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ABSTRACT

Investigations into college-to-university transfers have focused largely on the
experiences of students, staff, and college faculty, while relatively little atten-
tion has been paid to the perspective of university faculty. This article first
reviews the literature, which presents the views that the other stakeholders
attribute to university faculty. Next, results from a survey and follow-up inter-
views conducted with faculty at a large Canadian university are presented.
While there is some overlap between the concerns presented indirectly in the
literature and the concerns expressed directly in the survey and interviews,
there are also areas of divergence. The article concludes by noting that uni-
versity faculty do have opinions on transfer and that their voices are worth
listening to, not least because doing so will allow universities to establish how
best to direct their resources to more effectively support a culture of transfer.

While student transfer from college to university has been the subject of a growing volume of
literature, most of this work focuses on either the policies and administrative issues involved in
developing and implementing transfer partnerships between colleges and universities (e.g., Khaja,
2013; Kirby, 2007; McGowan & Gawley, 2006; Senie, 2016; Wheeler, 2019), or on the transfer
students’ experience (e.g., Andres, 2001; Arnold, 2011; DeWine, Bresciani Ludvik, Tucker,
Mulholland, & Bracken, 2017; Shaw, Spink, & Chin-Newman, 2019; Umbach, Tuchmayer,
Clayton, & Smith, 2019). To date, comparatively little attention has been paid to understanding
the faculty perspective, although some researchers, such as Landeen et al. who investigated the
student experience, have acknowledged that “it is important to understand faculty and staff percep-
tions of collaborative programs and the students who are enrolled in those programs” (2017, p. 149).
Similarly, O’Donnell, Miller, & Fowler echo “there is little research which examines faculty perspec-
tives regarding pathway students’ preparedness although their viewpoints may influence both
student access and experience” (2018, p. 4).

Moreover, as noted by Percival et al. (2016), the majority of existing literature focuses on the
community college partners, rather than the university partners. Therefore, while O’'Donnell et al.
(2018) did indeed explore the faculty perspective, their study investigated only the community college
faculty who were involved in preparing students for a transfer program. Similarly, Kisker (2007)
conducted interviews with both colleges and universities; however, the college interviewees included
both administrators and college faculty involved in transfer programs, while on the university side, only
administrators were interviewed. Meanwhile, McGowan and Gawley (2006, para. 4) chose deliberately
not to include faculty members in their study of the university perspective on the following grounds:

Interviews did not include university faculty because faculty class registration records do not identify which
students are college transfer students so unless a student self-identifies as a college transfer student, a student’s
prior academic involvement is not known to faculty.

CONTACT Lynne Bowker @ Ibowker@uottawa.ca @ School of Information Studies, University of Ottawa, 70 Laurier Ave East,
Hamelin Building, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

© 2019 Taylor & Francis Group, LLC

10

15

20

25

30

35

40


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0848-1035
mailto: Page 1 Author Query: Please note that the ORCID for Lynne Bowker has been created from information provided through CATS. Please correct if this is inaccurate.
mailto: Page 1 Author Query: Citation [Wheeler, 2019] has been updated. OK?
mailto: Page 1 Author Query: Please confirm corresponding author details are correct.
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10668926.2019.1703845&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2019-12-11
Author query
Please note that the ORCID for Lynne Bowker has been created from information provided through CATS. Please correct if this is inaccurate.

Author query
Please confirm corresponding author details are correct.

Author query
Citation [Wheeler, 2019] has been updated. OK?


2 (&) L BOWKER

While the lack of ability to identify specific students as being transfer students might limit
a university faculty member’s ability to comment directly on transfer student performance, these
faculty can still comment on many other aspects of the transfer process, including issues that they see
as barriers to developing or delivering articulated programs. Gaining a better understanding of their
perspective could lead to a greater level of university faculty buy-in - a factor that is generally
considered to be important for transfer to be successful.

A similar lack of attention to the university faculty perspective exists outside of North America
too. For instance, Fernandez Diaz, Carballo Santaolalla, & Galan Gonzalez (2010, p. 102) explain that
in Europe, “the main objective of the Bologna Process is to create a European space for higher
education that allows for comparability, compatibility and coherence between the existing systems of
higher education across Europe” — an objective that is generally referred to as the European Higher
Education Area (EHEA). However, as pointed out by Fernandez Diaz et al. (2010), “very few existing
studies assess faculty attitudes toward the creation of the EHEA” (p. 103) or toward its associated
tool the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS).

Both Kisker (2007) and Percival et al. (2016) point to yet another gap: the majority of existing
studies are quantitative in nature, focusing on transfer rates, grade point average patterns and
withdrawal rates (e.g., Gerhardt & Masakure, 2016; Stewart & Martinello, 2012). In contrast,
comparatively few studies focus on social-cultural aspects such as detailing lived experiences, and
those that do take this approach tend to focus on the student experience, rather than on the faculty
experience. Additionally, Kisker (2007) calls for more research into the processes by which college-
university transfer partnerships can be created and sustained, including the identification of factors
that may be barriers or aids to achieving such partnerships, such as faculty attitudes, for example.

Given that limited attention has been paid to investigating university faculty, the overarching goal
of this article is to gain a deeper understanding of university faculty members’ perspectives on
transfer, including identifying obstacles to and strategies for engaging faculty in a culture of transfer.
Unlike McGowan and Gawley (2006), who chose to exclude faculty members in their study, we
believe that even in the absence of being able to identify transfer students on the class roster, faculty
members can still offer useful insights into the overall experience of the development and imple-
mentation of articulation agreements and transfer between colleges and universities. Moreover, we
feel that it is important for other stakeholders, including college faculty, college and university
administrators, and transfer students, to be aware of the university faculty perspective since the
success of transfer depends on the cooperation of all parties. As a step toward gaining a deeper
understanding of the university faculty perspective, we undertook a survey and follow-up interviews
with faculty members at the University of Ottawa, one of Canada’s oldest and largest universities,
who have been or could potentially be involved in designing and implementing articulation agree-
ments between colleges and universities.

This article is organized as follows. We begin with a review of the literature, after which we present
an institutional context and discuss the results of a survey and follow-up interviews that were under-
taken with university faculty at the University of Ottawa in order to obtain more direct insight into
their attitudes and concerns. Interestingly, while there was some correspondence between the concerns
reported in the literature and those expressed by survey and interview participants, there were also
some divergences. Though data was gathered only from a single institution, this project serves as
a useful case study whose findings may inspire similar investigations at, or across, other institutions.
Finally, we end with some thoughts and recommendations about the value of consulting university
faculty in order to know where to most effectively invest resources for promoting a culture of transfer.

Literature review

It should be noted that higher education models differ from one region to the next, and this is
particularly true with regard to college-to-university transfer models. In Canada, education is
primarily the remit of the provincial and territorial governments. Therefore, in this literature survey,
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we have privileged literature from Canada, and particularly from the province of Ontario (where the
University of Ottawa is located). However, we have included literature pertaining to other geo-
graphic regions in cases where we feel that the insights gained could apply to the Ontario context.
We feel that it is pertinent to consult the broader transfer literature because, for the most part,
transfer models differ at the level of administrative processes and details, which are most often the
remit of administrative staff rather than faculty members. University faculty tend to have concerns
that are at a somewhat broader level (e.g., workload, autonomy). These broader issues may therefore
be more generalizable, and potential solutions may be at least partially transferrable from one
context to another. Therefore, we feel that is worth considering the literature on transfer that
comes from other regions. However, even taking this broad approach, it should be noted that
there is relatively little literature that focuses on the university faculty perspective of transfer.
Nonetheless, some information on this topic can be gleaned indirectly from studies that focus on
college faculty, administrators, or students. In reading this literature, we identified the following five
themes that have been attributed to university faculty in the context of transfer: 1) concerns about
lack of university faculty buy-in; 2) concerns about transfer students’ academic readiness for
university courses; 3) concerns about transfer students’ social integration; 4) concerns about uni-
versity bureaucracy and faculty workload; and 5) concerns about university faculty autonomy.

Concerns about lack of university faculty buy-in

As noted in the introduction, there is more transfer literature that is focused on colleges than on
universities, and with regard to faculty, most of this literature explores what college professors can
do to prepare students for the transfer to university (e.g., O’'Donnell et al., 2018). Although the focus
is mainly on college professors, there are a few authors who point out that university faculty
members also have a role to play and must buy-in to the transfer process if it is to be successful.
For instance, based on interviews with college professors, Kisker reports that for articulation
agreements to be meaningful, there must be some actual contact between college faculty and
university faculty “because otherwise it’s just paperwork that’s funneled back and forth, and we
[professors] don’t do our paperwork very well” (2007, p. 292). A similar idea is expressed by
university administrators who were interviewed by Tobolowsky and Cox, one of whom describes
the problem as follows: “even though we have this articulation agreement ... we don’t play in the
same sandbox” (2012, p. 404). Meanwhile, Andres (2001) likewise emphasizes the importance of
“ongoing dialogue and articulation of teaching and learning practices at both sending and receiving
institutions” (p. 65) as a requirement for facilitating a smooth transition from college to university.

To address this issue, a university administrator who was interviewed by Tobolowsky and Cox
recommends getting the faculty at the receiving institution talking to the faculty at the sending
institution, noting that “the more we could improve that communication [between institutions]
would make it more of a seamless transition for students” (2012, p. 404). Kisker is even more specific
about the need to involve faculty leaders at universities because these professors are well positioned
to influence others in their department, and she relays the following comments from an interview
with a university administrator:

If you don’t have their [faculty] buy-in, you’re not going to get anywhere. And so trying to coddle, that is real
critical and important ... .You've got to have the faculty vice president ... but even more so you've got to talk to
department chairs (2007, p. 293).

Concerns about transfer students’ academic readiness for university courses

Given that the two types of institution offer different types of courses, the question of whether
students coming from college are prepared for entering university courses crops up regularly in the
literature. For instance, O’Donnell et al, who investigated the perceptions of college faculty
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4 L. BOWKER

regarding the readiness of students for transfer programs, find that “several respondents were
concerned that pathway students lacked the writing, research and referencing skills as well as the
theoretical foundation for degree-level study” (2018, p. 7). Although this study reports on the
perception of college faculty, rather than university faculty, there is indirect evidence to suggest
that this opinion is shared by university faculty. For instance, in their interviews with university
administrators, Tobolowsky and Cox (2012) report that many of them spoke of a campus-wide
stereotype of transfer students being underprepared academically.

Meanwhile, as part of their investigation into the experiences of students enrolled in integrated
collaborative college-university programs in Ontario, Landeen et al. (2017) report that some of the
transfer students felt stigmatized because they believed that university faculty perceived them as less
capable than students who had entered directly into a university program. Indeed, some students
reported overhearing university faculty remark that students in collaborative college-university
programs have more challenges academically than university-only students (Landeen et al., 2017).

Similarly, Andres, who investigates the experiences of transfer students in British Columbia,
Canada, reports that students arriving from college found the university learning environment to be
more challenging (e.g., the volume of work was higher, class sizes were larger, guidelines were less
clear, and more independent work and initiative were expected), noting that “some [transfer
students] were very critical of the attitudes of university professors relative to college instructors.
Professors were occasionally perceived to be distant, inaccessible, and bound by fewer expectations
to be clear and communicative” (2001, p. 59).

So while there seems to be indirect suggestion — reported by college professors, university
administrators, and transfer students — that university faculty perceive that students coming from
community colleges are not well prepared for university courses, is there evidence to support this?
Percival et al. (2016) and DeWine et al. (2017) both summarize a number of studies which suggest
that students transferring from colleges to universities experience an initial drop in their grades upon
arrival at the university, a phenomenon referred to as transfer shock. However, there is also
a growing body of evidence to indicate that these students bounce back after a semester or two
(e.g., Stewart & Martinello, 2012). In the previously mentioned study by O’Donnell et al. (2018),
even though the college professors who were interviewed perceive that pathway students were less
skilled in areas such as writing, research and foundational content than their non-pathway peers, this
turned out not to be the case as an analysis of student grades and academic standing showed that
pathway students compared favorably to their peers. However, in cases where students do experience
transfer shock, Andres (2001) reports that sometimes these students associate the drop in grades
with limited or unsatisfactory contact with university professors.

Concerns about transfer students’ social integration

With regard to transfer students’ readiness for university, most of the literature focuses on their
academic preparedness (e.g., Gerhardt & Masakure, 2016; Stewart & Martinello, 2012); however,
a burgeoning interest is being shown in better understanding their social readiness also (e.g., Flaga,
2006; Rhine, Milligan, & Nelson; Tobolowsky & Cox, 2012). While many of those discussions focus on
transfer students’ own ability to integrate with their peers at university, some of the discussions touch
on faculty. For instance, Percival et al. comment that “students’ perception of the quality and strength
of their relationships with faculty were significantly associated with the students’ academic integration
at the university and self-reported personal intellectual growth” (2016, p. 24).

Meanwhile, Percival et al. report that “college students claimed that college faculty are inclined to be
more involved and interested in their students’ education than are university faculty” (2015, p. 403).
This echoes previous findings by Townsend and Wilson (2006), who discovered that students
transferring from college frequently felt unprepared for the larger class sizes at university, and this
in turn resulted in them feeling anonymous and isolated. According to Rhine et al., “faculty should be
apprised of general transfer information, so they can be more helpful to students,” (2000, p. 451) while
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Townsend and Wilson suggest that university faculty “should be encouraged to use pedagogical
techniques to enable students to get to know at least a few students in the class. For example, students
could pair off occasionally to discuss a point or answer a conceptual question” (2006, p. 453).

Concerns about university bureaucracy and faculty workload

Percival et al. state that “in Canada, college-to-university and university-to-college transfers are
complicated by a confusing set of regulations that vary from province to province and from one
institution to another” (2016, p. 22). In the province of Ontario more specifically, Arnold indicates
that “No course-by-course (universal) transfer guide exists. [...] Credit-by-credit transfer is unorga-
nized; institutions form rules for transfer with no measuring stick or standards” (2011, pp. 6-7).
There are numerous reports of frustration on the part of students, administrators, and college
professors caused by inconsistent, confusing or incorrect information being distributed about
transfer programs (Andres, 2001; Arnold, 2011; Carter, Coyle, & Leslie, 2011; Percival et al,
2016), or about information being simply too hard to find (Gerhardt & Ackerman, 2014). When
describing the situation in the European Higher Education Area, Fernandez Diaz et al. (2010)
comment that the provision of appropriate information is one of the most fundamental strategies
that help to foster a positive attitude toward change among faculty. It is likely that a similar strategy
could prove helpful in other regions also.

Related to this is the lack of consistency in terminology, noted by both Percival et al. (2016) and
Kennepohl, the latter of whom insists on the need for pathway programs to be described “in a common
language that is understood by both sending and receiving institutions” (2016, p. 155). Meanwhile, with
regard to the impenetrability of the information describing the transfer process, this is even more
pronounced for those with an additional language barrier (e.g., non-native speakers), who have found
that “transfer applications and directions were often too difficult to comprehend” (Arnold, 2011, p. 12).

It seems reasonable to surmise that if all the other parties — that is, students, college professors,
and administrators - find this situation to be frustratingly bureaucratic and confusing, then
university faculty will probably feel likewise. One reason that faculty are reluctant to become
involved in what is perceived to be a bureaucratic undertaking is because they are already busy
people. As pointed out by Kirby,

There are often few incentives to encourage faculty to spend time on inter-sectoral activities. [...] university
faculty spend fewer hours in the classroom [than college faculty] but face significant time pressures due to the
multiple demands to teach and advise graduate students, keep up demanding scholarly commitments to
academic research and peer-review publications, and perform service to their institution - all within the
competitive structure of university tenure and promotion systems. The time commitment required to maintain
effective collaborative programs has important implications for faculty delivering the programs. If allowances
are not made in light of these pressures, the programs can compel university faculty to sacrifice scholarly
research and publication obligations in favour of carrying out the administrative planning and co-ordination
functions necessary to supporting collaborations (2007, p. 41).

Similar thoughts are expressed by Kisker, who observes that,

the structural and organizational barriers that restrict how much time faculty have for transfer activities result
in a handful of faculty and a couple of administrators who really believe in [transfer], but most people just go
about doing their jobs without a sense of this as being a mission ((2007, p. 293).

Kisker goes on to insist that the involvement of faculty from both colleges and universities is
essential to the success of articulation agreements, but she laments that “unfortunately, even faculty
who are interested in becoming involved in transfer activities are often precluded from doing so
because of heavy course loads and other responsibilities” (2007, p. 298).

Kennepohl emphasizes that the ability for a learner to have prior academic work evaluated and
recognized for transfer credit is an important part of a functioning postsecondary system that
promotes seamless learner pathways; however, he readily concedes that “establishing to what degree
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6 L. BOWKER

two courses are equivalent is not a trivial exercise” (2016, p. 153). This is echoed by Carter et al. who
decry the “cumbersome transfer methods that involve lengthy course-by-course comparisons and
numerous, complicated articulation agreements, necessitating extensive investments of time for
faculty” (2011, p. 20). Meanwhile, Kisker puts forward solutions such as “support, through stipends
or release time” (2007, p. 298) to allow for faculty involvement in the development or maintenance
of partnership pathway programs; however, such solutions may be perceived by administrators as
being too costly. Meanwhile, Kennepohl (2016) and Carter et al. (2011, p. 20), among others, discuss
the potential of program learning outcomes as a means to facilitate articulations; however,
Kennepohl (2016, p. 159) specifically advises that whatever approach is adopted for transfers,
whether it be learning outcomes or some other mechanism, it must be sensitive to workload:

any process considered should be efficient, funded, and kept at a manageable level. Faculty already provide their
time through internal committee work and volunteer externally reviewing papers or contributing to their own
profession. They are more likely to participate if the task is not onerous and they see value in it.

Concerns about university faculty autonomy

Finally, another concern that has been raised is the question of autonomy in the classroom. In
Kisker’s interviews with college faculty about transfer, she learned that when a project is being
championed by the institution, a “major barrier was the attitude of faculty feeling that they were
being told what to do” (2007, p. 290). If this applies to college professors, we can reasonably surmise
that university faculty would feel similarly.

Meanwhile, in Kennepohl (2016), the issue of autonomy is broached in the context of a discussion
about the potential of learning outcomes to facilitate credit transfer. Kennepohl (2016, p. 154)
observes that “in Canada the adoption of learning outcomes has been slow at the university level,”
in part because it represents a substantive change in the usual business for universities. He notes that
this approach is better understood in professional programs associated with professional organiza-
tions whose member certification requirements state learning outcomes; however, this approach is
less well understood by many types of university programs. The question of autonomy comes up
because learning outcomes can be found at the institutional, program, and course level and should
be consistently linked with one other. However, Kennepohl (2016, p. 158-159) observes that while
faculty tend to be supportive of learning outcomes at the institutional and program level, they
become more sensitive at the course level where it might infringe on their own teaching.

What do university faculty think? Survey and interviews with faculty members

As a follow up to the literature review, we sought to engage with regular full-time faculty members at
the University of Ottawa via a survey and follow-up interviews in order to gather more directly
information regarding their experiences with and/or attitudes toward articulation agreements and
student transfer from college to university.

Background and institutional context

A main motivation for conducting this investigation was the fact that, although the University of
Ottawa is one of Canada’s largest universities with approximately 35,000 students and over 600
undergraduate programs (University of Ottawa, 2018), by early 2019, there had only ever been a total
of 24 articulation agreements developed with college programs, and some of these had lapsed while
others attracted very low numbers of transfer students. Moreover, although there are 24 community
colleges in the province of Ontario, the University of Ottawa had only ever partnered with four of
them to create pathway programs to enable students to transfer from college to university.
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This situation of limited engagement in a culture of transfer is not unique to the University of
Ottawa and can be traced in part back to decisions that were made by the Ontario provincial
government in the 1960s not to combine technical and general education in the same institution, but
rather to establish separate colleges that concentrated on technical education. This set up a sort of
competition between community colleges and universities:

When the Ontario college system was established, articulation was explicitly rejected as a goal, and that
rejection prevented the development of any significant interaction between the two sectors [colleges and
universities] for nearly a quarter century. What is more, it resulted in the creation of attitudinal barriers to
articulation that have persisted even after the government has begun to give strong encouragement to
articulation (Skolnik, 1995, p. 449).

In spite of the potential for complementarity, a competitive attitude developed between the two types
of institution, which only worsened as colleges sought to award bachelor’s degrees. As noted by
Skolnik, “in almost all cases where community colleges have sought to offer baccalaureate programs,
universities have opposed the move, viewing it as an inappropriate and hostile incursion into their
jurisdiction” (2011, p. 368). Meanwhile, in the words of Urquhart, “In Ontario, there has been open
conflict over territory between the universities and community colleges since the colleges obtained
the authority to award baccalaureate degrees” (2004, p. A29).

With specific regard to faculty, Skolnik observes that “despite several commonalities between
university and community college professors, the two remain distinct professional groups in some
important ways” (2011, p. 356). He goes on to note that while both groups teach, there are
differences in the type of teaching, suggesting firstly that some of the teaching done by college
professors is not at a postsecondary level, and secondly that most community college professors
concentrate on teaching vocationally oriented courses while the majority of university professors
deliver courses that are more academic in nature and are at a higher level. As a result, Skolnik argues,
a sort of hierarchical relationship has developed in which,

the perception within the universities would likely be that community college occupational courses are lower on the
knowledge hierarchy because there is less abstract or theoretical content, and because admissions requirements are
lower in terms of the types of secondary school courses students are expected to have earned (2011, p. 357).

In addition to the differences related to teaching, another difference between faculty at colleges and
universities is in relation to research. For university faculty, research is a major activity that takes up
the same proportion of their time as teaching. In contrast, community college professors are not
generally expected to do research, and even those who want to often find that their substantial
teaching loads and lack of institutional support make it challenging for them to do so. In the words
of Urquhart, there is a “cultural gap” between the two groups in Ontario (2004, p. A29).

According to Skolnik (2011), what had been a relatively stable division of jurisdiction between
these two different professional groups began to be disrupted when colleges sought to offer bridging
programs — and possibly even bachelor’s degrees — throwing the two groups into clear competition.
According to Skolnik, the general response of universities was to set up a relationship of
subordination:

Subordination enables a profession to offload some of its less glamorous or more repetitive activity to others —
as long as there are other professions that are willing to perform this work — while retaining the more
interesting and prestigious tasks for itself. [...] What made the community college subordinate to the university
was the latter’s control over the awarding of credit toward bachelor’s degrees for courses taken in the former
(2011, p. 362).

Although these observations have been made at the institutional level and did not involve consulting
individual university professors to seek direct information about their opinions or attitudes toward
college professors, it is not difficult to envisage that some of the university’s institutional attitude of
competition or hierarchical superiority could trickle down to the faculty members themselves,
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8 L. BOWKER

resulting in them being somewhat resistant, as a group, to the idea of accepting transfer credits and
students from colleges.

In an attempt to redress this situation, the Ontario Council on Articulation and Transfer
(ONCAT) was created in 2011 “to enhance academic pathways and reduce barriers for students
looking to transfer among Ontario’s public colleges and universities” (ONCAT, 2019a). ONCAT
offers competitive funding to institutions seeking to improve to student mobility from college to
university, and the University of Ottawa’s Office of the Vice-Provost, Academic Affairs, was
motivated to encourage faculty members to apply to the ONCAT Faculty Fellows program with
a view to carrying out a project to investigate what obstacles might be present at the university that
were contributing to the low interest in articulation and transfer. The present author was subse-
quently named as one of six faculty fellows in the province of Ontario for 2018-2019, and this study
was carried out during the fellowship period (ONCAT 2019b). While this particular investigation
focused on just a single institution, we believe that the findings will be of direct interest to the other
20 universities in Ontario, as well as those in Canada’s other provinces. Meanwhile, as pointed out
previously, since a number of the concerns in play can be described as bigger picture issues, the
findings may be broadly applicable in other regions as well.

Method and instruments

At the University of Ottawa, undergraduate programs are delivered by academic units housed in
nine disciplinary Faculties: Arts, Education, Engineering, Health Sciences, Law, Management,
Medicine, Science, and Social Sciences. We used the tool Survey Monkey to prepare an online
survey that could be distributed to faculty members. The link to the survey was then sent to the Vice-
Dean of Undergraduate Studies in each of the nine Faculties with the request that each Vice-Dean
identify professors in their Faculty who would be well placed to respond (e.g., those who were
involved in past or current articulated programs, those who had expressed interest in developing
such programs, or those who belonged to units where the Vice-Dean identified potential opportu-
nities to explore articulated programs). The survey ran during the last two weeks of March 2019.
The survey contained 15 questions, the first five of which gathered basic demographic informa-
tion (ie., Faculty, department and program) and an indication of which college partners and
programs were of interest. Next, the survey sought to establish to which of the following categories
the respondent’s academic unit belonged: 1) currently has, 2) is developing, 3) previously had, 4)
previously explored having, 5) sees potential for having, or 6) sees no potential for having an
articulation agreement with a college. Respondents were then directed to a set of questions that
asked them to identify any real or perceived obstacles that could hinder either the development or
the smooth functioning and maintenance of an articulated program. These questions were informed
in large part by the literature survey. For questions regarding obstacles, respondents could pick one
or more options from a list that included the following choices, or they could suggest additional
obstacles not included in the list. They were also given the opportunity to elaborate on their answers.

Lack of awareness about opportunities to develop articulation agreements
Concerns about the “fit” of a college program with our university program.
Difficulty finding information about the transfer process

Difficulty understanding information about the transfer process

Workload and/or lack of time

Insufficient administrative support

Insufficient support from colleagues/peers

Insufficient support from hierarchical superiors

Lack of and/or poor relationship with college professors

Concerns about professor autonomy in university courses
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e Concerns about academic standards and/or the academic readiness of college students for
university

e Concerns about the social readiness of college students for university

e Concerns about the ability of university professors to teach a group of students who have
received different types of academic preparation

Next, respondents were asked to indicate what conditions they felt needed to be in place in order
for an articulated program to succeed. Once again, they could pick one or more options from a list,
as well as suggest additional criteria. They were also invited to elaborate on their response if they
wished to do so. Criteria on the list included the following:

e An awareness campaign about articulation agreements and student transfer from college to
university

A strong fit between a college program and a university program

Clear information about the transfer process

Easy access to information about the transfer process

Support from senior management

Departmental buy-in

Course release for university professors

Professor autonomy in university courses

Administrative support from the department/Faculty

Specialized pedagogical training for university professors to help them better support students
from colleges

e Supplementary bridging courses for transfer students

Finally, respondents were asked in an open-ended question if there was anything else that they
would like to share about barriers to developing, implementing or maintaining articulation agree-
ments with college programs, or potential solutions to overcome these obstacles.

Before submitting the survey, respondents were also invited to indicate their willingness to
participate in a short unstructured follow-up interview, which would take place either in person or
over the telephone in the two weeks following the survey. The goal of the interviews was to allow
the researcher to follow up on responses provided in the survey, or to allow the interviewees to
expand on their answers or raise additional points about transfer that were not covered by the
survey.

Profile of respondents

Nineteen different professors responded to the survey, and these respondents came from 15 different
academic units housed in eight of the nine disciplinary Faculties as illustrated in Table 1.

Although the response rate might appear to be unbalanced, it is worth noting that there is
considerable variation across these Faculties with regard to the number of academic units in each.
For instance, the Faculty of Arts has 16 different academic units, followed by the Faculty of Social
Sciences with nine academic units, then the Faculty of Health Sciences and the Faculty of Science
which both have five, and the Faculty of Engineering with four. Meanwhile, the Faculties of Law,
Education, and the Telfer School of Management are faculties that do not have any internal division
into academic units. The only Faculty with no respondents was the Faculty of Medicine, which is
understandable given that admission to the undergraduate medical education program requires the
prior completion of three years of full-time university study. Therefore, while we did not manage to
get information from every Faculty or academic unit, we did manage to cover a reasonable cross
section of the university by gathering 19 responses from 15 different academic units in eight different
Faculties.
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Table 1. Academic units that participated in the survey and interviews.

# (%) of survey

# (%) of interview

Faculty Academic Units respondents respondents
Arts Communication (3); English; Music; Theater; 7 (37%) 4 (40%)
Translation
Law Law 1 (5%) 1 (10%)
Education Education 1 (5%) 1 (10%)
Engineering Civil Engineering; Electrical Engineering; Mechanical 3 (17%) 1 (10%)
Engineering
Medicine - 0 0
Science Chemistry 1 (5%) 0
Health Sciences Human Kinetics; Nursing (2); Nutrition Sciences 4 (21%) 2 (20%)
Social Sciences Economics 1 (5%) 0
Telfer Management 1 (5%) 1 (10%)
Total 19 (100%) 10 (100%)

At the end of the survey, respondents were asked to indicate whether they would be willing to
participate in a follow-up interview. Ten of the 19 respondents agreed to be interviewed, and these
participants came from seven different academic units housed in six different Faculties (Arts,
Education, Engineering, Health Sciences, Law, and Management), as summarized in Table 1. Of
the ten interviews, eight were conducted via telephone and two were conducted in person, according
to the preferences of the respondents. The length of the unstructured interviews ranged from five to
fifteen minutes in length.

Overall, while the number of survey respondents (19) and interviewees (10) was modest, the
participants nonetheless represented a good cross-section of disciplinary cultures at the university. In
addition to obtaining disciplinary diversity, we also successfully obtained information from respon-
dents who had different types or levels of experience with articulation agreements and transfer. For
instance, we managed to obtain both survey responses and interviews with respondents from each of
the six previously mentioned categories with regard to the status of an articulated program; these are
summarized in Table 2. Moreover, the responses covered experiences with four different community
colleges in total.

Survey results

As previously described, a main focus of the survey questions was to identify barriers (whether actual
or anticipated) relating to the development of articulation agreements, as well as obstacles (actual or
anticipated) relating to the smooth functioning and maintenance of articulation agreements. In
addition, respondents were also asked to reflect on what conditions they felt would need to be in
place in order to set an articulated program up for success.

With regard to responses, the number of survey respondents who identified concerns about
different obstacles for developing and maintaining articulated programs with college partners are
summarized in Table 3. Meanwhile, Table 4 presents a summary of the conditions that survey
respondents deemed to be important in order to set an articulated program up for success.

Table 2. The status of articulated programs.

The academic unit ... # of survey respondents # of interviewees

... currently has an articulated program 7 37%) 3 (30%)
.. is in the process of developing an articulated program 1 (5%) 1 (10%)
... previously had an articulated program but it is no longer functioning 2 (11%) 2 (20%)
.. previously explored having an articulated program 2 (11%) 1 (10%)
.. sees potential for developing an articulated program 1 (5%) 1 (10%)
... sees no potential for developing an articulated program 6 (31%) 2 (20%)
Total 19 (100%) 10 (100%)
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Table 3. Obstacles to the development and maintenance of articulated programs.

# (%) respondents who

# (%) respondents who identified this as
identified this as a concern for
a concern for developing maintaining an
Obstacles an articulated program articulated program
Lack of awareness about opportunities to develop articulation agreements 3 (16%) N/A
Concerns about the fit of a college program with our university program. 10 (53%) 7 (37%)
Difficulty finding information about the transfer process 2 (11%) 2 (11%)
Difficulty understanding information about the transfer process 2 (11%) 2 (11%)
Workload and/or lack of time 7 (37%) 6 (32%)
Insufficient administrative support 3 (16%) 4 (21%)
Insufficient support from colleagues/peers 5 (26%) 3 (16%)
Insufficient support from hierarchical superiors 2 (11%) 2 (11%)
Lack of and/or poor relationship with college professors 0 3 (16%)
Concerns about professor autonomy in university courses 1 (5%) 3 (16%)
Concerns about academic standards and/or the academic readiness of 12 (63%) 7 (37%)
college students for university
Concerns about the social readiness of college students for university 1 (5%) 0
Concerns about the ability of university professors to teach a group of 1 (5%) 0
students who have received different types of academic preparation
Other 9 (56%) 6 (32%)

As Table 3 indicates, the three most frequently cited concerns for both developing and main- 440
taining an articulation agreement are:

(1) concerns about academic standards and/or academic readiness of college students for
university (identified as a concern by 63% of respondents for developing articulation
agreement and by 37% of respondents for maintaining an agreement);

(2) concerns about the fit of a college program with the university program (53% for developing 445
and 37% for maintaining); and

(3) concerns about faculty workload and/or lack of time (37% for developing and 32% for
maintaining).

If we refer back to the information gleaned from the literature review, we can recall that all three of
these concerns also featured prominently in the literature on transfer. Meanwhile, workload also
came up in another way as part of the survey; as shown in Table 4, when asked to identify conditions 450
that would help to set an articulation agreement up for success, 58% of respondents indicated that it
would be important to have administrative support from the academic unit or Faculty, while 32% of

Table 4. Conditions that need to be in place to set an articulated program up for success.

# (%) of
Conditions respondents*®
An awareness campaign about articulation agreements and student transfer from college to university 7 (37%)
A strong fit between a college program and a university program 19 (100%)
Clear information about the transfer process 5 (26%)
Easy access to information about the transfer process 6 (32%)
Support from senior management 8 (42%)
Departmental buy-in 10 (53%)
Course release for university professors 6 (32%)
Professor autonomy in university courses 6 (32%)
Administrative support from the department/Faculty 11 (58%)
Specialized pedagogical training for university professors to help them better support students from 0

colleges

Supplementary bridging courses for transfer students 6 (32%)
Other 1 (5%)

*Faculty who feel this is important to set an articulated program up for success.
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respondents advocated for course release for professors involved in setting up and overseeing
transfer programs.

We can observe other survey responses that also correspond to concerns in the literature. For
instance, the literature on transfer emphasized the importance of having faculty buy-in, and in our
survey, respondents identified insufficient support from colleagues/peers as being an obstacle for
both the development (26%) and maintenance (16%) of articulation agreements (see Table 3). In
addition, in response to the question about what conditions need to be in place in order to set an
articulated program up for success, 53% of respondents identified departmental buy-in as an
important criterion (see Table 4). Meanwhile, in a similar vein, the literature on transfer emphasized
the value of institutional support. In Table 3, insufficient support from hierarchical superiors was
identified as a barrier by 11% of respondents with regard to both the development and the
maintenance of articulation agreements. However, having support from senior management was
also selected by 42% respondents as being a key condition for setting up an articulated program for
success, as illustrated in Table 4.

The literature on transfer identified professor autonomy as a key factor, and while this was
mentioned as an obstacle to developing an articulation agreement by only 5% of respondents and as
an obstacle to the maintenance of an agreement by just 16% of respondents (see Table 3), it was also
identified by 32% of respondents as being an important criterion for setting an articulated program
up for success (see Table 4).

The benefits of raising awareness and visibility of transfer came out in the literature. Likewise, in
our survey, 16% of respondents noted that lack of awareness about opportunities to develop articula-
tion agreements presented an obstacle to establishing such agreements (see Table 3), while 37% of
respondents suggested that an awareness campaign about articulation agreements and student transfer
was something that could help to set an articulated program up for success (see Table 4).

In contrast, some of the issues that were flagged in the literature as areas of concern did not
appear to trouble the survey respondents too greatly. For instance, the literature discussed concerns
about college students’ social readiness for university; however, these concerns did not feature
heavily among the survey responses. For instance, as illustrated in Table 3, just a single respondent
(5%) identified concern about college students™ social readiness for university as an obstacle to
developing an articulated program, while no respondents selected this as a concern during the
maintenance of an articulation agreement.

Similarly, problems relating to bureaucracy surrounding the transfer process, including opaque
language being used to explain it, were discussed regularly in the literature on transfer. However, as
reported in Table 3, in our survey, only 11% of respondents said that difficulty finding information
about the process was an issue at both the development and maintenance stages, and likewise, just
11% indicated that difficulty understanding information about the process was an obstacle at both
the development and maintenance stages. Interestingly, however, when asked about conditions that
are necessary to ensure the success of an articulated program, over a quarter (26%) of respondents
indicated that it is important to have clear information about the process and nearly one third (32%)
emphasized that the information must be easily accessible, as illustrated in Table 4. Therefore, while
respondents feel that these are somewhat important conditions, it would appear that they are being
met reasonably well by the University of Ottawa at the present time.

Another issue that did not emerge from the literature review but which was raised in the Other
option was the challenge of developing an articulation agreement for a program that must undergo
an external professional accreditation. This issue was raised by six different respondents, and was
explored in more depth during the interviews.

Interview results

The ten interviews were unstructured and were intended to provide respondents with an opportunity
to share any other comments that they wished to share about their experience exploring, developing,
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maintaining or discontinuing articulation agreements, or indeed any other thoughts on the topic of
transfer and student mobility in general. In some cases, respondents used this as an opportunity to
reinforce or expand on one or more of their selected answers to a survey question, while in other
cases, new points that were not well addressed by the specific survey questions were introduced.
Therefore, the follow-up interviews — even the short ones — proved valuable because they allowed us
to gain a deeper understanding of issues that were overlooked or noted only briefly in the survey
responses, or which of the multiple options selected were considered to be the most important. For
instance, although the survey did not ask respondents to rank the importance of the options they
chose, a five-minute interview provided enough time for them to indicate which they considered to
be more significant and which were less important.

One issue that had not been well addressed as part of the survey was the challenge posed for
a program that has an external accreditation requirement. Interviewees from three different pro-
grams raised this issue. According to these three interviewees, the externally imposed accreditation
requirements of some professional associations made it challenging to develop collaborative pro-
grams. An example given by one participant was that the professional association expected courses to
be taught by instructors with a certain type of qualification that is common among university
professors working in this subject area but is less common among college professors. Meanwhile,
another participant indicated that the competences required by the accrediting body were very strict
and that college-level courses were not always taught at a sufficiently advanced level to meet these
requirements. However, another interviewee suggested that while this might at first appear as
a challenge, it could in fact be seen as an opportunity to invite representatives from the relevant
professional association to participate in the development of the articulated program.

On another topic, one interviewee expressed surprised at having been invited to participate in the
survey/interview, noting that to the best of their knowledge, no college had ever expressed an interest
in developing a transfer agreement with any unit in their Faculty. In the interview, it was revealed
that the interviewee had never considered that such an initiative could be proposed by a university
partner rather than by a college partner. Meanwhile, another interviewee stated that there was no
shortage of students entering their university program directly, and that they would likely be
motivated to explore an articulation agreement only if they had low enrollments and were seeking
more students. In contrast, another interviewee registered surprise that there was not a more
coordinated effort on the part of the university to encourage transfer and mobility between college
and university, noting that some leadership and encouragement could be helpful. This interviewee
suggested that the Vice-Deans of Undergraduate Studies in the various Faculties would do well to
pro-actively meet with the Heads of academic units to explore and/or promote the option of
articulation agreements.

A related notion was expressed by another interviewee, who noted that administrative support to
promote the agreements and to do follow-ups with the colleges would be appreciated. In this case,
a transfer pathway was in place but the number of students who took it up was quite low, causing
frustration for the professors who had invested so much time and energy to set it up. This general
idea was echoed by a second interviewee who noted that setting up a program was one thing, but
making it work was quite another, and by a third who commented on the low “return on invest-
ment” (i.e., few students actually taking advantage of the articulation agreement once it had been set
up). All three of these interviewees emphasized that professors could only be expected to do so much
with regard to recruitment, and that the institution needed to provide greater support in this regard
to make these initiatives successful.

Low enrollments were seen as a risk by several other interviewees also. However, one of them
liked the idea of the programs being somewhat selective rather than having a mass appeal, noting
that the most successful transfer students were the ones who had been identified by the college
partner as being particularly good candidates and had then been actively encouraged to make the
transfer. This interviewee wished there could be a more formal mechanism for colleges to identify
and recommend specific students that they think are well suited for transfer.
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The importance of finding a good fit between college and university programs - and the challenge
of doing so — came up frequently in the interviews as it did in the survey, and it was emphasized by
most interviewees as being the overriding concern. In the case of one interviewee, this was
articulated more specifically as being a concern about skills vs knowledge, with the interviewee
expressing the opinion that college programs emphasized skills whereas universities emphasized
knowledge, and that when students transferred from college programs, they had missed out on some
of the foundational knowledge. This same interviewee went on to note that course descriptions from
the two institutions may look very similar on the surface, but upon closer inspection, the courses
may actually be quite different. For this reason, the interviewee recommended going beyond the
course descriptions and actually investigating the profile of the professors, as well as the specific
textbooks used, noting that the college textbooks are more often “how to” manuals, while the
university textbooks focus more on the underlying science. Another interviewee commented that
a former articulation agreement had to be canceled because a change in admission requirements to
the bachelor’s program meant that the college courses were no longer considered as being able to
meet these requirements. Meanwhile a different interviewee commented that the articulated program
only functioned well if the college students went on to choose “appropriate courses” at the university
level, and that problems arose when transfer students took on elective courses for which they had not
been well prepared.

Discussion

Because this project was carried out on a small scale at just one institution, the results cannot
necessarily be generalized. Nonetheless, this investigation has resulted in some useful findings for the
University of Ottawa that may potentially also provide insights into the university faculty perspective
at other institutions. In addition, it could potentially serve as a model that could be adopted or
adapted by other universities that wish to investigate the faculty perspective on transfer and mobility
at their own institution.

In general, the survey and interviews revealed that the principal concerns expressed by the
participants correspond largely to those raised in the literature on transfer. The top three concerns
that came out of the surveys/interviews include concerns about academic standards and/or academic
readiness of college students for university; concerns about the fit of a college program with the
university program; and concerns about faculty workload and/or lack of time. Moreover, these
concerns were expressed both by respondents whose programs had actual experience of participating
in articulation agreements and by those whose programs were simply exploring the possibility.

Correction of misassumptions is one way to counteract the notion held by some faculty that transfer
students are not academically ready for university courses. As illustrated by Stewart and Martinello
(2012), DeWine et al. (2017), and O’Donnell et al. (2018), among others, while transfer students may
initially experience transfer shock during which their grades initially decline, they often bounce back
relatively quickly and go on to perform as well as or better than students who have entered university
directly. Andres submits that educating faculty members is key to warding off false perceptions that
transfer students are collectively weaker than direct entry university students, and she suggests that
“efforts designed to raise instructors’ awareness of teaching and learning problems encountered by
transfer students at both community colleges and universities may help to mitigate the magnitude of
‘transfer shock’ experienced by students” (2001, p. 65). Meanwhile, DeWine et al. point to:

the need for faculty collaboration between community colleges and universities to improve the transfer-student
transition process, including the exchange of course syllabi from the transfer institutions, comparing curricu-
lum content, and jointly defining the expected knowledge and skills at the 4-year institution. (2017, p. 810)

Finally, although the literature suggested that bureaucracy could be an issue impeding access to and
understanding of documents associated with the process of developing and maintaining articulation
agreements, this did not appear to be a significant obstacle for faculty members at the University of
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Ottawa. However, it was mentioned by numerous respondents that an awareness campaign about
opportunities could be a valuable undertaking. In contrast, numerous respondents indicated that
additional support from the university — such as in the form of marketing an articulated program,
and administrative support for managing an articulated program - could contribute greatly to
a program’s success.

Conclusion

The university faculty perspective is one that has been under-investigated to date. Though conducted
on a small scale, our investigation was nonetheless useful because it revealed that faculty do indeed
have opinions and concerns about transfer, and while some of these correspond to indirect observa-
tions made about university faculty by other transfer stakeholders (e.g., college professors, college and
university staff and administrators, and transfer students), others diverge from what has been reported
by these other parties. Therefore, it would seem worthwhile to consult university faculty directly on
a wider scale to get a better handle on the concerns that they have so that these might be appropriately
addressed in order to increase the success of articulation agreements and transfer programs. By
engaging with university faculty about their apprehensions, it is possible that these concerns could
be mitigated, thus increasing transfer opportunities and improving transfer experiences.

In addition, by consulting faculty directly about their needs, universities can direct both human
and financial resources more appropriately for maximum impact. For instance, at the University of
Ottawa, faculty seem relatively content with the nature and accessibility of the information provided
about the transfer process, so there would not seem to be a need at present to invest significantly in
this area. In contrast, faculty members expressed a desire for more support in the area of marketing
and recruitment to increase the uptake of existing transfer programs. They also suggested that
a campaign to raise awareness about and promote a culture of transfer could be beneficial since
transfer seems to have relatively low visibility on the campus. Therefore, these could potentially be
areas where the University of Ottawa could meaningfully invest additional resources. Indeed, these
are recommendations that we have already passed along to the Office of the Vice-Provost, Academic
Affairs, who are consequently planning an information session and workshop for the coming
academic year, which will involve not only university faculty, but also college faculty.

While the needs at other institutions may differ from those that we have identified at the
University of Ottawa, the important takeaway here is that university faculty do indeed have thoughts
about transfer and are open to being engaged on the subject. The most effective way to find out what
they are thinking is to ask them. We hope this article will inspire more universities to do just that.
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