty and staff association union contracts where teaching 

jobs, promotions, and class allocation are based on seniority, versus teaching jobs, 

promotions, and class allocation that are based on senate meritocracy.  Most of the 

boards recognized what the Ministry had also been aware of, that there would have to 

be change initiated, but the government gave no indication or guidance on how the 

change around the unionized culture should be handled in the new universities. 

We still have the collective agreement that we have; so no there has 
not been a change.  Will there be a change?  There is a lot of dialogue 
going on at the senate, but a lot of things that have been in dialogue 
with the union were not… or rather they are the responsibility of 
senate, so questions of quality of the institution, which goes to the 
meritocracy questions; of quality of the faculty, which goes to be 
question of merit; those are senate responsibilities in the “what” of 
quality or the “what” of evaluation of strengths of the institution and 
so forth, they are senate responsibilities which faculties are intimately 
and fundamentally involved in, and should be involved in.  
   (Participant D1, University President) 

As author of Campus 2020 Geoff Plant was fully aware of the union-management 

issues that were to come out of the report and he expected the boards to be “bloody-

minded” about the issues. 

I think that this is particularly important, if you ask me what are 
boards going to have to do here… they’re going to have to be pretty 
bloody-minded because the first thing that is going to happen, out of 
the gate, is that the people who have spent 25 years being called 
instructors are going to want to become full professors and paid as 
such.  So I was completely, oh, alive to the reality that this translation 
was going to create an expectation management problem for the 
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institutions, but that’s fine… go manage that.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020)  

5.7.2. Culture and the Issue of Old Faculty versus New Faculty 

In a study on Canadian community colleges Owen (1995) noted that community 

colleges shared an originating culture based upon common values and beliefs which 

Levin (1989) identify as “democratization of opportunity, accessibility, adaptability, and 

comprehensiveness” (p. 41).  Owen (1995) points out that each institution is 

unmistakably unique as a result of variables, such as location, history, mergers with 

vocational schools, and “institutional dynamics” (p. 146), which shape their culture.  In 

BC the newly redefined Universities are not unlike this.  They all have unique factors that 

have shaped their histories and their cultures (as colleges).  What I found in the 

interviews was that many of the board members felt that the cultures were changing, and 

they were changing along the fault lines of old faculty versus new faculty, education 

councils versus senate, and of PhD versus non-PhD.  

Yes, yes it is changing. As we hire faculty to the University and not to 
the college we’re going to get different kinds of faculty.  I think the 
evolving relationship between the senate and the [faculty association] 
is a reflection of that.   (Participant C1, University President) 

And what I hear, I guess what you would normally expect from 
significant changes, is that there is a group that fears the future, there 
is a group that becomes protectionist around their own position and 
maybe there are people who are part of the faculty who do not have 
master or doctorate degrees and they worry... So we have a whole lot 
of stuff going on and it has been hugely troublesome transition, 
especially in the first 2 years for the reasons cited. I think the culture 
from my perspective reflected that and you get these different groups 
of things happening.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

With respect to cultural change Considine (2006) sees the issue of uncertainty 

concerning university missions and processes as a question of culture.  Universities in 

particular “are now under titanic pressure to reinvent themselves” (p. 264) in response to 

“environmental transformation” (p. 264) brought on by external forces such as 

massification and competition.  The new universities are feeling this pressure to reinvent 

themselves as well.  The simple version of this story is that the imperatives for change 

are essentially external and that the university system is being shocked by 
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environmental transformations (p. 255).  The primary challenge facing the new 

universities is not so much funding shortfalls or competition, but that they “are finding it 

more and more difficult to explain what they do that is distinctive” (p. 256).   

That’s right.  So it is not surprising that [X] finds itself in the situation, 
the situation that it is in now, because government knew when they 
made us a university that we were underfunded and that we would not 
really be able to offer, for example, the library services that a real 
university has; that we were spread really really thin in terms of some 
of our key functional areas. So it was, I think, a bit of a revelation to 
the board to realize that after all these years we are at a point now 
that we have to decide what it is we can be as a university and I think 
the fiscal realities are going to push us into some decision-making that 
will probably make us more of a boutique university.   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

Two of the new universities created new ad-hoc board sub-committees to 

specifically examine these cultural issues and play a role in interpreting the change in 

culture of their institutions. 

And it is a challenge because you can’t have a top-down measure of 
institutional culture because within an institution like that you have 
such diversity in the different Faculties.  
   (Participant D1, University President) 

When it blew up with the senate and the board under [X], when that 
thing blew up, I think the board did take action then because they 
established the Board-Senate Liaison Committee, or task force, to try 
and get things sorted out. They have had a retreat, a joint retreat 
between the senate and the board, where both of the parties were 
invited in.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

5.7.3. Culture and Collegiality Versus Non-Collegiality 

In shaping and changing organizational cultures, Schein (2003) proposes 

dialogue that enables genuine communication and learning through the development of 

shared conceptions that mitigate cultural rules that could be misunderstood.  Schein’s 

explanation of dialogue is: 

getting in touch with underlying assumptions (especially our own 
assumptions) that automatically determine when we choose to speak and 
what we choose to say.  Dialogue is focused more on the thinking 
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process and how our perceptions and cognitions are preformed by our 
past experiences. (p. 30) 

This genuine (or authentic) communication was thought to exist in many of the new 

universities.  Generally, the boards felt that there had been a lot of collegiality, and they 

also noted that there were changes that might be tipping towards the non-collegiality 

underlying assumptions. 

The best example, the issue of collegiality and participation, everyone 
enthusiastically embraces the notion that faculty should, and will, 
under the new structure, have greater control over the academic 
leadership of the institution; great that’s a given, everybody celebrates 
that.   (Participant A1, University President) 

Collegial; that is one of the best words I can come up with [when 
describing the current culture].   (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

I think that the other big issue is: how do you change as a university 
in a way that people feel they were consulted, that there is a process 
whereby voices can get heard. You know universities are not 
businesses; the whole consultative process and collaboration pieces: 
the senate and the board really have a pivotal role to play in all of 
that.   (Participant B1, University President) 

The non-collegiality that some boards felt was present was demonstrated along 

the lines of union-management; not necessarily along contract issues, but along the 

lines of us-them, in a non-collegial manner. 

There are things that have only started now, for example; doing things 
like arbitrations, which we never had before.  
   (Participant A3, Board Member) 

Now I know who’s in which culture and why. So there is a culture of 
what I will call the old union guys who like to believe they are running 
the University. Who, I’ll be really candid, are more about “me” than 
the “student.”  There aren’t very many of those people left on this 
campus but the ones that are left are some of the meanest snakes 
you’ll ever meet, nasty people.   (Participant B1, University President) 

So going through this change from a university-college to [X] 
University has been accompanied by changes in the president’s office 
which I feel have both magnified the level of angst within the 
University population…Do I think it is a positive culture right now?  No 
it is not. It is a relieved culture right now.   
  (Participant C3, Board Member) 
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There had been a movement to a… I’m not sure how to say this, and I 
wasn’t here, so it is a little bit of an interpretation of what I saw and 
what we went through when we had our strike and everything else, 
but there was a real need to move from a place where there had been 
a co-management by one labour group that needed to be changed.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

Both Schein (1993) and Owen (1995) perceive culture as a set of context-based 

interpretations about the organization and the individual’s place within that organization. 

For some of the new universities there was a very real clash between a union-dominated 

mentality and what some boards wanted with a more collegial or senate-dominated 

culture.  There was even apprehension about the union acceptance, or change, going 

into becoming new universities. 

That related to the Act, and it should never, ever be there (but it was, 
because there are a lot of things in the collective agreement and they 
countered what was in the Act).  And it was also a statement: “No you 
can’t have this,” “No you won’t get more of that.”  So that was a very 
dynamic part of their engagement in the transition. And it was 
visceral, it was very difficult.   (Participant D1, University President) 

I guess what I expected was pretty well what happened; everybody 
would grouse about the fact that they made us Universities, but they 
didn’t give us any more money, and we still have the same system, 
the union system.   (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

There are still some people on the faculty who still see themselves as a 
college and “this was our relationship with the president” and “this was 
our approach to, and our role, with respect to programs and program 
directions” and have not quite bought into the notion of senate and the 
new board of governors.  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

The next meeting the board will get a presentation from the [X] faculty 
association. That’s never happened before. So both the board and the 
faculty are both excited about a new dialogue with the board.  That is 
a way the board can stay more on top of the university culture and 
make sure we are prodding and asking the right questions—largely of 
the president.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

5.7.4. Culture: No Steps to Manage the Culture Change 

Universities in any given jurisdiction might generally have used the phrase 

“university culture” to signify the normative expectations relating to core practices, or 

‘how things are done around here’.  Examples of such core practices may include the 
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following: mission and mandate inclusive of broad-based degree programs, breadth and 

depth of study within educational programs, bicameral governance, tripartite faculty roles 

and responsibilities, peer review and quality assurance (Fleming, 2010).  The new 

universities “do not have all of these core practices” (p. 4).  Engaging with the new 

universities as a compilation of values, traditions, and processes integral to their pivotal 

role in society enables the university idea to retain its culture even as the institution 

adapts to changing times and contexts, but little of this engagement has happened.  

When questioned if there had been any board action to manage the culture at the 

university, from the board level, the majority of the responses echoed the following. 

No. Although I think the board was sort of stunned by the cultures 
they saw emerge. They had no idea.   
  (Participant B1, University President) 

Sometimes the answers were stunningly brief, as outlined in the following 

exchange: “Has there been any board action to manage the culture at the university? 

Has it been mentioned at a board meeting? Has there been a motion made to consider 

the culture at all?” 

No.   (Participant B3, Board Member) 

“Is that something that the board has to take action to manage or is that something 

that…?” 

No I do that, that is my job.   (Participant C1, University President)  

And as for the persons responsible for handling change, the following dialogue 

provides a theme that was seen repeatedly; the Boards felt that any change was the 

responsibility of the president. A question from the interviewer of “So it would be a role of 

the board, its responsibility to manage change?” prompts a response of: 

No. No, and I think that the president might see that more in his 
office.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Further highlighted by: 



 

161 

…So I think that board members more try and share their experience 
rather than influence things directly, and it becomes, I think, a healthy 
dialogue; but we are careful not to drive things, drive change in 
various ways.   (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Again, at a different new university, with respect to managing culture: As an interview 

question “And the last question; has the board taken specific action that you are aware 

of to manage the culture at the university? Does it manage itself? This is what we have 

to do? This is what we have to do to change?” Board members respond: 

No, as a board no.   (Participant E3, Board Member) 

And then later this was reconfirmed: “It does not come off at a meeting it would 

not be in your minutes if I looked for culture or how you manage the culture?” 

No, not how you manage the culture.   (Participant E3, Board Member) 

The board has as its sole input the CEO, the president, and that's it.   
  (Participant A3, Board Member) 

Senior Ministry personnel also thought that the board would (or should) have no 

role in changing the culture: 

No. I think that is the responsibility of the president.  That is a role for 
the president, I really think that is a role for the president; the culture 
of the institution is really driven by the president. I think the board 
should be observant of the culture and be aware of where there may 
be challenges…[but] I really do think that in any organization the CEO 
sets the tone around how the place operates and how the place is run 
and it is very important that it comes from the president.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

In the end, we see that the boards did not try to manage culture, or to control the 

change in the culture that they saw was happening.  They stated, for the most part, that 

if any managing of culture was to happen it was to be done by the president. It was clear 

that the boards were not going to get into the day-to-day operations that might affect any 

cultural change. 
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The powers of the board set out under statute as “the management, 

administration and control of the property, revenue, business and affairs of the university 

are vested in the board” (University Act [RSBC 1996], Part 6, s.27(1)). 

The University Act [RSBC 1996] provides the statute that defines the composition 

of all university boards as: 

The board of a university, other than the University of British Columbia, is 
composed of 15 members as follows: 

(a) the chancellor [elected by alumni]; 

(b) the president; 

(c) 2 faculty members elected by the faculty members; 

(d) 8 persons appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 2 of 
whom are to be appointed from among persons nominated by the alumni 
association; 

(e) 2 students elected from students who are members of an 
undergraduate student society or a graduate student society; 

(f) one person elected by and from the employees of the university who 
are not faculty members.   
  (Part 6, s. 19 (1)) 

The University Amendment Act (2008) provides the statute that defines the 

membership of the senate of a special purpose, teaching university (see Section 5.9, for 

how the senates in research universities differs from senates in the new universities).  

Note also that “the senate of a special purpose, teaching university must advise the 

board, and the board must seek advice from the senate, on the development of 

education policy…” (University Act [RSBC 1996], 2017, Part 7, s.35.2 (6)). 

5.8. How the Boards Navigated the Major Theme of 
Research 

The major theme of research breaks down into two key themes: the requirement 

for universities and their faculty to engage in research, and the focus of research 

(curiosity-driven versus applied or community-grounded, or action project-based).  The 

data from the participants concerning the major theme of research was broken down into 

the two key themes of university requirement and community.  The two key themes were 
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then found to include the five themes of applied, community focus, reluctance, no 

research (teaching) and insufficient funding. 

The Campus 2020 report discussed BC’s role in research, and Recommendation 

44 deals specifically dealt with research: “Increase and thereafter maintain direct 

investment in research and innovation in public post-secondary institutions sufficient to 

ensure BC is in the three highest spending provinces by 2010” (Plant, 2007, p. 81).  

It is not known if BC is currently in the top three, but this has had little impact on 

the new universities, since the University Amendment Act (2008) required them only to 

undertake research:  

(d) so far as and to the extent that its resources from time to time permit, 
undertake and maintain applied research and scholarly activities to 
support the programs of the special purpose, teaching university.  
  (University Act [RSBC 1996, 2017, Part 10, s.47.1 (d)) 

5.8.1. Research as a University Requirement 

The mandate of a university in BC extends beyond degree programming alone 

and clearly highlights research activity.  The culture surrounding research and 

scholarship is an integral part of the University and research functions as a major 

category of the culture in BC capital “R” research universities.  Barnsley and Sparks 

(2009) state that there is a demonstrable “link between autonomy and the mandate of a 

university to engage in research and not just teach . . . as research seems to be a core 

attribute . . . of a university” (p. 155).  They further state, and the University Act [RBSC 

1996] supports this, that there is “correlation in legislation in BC between an institution 

being given a legislated research function and its being given autonomy from 

government” (p. 155).  The participants in this study indicated that research is 

happening; but it is either community based (or applied) or it is carried out primarily by 

undergraduate students.  The following comments from participants show that some of 

the new universities felt that research of some sort was required if they were to be truly 

considered a university. 

The board is quite opinionated that it is needed [research]. And have 
faculty been doing it?  We haven’t. Well some probably have been 
doing it.  Once you get into that then of course you get into the rank 
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system and so there is a component of these new PhD’s that have 
been hired that are going to be, I think, trying to re-create [X] into the 
model of wherever they graduated from.   
  (Participant C3, Board Member)  

It is definitely happening.  The research that is carried on at a 
University such as UBC and Simon Fraser is much more focused in the 
sense that it is reflective of new areas.  Here, whether it is a 
community need or something, it is applied.   
  (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

Let’s stick to a wonderful program of having some really excellent 
teaching institutions with some applied research happening.  Ideally 
some applied research that was really dealing from their strengths and 
give some focus, given that it’s difficult to manage faculty members.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Prior to becoming universities, as Petch (1998) indicated, the tight control by the 

government ministry of the university-colleges was a result of their continued inclusion 

within the College and Institute Act and ongoing treatment by government as if they were 

colleges (Levin, 2003a).  There was no mandate for research in the objects of a college 

(under the College and Institute Act [RSBC 1996]) as discussed in Chapter 2, Section 

2.5.1.  A continued issue with their new mandate might be because of their institutional 

histories as university transfer institutions before they received a formal mandate for 

research when the colleges and university-colleges became universities under the 2008 

University Amendment Act (“so far as and to the extent that its resources from time to 

time permit,” University Act [RSBC 1996], 2017, Part 10, 47.1 (d)).  In reviewing degree 

quality at the university-colleges Petch (1998), stated that the institutions must “maintain 

the flexibility and freedom to carry out their comprehensive mandate” (“Executive 

Summary”, p. 2).  The actual research that is being carried out is best characterised with 

the following statements from interviewees.  

But what I do see faculty doing here is more what I would call applied 
research, where maybe they are working with the municipalities on 
their needs.   (Participant B1, University President) 

So there are some pockets of very good research, applied research, 
mostly applied research and I think we can grow that.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

So having said that, part of our connection with the community does 
involve partnerships with business organizations, and others, that can 
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involve research. They can involve contracts.  It’s all applied.  So it 
encourages student involvement, not just faculty involvement.   
  (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

The way it is being phrased now is that it is research to inform 
teaching—applied research; and really that’s all we can do is applied 
research.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

Dennison (1995b) implies that Universities, including those “which emphasize 

undergraduate teaching . . . maintain a research orientation” (p. 122).  Recognizing the 

inadequacy of the College and Institute Act in remaining “silent on this task for faculty” 

(Dennison, 2006a, p. 121), Dennison concurs with Levin (2003a) that within the 

university-colleges “research and scholarship became accepted and expected 

professional behaviours of faculty with formal workloads comprised of both” (p. 457).  

Petch (1998) adds to this in that even when the university-colleges lacked a formal 

legislated mandate for research, the “university colleges have a responsibility to promote 

scholarly activities among their faculty” (p. 4) “such activities are essential to 

maintaining, over the long term, good teaching at the post-secondary level” (pp. 6-7). 

This reinforces Macdonald’s (1962b) point on curiosity research versus 

community or applied research: 

The character of universities everywhere has changed during this 
century.  They have come to place increasing emphasis upon the 
quality and level of research and scholarly production… In other words, 
they have recognized that their duty to provide new knowledge and to 
explore the unknown is as important as their duty to propagate 
existing knowledge. (p. 54)  

5.8.2. Applied Research 

As explained in Chapter 2, the applied research designation is well used, but 

perhaps not as well understood because the Ministry has not identified it in any of the 

Acts.  Again, most of the new university board participants stated that applied, or 

community based, research was a positive trend, and to be encouraged as a step for the 

new universities to take.  The BC government has used the post-secondary education 

system as economic, scientific, regional, and social development tools (Fisher et al., 

2009; Shanahan & Jones, 2007).  Levin (1995a) described PSE in BC in light of the 
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College and Provincial Institutes Act (1977) as “underlining the pending transformation of 

B.C. Colleges from organizations established for local communities to institutional 

instruments of government political and economic agendas” (p. 60).  BC, and other 

provinces, legislated the community college system specifically to meet local and 

regional economic development needs and research was seen as fulfilling that mandate 

(Fisher et al., 2009; Skolnik, 2010).  Certainly this kind of economic applied research 

was one of the items that the senior ministry personnel thought would be appropriate for 

the new universities.  When questioned about applied research: “You mentioned, 

regional; would you expect Vancouver Island University would have aquatic kinds of 

things, or salmonids, or fish farming research?” 

Ideally, to me, it was an opportunity to me to think differently about 
what this mandate meant, and even what the relationship, and what 
they wanted to be doing to fulfill their teaching and modest applied 
research role. How is that going to happen? Because before they 
became, again, I am most familiar with Vancouver Island University, 
Malaspina had been a university-college… had a couple of, more than a 
couple of, Canada Research Chairs, but it was quite applied research.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

The other thing that I expected to occur was that they would begin to 
become more vocal about their role in research, often and commonly 
referred to as applied research.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Yes, I think I did. In a sense that I felt very strongly, and tried to 
communicate to the Minister, in particular, and to the institutions, that 
this was not something…this was not turning them into research 
universities and that we weren’t going to be funding a genomic 
capacity, an expensive genomic capacity, at the University of the 
Fraser Valley because they happen to hire a genomics person.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

When senior ministry personnel were questioned about what their expectations 

were as they got involved with the mandate and status change, they also thought that 

some kind of research mandate would manifest itself.  In answer to probing questions 

such as, “That actually leads me to another question; you mentioned, regional; would 

you expect Vancouver Island University would have aquatic kinds of things, or 

salmonids, or fish farming research?” 

…as the various teaching universities shape their mandate for their 
community and all of that, and although it wasn’t all that obvious in 
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the first couple of years, it is becoming much more so now.  A good 
example being the University of the Fraser Valley which is opening an 
agricultural study center in Chilliwack. There they are in the heart in 
the middle of the green belt for BC, other than the Okanagan, so that 
is an appropriate thing for them to do… VIU has implemented a 
number of new programs, particularly in the area of coastal and 
shellfish research.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

Like the deep bay shellfish research station located in… in that sound 
where 70% of all the oyster production in British Columbia occurs. I 
mean, these people are doing research kinds of things that are critical 
for coastal communities.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

As his comments illustrate, in spite of some serious reservations the author of 

Campus 2020 was in agreement with some limited kind of applied research in the newly 

designated universities.  

So I think that there is an argument that in some special cases you 
could make the case that a local institution, being really totally 
hardwired into the local economy, could, say… to pick the example 
that comes to mind because I think that it did arise, in Nanaimo, for 
example.  The economy of coastal Vancouver Island needs to figure 
out what it is going to do about fishing, about aquaculture; and maybe 
we can develop some expertise in that, and sufficient capital around 
that, so that we can go and presume to create a research chair in fish 
aquaculture or shellfish aquaculture. But please only do one or two of 
those.  This thoroughly Canadian aspiration that all postsecondary 
education institutions can all grow up and be midsized, or better, 
Universities is just dreaming in Technicolor. It was dreaming in 
Technicolor when I did the report. It is dreaming in Technicolor today. 
And yet there is no doubt, for example, BCIT could develop a kind of 
critical mass of expertise in a particular area where the scholars and 
the teachers could say: “why not see if we could do an undergraduate 
degree or a master degree or a master level applied degree,” or even 
in one or two cases applied doctoral degrees. My own sense of all that 
is, and I’m trying to be fair, sure do it occasionally.   
  (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020)   

5.8.3. Community-Based Research 

As noted by Kirby (2011) there has been a “growing emphasis on the 

marketability of knowledge and the commercialization of research” (p. 5).  Community, 

as a pseudonym, also fits into the applied mode, since the applied mode was never 

officially defined in the Act: 



 

168 

To also focus on the fact that they are teaching universities: so how do 
you bring in the president and the VP academic who want to hire the 
star researcher, capable of being a Canada Research Chair, and they 
want the start-up costs and the board has to go whoa, whoa, whoa.  
Let’s remember who we are and what our role is in the community, 
what our role as in the system.  Now did we articulate that well 
enough? I do not know; I would fear not.   
  (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

The directions would be community focused, regionally focused, 
research institute focused.  So, a term that would apply to both [all] 
would be engagement. The kind of research and scholarly work we 
would do would be about engagement with students; bringing research 
directly into the classroom and the classroom to research, and 
engagement in the kind of issues that are relevant to our communities, 
our community needs and our community development.   
  (Participant A1, University President) 

So having said that, part of our connection with the community does 
involve partnerships with business organizations, and others, that can 
involve research. They can involve contracts. It’s all applied. So it 
encourages student involvement, not just faculty involvement.   
  (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

There was, of course, much discussion from the boards about the reluctance to 

take on research, or to promote research too much. 

There was almost, when I arrived, I would say a reluctance to talk too 
much about research. I saw this at Thompson Rivers University as 
well. There was probably reality to the fears of many people that we 
were going to lose the support of government if we talk too much 
about research… There was all this fear about mandate creep. It was 
almost like this dirty little secret right?  That we were very proud of it 
but we shouldn’t tell anyone.  There were some new developments, 
but we had to be very cautious in the way that we framed the 
conversation.   (Participant A1, University President) 

As a university we are much, much more aware of the role of research 
and we are still trying to grapple with what research is for us.   
  (Participant E3, Board Member) 

But not all boards embraced research, whether community based or applied, with 

wholehearted enthusiasm: 

The board has been quite inert in regards to that because it has 
expressed no expectations, and it certainly hasn’t funded it, nor has it 
encouraged it… As a matter of fact, one of the things that the 
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president has done is, in fact, and it may be for internal purposes, has 
downplayed that a little bit in the sense that this is a teaching 
university.   (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

There are a few people who would like more support for research and 
publication, but the vast majority I think accept that we are a teaching 
University and so the focus and the money don’t go towards 
publication… They just let it happen. The board is taken virtually no 
involvement in research. I think more than virtually, they have taken 
no involvement in research.   (Participant B3, Board Member) 

So we had in the statements that [X] wrote about—commitments, 
visions, and that stuff, which were all signed off by the senate, and 
they must’ve had discussion around this.  It talks about pedagogy that 
is innovative and research driven.  I see no evidence of that… We say 
we’re innovative, we’re not. We say that pedagogy is going to be 
driven by research, it is not.   (Participant C1, University President) 

I smile because you will get a divergence of agreement on the board. 
For the most part external members are saying “rah! Let’s go!” and we 
need to be careful how we define research in the context of a teaching 
university. We are not a research institution.   
  (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

When I came to this place, as you very well describe it, we were 
having conversations in the closet.  Well, it is coming out of the closet 
now. It is much more open and we’re now having these conversations 
about, “yes research, of course research, it is a defining characteristic 
of universities” but what does it look like as a new university, at a 
teaching focused-University?   (Participant A1, University President) 

The fifth one for me and I’m not sure the rest of the board would see 
it, but I see it, it is this culture shift that is occurring inside the 
organization.  The culture shift is, in my mind, not necessarily a 
positive one because it’s focusing too much now on PhD’s in research 
and that is not what we’re here to do.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

…how does professional practice relate to research?  So for the 
perception of most of our faculty you can’t do all three [research, 
publish, teach], so if you don’t do all three, if you have someone who’s 
teaching, not doing research, suddenly there is an hmmmm. This 
creates an interesting dynamic within the faculty that we still have to 
understand but that is not something the board would necessarily 
know about.   (Participant E3, Board Member) 
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5.9. How the Boards Navigated the Major Theme of the 
Senate as a Key Element in the Structure and 
Processes of the New Universities 

The two key themes concerning the senate revolve around the roles of the 

senate and the actual organization of the senate. 

The publication “University Government in Canada: Report of a Commission,” 

commonly referred to as the Duff-Berdahl report (Duff & Berdahl, 1966), was strongly 

critical of the Canadian university governance approach and, specifically, the bicameral 

approach.  The Duff-Berdahl report found: 

the typical university board to be too homogeneous—a kind of self-
perpetuating exclusive club for male businessmen and lawyers—too 
secretive, too unrepresentative either of the community at large or the 
university community itself, too much under the control of a strong 
President and his senior offices, and too isolated from the university 
community it ostensibly governs. (as cited in Jago, 2009, p. 2) 

At the heart of Duff and Berdahl’s criticism was the bicameral system, the strict 

separation of the academic focus of the senate and the business focus of the board (as 

cited in Jago, 2009).  They did not believe that the fiscal and academic areas could be 

neatly separated and they recommended joint board/senate committees, including giving 

senates a greater role in budget setting and approval of capital plans (as cited in Jago, 

2009).  Despite criticisms, several of Duff and Berdahl’s other recommendations were 

subsequently enacted at many Canadian universities in the decades that followed the 

release of the report in 1966, and their influence cannot be ignored when studying the 

history of universities in Canada and in BC (as cited in Jago, 2009).   

The academic jurisdiction and advisory capacity to the boards of both 

educational councils and senates are similar in many respects.  However, several 

significant distinctions are notable.  The powers of an educational council are subject to 

“policy and directives” (College and Institute Act [RSBC 1996], Part 4, 24(2)) established 

by the Minister responsible for post-secondary education.  Such circumscription does not 

exist for university senates, and, in this respect, they have much greater autonomy than 

education councils. Further, within the University Act [RSBC 1996], university faculties, 
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such as the faculty of science or faculty of arts, etc. are accorded formal, self-governing 

status in relation to senate authority, and each faculty is guaranteed two seats on senate 

(s.35 (2) (g)).  

Within the College and Institute Act [RSBC 1996], educational faculties (as 

departments) are not accorded any jurisdictional status on an education council.   

An education council must have 20 voting members as follows: 

(a) 10 must be faculty members elected by the faculty members; 

(b) 4 must be students elected by the students; 

(c) 4 must be educational administrators appointed by the president; 

(d) 2 must be support staff elected by the support staff.   
 (Part 3, s.15 (1)) 

As noted, under the University Act [RSBC 1996] “The academic governance of 

the university is vested in the senate…” (Part 7, s.37 (1)).  This applies to all research 

universities and all of the new universities equally; the only difference being in how the 

membership of the senate is actually comprised. The senates at the research 

universities are very large because they have both student and faculty members from 

every faculty (elected members).  They are specified, under statute, to have university 

faculty members (and student members) out-number administrative numbers.  All 

universities (not including the new special purpose teaching universities) have a senate 

as mandated by law that requires: 

The senate of each university other than the University of British 
Columbia or a special purpose, teaching university is composed of the 
following: 
(a) the chancellor; 

(b) the president, who is the senate's chair; 

(c) the academic vice president or equivalent; 

(d) the deans of faculties; 

(e) the chief librarian; 

(f) the director of continuing education; 

(g) a number of faculty members equal to twice the number of senate 
Members provided in paragraphs (a) to (f) [emphasis added], to 
consist of 2 members of each faculty elected by the members of that 
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faculty, and the remainder elected by the faculty members in the 
manner that they, in joint meeting, determine; 

(h) a number of students, equal to the number of senate members 
provided in paragraphs (a) to (f) [emphasis added], elected from the 
students who are members of an undergraduate student society or a 
graduate student society, in a manner that ensures that at least one 
student from each faculty is elected; …. 
 (University Act [RSBC 1996], Part 7, s.35 (2))  

The senates at the new special purpose teaching universities have membership 

as outlined in the University Act [RSBC 1996] as follows: 

The senate of a special purpose, teaching university is composed of the 
following: 
(a) the chancellor; 

(b) the president, who is its chair; 

(c) the academic vice president or equivalent; 

(d) the deans of faculties; 

(e) the chief librarian; 

(f) the registrar; 

(g) two faculty members for each faculty, elected by faculty members of 
the faculty; 

(h) four students elected by the students; 

(I) one alumni member who is not a faculty member, appointed by the 
president on nomination by the alumni association; 

(j) two support staff elected by the support staff; 

(k) one nonvoting member of the senate, if appointed to the senate by the 
board to serve for one year.  
 (Part 7, s.35.2 (2)) 

One can clearly see that the administrative members of the new universities out-number 

the faculty members of the new universities.  We saw in Chapter 2 (Sections 2.4.6 and 

2.6) that the special purpose teaching universities were formulated on the creation of the 

Thompson River University senate. 

Royal Roads University has an “academic council” that is similar in makeup and 

mandate as the senates of the new universities in that administration members out-

numbers non-administration members (Royal Roads University Act [RSBC 1996]).   



 

173 

(1) Subject to subsection (4), the registrar, after consulting representative 
groups of professors, students and other employees of the university, 
must establish the size and composition of the academic council and 
the length of term that a member may serve on the academic council. 

(2) Subject to subsection (4), the academic council consists of persons 
elected in a manner specified by the registrar to represent professors, 
students and other employees of the university. 

(3) At least 1/2 of the members of the academic council, not counting 
members appointed under subsection (4), must be professors. 

(4) The president may appoint one or 2 additional members to the 
academic council and set the length of term they are to serve and, if 
an appointment is made under this subsection, the size and 
composition of the academic council change accordingly. 

(5) The role of the academic council is to consult, as described in section 
12, with the president and to exercise powers delegated to the 
academic council under section 12 (4).   
 (s.15) 

As noted previously, Thompson Rivers University had a “university council,” 

which was renamed as a “senate” under the University Amendment Act (2008; 

Explanatory Note 23).  One other item worth noting is that UBC has a “council of 

senates” (because of the Okanagan senate and the UBC senate)—again, made statute 

under the University Act ([RSBC 1996], Part 7, s.38.1 (1)). 

The establishment of the senate, and the changes to the structures of 

departments (that now had to become faculties of arts, science, and so forth) were major 

changes at almost all of the new universities, and the work is continuing. When 

questioned about the new senates along the line of: “And new roles, you mentioned the 

roles of senate, and they must give advice and the board must take advice on academic 

matters….” 

Well, even more so in that in academic matters the senate actually 
makes decisions that the board used to make. Just for simplicity; you 
have a group of policies that are the board policies and they have full 
authority, and you have a group of policies where the board must seek 
advice and the senate must give advice, and they are joint, if you will, 
in authority.  And then you have policies that are solely senate 
policies.  So there is a clear distinction, and that did not exist before.   
  (Participant D1, University President) 

And so the big change in governance is it is now bicameral which, 
essentially, how would you describe it?... and this is really a 
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generality… but academic matters and items of academic oversight—
program reviews, those kinds of things—fall to the senate.   
  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

So from the board’s perspective probably the biggest single change 
has been the release of academic responsibility and moving that over 
to the senate and the creation of a new senate.   
  (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Bill 34 – 2008, the University Amendment Act, specifies that the new senates be 

set up in a particular manner, that is, in the same manner as the senate at Thompson 

Rivers University, which was set up by the Thompson Rivers University Act of 2005.  We 

saw in Chapter 2 (Section 2.6) this was not an oversight; it was deliberate on the part of 

the BC government. 

Additionally, the University Act of 1996 also separates UBC from the other three 

research universities: SFU, UNBC and UVic.  The 1996 Act is very specific with respect 

to how many members there are on senate in the research universities, and the Act 

specifies the ratio of faculty to administration as well.  Again, as noted above, UBC has a 

slightly different form of senate: It is similar, but with adjustments made because of the 

Okanagan senate and Vancouver senate, which creates the “council of senates” of UBC, 

as set forth in the University Act (Part 7, s.38.1). The council of senates from the 

Vancouver senate and the Okanagan senate basically joins the two senates so that they 

perform, in the whole and in the end, as just one.  We will see below that the various 

boards felt that the creation of senates in the new universities was a major theme, and 

that despite all of the history behind senates in Canada, there were still many issues to 

be dealt with as the newly constituted boards navigated their way through this new 

labyrinth. 

My one concern about the University Act applies to this university is in 
relation to the composition of senate. I firmly believe that senate, as 
the new academic leadership body, as the academic governance body, 
should have a majority of faculty members on it. The structure of 
senate for UBC or SFU, and UVIC, are clearly set up that way, for 
example, and I am assuming it was a bit of an oversight.  
   (Participant A1, University President) 

Again, this was not an oversight, as outlined in Chapter 2, and it was no oversight when 

the senate membership was proposed in the new Act.  The senate at Thompson Rivers 
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University was originally called, in statute, a “university council.”  The Thompson Rivers 

University Act [SBC 2005], was subsequently amended by the University Amendment 

Act [Bill 34 – 2008] as follows: 

Section 1 is amended by repealing the definition of "university council" 
and substituting the following: 

"senate" means the university council continued as the senate under 
section 8; 

"university council" means the university council continued as the senate 
under section 8.   (Explanatory Note 24) 

So when participants in the study responded to questions such as “Based on 

your interpretation of the way the University is governed now, … what change do you 

feel is different between a college and a University from a governance point-of-view?” 

they have some confusion about what, specifically, the senate does and what, 

specifically the board is responsible for, and then, ultimately, how they overlap. 

Then you look at the powers of the senate of one of the new 
universities, as distinct from, say, Simon Fraser, UBC, that sort of 
thing, you’ll notice that there is much more of an overlap where the 
two bodies [the senate and the board] are required to consult with and 
advise one another.   (Participant A2, Board Chair)  

And the thing, the change in the legislation, they made the university 
president the chair of the senate, where we had always before elected 
a faculty member as chair of the education council. I preferred that.   
  (Participant C3, Board Member) 

BC colleges were created in a different historical context than universities and 

they were created with different objectives.  They are recent creations and they have a 

primary focus on career-based education linked to the labour market (Dennison, 1995a, 

1995b).  One feature of colleges was that they had “a policy of open access to adults 

who had not completed a high school diploma and who had been denied the opportunity 

to continue their education in the past” (Dennison & Schuetze, 2004, p. 17).  This was 

not the case with universities (Dennison & Schuetze, 2004).  Both universities and 

institutes had the mandate to service students from throughout the entire province, 

whereas colleges generally served their particular regions (Schuetze & Day, 2001).  

Another difference is that colleges are under direct government control and they do not 
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enjoy the freedom that the universities (with their senates) have. “This management 

model left the impression that colleges were extensions of government and not “real” 

post-secondary institutions like the universities” because they lacked senates (Dennison 

& Schuetze, 2004, p. 17).  When the new universities moved forward on their mandates 

one of the first things they had to do was not just to establish senates, but also to get 

them to work in a system and culture where they had not existed previously and the 

boards had to adjust their decision-making and adjust their approach given their new 

mandates. 

First of all, fundamentally, it is a bicameral governance system versus 
a unicameral, if you will, governance structure. The change in the 
makeup of the board, the change in the makeup of the senate… there 
was no senate, so that was a change and that is a very fundamental 
change. Also, there was a change in the faculty structures because 
there were no faculty councils. There are now faculty councils and, 
indeed, the faculty councils are part of the governance structure as 
well. All of those required by-law development and by-law changes 
and policy changes, etc.   (Participant D1, University President)  

I think that senate has many more committees that we do.  and so 
senate is also in the development stage.   (Participant A2, Board Chair) 

I think it was a university-college council or something like that, but it 
was not like the senate.  It did not have the legislative defined 
composition or mandate etc.  Now with the University Act there is a 
senate; it created a senate… this is how you get on the senate, this is 
the number of people that are on the senate, this is what the senate 
does, etc. etc.   (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

As a result of the membership detailed at the beginning of this section, we can 

see that a university faculty seems likely to function with considerably more autonomy as 

a distinct academic unit within a larger institution.  Arguably, such practice is in keeping 

with normative professional expectations and standards linking peers by disciplines and 

programs, regardless of institutional affiliation (Dennison, 2006a).  Boards of the new 

universities were discovering that they too had to deal with the expectations of new 

faculty and professions. 

Okay, well, the senate was a concern because the legislation states 
that there will be two faculty members and the dean from each 
faculty. These are capital F faculty as opposed to faculty members. 
What that meant was that unless you have an awful lot of faculties, 
you will have a minority of faculty members on the senate. So we end 
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up with a minority of faculty members on the senate.   
  (Participant B3, Board Member) 

We had four before and we created one new one to catch all the 
miscellaneous stuff.  But it has been a concern to the faculty that we 
do not have a majority on the senate because there is a strong belief 
here, amongst all the faculty that I know, that the faculty determines 
the academic excellence of the institute, but they are outweighed by 
administration.  Well, by a combination of admin and staff and 
students.  I mean faculty members assert that they should be the 
majority on the senate.   (Participant C3, Board Member) 

5.10. The Power of the President 

The presidents, in their new roles in the new universities, have a very different 

role compared to their old roles at the colleges and university-colleges.  In the old roles, 

in the university-colleges, the board or governors, and the education councils fell, under 

the College and Institute Act [RSBC 1996].  As such, as university-colleges, the 

president sat on the board but they did not vote; they did not necessarily sit on the 

education councils (but did appoint four administrators out of 20+ members).  “Each 

member of a board, except the president and chair of the education council, has one 

vote on the board” (Part 3, s.13). 

Under the University Act [RSBC 1996] (which now includes all universities) the 

new universities have a different structure entirely.  The presidents sit on the board as a 

voting member.  The president is chair of the senate (and the senate is, by law, 

deliberately administration heavy); the vice-president academic, all of the deans, the 

chief librarian, and the registrar, by virtue of the University Act ([RSBC 1996] s.35.2 (2) 

(a)-(f)), sit on the senate and they work for/report to the president.  Deans at the new 

universities have not necessarily been faculty, nor do they have the right to go back to 

being a faculty member (they are union excluded employees).  The president will not get 

a rank and will not go back to faculty (as is the practice at the research universities); the 

president is, and always will be, administration. 

In the interviews with the members of the boards (including chairs and other 

board members) and the senior personnel at AVED, all parties confirmed that the 

president had key responsibilities.  Repeatedly, when they were asked “who was 
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responsible" they indicated that the president is responsible for strategy (Section 5.6.3).  

Repeatedly they stated that the president is responsible for culture (Section 5.7.4).  We 

have just reviewed how important the presidents are to the senates (Section 5.9 and 

Chapter 2 Section 2.6).  Leadership is pretty much taken for granted; the president has 

the formal and legitimate leadership role of the new universities.  “There must be a 

president of the university, who is to be the chief executive officer and must generally 

supervise and direct the academic work of the university” (University Act [RSBC 1996], 

Part 11, s.59 (1)). 

Research is, arguably, steered by the president through allocation of funding and 

work load assignment (Sections 5.8.1 and 5.8.3).  Governance is up to the board, but, 

with the president having a vote, setting the agenda, leading the strategic process, 

guiding all of the new policies and, finally, having a major say in research, then surely 

governance is also firmly in the president's court.  It is the president, to a very large 

extent, that was the navigator.  The president is the key individual who decided how the 

university-colleges (and colleges) navigated the change from what they were into what 

they have (and will) become as new universities.   

5.11. All Universities under One Act 

When the BC government created the new universities, they did not write new 

Acts; they amended the existing Act (the University Amendment Act [Bill 34 – 2008]).  

There is now a single piece of legislation covering all universities (except TRU and 

RRU).  That assumes that one size shoe will fit all feet, but this assumption may not be 

valid.  As outlined in the interview with senior AVED personnel, lumping all the post-

secondary universities into the same piece of legislation voided the need to either write 

new legislation to cover the different types of PSE institutions or the need to make 

significant changes to the existing Act.  By just using the existing legislation the 

government avoided having to debate a whole new bill on the floor of the legislature.  As 

outlined in Chapter 5, Section 2.6, the government can also create new universities 

without a new Act (University Act [RSBC 1996], s.71 (3) (a)).  
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5.12. Summary 

The major themes of governance, leadership, strategy, culture, Campus 2020, 

research, and senate have been reviewed in detail in this chapter.  The interrelationship, 

and the dynamics of each part of the mosaic paints a picture of how the new universities 

navigated the changes required to move from their status as university-colleges (or 

colleges) to special purpose teaching universities.  The feelings and views of the board 

chairs, the presidents, long serving faculty-elected board members, and senior 

personnel from the Ministry of Advanced Education, as well as from the author of 

Campus 2020 tell the story as they see it.  I have tried to use their words and their 

comments, taken from 1013 different theme quotations (derived from 110,478 words on 

407 pages of transcripts), to provide an accurate picture of the process as they have 

experienced it or as they expected it to play out.  There was no over-riding one method 

that was used for any of the main themes that their story presented.  There was no one 

way for governance to be instituted or executed across the five new universities.  Nor 

was there one way, manner, or approach to the leadership of the newly mandated 

institutions.  Certainly, culture was a major theme in all of the new universities, but there 

was not any single method that was utilized to instil, control or otherwise create a new 

culture.  We saw again, in this chapter, the impact, or non-impact, of the Campus 2020 

report.  The senate, and how it interacted with governance (certainly from a structural 

viewpoint), leadership, and culture was also presented.  Along with research, the final 

major theme of this research, all of the aforementioned major themes were involved in 

determining and shaping how the new universities would re-invent themselves.  The 

changes, from university-college to new universities, was fluid, and continues, in 

important and significant measures, daily.  Chapter 6 will provide conclusions and 

recommendations based on the story from the viewpoints and paradigms of the boards, 

presidents, and senior ministry personnel involved.  I think that based on the candid and 

frank interviews with the personnel who were responsible for instigating the changes at 

the provincial level we have told a story that needed to be told.  This research was not 

intended to unearth best, or even correct, methods to handle a change as major as the 

new universities have undergone: nor was there any evidence presented that the new 

universities have not been navigating the required changes appropriately.  What we 

have done is examined an important milestone in post-secondary education in BC, and 
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we have tried to provide a historically accurate picture of the change process as the 

participants in this study experienced them. 
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Chapter 6.  
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1. Overview 

This final chapter summarizes the overall effects that the BC government, 

especially through the Plant (2007) report (Campus 2020), but also through various 

actions taken following that report, had on the transition of some post-secondary 

institutions from structure and mandates as university-colleges to universities, and how 

the boards of the newly designated universities navigated the change in their status and 

mandates.  The board chairs, the presidents, and long serving board members who 

participated in this study provided their insights, and their perceptions of what transpired 

after they were given their new mandates by the government.  The seven major themes 

of governance, leadership, strategy, culture, Campus 2020 (dealt with primarily in 

Chapter 4), research, and senate were discussed and analysed in Chapter 5.  In this 

chapter I reflect on what the future may hold for the post-secondary education matrix in 

British Columbia.  

6.2. The Impact of the Campus 2020 Process on the 
Transition from University-Colleges to Universities 

The Campus 2020 process, and the recommendations of the Campus 2020 

report, did not have major impacts on how the new universities navigated the change 

from university-colleges to universities.  As noted in Chapter 4, the Campus 2020 report 

was not meant to provide the boards with “Deloitte’s MBA course on culture change 

manual” (Participant G6, Author of Campus 2020).  The data presented in Chapter 5 

suggests that many of the people involved directly in the change did not feel that the 

Campus 2020 process drove, or shaped to any extent, the new universities.   

Although the BC government promoted and assisted with the change of status 

from university-colleges to universities (in a statute and legal sense), the government did 
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not control the change. The new universities were free to navigate their own ways 

through the required changes. Although the government did help with the change it did 

not directly control the change. The Campus 2020 report provided no guidelines, no 

processes, no structure and no funding.  To be fair, Plant (2007) stated, in the second 

paragraph of his executive summary, that, “my recommendations focus on broad 

principles, goals and strategies rather than providing a detailed blueprint for the sector” 

(p. 3).  The government did provide a command (direction or mandate), in the guise of 

revisions to the University Act [RSBC 1996], but gave little, if any, operational guidance 

on how to implement the mandates stated in the Act.  The university boards themselves 

did not follow any specific change management plan.  They did not hire change 

management consultants.  As demonstrated in Chapter 5 they did what many boards do 

and worked out the issues and themes one by one. The boards reviewed their 

governance structures, made changes to the leadership as required, took incremental 

steps in building their various independent strategies and took some minor steps to 

manage their organizational cultures.  The new universities did not hire new presidents 

(at least not because they became universities).  The board members did not change 

when they became new universities. 

Subject to subsection (4) of this section, the board of an institution that is 
designated under section 5 of the College and Institute Act, as the board 
is constituted immediately before the date on which the institution is 
designated as a special purpose, teaching university under section 71 (3) 
(a) of the University Act as enacted by this Act, continues [emphasis 
added] as the board of the special purpose, teaching university until the 
members of the board are elected and appointed as provided in the 
University Act.  
  (University Amendment Act, 2008, Explanatory Note 29(1)) 

As noted previously, I found that the new universities had to wrestle with 

establishing new senates, but this was also made somewhat easier (by statute) in that 

the existing education councils became the new senates (at least until new members 

were elected and added as prescribed in the University Act). 

Subject to subsection (4) of this section, the education council of an 
institution that is designated under section 5 of the College and Institute 
Act, as the education council is constituted immediately before the date 
on which the institution is designated as a special purpose, teaching 
university under section 71 (3) (a) of the University Act as enacted by this 
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Act, is the senate of the special purpose, teaching university until the 
members of the senate are elected and appointed as provided in the 
University Act.   
  (University Amendment Act, 2008, Explanatory Note 29(2)) 

The boards acted almost entirely from pragmatic positions and they stated that 

neither the overall content of Campus 2020, nor any set of organizational change 

theories, had much effect on their views or actions with respect to governance, 

leadership, strategy or culture.  The government had indicated that they would provide 

guidance, and policy measures to implement the new mandates, but the boards did not 

feel that they received much in the way of guidance. 

So the compromise that we came to, after great many iterations, was 
that I recommended to cabinet that rather than create all these new 
pieces of legislation that we direct the institution through policy; 
through policy measures around their mandate, and provide the kind 
of policy that would address the concerns of cabinet.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

As Plant (2007) stated in the last sentence of the executive summary of the 

Campus 2020 report, the government knew that they had to provide funding; “it 

recommends the provincial government commit the funds necessary to attain the 

ambitious targets contained within a new, long-term and comprehensive plan to provide 

access and pursue excellence within BC’s higher education system” (p. 5); but the 

government did not provide any significant new funding.  The government specifically 

stated that if the university-colleges were to become universities, then a condition of that 

change in status was that the government would not have to entertain any demands for 

funding, despite it being stated by the participants of this study as being the top (highest) 

strategic priority of every new university.  

So we came up with a one pager that included everything that you 
can’t do… which I walked around to each one of them [meaning board 
chairs or presidents] and made them sign in blood before they could 
become a University, and that’s how we managed the issue. So that 
template included that you will remain within PSEA, [Post-Secondary 
Employers' Association] you will limit the number of and range of the 
credentials you can offer, and the operating budget will not increase, 
capital funding will not increase, labor relations will not change, and no 
changes in executive compensation, etc. etc.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official). 
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An example of the freedom given to the new universities to navigate their own 

way through the change is demonstrated with the illustration of Kwantlen Polytechnic 

University where there was much discussion about the naming of the new polytechnic, 

and what the name might mean.   

What happened during the course of the change between Geoff Plant’s 
report, the government process, and the announcement; there was a 
whole bunch of back and forth that was about the Polytechnic 
mandate.  There was great disagreement from the board chair at the 
time.  We went back and forth and I brought this along [a file to our 
interview] because I was checking for myself about how many 
different times we went back and forth with Kwantlen about what the 
label should be.  It was significant.  There were a number of different 
iterations on what they wanted to be called, and none of them 
included the word Polytechnic.  But it was pretty clear from our 
instructions from the Premier that they were to be a Polytechnic; so 
they were.   (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official)   

Basically, in the end, the board of Kwantlen made the decision on its own 

initiative.  To a large degree this exemplifies that the government provided little in the 

way of specific direction on how to navigate the changes in mandate.  The board of 

Kwantlen was clearly given the mandate to be a polytechnic, but what did that name 

imply and how was the new university to attain it? 

What I advised them at the time was that there was some very 
deliberate decisions made about the vagueness of legislation and the 
fact that it was based on my direct advice to [X] and to cabinet, and 
they should embrace the ambiguity rather than seek further clarity 
from government, or what government might have meant by that title.   
  (Participant F5, Senior AVED Official) 

The impression that the government intended some deliberate level of ambiguity 

is reinforced in the following comment from Participant C2, a board chair. 

That’s right. There was no explanation, there was some surprise when 
the plaque was unveiled, so to speak, by Premier Campbell.  I think, it 
was slightly before my time so I am going by what others have said, it 
was a surprise. There was no explanation. When the president and l 
journeyed over to Victoria to ask the Minister, and her comments were 
very revealing; she opened by saying: “you know when we knew you 
were coming over here to meet with us I asked my staff to Google the 
word Polytechnic.”  So we did not laugh, we did not smile; we showed 
respect.  But we got our answer from that. The answer, of course, is 
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that the Ministry really did not have guidance for us.   
  (Participant C2, Board Chair) 

Clearly, through the University Act [RSBC 1996] the government spelled out the 

structure of the governance for the new universities and provided new mandates and 

goals, but then left the actual process of governance, and the leadership, strategy, and 

the management of organizational culture to be determined by the new universities on 

their own. 

Ultimately it is government’s responsibility to establish goals for the higher 
education sector...  It is the responsibility of educators and institution 
administrators to make decisions about how those goals can best be 
achieved.  (Plant, 2007, p. 14) 

6.3. Conclusions 

The analysis presented in this thesis does not endeavor to assess or measure 

the success of the various boards of the new universities with respect to how well they 

navigated the change from university-college (or college) to university. Certainly, the 

boards are in complete charge of the new universities, and they are responsible, and 

accountable, for either success or failure, to the government and to the community. 

On an iterative basis, the actions of the boards of the new universities reflected 

the major themes of governance, leadership, strategy and culture within their institutions. 

They did not follow any single process, but they did consider, and act on, each of the 

major themes described previously in this thesis. Taken together their actions have 

driven policies to affect governance, provided leadership to instigate and manage the 

changes to strategy, culture and research, and, in the end, they have helped their 

various institutions navigate the change from being identified as university-colleges to 

becoming new special purpose teaching universities.  

Geoff Plant saw the need to widen provincial access to university level 

undergraduate degree programs and the shift towards full university status was viewed 

as a step in that direction.  Access, as discussed in Section 2.7.1, is still an issue.  The 

cost of living, even close the lower mainland, is very expensive.  Living in Abbottsford 
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(University of the Fraser Valley), and in Nanaimo (Vancouver Island University), may be 

somewhat less expensive, but Capilano, Emily Carr and Kwantlen Polytechnic 

Universities are still very much situated in one of the most expensive places to live in 

Canada.   Having 5 new universities does not drop the tuition for students to gain greater 

access, and the new universities’ tuition is pretty much on par with UBC, SFU and UVic 

(Universities Canada, 2017).  The new universities were not mandated to create more 

spaces, nor to increase the number of degrees available.  As noted in Section 5.4.3, 

some of the new universities saw new degrees as a new requirement “…if you are going 

to be a University you need a lot of degrees and you’d better get going” (Participant C1, 

University President).  One of the new universities, however, put all new degrees on 

hold: “We have been quite purposeful and slow to develop our degrees…Now they’re all 

on a moratorium except one” (Participant B1, University President).  As outlined in 

Section 4.2, the new universities felt that the access to international students applying 

would be elevated because it was difficult for international students to determine what a 

university college actually was: 

almost the first thing that happened was a lobbying from what is now 
Vancouver Island University, …Kwantlen and Fraser Valley, and with 
the rationale that they were having trouble attracting students 
internationally because no one knew what a university-college 
was. (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official) 

Clearly, Plant (2007) was concerned that these new institutions would begin to 

assume the university role including the degree programs normally associated with 

large, research universities, and would begin to develop extensive research programs, 

and eventually offer graduate degrees, perhaps to the level of the doctorate.  The 

government of the day believed that it could control mandate creep (seen by most as 

degree creep) through the lever of funding, leaving it to the universities to decide for 

themselves about their priorities given a limited funding envelope.  As noted in Section 

4.3 the Author of Campus 2020 noted that there should be an attempt “to impose 

enough structure on the system that there would be a measure of discipline that would 

control mandate creep; that would control irresponsible mandate creep” (Participant G6).  

From Section 4.7.6 we see that one of the Participants felt that: 

it was not really necessary to continue what some would have seen as 
a proliferation of degrees, a creep up.  And so I think what he [Plant] 
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was trying to do was to establish where the system was, but still 
control the creep. Even in his recommendations for the new 
universities… to control the creep.  
  (Participant A1, University President)  

Certainly, the control that the government had, and still has, is that the funding 

for any new programs or degrees had to come from the new universities’ existing budget 

and we see from Section 5.6.1.1 that “the government is absolutely, categorically, not 

interested in investing more money into postsecondary” (Participant F5, Senior AVED 

Official).   

We may see, following the new election in BC (May 2017), that there will be 

more emphasis on PSE, specifically now we see that Bill M 222, University 

Amendment Act, 2017, that just passed first reading in the fortieth session (that was 

dissolved in April of 2017), is intended to change the Senates of the new universities 

to match the senates at SFU and UVic.  Governments do change, and they do have 

different priorities, and we might see a Green Party that can move the government of 

the day towards additional funding or other agenda items.  If a new Campus 2020-like 

study is directed by a new government we might well see major changes come about 

in a highly revised University Act.  Indeed, a new totally-revised University Act (not just 

an amendment) might point PSE in new directions.  Plant’s (2007) Campus 2020 

process, and report, should not be completely written off.  It did precipitate the 

restructuring of the university colleges, and it did redraw the characteristics of PSE in 

BC.  Perhaps a stronger AVED Minister, or other person in a highly placed 

government position, will make revisions to the PSE landscape that Plant (2007) had 

wanted, including having BC “consistently be one of the three highest spending 

provinces in terms of provincial support for basic and applied research” (p. 15).  If the 

government had created the Higher Education Presidents’ Council (Plant’s third 

recommendation), or the Higher Education Board (Plant’s fourth recommendation), or 

if a new government decides to create similar bodies in the future, I feel that changes 

would be much more universal and much larger in scale. 

Section 5.6.2 outlined how labour relations would continue to be a key theme 

in future years and it would be a difficult problem:  



 

188 

Whereas the University Act stipulates certain responsibilities to the 
board, there is still a collective agreement that says you cannot do 
that one. In other words, harmonizing long-term employee relations 
and practices as described in the collective agreement… harmonizing 
that with the expectations of the new university.  
  (Participant B2, Board Chair) 

Several board members indicated that when the new universities go to the job market 

today they will want candidates with PhD credentials.  The new hires will need to 

perform some research if they are to stay in the game in their fields, especially in the 

sciences and social sciences; they may well be driven by a careerist path which 

demands a stronger role for research in the future for the new universities and not just 

some kind of “hobby” research (“so far as and to the extent that its resources from time 

to time permit”, (University Act [RSBC 1996], 2017, Part 10, 47.1 (d)).  It is early days yet 

and, being somewhat speculative, we can see where problems, as echoed by several 

board members in this study (see Section 5.6.2), may grow to become a major issue in 

the new universities:  

On the labour relations front we constantly seem to be having 
contracts with the faculty association that get signed 2 months before 
they expire.  In my view that creates a labour relations environment 
that is not really conducive.  (Participant C2, Board Chair)  

AVED was concerned about this issue at the new universities “it makes them not 

Universities…seniority trumps merit.  So at UBC and SFU, at any University, seniority is 

not going to trump merit.  It is a meritocracy” (Participant F4, Senior AVED Official).  This 

situation will most likely continue to affect the new universities in a problematic manner. 

If we could look at the identity of the new universities I believe we would see a 

sense of accomplishment, but also a sense of new-found freedom.  From Section 2.8 we 

see that “academic freedom and individual autonomy, gives faculty substantial discretion 

to support or undermine cultural shifts” (Agnew & VanBalkom, 2009, p. 455).  Also, seen 

in Section 5.8, Petch (1998) felt that the university colleges would need “the flexibility 

and freedom to carry out their comprehensive mandate” (“Executive Summary”, p. 2).  

This is doubly so now that their mandates have been elevated, more fully, towards a 

more comprehensive university status.  I felt that the new universities had a great deal of 

pride in their new status, their new identity (as demonstrated in Section 5.5.3) and so did 
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some of the new universities “I believe, and from what I’ve heard from others in the 

University, it has just been a lifting of the tide of competence” (Participant C2, Board 

Chair). 

Section 5.10 of Chapter 5 indicates that the presidents of the new universities 

were extremely influential in the process of navigating from designation as colleges and 

university-colleges to new special purpose teaching universities. Several times the 

presidents referred to themselves as CEOs, and so did some Board Chairs.  The chief 

executive officer quite often is charged with the sole responsibility to make an 

organization succeed in the market.  Their legally mandated roles on the board and on 

the senate, as well as their responsibilities for strategy and culture as designated by the 

boards, puts the onus on those positions for navigating successfully into the future with 

the new universities. 

6.4. Recommendations for Further Study 

The results of this study indicate several opportunities for further study and 

research into the new BC universities.  It would be interesting to carry out historical 

research using only one of the re-branded institutions as an example, say the University 

of the Fraser Valley, comparing the range of degrees and programs offered by the 

university-college (pre-Campus 2020) to the degrees and programs offered by the 

University of the Fraser Valley today.  As outlined in Chapter 5 Section 5.3 (and 

Appendix F), there was very little change to either the vision or mission statements in 

any of the new universities, but examining each and every strategy year-by-year would 

also be interesting.  

Other research that would add to the mosaic of literature and research on post-

secondary education in B.C would be a study looking at the possible shift towards 

greater diversity with increased access, or towards replication of the major research 

universities at local regions (at Vancouver Island University, for example). I have 

explored, in this thesis, many of the Acts passed by various BC governments, and it 

would perhaps be interesting to do a longitudinal study on each and every Act to trace 

the progress and change in the post-secondary education spectrum in B.C as reflected 
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in statutes.  An add-on to this kind of study would be to consider whether a completely 

new Act (versus a University Amendment Act) for the new universities would have been 

beneficial (similar in nature to the Royal Roads University Act or the Thompson Rivers 

University Act).  Clearly, the senior ministry official who was interviewed for this research 

was very influential in the decision to stick with a single University Amendment Act 

(which, in effect, put all universities, including UBC, SFU and UVic, into the single Act we 

have today in BC).  

The interviews displayed in this thesis reveal some subtle drivers around the 

ways in which the new universities see themselves defining and developing their 

mandates.  It would be an interesting study to see if, as the original college and 

university-college faculty retire, as many now have, the newly appointed faculty are 

expected to have higher credentials, and to explore if the new appointees will come from 

traditional research university graduate programs and schools and expect to replicate 

those structures in their new locales.  Whether faculty in the new universities can 

maintain credibility in their fields unless they engage in research and publish in their 

disciplines could be another area to explore in future research.  It would be interesting to 

see if the research programs currently underway in the new universities’ push them 

towards the further development and expansion of research programs, and a wider 

range of graduate studies. It would also be of possible interest to discover whether 

research output by faculty becomes a major driver in their policies around promotion, 

renewal, salary advance, or tenure, especially given the expectation that the new 

universities would continue the emphasis on teaching that was claimed by the university-

colleges and by the colleges. 

Research activities are now seen by some as an important source of funding for 

research universities.  Whether research activities have yet become important aspects of 

the funding of the new universities is a question.  I did not ask this in the research 

interviews reported here because it certainly did not appear to be on Plant’s (2007) 

radar.  It is certainly the case that the old distinction between curiosity-driven versus 

applied research may be disappearing.  Projects that start out as ‘curiosity driven’ may 

have a way of leading to important new products and patents and it would be interesting 

to see if research universities seek to derive significant income from patents on 

intellectual property.  Further, many universities now have business or industry 



 

191 

incubators linking them to businesses and industries both for research and development 

and for the placement of students in co-operative academic programs.  It could be 

interesting to study the working lives of new faculty as they figure out where the priorities 

lie between research and teaching in terms promotion, tenure, and renewal.   

Another area of future study might be around the topic of culture and any 

tensions that might be found between the composite vocational/technical (such as BCIT 

(a polytechnic institute) and academic areas of the university programs such as 

Kwantlen Polytechnic University. A study of this type could examine the former 

university-colleges (which were derived from the former community and regional 

colleges) which had, and still have, strong vocational/technical and applied programs 

(consider practical nursing, or nursing, for example, or culinary arts, recreation and 

sports, etc.) in order to see how these different curricular emphases fit comfortably in a 

common organizational culture. A study could look at Canada to see if a shortage in 

skilled technical labour might result from the ‘regional universities’ becoming more and 

more academic and focused on degree programs.  This kind of study could examine the 

interactive effect as some of the former trade certificate and professional programs are 

moving to raise their entry requirements and extend the length of time required for 

completion, all somewhat driven by the desire to be more and more like a ‘real’ or proper 

university. changes in the requirements for degrees in education, health sciences, 

nursing and even licenced practical nursing are examples.  

6.5. Limitations of this Study 

A factor which might be a limitation in this study is the sample of convenience, in 

dealing with the selected institutions and the sample of board members based on the 

categories that were chosen as outlined in Chapter 1 (Section 1.7.2).  I did not talk with 

student board members or with representatives of student governments (student 

unions).  The time and resources, plus the difficulty in setting up interviews with very 

busy people were factors. The longitudinal timeframe (several years after the University 

Amendment Act of 2008 was passed) also does not make the pool of students readily 

available.  
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6.6. Concluding Comments 

Clearly, there was pressure on the government from the grass roots of various 

communities to rebrand the university-colleges into universities (the community meetings 

described in Section 4.4.3 is a good example of such pressure).  The board members 

indicated that they felt that the new universities could appeal to markets and students 

that are not as open to colleges and institutes (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.3).  Ryerson in 

Ontario was a long-established institute but is now rebranded as Ryerson University. 

Mount Royal College in Alberta and the University of Ontario Institute of Technology 

(formerly Durham College) are other examples of this pressure for upward designation.  

The existing body of literature could be augmented with more studies carried out 

to truly understand the role of university boards.  Porter “held that participation on 

university boards by corporate directors is largely honorific-that the role of corporate 

directors was limited to extracting money from other members of the corporate elite, 

although their participation on university boards also bolstered upper-class solidarity” (as 

cited in Carroll & Beaton, 2000, p. 75).  This is not the case for the five new special 

purpose teaching universities in BC. However, it is reasonable to question whether a 

“one size [and type] of Board, as prescribed in the current legislation, fits all the 

institutions covered under the common umbrella of the university designation” (p. 91). In 

summing up I would like to echo a statement that Geoff Plant (2007) emphasized: “we 

have the power to make change on a global scale, to solve the problems we are facing 

today… All we need is the optimism to realize it” (p. 91). 
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Appendix B.  
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Appendix C.  
 
Important Events in the BC PSE Landscape 1960-2014 

1960-1969 

1960  Sperrin Chant report/Royal Commission on Education (Chant et al., 1960) 
which was mainly concerned with elementary and secondary, but 
recommended expansion of Grade 13 to more school and the foundation for 
colleges in BC. 

1962  Release of the Macdonald Report. In 1958, the Public Schools Act was 
amended to allow school boards to establish 2-year colleges: Colleges must be 
affiliated with UBC, students would be able to transfer to third year of a 
university degree; no school board acted upon this amendment, but Kelowna 
school board did conduct a feasibility study on formation of a college in the 
Okanagan (Gaber, D., 2002, The B.C. transfer system: A brief history).  But 
some schools did offer Grade 13 and got students transferred to UBC into 
second year. 

1963  Amendment to the Public Schools Act allowing school boards to establish 
colleges. 

  University of Victoria (formerly Victoria College) becomes a full university and is 
given degree-granting status (Macdonald had recommended a 4-year college).

  Creation of the academic board of Higher Education of BC through amendment 
to the Universities Act. 

1964  BCIT opens (at same site at the BC Vocational School).  

1965  Simon Fraser University (SFU) opens as a full university (Macdonald had 
recommended a 4-year college).  “In 1963, British Columbia’s University Act 
created SFU and prescribed its governance system, which is composed of a 
chancellor, a convocation, a board, a senate, and faculties.  The board of 
governors and the senate are the principal governing bodies, with the 
University Act defining the scope and limits of each one’s authority, 
membership, and responsibilities.  Amendments to the University Act have not 
significantly altered either the structure or roles of these bodies. The University 
Act also grants SFU the authority to award its various degrees.” Institutional 
Accountability Plan and Report 2013/14 – 2015/16 
http://www.aved.gov.bc.ca/framework /docs /SFU.pdf 

  Vancouver City College becomes first autonomous community college 

  The first of nine more community colleges from across BC based on local 
support through plebiscites (1965-1975) (Selkirk, Okanagan, Capilano, College 
of New Caledonia, Malaspina, Douglas, Cariboo, Camosun and Fraser Valley) 
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1960-1969 

1969  Neil Perry report on the Advisory Committee on Inter-University Relations 
which recommended a new intermediary body to replace existing boards and 
councils. 

 

1970-1979 

1970  Regional and District Colleges Association of BC (RDCABC) changes name to 
the British Columbia Association of Colleges (BCAC) 

1971  Meld of the regional colleges and the provincial vocational institutes  

1973  Province begins funding 100% of college capital expenditures (vs. school 
boards or regional governments). 

1974  The Hazel L’Estrange Task Force “Towards the Learning Community: Working 
paper on the Community College in B.C.” which led to government establishing 
four more colleges to serve rural area and colleges obtaining independent 
corporate status. 

  Report of the Task Force on the Community College in British Columbia. 

  The Walter Young Report of the University Governance Committee which led to 
the creation of the Universities Council and changes to university boards and 
senates. 

  The Ian McTaggart-Cowan Royal Commission on Post-Secondary Education in 
the Kootenay Region which recommended a new institute, with components 
including Selkirk College and a 4-year college to replace Notre Dame University 
of Nelson.   

  The academic board is dissolved.  An amendment to the Universities Act (1974) 
establishes a universities council to advise the government and act as an 
intermediary between the government and provincial universities, and among 
the universities themselves. 

1975  Four new institutions established by government in areas not yet served by 
colleges (Northern Lights, Northwest, East Kootenay, and North Island) as a 
result of the Task Force Report. 

1976  Leonard Marsh Report of the Survey Committee on Community Colleges in the 
Lower Mainland which concluded that vocational education should be equal to 
other programs, that adult and adult education needed more study and that 
Lower Mainland colleges should not be restricted by school district boundaries. 
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1970-1979 

  The Ron Faris Report of the Committee on Continuing Education and 
Community Education in BC that recommended adoption of the lifelong learning 
concept and that a provincial open college be established. 

1977  Bill 82—Passage of the College and Provincial Institutes Act: Five new 
provincial institutes created as a result of the Act: Three intermediary councils 
created as a result of the Act: The Academic Council (which took over the 
function and role of the academic board), the occupational training council, and 
the management advisory council.  Province begins funding 100% of college 
and institute operating expenditures as a result “community” is deleted from 
community colleges and they become, simply, colleges. 

  The Winegard Commission (from the academic area; education ministry) and 
the Goard Commission (from the vocational area; ministry of labour) provides 
input into changes in the College and Provincial Institute Act. 

  Colleges and Provincial and Institute Act:  Creation of five provincial institutes 
besides BCIT (Justice Institute, Open Learning Institute, Emil Carr College of 
Art, Pacific Vocational Institute, and Pacific Marine Training Institute). 

1978  The College and Provincial Institutes Act regulates post-secondary institutions, 
apart from the province’s three universities.  Under the Act, three councils 
(modelled on the Universities Council) are created:  The Academic Council, the 
Occupational Training Council, and the Management Advisory Council. 

 

1980-1989 

1981  Ministry of Universities, Science and Communications. 

  Kwantlen College formed as separate from Douglas College. 

1982  Bill van der Zalm of the provincial Social Credit Party (lead by Premier W.R. 
Bennett) is appointed Minister of Education and is responsible for 
implementing the restraint measure in the education sector. 

1983  Development of 1982 to 1987 “Integrated Five-Year Planning” document 
through system and Ministry cooperation. 

  College and Institute Amendment Act abolishes three intermediary councils 
and gives minister authority to appoint all board members, thus removing 
elected school board representatives from the boards. 

  Nicola Valley Institute of Technology created in Merritt (primarily for First 
Nations students) 
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1985  Bill 58—Open University Act is passed for the continued development of 
distance education and open learning methods.  This replaces the Open 
Learning Institute and Knowledge Network of BC.  It brings them together in a 
coordinating role. 

  Chapter 63—An Act to Amend the Trinity Western College Act—Allows 
degrees and becomes Trinity Western University. 

1986  Development of 1986 to 1991 “Integrated Five-Year Planning” document. 

  Social Credit Party is elected into power in BC with a new premier.  There was 
a sense or a need to demonstrate a positive direction in an improving 
economic environment. 

  Ministry of Continuing Education and Job Training. 

  The college and university sectors were brought together in a single ministry, 
Continuing Education and Job Training (and this name was soon changed to 
Advanced Educational and Job Training; and then to Advanced Education, 
Training and Technology. 

1988  Grant Fisher Access to Advanced Education and Job Training in British 
Columbia (Access for All) report, resulting in significant expansion of access to 
post-secondary opportunities—Establishes university-colleges (regional 
colleges). Access to advanced education and job training in British Columbia—
Creates 15,000 new places in degree programs.  Lays ground work for the 
University of Northern British Columbia.  Advanced Education Council of B.C. 
(AECBC) formed.  Merger of B.C. Association of Colleges and the Council of 
Presidents (no university presence). 

  Ministry of Advanced Education and Job Training (without K-12). 

  The Open Learning Agency is formed through legislation by combining the 
Open Learning Institute and the Knowledge Network.  The new agency 
includes the open university and open college and provides a credit bank 
function for students. 

1989  Creation of the British Columbia Council on Admissions and Transfer (BCCAT) 
as a result of the Access for All report. 

  Ministry of Advanced Education Training and Technology. 

  Three university-colleges created (as a result of the Access for All report)—
Malaspina, Cariboo, and Okanagan. 

 



 

218 

1990-1999 

1990  Designation, as a result of the Access for All report, of three colleges 
(Okanagan, Cariboo, and Malaspina) as university-colleges to be developed 
under auspices of traditional universities. 

  Private Post-Secondary Education Act (private colleges registered) 

  Formation of the Advanced Education Council of British Columbia (AECBC) by 
combining the British Columbia Association of Colleges (BCAC) and the 
Council of Principals (COP) 

  University of Northern British Columbia created (in Prince George) a result of 
the Act. 

1991  Development of the 1991 document “Partners for the Future: Ministry Plan.”  
New planning framework addressing all elements of the system (universities, 
community colleges, institutes, and the private sector). 

  Fraser Valley College becomes a university-college.  This designation came as 
something of a surprise to Fraser Valley College, requiring it to hastily revise its 
almost completed strategic plan.   

  Election of the New Democratic Party (NDP), replacing the Social Credit 
Government.  

1992  Release of the Human Resource Development Project Report. 

  Access for Equity and Opportunity report, the Farris report “Lifelong Learning 
for the 21st Century”, Day report “Continuing Education in British Columbia’s 
Colleges and Institutes: Student Outcomes Report” (community colleges seen 
to be achieving their primary goals), Client Survey Project (more supportive of 
applied than academic programming). 

1993  Release of the “Report of the Committee on Governance in Colleges and 
Institutes” 

  Bill 15—Advanced Education Training and Technology Statutes Amendment 
Act.  This Act allows the provincial government to recover any earnings on 
benefits that accrue to the institute as a result of a labour dispute. 

  The Ministry is re-designated as the Ministry of Skills, Training and Labour. (K-
12 plus PSE). 

  Skills Now Initiative (targets high-school leavers and adults—more seats in 
community colleges). 

1994  Formation of Post-Secondary Employers’ Association as provincial bargaining 
agent for college employers. 

  Langara College formed (separated from Vancouver Community College). 
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1990-1999 

  The Pacific Marine Training Institute merges with BCIT. 

  Bill 22—Amendment to the College and Institute Act creating Education 
Councils and allowing elected internal representatives of faculty, support staff, 
and students on institutions’ boards; BCIT allowed to offer BTech Degrees.  
Emily Carr allowed to offer degrees.  Governance (boards) expanded to 
include elected representatives from student, faculty, support, and 
administrative staff.  Also created education councils with statutory and 
advisory powers. 

1995  Kwantlen College becomes a university-college.  Kwantlen’s degree-granting 
powers were originally restricted to applied fields other than arts and science. 

1996  Extension of degree-granting authority to several institutions, including five 
university-colleges and two institutes, through the College and Institute Act 

  University Act  

  Royal Roads University Act creates new programs (MA in Leadership Training) 
for mid-career professionals.  RRU does not have a senate created, but it does 
have an academic council (similar to college education councils). 

  Institute of Technology Act—later repealed and rolled into the College and 
Institute Act of 2004. 

  Release of “Charting a New Course Strategic Plan” developed by (then) 
Ministry of Education, Skills and Training and a committee of multiple 
stakeholders 

1997  Technical University of British Columbia Act [SBC 1997]  

  The Ministry is re-designated as the Education, Skills and Training. 

1998  Formation of the Consortium of B.C. University Colleges 

  Ministry of Education, Skill, and Training is disassembled and two separate 
organizations are formed: Ministry of Education (K-12) and Ministry of Advance 
Education, Training & Technology responsible for (PSE). 

 

2000-2009 

2001  Dissolution of the Advanced Education Council of BC (AECBC). 

  Election of the Liberal Government. 
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2000-2009 

  Passage of the Public Education Flexibility and Choice Act. The BC 
Government replaces Kwantlen University College board.  As a result of this 
2001 bill, the government replaced the boards of Okanagan University College, 
Camosun College, and Capilano College.  

  The Ministry is rebranded as Advanced Education (AVED). 

2002  Bill 69-2002 Open Learning Agency Repeal Act closed the Agency and moved 
the programs and objects to TRU and other educational bodies (i.e., BCIT got 
the BBA Program). 

  Bill 15-2002 Degree Authorization Act enables university-colleges to offer 
applied master degrees while colleges are granted the right to grant 
baccalaureate degrees (university-colleges already had this right). 

  2002 Public Education Flexibility and Choice Act which gave institutes, 
colleges, and universities the legal power to set class sized, assign faculty 
members to instruct courses using distributed learning, determine the hours of 
operation and duration of terms, allocated vacations according to instruction 
requirements, and took away any collective agreement negotiation on these 
aforementioned points.  This move was highly contested by the Canadian 
Association of University Teachers (CAUT). 

  Release of the Ministry of Advanced Education’s Service Plan 2002/2003-
2004/ 

  The Liberal Party is elected to Office. 

  The Technical University of B.C. was closed.  The site was handed over to 
SFU in Surrey. 

  The Sea to Sky University Act Bill 402-2002 was passed (Quest University 
enrolled its first students in September of 2007).  

  February: The BC Government replaces college and university boards of 
governors (including the CEO and board of the Open Learning Agency) and, in 
October, winds-up the OLA programs into TRU and other institutions. 

2003  Bill 35-2003 Advanced Education Statues Amendment Act allowed colleges to 
offer baccalaureate degrees and university-colleges to offer applied master 
degrees (Similar to what 2002 Bill 15-2002 Degree Authorization Act did).  
Additionally, boards could not plan or incur a deficit. 

  DQAB (Degree Quality Assessment Board) established to review and 
recommend and applications for new degrees (legislation to authorized the 
board and new private degrees was passed in April 2002, Bill 15-2002 Degree 
Authorization Act) 

2004  Bill 26 College and Institute Amendment Act.  
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2000-2009 

  Government passes legislation amending the University Act and enabling UBC 
Okanagan to operate under an independent senate and expands the 
membership of UBC’s board of governors.  

2005  Thompson Rivers University Act: University College of the Cariboo and BC 
Open University become TRU.  Okanagan University College is split and 
becomes UBC Okanagan and Okanagan College.  The Act establishes a 
university council, that was later renamed a senate, and changed the structure 
and makeup of boards (compared to other universities).  This was the model 
used in 2008 to set up the five new special purpose teaching universities. 

2008  Bill 34-2008 University Amendment Act establishes five new special purpose 
teaching universities: Kwantlen Polytechnic University, Vancouver Island 
University, the University of the Fraser Valley, Capilano University, and Emily 
Carr University of Art + Design.  The board composition and the senate was 
then created by this Act to be identical to the structures used at TRU and set 
up by that Act in 2005. 

  The Ministry was renamed as the Ministry of Advanced Education  

2009  Another name Change: Ministry of Advanced Education and Labour Market 
Development. 

 

2010-2012 

2012  The Ministry is re-designated back to Advanced Education (AVED). 
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Appendix D.  
 
What, Legally, Is a College and a University-College?  

College and Institute Amendment Act 

The object of a college and a university college (Bill 22-1994 College and Institute 
Amendment Act, 1994, Section 6 & 7): 

Objects of a college 

6 The objects of a college are to provide comprehensive  

(a) courses of study at the first and second year levels of a 
baccalaureate degree program, 

(b) post secondary education or training, and 

(c) continuing education. 

Objects of a university college 

7 The objects of a university college are to provide comprehensive  

(a) courses of study for a baccalaureate degree program. 

(b) post secondary education or training, and 

(c) continuing education. 

But this was changed in 2008 to (current to 2016) 

Objects of a college 

The objects of a college are to provide comprehensive  

(a) courses of study at the first and second year levels of a 
baccalaureate degree program, 

(a.1) courses of study for an applied baccalaureate degree program, 

(b) post secondary education or training, 

(b.1) adult basic education, and 

(c) continuing education. 

Now let’s throw in BCIT just because it is there in the College and Institute Act. 

College and Institute Act 

Objects of a Provincial institute 

8. The objects of a Provincial institute are to provide instruction and 
perform other function designated by the minister under section 2 
(2). 

Objects of the British Columbia Institute of Technology 
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8.1 The objects of BCIT are to act as a polytechnic institution for 
British Columbia by 

(a) providing courses of instruction in technological and vocational 
matters and subject,  

(b) providing courses of instruction at the baccalaureate and applied 
masters degree levels, and 

(c) performing other functions designated by the minister. 

University Act (1996, current as of November 2016, Section 47) 

Functions and duties of a university named in section 3 

47 (1) In this section, “university” means a university name in section 
3 (1). 

47 (2) A university must, so far as and to the full extent that its 
resources from time to time permit, do all of the following: 

(a) establish and maintain colleges, schools, institutes, faculties, 
department, chairs and courses of instruction; 

(b) provide instruction in all branches of knowledge; 

(c) establish facilities for the pursuit of original research in all 
branches of knowledge; 

(d) establish fellowships, scholarships, exhibitions, bursaries, prizes, 
rewards and pecuniary and other aids to facilitate or encourage 
proficiency in the subjects taught in the university and original 
research in all branches of knowledge; 

(e) provide a program of continuing education in all academic and 
cultural fields throughout British Columbia; 

(f) generally, promote and carry on the work of a university in all its 
branches, through the cooperative effort of the board, senate and 
other constituent parts of the university. 

University Act (1996, current to November 2016, Section 47) 

Functions and duties of a special purpose, teaching university  

47.1 A special purpose, teaching university must do all of the 
following:  

(a)  in the case of a special purpose, teaching university that serves a 
geographic area or region of the province, provide adult basic 
education, career, technical, trade and academic programs 
leading to certificates, diplomas and baccalaureate and masters 
degrees, subject to and in accordance with regulations under 
section 71 (3) (c) (i); 

(b) in the case of a special purpose, teaching university that serves 
the whole province, provide applied and professional programs 
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leading to baccalaureate and masters degrees, subject to and in 
accordance with regulations under section 71 (3) (c) (ii); 

(c) provide, in addition to post-secondary programs referred to in 
paragraph (a) or (b), post-secondary programs specified in 
regulations under section 71 (3) (c) (iii); 

(d) so far as and to the extent that its resources from time to time 
permit, undertake and maintain applied research and scholarly 
activities to support the programs of the special purpose, teaching 
university. 

Now let’s look at TRU and RRU—important because senate created from them—but 
also just to see the difference that universities might have. 

Thompson Rivers University Act (SBC 2005) 

Purposes 

3 (1) The purposes of the university are 

(a) to offer baccalaureate and masters degree programs, 

(b) to offer post-secondary and adult basic education and training,  

(c) to undertake and maintain research and scholarly activities for the 
purposes of paragraphs (a) and (b), and  

(d) to provide an open learning education credit bank for students. 

(2) The university must promote teaching excellence and the use of 
open learning methods. 

(3) In carrying out its purposes, the university must serve 

(a) the educational training needs in the region specified by the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council, and 

(b) the open learning needs of British Columbia. 

Royal Roads University Act ([RSBC 1996] Chapter 409, current to 
November 2016) 

Purposes 

2 The purposes of the university are 

(a) to offer certificate, diploma and degree programs at the 
undergraduate and graduate levels in solely the applied and 
professional fields, 

(b) to provide continuing education in response to the needs of the 
local community, and  

(c) to maintain teaching excellence and research activities that 
support the university’s programs in response to the labour market 
needs of British Columbia. 
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Whereas a special purpose, teaching university must do all of the following: “serve[s] a 
geographic area or region of the province, provide adult basic education, career, 
technical, trade and academic program leading to certificates, diplomas, and 
baccalaureate and masters degrees” and “so far as and to the extent that its resources 
from time to time permit, undertake and maintain applied research and scholarly 
activities to support the programs of the special purpose, teaching university” (s.47.1 (a) 
and (d)). 

The government can make a new university as per Part 13—regulations Section 71—Lt 
Gov in Council may make regulations to take anything under Section 5 of the college 
and institute act and provide a name for the special purpose, teaching university and 
give it a region or whole province. 

University Act (1996, current to November 2016, Section 47)  

Part 13—Regulations 

Power to make regulations 

71 (1) the Lieutenant Governor in Council may make regulations 
referred to in section 41 of the interpretation Act. 

(2) Without limiting subsection (1), the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
may make regulations 

(a) defining any expression used but not defined in this Act, 

(b) for the purposes of section 21.1 (1) (b), 

(b.1) prescribing purposes for the purpose of section 54 (4), and  

(c) prescribing conditions or limitations for the purpose of section 54. 

(3) Without limiting subsection (1), the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
may make regulations as follows: 

(a) designating as a special purpose, teaching university an institution 
that is designated under section 5 of the College and Institute Act, 
and specifying a name for the special purpose, teaching 
university; 

(b) specifying the geographic area or region that a special purpose, 
teaching university designated under paragraph (a) serves; 

(c) specifying the following: 

(i) in the case of a special purpose, teaching university that serves a 
geographic area or region of the province, the adult basic 
education, career, technical, trade or academic programs that the 
special purpose, teaching university must provide;  

(ii) in the case of a special purpose, teaching university that serves 
the whole province, the applied or professional programs that the 
special purpose, teaching university must provide; 

(iii) other post-secondary programs that the special purpose, teaching 
university must provide. 
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(4) On the designation of a special purpose, teaching university under 
subsection (3) (a), the special purpose, teaching university is 
continued as a corporation composed of a chancellor, a 
convocation, a board, a senate and faculties with the name given 
it by the Lieutenant governor in Council. 
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Appendix E.  
 
Code Book: Definitions of Themes 

 

Code Info 
# of 

Quotes 
Comment 

Campus 2020 ■ Refers to the major theme of the Campus 2020 Secretariat process 
(including influence, intent and concerns) 

Campus 2020 
 - 2020 Concerns  

15 The primary concerns, primarily from the Ministry, of what the end 
results would be; the impact on policies from the Campus 2020 report. 

Campus 2020 
 - Applied Degrees  

3 The intent of degrees at the new universities was to be applied. 

Campus 2020 
 - Author Intent  

11 This is a theme that deals with the intent of the Campus 2020 report 
and is based on comments from the author of the Campus 2020 
report. 

Campus 2020 
 - Concerns  

■ Key theme that refers to and includes specific concerns and concerns 
with Campus 2020 not being bold enough. 

Campus 2020 
 - Concerns - Degree 
Granting  

1 The concern from the author of the Campus 2020 report that too 
many colleges will continue to grant degrees. 

Campus 2020 
 - Concerns - Not Bold 
Enough  

4 Some senior Ministry personnel felt that the Campus 2020 
recommendations did not go far enough. 

Campus 2020 
 - Influence  

■ Refers to the key theme of influence and contains “no” influence, 
funding, and government at fault. 

Campus 2020 
 - Intent 

■ Key theme that refers to the intent of Campus 2020 and includes 
author intent and access. 

Campus 2020 
 - Intent - No Access  

1 Refers to whether the author of Campus 2020 was aiming at Access 
as a primary  

Campus 2020 
 - Intent - Access  

2 Refers to quotes that indicate that one of the primary intents of the 
Campus 2020 report dealt with Access (for all, for a specific region, or 
other) 

Campus 2020 
 - Intent - Collaboration  

6 Refers to how different parts of the Campus 2020 process were 
aimed at ensuring, or exploring, collaboration (between universities, 
colleges, the Ministry, and others). 
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Code Info 
# of 

Quotes 
Comment 

Campus 2020 
 - No Influence  

55 Most of the interviewees felt that the Campus 2020 report had no 
influence (on strategy, governance, culture, research, etc.) with 
respect to how the university-colleges transformed into new 
universities. 

Campus 2020 
 - No Influence - Funding  

3 Refers to the Campus 2020 process, for the new universities, not 
having any influence on funding. 

Campus 2020 
 - No Influence - 
Government at Fault  

1 The author of the Campus 2020 report felt that the end result of the 
process was lacking because of the way the government 
implemented (or did not implement) the recommendations. 

Culture  ■ This is a major theme that deals with management of culture, faculty 
(collegial vs non-collegial, participatory), change of culture, 
community and student based, plus research culture (university 
versus college). 

Culture 
 - Change Management 

■ Refers to specific instances where board members were able to 
define some kind of management for the changes that resulted from 
becoming new universities. 

Culture 
 - Apprehensive  

1 Refers to a board member who stated that there was some 
apprehension about becoming a new university (from a cultural 
viewpoint). 

Culture 
 - Change  

■ This is a key them that refers to changes in the culture in the form of 
resistance to change or to changes in culture that came about 
because they became universities or due to employees and faculties. 

Culture 
 - Change - New 
Personnel  

2 Refers to instances where board members felt that the culture 
changed because of hires of new faculty members. 

Culture 
 - Change - No Steps to 
Manage  

12 Refers to board members who had an opinion that there were no 
specific steps taken to manage the change in culture. 

Culture 
 - Change When 
University  

11 Refers to specific instances where board members felt there were 
changes to the culture once they became new universities. 

Culture 
 - Clash - New Faculty vs 
Old  

7 Refers to board members who illustrated that there had been some 
instances, perceived or real, that indicated a culture clash between 
new hired and existing faculty members. 

Culture 
 - Collegiality  

11 Refers to an important aspect of culture that board members 
mentioned and described – how the faculty “got along” and carried out 
their work. 

Culture 
 - Community  

9 Refers to how board members described the culture as being 
community oriented at their new universities. 
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Culture 
 - Development - Fund 
Raising  

2 Refers to how some board members felt the culture was aimed at 
fund raising from alumni and others. 

Culture 
 - Development of 
Culture  

■ This is a key theme that includes community, fund raising, new 
alumni, faculty embrace change, etc. 

Culture 
 - Diverse  

1 Refers to a board member who used this term to describe the culture 
at their institution. 

Culture 
 - Easier for Some  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that some personnel were 
adapting to the new culture of the new university better or easier than 
others. 

Culture 
 - Exciting and 
Overwhelming  

1 Refers to how a board member described the culture at their new 
university. 

Culture 
 - Faculty  

■ This is a key theme that contains definitions of the themes classified 
under this title (comprising themes that discuss the culture with in the 
faculty – collegiality, teaching, participative, etc.). 

Culture 
 - Faculty Embracing 
Change  

1 Refers to how a board member described the culture of faculty at their 
new university. 

Culture 
 - Focus on Faculty  

1 Refers to how a board member felt how the culture of the new 
university had an emphasis on faculty members. 

Culture 
 - Focus on Students  

7 Refers to how some board members described the culture at their 
new universities. 

Culture – Managing 
Culture 

■ This is a key them that refers to specific approaches that may have 
been taken by some boards to manage the culture at their new 
universities. 

Culture 
 - Measuring Culture  

1 Refers to how a board actually measured the culture in the new 
university. 

Culture 
 - New Alumni  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that the emphasis of the 
culture was focussed on new alumni. 

Culture 
 - New Board Sub-
committee  

2 Refers to a new university that created a board sub-committee to 
specifically address the culture of the new institution. 

Culture 
 - No Change  

4 Refers to those board members who felt that there was no change to 
the culture since becoming a new university. 

Culture 
 - Non-Collegiality  

6 Refers to how some board members felt that the culture had changed 
and became one of non-collegiality. 
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Culture 
 - Participative  

2 Refers to how members of boards described the approach that faculty 
members took towards academic challenges and changes. 

Culture 
 - Pleasant  

1 Refers to how a board member described culture of the staff. 

Culture 
 - President is Key Driver  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that the president was the 
person responsible for managing the culture of the new university. 

Culture 
 - Process - Values-
based  

2 Refers to how some board members described their culture as being 
values-based and process oriented (on the values). 

Culture 
 - Reluctance to be a 
University  

4 Refers to how some board members cited instances where there was, 
perhaps, a reluctance expressed by faculty, that they were now part 
of a new university as compared to what they had been. 

Culture 
 - Resistance to Change  

5 Refers to specific instances of where board members felt that there 
was a demonstrated resistance to change since becoming new 
universities. 

Culture 
 - Safe and Nurturing  

1 Refers to how a board member refers to the culture of the new 
university. 

Culture 
 - Senate Issues  

4 Refers to how some board members felt that there were some 
changes in the culture that reflected back directly to having a senate. 

Culture 
 - Share Information  

1 Refers to how “open” a board member felt that the culture was at their 
new university. 

Culture 
 - Staff Culture  

1 Refers to a board member’s feeling that the culture was staff oriented 
(versus student oriented or administrative oriented). 

Culture 
 - Steps to Manage  

11 Refers to specific steps that some boards had taken to manage the 
culture of the new universities. 

Culture 
 - Teaching  

2 Refers to how the emphasis of the culture, as described by some 
board members, was focused on teaching. 

Culture 
 - Two Cultures  

5 Refers to how some board members felt there were two cultures – 
one old and one new (both still existing). 

Culture 
 - Union Aggression  

6 Refers to some board members who felt that the culture was affected 
by the aggressiveness of some unions. 

Culture 
 - University vs. College  

■ Refers to the various aspect of what was cited as being different, by 
the board members, with respect to the culture of the new universities 
compared to what they had when they were colleges or university-
colleges. 

Governance 
 - A Great Deal of 
Change  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that there were additional 
requirements, or duties, or processes to govern once they became 
new universities. 
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Governance 
 - Challenge  

1 Refers to how the new university governance would be a challenge 
compared to being a university-college. 

Governance 
 - Governance from Hell  

1 Refers to how one board member felt that governing the new 
university (in some situations) felt like governance from hell. 

Governance  ■ This is a major theme that deals with governance and its interaction 
with organizational structure, the University Act, the membership of 
the board of governors, roles of the board, policy and mandate 
creation, board mandates, etc. 

Governance 
 - Ambiguity of the 
Source of the Change  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that it was ambiguous when 
they tried to pin-point the reason for any changes. 

Governance 
 - Change in 
Management  

6 Refers to how board members felt that there was a change in how to 
manage the new universities. 

Governance 
 - Change in Planning  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that they approached planning in a 
different manner once they became new universities. 

Governance 
 - Cohesiveness  

1 Refers to how some board members felt that there was more 
cohesiveness after they became new universities. 

Governance 
 - Collaboration  

1 Refers to how a board member felt there was more collaboration 
since becoming a new university. 

Governance 
 - College - Union 
Influence  

4 Refers to how some board members felt that there was addition, new, 
or changed union influence since becoming a university. 

Governance 
 - Collegiality  

1 Refers to how a board member felt there was more collaboration, or a 
requirement for more collaboration since becoming a new university. 

Governance 
 - Community  

4 Refers to how board members felt that the governance of the new 
university would have more direct interaction with the community. 

Governance 
 - Critical Factors  

3 Refers to board members who highlighted new requirements of the 
board that they felt were critical. 

Governance 
 - Difficulty  

1 Refers to how some board members felt that governance became 
more difficult once they became new universities. 

Governance 
 - Funding  

6 Refers to funding requirements as seen from a governance point of 
view that provided by a new mandate from the province (via the new 
university act). 

Governance 
 - Government 
Interaction  

7 Refers to board members opinions that they had more (or less) 
government interaction once they became new universities. 
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Governance 
 - History of Past 
Changes  

2 Refers to how some baggage was felt by some board members about 
the participation of the board in any past changes (that may or may 
not have been successful). 

Governance 
 - Human Resources  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that there was a direct impact on 
human resources from the board as a result of the change to 
becoming a new university. 

Governance 
 - Managing Change - 
Education Sessions  

2 Refers to how some boards used off-site, or other, education session 
to review approaches to managing change. 

Governance 
 - Mandate Changes  

■ This is a key them that refers to those items that needed to be 
changed because of the mandate provided by the new university act. 

Governance - New 
Mandate  

6 Refers to board members who felt that they had a new governance 
mandate. 

Governance 
 - New Mandate - 
Polytechnic  

19 Refers to board members who felt that they had new governance 
responsibilities, or processes, because of the requirement to be a 
polytechnic. 

Governance 
 - New Membership 
Process  

9 Refers to how the new board members were chosen, inducted (on-
boarding and orientation) and made to fit into the existing board. 

Governance - New 
Membership  

■ This is a key them that refers to whether or not new members were 
appointed by the government, selected from the community, or 
otherwise created or deemed to be necessary. 

Governance 
 - New Membership - No 
Change  

7 Refers to how some boards felt that there was no change made to the 
membership (type, number, background) once they became new 
universities. 

Governance 
 - New Membership - No 
Students  

2 Refers to there being no change to how many students were on the 
new university boards. 

Governance 
 - New Membership - Not 
Political  

1 Refers to any new members of the board not having obvious political 
motivations (from the provincial government). 

Governance 
 - New Membership - Not 
Self Centred  

1 Refers to the new board members reflecting a “board” approach 
versus and “individual” approach. 

Governance 
 - New Membership - 
Political  

8 Refers to whether any new members were politically appointed or 
whether there was any overt influence from provincial political parties. 

Governance 
 - New Programs  

23 New programs that were created that the board of governors needed 
to review, or that the board thought would be required as a new 
university. 
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Governance 
 - New Role - Community  

6 Refers to any new roles that the boards felt were created in response 
to community involvement or community requirements. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Culture  

5 Refers to what board members felt their role should be in determining, 
creating, or managing culture 

Governance 
 - New Role - 
Development  

6 Refers to what some board members thought would be a new role or 
requirement to raise funds or to otherwise engage in some funding 
requirements as a result of becoming a new university. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Fiduciary 
Responsibility  

7 Refers to the opinion that some board members felt that the role of 
financial responsibility changed when they became new universities.   

Governance 
 - New Role - 
Government Interaction  

1 Refers to how often board members felt that the role and action 
between government at the provincial level and themselves, as new 
universities, had been created. 

Governance 
 - New Role - 
International  

1 Refers to board members who felt that the board had a newly created 
role in the international component or field because of the change to 
becoming new universities 

Governance 
 - New role - 
Management of Change 
- President  

2 Refers to how the boards felt that the president had a new role. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Not 
Academic  

1 Refers to how some board members felt that there was a newly 
created role that was not focused on academic matters. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Policy 
Creation  

14 Refers to what some board members saw as a new role with the 
change to becoming a new university. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Polytechnic 

3 Refers to board members that felt they had a new governance role 
because of the polytechnic requirement of the new university. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Research  

4 Refers to board members stating that the new university boards had a 
new role dealing with research 

Governance 
 - New Role - Risk 
Management  

3 Refers to what some board members felt was a new responsibility as 
a result of becoming a new university. 

Governance 
 - New Role - Strategic 
Planning  

1 Refers to board members who felt that strategic planning, and the 
board role in the process, was a new requirement. 

Governance 
 - New Roles  

■ This is a key theme that refers to the various new roles that the 
boards felt were required, or were created, or came about through 
some internal or external process. 
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Governance 
 - New Vision  

1 Refers to a board member that felt that a new vision, with respect to 
governance, was required as a result of the change to their university 
status. 

Governance 
 - No Change  

4 Refers to governance changes that interviewees felt were not 
necessary or did not occur. 

Governance 
 - No Diversity  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that the board did not have 
enough diversity present (women, citizens from the community, 
students, etc.). 

Governance 
 - No Need for Change  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that there was not any 
change required between governing a college and governing a 
university. 

Governance 
 - No New Roles  

1 Refers to how some board members felt that there was no change 
between the old board roles and the new board roles. 

Governance 
 - Policy  

4 Refers to how some boards felt that policy approaches, and policies 
themselves, were required to change when they became new 
universities. 

Governance 
 - Policy Changes  

■ This is a key theme that includes the themes of policy governance, 
change in management, change in planning, etc. 

Governance 
 - Policy Governance  

6 Refers to how a university-college was governed as opposed to how 
the new university was to be governed. 

Governance 
 - Presentation to 
Government  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that their governance was 
influenced because of a presentation to the provincial government 
(the ministry of AVED). 

Governance 
 - Process - Carver 
Model  

1 Refers to how one board used the Carver model as a process to 
govern. 

Governance 
 - Provincial Mandate  

2 Refers to board members who felt that they had new governance 
requirements as a result of a new provincial mandate that was 
created when they became new universities. 

Governance 
 - Self Determinate - 
Future - Aspirations  

4 Refers to board members who felt that their mandates were now more 
self-determinate since becoming new universities. 

Governance 
 - Shared Responsibility - 
Colleges  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that they still had some 
overlapping responsibilities with being a college and being a new 
university. 

Governance 
 - Structural Changes  

■ This is a key theme that includes senate, faculties, chancellor, new 
programs, etc. 
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Governance 
 - Structural Changes - 
Chancellor  

1 Refers to the requirement, and process of creating the office and role 
of the chancellor. 

Governance 
 - Structural Changes - 
Faculties  

4 Refers to the creation of new faculties as required by the new 
university act requirements for the new senates. 

Governance 
 - Structural Changes - 
Senate  

21 Refers to the creation of the senate as a new department under the 
jurisdiction of the board that required some changes to governance. 

Governance 
 - Structural Changes - 
University Act  

17 Refers to the creation or change of the structure of the board, and 
what they oversaw, because of changes mandated by the new 
University Act (i.e., the senate). 

Governance 
 - Structural Changes 
Senate - Task Force  

3 Refers to come boards that created a task force to implement the new 
senate (determine roles and reporting relationships) so that both 
parties moved forward in tandem with their understanding. 

Governance 
 - Structural Changes 
Senate - No Change 
from Ed Co  

1 Refers to the similarity in the roles and responsibilities of the newly 
created senate versus the past roles of the education council. 

Governance 
 - University Act  

9 Refers to how some board members felt that the governance of the 
institution changed because of the newly created University Act. 

Leadership  ■ Refers to the major theme of leadership, which is comprised of key 
themes that include leadership roles, approaches, change, college 
versus university, etc. 

Leadership 
 - Approaches  

■ Refers to a key theme which includes steps to manage change, more 
proactive, student focussed, etc. 

Leadership 
 - Campaign to Become 
University  

8 Refers to several board members who felt that the key leadership 
requirement at the board level was to campaign to become a new 
university. 

Leadership 
 - Change  

■ Refers to a key theme that includes the themes of leadership change 
and new members. 

Leadership 
 - Cohesion  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that leadership was more 
cohesive now that they were a new university. 

Leadership 
 - Collaboration  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that the leadership at their new 
university was collaborative in nature. 

Leadership 
 - College vs. University  

■ Refers to a key theme that includes union issues, leadership, lack of 
freedom, etc. 

Leadership 
 - Community  

■ Refers to a key theme that includes the themes of new programs, 
outward versus inward looking, political, etc. 
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Leadership 
 - Community Leadership  

10 Refers to how board members felt that the leadership of the new 
universities was very much community oriented. 

Leadership 
 - Development - Fund 
Raising  

7 Refers to how some board members felt that there was a new 
requirement for the leadership to consider fund raising now that they 
were universities. 

Leadership 
 - Different from Leading 
a College  

7 Refers to the leadership approach that was seen as leading a college 
being different from leading a university. 

Leadership 
 - Engagement  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that the leadership was (or 
needed to be) more engaged. 

Leadership 
 - Faculty Involvement  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership needed to 
involve faculty more. 

Leadership 
 - Fiduciary 
Responsibilities  

1 Refers to how the finances of the new universities were felt by a 
board member to be paramount. 

Leadership 
 - Full Board Member  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that presidents were able to lead 
more successfully because they were now, under the new university 
structure, full board members. 

Leadership 
 - Funding Constricts 
Leadership  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that leadership was constrained 
by a lack of funding. 

Leadership 
 - Higher Competency  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that a higher competency of 
leadership was required now that the institutions were universities. 

Leadership 
 - Lack of Freedom  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that they did not have 
complete freedom to lead the new universities. 

Leadership 
 - Leadership Changes  

9 Refers to how several board members felt that there were leadership 
changes once they became universities. 

Leadership 
 - Leadership Roles  

■ Refers to the key theme which includes new roles, new skills, new 
responsibilities, etc. 

Leadership 
 - Methods  

7 Refers to the various approaches or methods that leadership did, or 
needed to, take. 

Leadership 
 - More Proactive  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that leadership needed to be more 
proactive now that they were a university. 

Leadership 
 - New Members  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that there were new 
members who took on leadership roles. 

Leadership 
 - New Methods  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that leading a university required a 
different method that leading a university-college. 
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Leadership 
 - New Programs  

5 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership was required 
to oversee, vette, and direct new programs now that they were new 
universities. 

Leadership 
 - New Role - Vice 
Chancellor  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that a new leadership role (in the 
guise of the new vice-chancellor) was demonstrated. 

Leadership 
 - New Roles  

13 Refers to how some board members described the difference in 
leadership roles between being a university-college (or college) and 
being a new university. 

Leadership 
 - New Skills  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that there were new leadership 
skills required. 

Leadership 
 - No Collaboration 
Between Universities  

2 Refers to how some interviewees felt that there was no collaboration 
between the new universities (although they felt there needed to be). 

Leadership 
 - No Funding  

4 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership was 
deleteriously affected by no new funding. 

Leadership 
 - No New Compensation  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that there should be some new 
compensation for leaders now that they were universities. 

Leadership 
 - No New 
Responsibilities  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that there was no basic 
change in responsibilities for the leadership when they became new 
universities. 

Leadership 
 - No New Roles  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that there were no new roles 
that had to be taken on when the institutions became new 
universities. 

Leadership 
 - Non-Collegiality  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that there was no collegiality 
displayed in the leadership of their new university. 

Leadership 
 - Outwards and Inwards 
Looking  

1 Refers to a board member felt that leadership needed to be both 
inward and outward looking (looking at faculty and looking at the 
community). 

Leadership 
 - Personality  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that leadership had a great deal to 
do with a person’s personality. 

Leadership 
 - Policies  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that there was a requirement to 
display the new leadership in reflected policies and procedures. 

Leadership 
 - Political  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership of the new 
universities was political in nature. 

Leadership 
 - Polytechnic  

3 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership of a 
polytechnic was different from the leadership of a university-college. 

Leadership 
 - Research  

1 Refers to how research was a new leadership issue for a board 
member. 
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Leadership 
 - Responsibilities  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that the responsibilities of the 
leader had changed once they became new universities. 

Leadership 
 - Senate  

2 Refers to the new leadership of the senate that was referred to by 
some board members. 

Leadership 
 - Steps to Manage 
Change  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership was required 
to manage the change from college to university. 

Leadership 
 - Strategy  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that leadership was to be 
concentrated on developing a new strategy for the new university 
status. 

Leadership 
 - Student Focus  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that leadership was now 
focussed on students at the new university. 

Leadership 
 - Two Tiers  

4 Refers to how some board members felt that internal (faculty) board 
members were not treated an “equal” to external board members. 

Leadership 
 - Union Issues  

6 Refers to how some board members felt that the new universities had 
new or enhanced leadership requirement regarding interactions with 
the unions. 

Leadership 
 - University Act  

4 Refers to the mandate specifically outlined in the new University Act 
that prescribed the roles, duties, and responsibilities of some 
leadership positions. 

Research  ■ Refers to the major theme of research, which includes key themes of 
requirement if university and community. 

Research 
 - Applied  

16 Refers to many board members and interviewees who felt that any 
research carried out by the new universities would have a community 
focus. 

Research 
 - Board in Favour  

4 Refers to positive comments from some board members who felt that 
carrying out research was required. 

Research 
 - Broad Definition  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that research, at the new 
universities, would have to have a broad definition. 

Research 
 - Community  

■ Refers to the key theme of research that included applied research, 
broad definition of research and community focussed. 

Research 
 - Community Focus  

9 Refers to several interviewees who felt that any research should be 
community focussed. 

Research 
 - Faculty  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that it was up to the 
individual faculty members to decide to carry out research. 

Research 
 - Insufficient Funding  

10 Refers to how a variety of board members felt that there was 
insufficient funding to go too far down the road of becoming research 
oriented at their new universities. 
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Research 
 - Lack of Academic 
Approach  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that the research carried out at 
their new university was lacking in academic rigour. 

Research 
 - New Direction  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that research would be taking the 
university in a new direction. 

Research 
 - No Research - 
Teaching Universities  

11 Refers to how various board members felt that there would be no 
research and that faculty would concentrate on just teaching. 

Research 
 - Reluctance - 
Apprehension  

18 Refers to a  theme that described the feeling that many board 
members had with respect to performing research (some board 
members were reflecting the perceived feelings of faculty members). 

Research 
 - Requirement if 
University  

■ Refers to a key theme and it includes the themes of university 
requirement, reluctance and apprehension, board in favour, 
insufficient funding, etc. 

Research 
 - Specific Faculty  

6 Refers to how some board members felt that only specific faculty 
would be involved in research. 

Research 
 - Undergrad  

4 Refers to how some board members felt that if any research was 
going to be ongoing that it would be focussed at the undergraduate 
level only. 

Research 
 - University Requirement 

5 Refers to a theme regarding how board members felt that they could 
only be a university if research was carried out (it was deemed to be a 
university requirement that they did not have as a university-college or 
college). 

Senate  ■ This is a major theme that includes the key themes of roles and 
structure of the senates. 

Senate 
 - Board - Trust  

1 Refers to a board member’s view that there was good board-senate 
trust present at their new university. 

Senate 
 - Creating  

6 Refers to the steps that were undertaken to create the new senates. 

Senate 
 - Different from Ed 
Council  

2 Refers to board members who felt that the senate operated in a 
different manner than the previous education councils did. 

Senate 
 - Hiring Process  

2 Refers to board feelings about how the senate would be involved in 
staff hiring in the future. 

Senate 
 - Jurisdiction - FSA  

3 Refers to the union-seniority versus meritocracy for the senate and 
academic rank. 

Senate 
 - New Roles  

8 Refers to the new roles that board members felt were created with the 
senates. 
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Senate 
 - New Structure 

13 Refers to the new structure (faculty reps, president as chair, 
membership, etc.) of the new senates. 

Senate 
 - Responsibilities for 
Education Plan  

2 Refers to board members feeling about who had key responsibility for 
the education plan (as part of the strategic planning process). 

Senate 
 - Roles  

■ This is a key theme that includes the themes of new roles, jurisdiction-
FSA, responsibilities, etc. 

Senate 
 - Structure  

■ This is a key theme that includes structure different from Ed Co, TRU 
as a model, etc. 

Senate 
 - TRU as a Model 

1 Refers to a board member who stated (correctly) that the new 
university senate structures used the TRU senate as a model. 

Strategy  ■ This is the title of the major theme which contains key themes such as 
top priorities, responsibilities, new initiatives, etc. 

Strategy 
 - Campaign to Become 
University  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the campaign to become a 
university should influence the strategic differentiation strategy and 
relate to specifics in the community. 

Strategy 
 - Collaboration  

5 Refers to the process of strategic planning. 

Strategy 
 - Community  

4 Refers to what some board members felt was an important part of a 
differentiation strategy. 

Strategy 
 - Differentiation  

6 Refers to board members who felt that they had to have a 
differentiation strategy as a new university. 

Strategy 
 - Education Plan  

2 This refers to the education plan being part of the master plan. 

Strategy 
 - Funding - Downsizing  

3 Refers to board members who felt that funding and consequential 
downsizing was a high strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Lack of Collaboration  

7 Refers to several board members who felt that there was not enough 
collaboration in the strategic planning process (with the other 
universities, with the faculty, with the government, etc.). 

Strategy 
 - Master Plan  

6 Refers to several board members who felt that strategy had to be long 
term and include a master plan for the entire university. 

Strategy 
 - Mission and Mandate  

2 Refers to board members who felt that the mission and mandate was 
an important part of the strategic planning process. 

Strategy 
 - New - Integrated Plan  

3 Refers to board members who felt that a new “integrated” plan was a 
new responsibility and approach in the strategic planning process. 

Strategy 
 - New - The Academic 
Plan  

2 Refers to board members who felt that the academic plan was a new 
responsibility of the senate in the strategic planning process. 
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Strategy 
 - New Degrees  

4 Refers to board members who felt that creating new degrees was 
important as a strategic initiative. 

Strategy 
 - New Focus  

6 Refers to board members who stated that they had a new strategic 
focus once they became new universities. 

Strategy 
 - New Initiatives  

■ This is a key theme that includes the themes of new focus, new 
mandate, responsibility to community, etc. 

Strategy 
 - New Mandate  

7 Refers to board members who felt that they had received a new 
mandate when they were made into new universities. 

Strategy 
 - New Vision Mission 
and Mandate Statements  

2 Refers to board members who felt that new missions and mandates 
were required as part of the strategic planning process. 

Strategy 
 - No Change Planned  

1 Refers to how a board member felt that there was no change planned 
under the strategy of the new university. 

Strategy 
 - No Strategy  

2 Refers to how some board members felt there was no new strategy. 

Strategy 
 - Opportunity - Growth 
and Community  

2 Refers to some board members who felt that the new initiatives 
should take advantages of growth opportunities within the community. 

Strategy 
 - Planning Approach  

■ This is a key theme which includes the themes of responsibility, 
education plan, process, collaboration, etc. 

Strategy 
 - Planning Approach 
Responsibilities  

10 Refers to several board members who felt that the planning approach 
was the responsibility of the CEO’s office. 

Strategy 
 - Primary Responsibility 
- CEO 

20 Refers to many board members and interviewees that believe that the 
CEO has the primary responsibility for strategy. 

Strategy 
 - Primary Responsibility 
- Board  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the board has the primary 
responsibility for strategy. 

Strategy 
 - Primary Responsibility 
- Board and CEO  

2 Refers to board members who felt that strategy was a shared 
responsibility between the board and the CEO. 

Strategy 
 - Primary Responsibility 
- Collaboration  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that there should be collaboration 
in the strategic process. 

Strategy 
 - Process  

9 Refers to several board members’ feelings about the strategic 
process. 
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Code Info 
# of 

Quotes 
Comment 

Strategy 
 - Process - Values-
based  

1 Refers to a board members feeling that strategy must be based on 
the new university’s values. 

Strategy 
 - Reaction of Faculty  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the reaction to the strategic 
process was of importance. 

Strategy 
 - Responsibility to 
Community  

5 Refers to board members who felt that response and responsibility to 
their local communities was important under strategic new initiatives. 

Strategy 
 - Responsibility  

■ This is a key theme that includes the themes of CEO having primary 
responsibility, reaction of faculty, etc. 

Strategy 
 - Responsibility of 
Faculty Members  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that faculty members had an 
important responsibility in strategic planning. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities  

■ This is a key theme that includes the themes of funding, access, 
union-management, accountability, etc. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Access  

12 Several board members felt that access was a top priority from a 
strategic point of view. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Access 
- Full Scholarship  

2 Refers to board members who felt that providing full access 
scholarships was an important strategic priority under development. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Collaboration  

3 Refers to board members who felt that management and faculty 
collaboration was a top strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Community  

5 Refers to board members who felt that some of the top priorities dealt 
with the local community of the new university. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Culture  

2 Refers to board members who stated that culture was a top priority 
under union-management strategies. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Development  

2 Refers to board members who felt that development would be an 
important strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Enrollment  

2 Refers to some board members who felt that enrollment was a top 
priority within the funding priority theme. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Facilities  

4 Refers to board members who felt that the physical facilities (new and 
existing) fell within their top strategic priorities. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Faculty  

2 Refers to how some board members felt that the union-faculty debate 
was an important strategic priority. 
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Code Info 
# of 

Quotes 
Comment 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Funding 

34 An overwhelming number of board members, and interviewees, felt 
that funding was a key strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Funding 
Stifles Growth  

2 Refers to board members who felt that funding was going to stifle 
future growth at their universities. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Government and 
Accountability  

3 Refers to government and accountability would be a top strategic 
priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Growth  

8 Several board members felt that growth was an important strategic 
priority with regard to funding. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - HR 
Planning  

4 Refers to board members who felt that HR planning was a top priority 
under union-management strategies. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Identity  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the identity of the new 
university was a top priority under union-management strategies. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Indigenous Peoples  

2 Refers to board members who felt that the indigenous peoples access 
was a top priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Information Technology  

3 Refers to board members and interviewees who felt that IT would be 
a top strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
International  

2 Refers to board members who felt that access for international 
students was a top priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - MOOC  

4 Refers to board members and interviewees who felt that MOOC 
would be a high priority under the online strategies. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Morale  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the morale of the new 
university was a top strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Multi-
Campus Model  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that a multi-campus model was an 
important strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - No 
Collegiality  

2 Refers to board members who stated that no collegiality was a top 
strategic priority under union-management strategies.  

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - No 
Mandate Creep  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the mandate creep should be 
examined as a top strategic priority. 
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Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Online 
Learning  

7 Refers to several board members who felt that online learning was a 
top strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Polytechnic  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that the polytechnic was an 
important priority under development from a strategic sense. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Programs  

5 Refers to some board members that thought the top priorities included 
funding for new programs. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Reputation  

2 Refers to some board members who felt that the reputation of the new 
university was an important strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Research or Not  

1 Refers to a board member that felt that the strategic priority on 
whether to perform research or not was important. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - 
Restraint  

1 Refers to a board member who felt that financial restraint was an 
important strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Student 
Jobs  

2 Refers to some board members who felt that student employment 
(upon graduation) was an important priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Union-
Management Relations  

10 Refers to board members who felt that future union-management 
relationships was a top strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - Top Priorities - Work 
Load  

1 Refers to a board members feeling that work load was going to be a 
top strategic priority. 

Strategy 
 - What is a University?  

1 Refers to what a board member felt was a responsibility to the local 
community in a strategic differentiation sense. 

Structural Changes ■ This is a key theme that refers to any change in the organizational 
chart (reporting relationships, new departments, new committees, 
appointment of the chancellor, etc.). 

Structural Changes to the 
Organization 

60 Specific changes to the organization of any of the new universities 
(creation of new faculties, creation of senate, etc.). 

Structure Changes 
 - Senate 

21 Creation of the new senate (president as the chair, participants from 
each faculty 
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Appendix F.  
 
Missions and Visions of BC’s new universities 

Announcement from the AVED at the beginning of the Campus 2020 process: “Campus 
2020 is a planning process that will shape the vision, mission, goals and objectives of 
B.C.’s post-secondary education system for the next 10-20 years” (AVED, 2006, para. 
14).  

 

UFV 

2007 Vision 
UCFV is an outstanding university, recognized for its 
students’ success, excellent learning environment, 
creative integration of university and college programs 
and its work with the region’s communities. 
http://www.ufv.ca/ece/mission-statement/ 

2014 Vision 
It is UFV’s vision to provide the best undergraduate 
education in Canada and to be a leader of the social, 
cultural, economic and environmentally-responsible 
development of the Fraser Valley.  UFV will measure its 
success by the successes of its graduates and the 
successful development of the communities they serve.  
In achieving its goals, UFV has committed to being 
innovative, entrepreneurial and accountable. 
http://www.ufv.ca/ece/mission-statement/ 

2007 Mission 
The fundamental purpose of UCFV is to provide a superb 
learning experience for our students.  
We provide our students and the rapidly growing Fraser 
Valley region with: 
• Excellence in teaching and research 
• A supportive, professional, and respectful learning 

environment 
• Innovative, distinctive, and comprehensive 

programming 
• Education directed towards both personal and career 

development 
• Beneficial local, national, and international 

partnerships 
http://www.ufv.ca/irp/data-and-reports/annual-reports/ 

2014 Mission 
The University of the Fraser Valley, as established by 
the University Act of British Columbia, is mandated to 
serve the post-secondary educational needs of its 
region. Specifically, UFV provides post-secondary 
academic, trade, technical, career and adult basic 
education programs that lead to certificates, diplomas, 
and degrees, at both the undergraduate and master’s 
level.  Faculty and staff are also engaged in 
foundational and applied research and other scholarly 
activities that support its program areas and the 
development of the Fraser Valley. 
https://www.google.ca/?gws_rd=ssl#q=mission+statement+U
FV 

 
4  Advanced Education (AVED). (2006, July 17). Backgrounder: Campus 2020: Thinking ahead. 

Victoria, British Columbia, Canada: Author. Retrieved from 
https://archive.news.gov.bc.ca/releases/news_releases_2005-2009/2006AE0032-000949-
Attachment1.htm 
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Capilano University 

2007 Vision  
Capilano College will be recognized as an educational 
institution dedicated to excellence and to providing the 
best possible service to its students and its communities. 
To achieve this vision Capilano College must deliver a 
range of programs that share our promise of teaching 
excellence, relevancy, academic and employment 
opportunity and citizenship development. We must offer 
and deliver on Great Teaching, Great Programs, Great 
Future. 
https://www.capilanou.ca/about/...reports/.../Annual_Review_20
04_2005 

2014 Vision 
Students are drawn to our dynamic and unique 
programs, passionate faculty, welcoming staff, and 
close-knit learning environment; graduates are 
independent learners, thinkers, and doers actively 
contributing to their communities. 
https://www.capilanou.ca/Vision-Values-Mission-Goals-
Strategic-Directions/ 

 

2007 Mission 
At Capilano College our mission is to enable student 
success in current and continuing studies, in a chosen 
career, in the pursuit of knowledge, and in contributing 
effectively as responsible citizens in a rapidly changing 
and diverse global community. 
http://www.capcollege.bc.ca/about/mission/mission-values.pdf 

2014 Mission 
We are a teaching-focused university offering a wide 
range of programs and services that enable students to 
succeed in their current studies, in their ongoing 
education, in their chosen careers, in their lifelong 
pursuit of knowledge, and in their contribution as 
responsible citizens in a rapidly changing and diverse 
global community. 
https://www.capilanou.ca/Vision-Values-Mission-Goals-
Strategic-Directions/ 
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Vancouver Island University 

2006 Vision 
Malaspina University-College is a comprehensive, four-
year, post-secondary institution serving students in the 
region of central Vancouver Island and coastal British 
Columbia.  Our main campus is located in Nanaimo and 
there are regional campuses in Duncan and Powell River, 
as well as a campus centre in Parksville.  We offer a wide 
range of academic, applied, career/technical, vocational, 
and developmental programs leading to certificates, 
diplomas, and degrees. 
http://www2.viu.ca/upa/KeyDocuments/#StrategicPlanning 

2014 Vision 
The University’s Vision Statement builds upon the 
mandate for B.C.’s special purpose, teaching 
universities in the University’s own language, adding 
statements of purpose, values, a visionary goal, and 
specific objectives to guide the work of the institution. 
https://www2.viu.ca/vision/ 

2007 Mission 
Malaspina University-College is a dynamic and diverse 
educational organization, dedicated to excellence in 
teaching, service and research.  We foster student 
success, strong community connections and international 
collaboration by providing access to a wide range of 
university and college programs designed for regional, 
national and international students. 
http://www2.viu.ca/upa/KeyDocuments/#StrategicPlanning 

2014 Mission 
Vancouver Island University is a dynamic and diverse 
educational organization, dedicated to excellence in 
teaching and learning, service and research. We foster 
student success, strong community connections and 
international collaboration by providing access to a wide 
range of university and college programs designed for 
regional, national and international students. 
https://www2.viu.ca/upa/.../2010-11-2012-
13_Acct_Plan_Report.pdf 

Kwantlen Polytechnic University 

2005 Vision 
We are creating a new kind of university that combines 
learning, quality and community service in new ways to 
meet the needs of our students and our communities.  
Our strength is teaching and service excellence.  We have 
the best teachers supported by the best services for 
students.  As an institution, we focus on learning, quality 
and community. 
www.kpu.ca/__shared/assets/Service_Plan_Reports_2005-
076339.pdf 

2014 Vision 
Innovative, transformative, and ambitious, Kwantlen 
Polytechnic University serves the needs of our region, 
of British Columbia, and beyond.  We inspire students 
to excel in their careers, lead in their communities, and 
succeed in their lives. 
http://www.kpu.ca/calendar/2012-13/introduction/vision.html 

KPU: 2005 Mission 
We create an exceptional learning environment committed 
to preparing learners for leadership, service and success. 
www.kpu.ca/__shared/assets/Service_Plan_Reports_2005-
076339.pdf 

KPU: 2014 Mission 
Our mission is to provide students with a range of skills 
and strategies that encourage learning excellence and 
promote holistic development.  This is achieved through 
outstanding programming and exceptional services 
based on general, complementary, integrated, and 
embedded supports to foster student success, program 
completion and a desire for continuous lifelong learning. 
http://www.kpu.ca/calendar/2012-13/introduction/vision.html 
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Emily Carr University of Art + Design 

2007 Vision 
Emily Carr’s vision is to be a worldwide centre of 
excellence in art, design and media education and 
research. 
https://www.ecuad.ca/sites/www.ecuad.ca/files/pages/release1/
Accountability%20Plan%20and%20Report%20200708%20200
910.pdf 

2014 Vision 
Emily Carr's vision is to be a worldwide centre of 
excellence in art, design and media education and 
research. 
http://www.ecuad.ca/about/facts 

2006 Mission 
Emily Carr Institute of Art + Design is a learning 
community devoted to excellence and innovation in Visual 
Arts, Media Arts and Design. 
https://www.ecuad.ca/sites/www.ecuad.ca/files/pages/release1/
Accountability%20Plan%20and%20Report%20200708%20200
910.pdf 

2014 Mission 
Emily Carr University of Art + Design is a learning 
community devoted to excellence and innovation in 
Visual Arts, Media Arts, and Design. 
http://www.ecuad.ca/about/facts 

 

Ministry of Advanced Education 

2005 Vision 
The Ministry of Advanced Education envisions a province 
where all British Columbians have affordable access to 
the best possible, technologically advanced, integrated 
and accountable post-secondary education system. 

2014 Vision 
Excellence in innovation, strong communities and bright 
futures. 

2005 Mission 
The Ministry of Advanced Education provides leadership 
and support for a top-notch advanced education and 
training system that provides all British Columbians with 
opportunities to develop the skills and knowledge they 
need to participate fully in the economic, social and 
cultural life of the province. 

2014 Mission 
We champion innovation, inclusive communities and 
integrated post-secondary education system to 
maximize benefits to all British Columbians 

 



 

249 

A
p

p
en

d
ix G

. 
  M

in
d

 M
ap

s o
f th

e T
h

em
es

1 
Appendix G.   Mind Maps of the Themes1 
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