


NORTH AMERICAN LINKAGE ACTIVITY
IN CANADIAN AND U.S. INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION

A report prepared for the North
American Institute, Santa Fe, with the
financial assistance of the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs, U.S. Department of State, 
and the Research and Programs Fund of the
Alliance for Higher Education and Enterprise
in North America

by

Edward B. Harvey & Richard Liu *

Alliance for Higher Education and
Enterprise in North America and
University of Toronto

August 2002
(Revised September 2002)

*The authors wish to acknowledge the
helpful assistance of the Alliance research
team and, in particular, Rhonda Williams.





TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY        i-vi

1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW            1

2. DATA AND METHODS            2
 

3. RESULTS      3-63
 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION    64-70

4.1  Main Conclusions    64-69

4.2  Implications for Action    69-70

APPENDIX A: COVER LETTER AND FORM USED IN SURVEY OF CANADIAN
HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

APPENDIX B: COVER LETTER AND FORM USED IN SURVEY OF U.S. HIGHER
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS



i

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the process of
North Americanization has continued to accelerate.  Trade liberalization, combined with the rapid growth
of a knowledge based economy, has generated pressures in North America - - and elsewhere - - for an
increasingly skilled and geographically mobile labour force.  The realities of business competition
nowadays fuels a growing demand for workers equipped with a global outlook and global capabilities.

Institutions of higher education play a central role in meeting the needs of this new operating
environment.  In the case of North American higher education integration, a series of major conferences
(Wingspread, 1992; Vancouver, 1993; Guadalajara, 1996), have made large contributions to defining the
issues facing North American higher education and developing an agenda for action.  A vital part of this
agenda is the fostering of linkages among North American institutions of higher education.

This report presents the results of two recent surveys, conducted by the Alliance for Higher
Education and Enterprise in North America, of a cross-section of Canadian and U.S. institutions of higher
education.  The purpose of the surveys was to gather data on the North American linkage activities of the
institutions.  The key findings include the following:

• A majority of Canadian higher education institutions surveyed have active relationships with
other higher education institutions in the United States and Mexico (69.8%).  A majority of
U.S. higher education institutions surveyed also have such relationships with higher
education institutions in Canada and Mexico although the percentage is somewhat higher
(76.2%)

• Of those Canadian higher education institutions reporting that they do not have linkage
relationships with other higher education institutions in the United States and Mexico, 30.4%
report that they plan to establish such linkages in the next year.  In the case of U.S. higher
education institutions that do not have linkage relationships with higher education institutions
in Canada and Mexico, a substantially higher percentage (66.3%) report that they plan to do
so in the next year.

• Both the Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed report that North
American linkage activities have been beneficial for their institutions (90.6% for Canadian
institutions, 88.8% for U.S. institutions).  Similarly, among the Canadian institutions
surveyed, North American linkages are identified as “very important” by 61.8% and
“somewhat important” by 28.9%.  For the U.S. institutions surveyed, the corresponding
percentages are 68.2% and 27.8%.

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed are involved in a number of
different types of linkage activities:

-  Private sector alliances are “very important” for 77.6% of Canadian institutions and 84.9%
of U.S. institutions.

-  Faculty development is “very important” for 80.3% of Canadian institutions and 83.4% of
U.S. institutions.

-  Student exchange is “very important” for 71.1% of Canadian institutions and 76.8% of U.S.
institutions.
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-  International curriculum is “very important” for 67.1% of Canadian institutions and 73.4%
of U.S. institutions.

-  Internships are “very important” for 68.4% of Canadian institutions and 62.2% of U.S.
institutions.

-  Distance education is “very important” for 67.1% of Canadian institutions and 62.5% of
U.S. institutions.

-  Co-op work/study programs are “very important for 68.4% of Canadian institutions and
59.4% of U.S. institutions.

-  Community development is “very important” for 68.4% of Canadian institutions and 58.8%
of U.S. institutions.

-  Collaborative research is “very important” for 51.3% of Canadian institutions and 54.2% of
U.S. institutions.

-  Standards and Accreditation is “very important” for 53.9% of Canadian institutions and
57.2% of U.S. institutions.

-  Joint research programs are “very important” for 36.8% of Canadian institutions and 40.2%
of U.S. institutions.

-  Library exchange is “very important” for 30.3% of Canadian institutions and 24.2% of U.S.
institutions.

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed were also asked about their
level of involvement in a number of North American linkage areas.  Canadian and U.S.
institutions report “a great deal of involvement” or “some involvement” in the following
areas:

-  85.6% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of increased foreign student
enrolment.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 94.8%.

-  80.2% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of student exchange.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 90.3%.

-  76.3% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of faculty exchange.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 87.2%.

-  61.9% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of expansion of specific
programs.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 76.1%.

-  57.9% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of association or consortial
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 66.1%.

-  47.4% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of increased corporate
involvement.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 60.0%.
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-  46.0% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of joint research programs.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 61.7%.

-  38.2% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of co-sponsorship of
conferences.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 46.3%.

• The existing North American linkage activities of the Canadian and U.S. higher education
institutions surveyed takes place within a number of field of study areas.  The following
identifies each of the field of study areas and reports the percentage of Canadian and U.S.
institutions with existing linkages:

-  In the field of public administration, 7.9% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 12.0%.

-  In the field of software development/Internet applications, 17.1% of Canadian institutions
have existing linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 35.9%

-  In the field of applied technician training, 10.5% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 23.7%.

-  In the field of production management, 6.6% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 14.9%.

-  In the field of humanities, 31.6% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 45.6%.

-  In the field of social sciences, 32.9% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 47.3%.

-  In the field of environmental studies, 31.6% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 42.2%.

-  In the field of engineering, 22.4% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 37.8%.

-  In the field of applied sciences, 27.6% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 43.9%.

-  In the field of financial services, 9.2% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 31.5%.

-  In the field of business administration, 38.2% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 61.0%.

• The pursuit of North American linkage relationships by Canadian and U.S. institutions of
higher education also takes place within a number of field of study areas.  The following
identifies each of the fields of study and reports the percentage of Canadian and U.S.
institutions pursuing linkages:

-  In the field of public administration, 10.5% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 8.5%.
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-  In the field of software development/Internet applications, 17.1% of Canadian institutions
are pursuing North American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions
is 26.3%.

-  In the field of applied technician training, 11.8% of Canadian institutions are pursuing
North American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 15.4%.

-  In the field of production management, 5.3% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 7.8%.

-  In the field of humanities, 7.9% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North American
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 6.3%.

-  In the field of social sciences, 7.9% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North American
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 10.2%.

-  In the field of environmental studies, 9.2% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 14.1%.

-  In the field of engineering, 5.3% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North American
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 7.3%.

-  In the field of applied sciences, 10.5% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 13.2%.

-  In the field of financial services, 6.6% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 12.4%.

-  In the field of business administration, 26.3% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 31.0%.

• The North American linkage activities of the Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions
surveyed have produced a number of direct outcomes.  The following identifies each of the
outcome areas and presents the percentage of Canadian and U.S. institutions with active
North American linkages/activities reporting such outcomes:

-  66.0% of Canadian institutions report that foreign student enrolment has increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 92.0%.

-  47.2% of Canadian institutions report increases in joint research programs.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 57.4%.

-  18.9% of Canadian institutions report that corporate involvement has increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 47.1%.

-  49.1% of Canadian institutions report increases in expansion of specific programs.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 79.5%.

-  62.3% of Canadian institutions report that faculty exchanges have increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 88.5%.
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-  73.6% of Canadian institutions report that student exchanges have increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 87.2%.

-   35.8% of Canadian institutions report increases in co-sponsorship of conferences.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 47.4%.

-  47.2% of Canadian institutions report increases in association or consortial linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 68.3%.

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed were asked about the sources
of funding for their North American linkage activities.  Canadian institutions responded that
the following sources of funding were “most important” or “somewhat important”:  the
Canadian federal government (43.5%), their own institution (39.5%), reciprocal tuition swap
agreements (17.1%), cost self paid by participants (15.8%), linkage partner institution
(15.7%), a Canadian provincial government (13.1%), the Mexican government (6.6%), and
Canadian corporate support (6.6%).  Other sources of funding account for less than 3% each.
These include U.S., Canadian, and Mexican foundation support and U.S. and Mexican
corporate support.  U.S. institutions responded that the following sources of funding were
“most important” or “somewhat important”:  Their own institution (48.6%), the U.S.
government (39.6%), U.S. foundation support (31.8%), costs self paid by participants
(15.9%), linkage partner institution (10.1%), reciprocal tuition swap agreements (9.4%), U.S.
corporate support (9.3%), and the Mexican government (3.2%).  No funding was received
from the Canadian federal government, Canadian corporations, Canadian foundations or
Mexican foundations.

• The Alliance for Higher Education and Enterprise in North America has five priority program
areas.  To assess the fit between Alliance program priorities and a broad cross-section of
Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions, the institutions surveyed were asked to rank
each program area in terms of its importance to North American linkage activities.  For each
of the five program areas the following presents the percentage of Canadian and U.S.
institutions indicating that an area is “very important” or “somewhat important”:

-  In the program area of financial services, 54.0% of Canadian institutions report “very
important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is
60.4%.

-  In the program area of environmental management, 76.3% of Canadian institutions report
“very important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S.
institutions is 70.3%.

-  In the program area of information technology, 82.9% of Canadian institutions report “very
important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is
90.6%.

-  In the program area of public administration, 57.9% of Canadian institutions report “very
important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is
51.5%.

-  In the program area of production management, 38.1% of Canadian institutions report
“very important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S.
institutions is 50.9%.
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• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed were asked to express their
preferences for two types of organizations designed to foster North American linkage
development activity.  The first is a North American Clearinghouse that would maintain
databases, stimulate discussion and collaborative research, and promote best practices.  The
second is a Project Funding Body that would be jointly funded by the public and private
sectors and would receive and evaluate proposals for research, education and training.
Among the Canadian institutions surveyed, 50.0% expressed a preference for the
Clearinghouse and 81.5% expressed a preference for the Funding Body.  The corresponding
percentages for the U.S. institutions are 58.6% and 88.5%.

• The results point to a number of areas where further investigation and/or action is required.
These include:

-  Among institutions that do not have existing linkages, a considerably larger proportion of
U.S. institutions - - compared to their Canadian counterparts - - plan to pursue linkage
development.  Further investigation is needed to determine why these Canadian institutions
are not seeking to develop linkages and, if barriers are involved, how these might be
ameliorated.

-  In relative terms, the linkage activity area of standards and accreditation emerges as a less
important area for both Canadian and U.S. institutions.  Given the significance of standards
and accreditation issues to a truly mobile labour force this issue requires to be addressed.

-  Linkage activities take place in a number of fields of study.  U.S. higher education
institutions are more active than their Canadian counterparts in all fields of study.  In
particular, in a number of areas of strategic importance to economic development and
competitiveness, U.S. linkage activity is substantially higher.  These areas include business
administration, financial services, applied sciences, engineering, and software
development/internet applications.

-  Linkage activities produce a number of direct outcomes.  In all outcome areas, U.S. higher
education institutions are more likely to report accomplishments than their Canadian
counterparts.  The U.S. lead is quite pronounced in a number of areas, including increased
foreign student enrolment, increased corporate involvement, expansion of specific
programs, faculty exchanges, and the development of association or consortial linkages.

-  In both Canada and the U.S., federal government and home institution support emerge
strongly as the principal sources of linkage activity funding.  Corporate support is relatively
weak in both countries and weakest in Canada.  Private foundation funding for linkage
activities is more than 12 times greater in the U.S. than in Canada.  These results
underscore the importance of developing effective strategies for private sector engagement
and, in Canada, seeking ways and means to increase private foundation support for North
American linkage activities, notwithstanding the scale limitations of the foundation sector
in Canada.
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1.  INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The purpose of this study is to examine, in a number of substantive areas, the North American

linkage activity of a cross-section of Canadian and U.S. institutions of higher education.

The study data derive from two separate surveys, one of which was conducted with Canadian

higher education institutions, the other with U.S. higher education institutions.  The principal form of

analysis used in this report is the comparison of the patterns found in the two countries.

In addition to the introduction and overview, this report comprises three other sections and two

appendices.  Section two provides background detail on the data and analytical procedures used in the

study.  Section three sets out the results of the data analysis.  Section four sets forward the main

conclusions of the study and discusses various policy and program implications of the results.  Appendix

A provides the form and covering letter used in the survey of Canadian higher education institutions.

Appendix B sets out the form and covering letter used in the U.S. survey.
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2.  DATA AND METHODS

A list of Canadian universities and community colleges was prepared using information available

from the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada and the Association of Canadian

Community Colleges.  The covering letter and survey form set forward in Appendix A was sent to all

these institutions.  Of a total of 89 universities to which a survey was sent, 30 institutions responded, a

response rate of 33.7%, of 142 community colleges receiving the survey, 46 responded, a response rate of

32.4%.

In the case of U.S. universities and colleges, a list was compiled using information from the

Higher Education Directory for 2001.  The covering letter and survey form set forward in Appendix B

was sent to a 30% random sample of 1715 two year private and public colleges and a 30% random sample

of 2443 four year colleges and universities.  Of a total of 515 two year colleges to which a survey was

sent, 152 institutions responded, a response rate of 29.5%.  Of 733 four year universities receiving a

survey, 258 institutions responded, a response rate of 35.2%

The main method of analysis used in this study involves the making of response pattern

comparisons, for Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions, for each of the questions asked in the

two surveys.  Apart from a very small number of minor differences (noted in the presentation of results),

the two surveys are for all practical purposes the same, thus facilitating the process of Canada/U.S.

institutional comparisons.
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3. RESULTS

We now present and discuss tables for each of the questions asked in the survey of Canadian

higher education institutions (see Appendix A) and in the survey of U.S. higher education institutions

(See Appendix B).  In a number of instances, the data presented in the tables are also set forward in the

form of bar charts.

1A. Does your institution have an active relationship with educational institutions (universities
and/or colleges) in the United States or Mexico?  (Asked only of Canadian institutions).

As may be seen from Table 1A, nearly half (46.1%) of Canadian higher education institutions

report that they have active relationships with both Mexican and U.S. institutions.  This is followed by

13.2% reporting that they have relationships with U.S. institutions only, 10.5% reporting that they have

relationships with Mexican institutions only, and 30.3% reporting that they do not have such

relationships.

Of the 23 institutions reporting that they do not have such relationships, 13.0% report that they

plan to establish bilateral relationships in the next year, followed by 8.7% for trilateral relationships and

8.7% for both bilateral and trilateral relationships.  69.6% report that they do not plan to establish such

relationships in the next year.

Figure 1A presents a graphic depiction of the data.
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TABLE 1A:

1A. Does your institution have an active relationship with educational institutions (universities
and/or colleges) in the United States or Mexico?

� Yes, with U.S. institutions
� Yes, with Mexican institutions
� Yes, with both Mexican and U.S. institutions
� No

Are you planning to establish a relationship within the next year?

� No
� Yes 

� bilateral?
� trilateral?

Canadian educational institutions with active relationships with other educational institutions in
the U.S. or Mexico

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENTAGE (%)
Yes, with U.S. institutions only 10 13.2
Yes, with Mexican institutions only 8 10.5
Yes, with both Mexican and U.S. institutions 35 46.1
No 23 30.3
Total 76 100.0

Canadian educational institutions planning to establish a relationship within the next year

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENTAGE (%)
No 16 69.6
Yes, bilateral 3 13.0
Yes, trilateral 2 8.7
Yes, both bilateral and trilateral 2 8.7
Total 23 100.0
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FIGURE 1A:
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1B.  Does your institution have an active relationship with educational institutions (universities
and/or colleges) in Canada or Mexico?  (Asked only of U.S. institutions).

As may be seen from Table 1B, nearly half (49.4%) of U.S. higher education institutions report

that they have active relationships with both Canadian and Mexican institutions.  This is followed by

16.4% reporting that they have relationships with Mexican institutions only, 10.4% reporting that they

have relationships with Canadian institutions only, and 23.8% reporting that they do not have such

relationships.

Of the 98 institutions reporting that they do not have such relationships, 29.6% report that they

plan to establish bilateral relationships in the next year, followed by 19.4% for both bilateral and trilateral

relationships and 17.3% for trilateral relationships.  33.7% report that they do not plan to establish such

relationships in the next year.

Figure 1B presents a graphic depiction of the data.
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TABLE 1B:

1B. Does your institution have an active relationship with educational institutions (universities
and/or colleges) in Canada or Mexico?

� Yes, with Canadian institutions
� Yes, with Mexican institutions
� Yes, with both Mexican and Canadian Institutions
� No

Are you planning to establish a relationship within the next year?

� No
� Yes 

� bilateral?
� trilateral?

U.S. educational institutions with active relationships with other educational institutions in  Canada
or Mexico

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENTAGE (%)
Yes, with Canadian institutions only 43 10.4
Yes, with Mexican institutions only 67 16.4
Yes, with both Mexican and Canadian
institutions

202 49.4

No 98 23.8
Total 410 100.0

U.S. educational institutions planning to establish a relationship within the next year

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENTAGE (%)
No 33 33.7
Yes, bilateral 29 29.6
Yes, trilateral 17 17.3
Yes, both bilateral and trilateral 19 19.4
Total 98 100.0
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FIGURE 1B:

U.S. higher education institutions reporting having an active relationship with educational 
institutions in Canada or Mexico
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2. Please indicate the importance of the following activities to your institutions (Private Sector
Alliance, Distance Education, Faculty Development, Student Exchange, Collaborative
Research, Joint Degree Programs, Standards & Accreditation, International Curriculum,
Co-op work/study Programs Internships, Community Development, Library Exchange).

Turning now to Table 2, we will examine, for each of the activity areas referred to above,

Canada/U.S. differences

Private Sector Alliances

A majority (77.6%) of Canadian institutions report that these are “very important”, followed by

11.8% indicating “neutral”, 6.6% stating “not very important” and 3.9% falling into the “no response”

category.  In the case of U.S. institutions, a majority (84.9%) indicate that private sector alliances are

“very important”, followed by 8.6% indicating “neutral”, 3.7% stating “not very important” and 2.8%

falling into the “no response” category.

Distance Education

67.1% of Canadian institutions report that distance education is “very important”, followed by

25.0% indicating “neutral”, 6.6% stating “not very important” and 1.3% falling into the “no response”

category.  In the case of U.S. institutions, 62.5% indicate that distance education is “very important”,

followed by 27.5% indicating “neutral”, 8.2% stating “not very important” and 1.8% falling into the “no

response” category.

Faculty Development

A majority (80.3) of Canadian institutions report that faculty education is “very important”,

followed by 13.2% indicating “neutral”, 2.6% stating “not very important” and 3.9% falling into the “no

response” category.  As for U.S. institutions, a majority (83.4%) indicate that faculty development is

“very important”, followed by 12.0% indicating “neutral, 1.8% stating “not very important” and 2.8%

falling into the “no response” category.

Student Exchange

In Canada, 71.1% of institutions report that student exchange is “very important”, followed by

22.4% indicating “neutral”, 5.3% stating “not very important” and 1.3% falling into the “no response”

category.  As for the U.S., 76.8% of institutions report that student exchange is “very important, followed

by 18.0% indicating “neutral”, 4.2% stating “not very important”, and 1.0% falling into the “no response”

category.
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Collaborative Research

Over half (51.3%) of Canadian institutions report that collaborative research is “very important”,

followed by 30.3% indicating “neutral”, 14.5% stating “not very important”, and 3.9% falling into the “no

response” category.  In the U.S., over half (54.2%) of institutions report that collaborative research is

“very important, followed by 23.6% indicating “neutral”, 18.8% stating not very important”, and 3.4%

falling into the “no response” category.

Joint Degree Programs

Nearly half (47.4%) of Canadian institutions report “neutral” on the importance of joint degree

programs, followed by 36.8% indicating “very important”, 7.9% stating “not very important”, and 7.9%

falling into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 44.2% of institutions report “neutral” on the

importance of joint degree programs, followed by 40.2% indicating “very important”, 10.4% stating “not

very important”, and 5.2% falling into the “no response” category.

Standards and Accreditation

Over half (53.9%) of Canadian institutions report that standards and accreditation are “very

important”, followed by 26.3% indicating “neutral”, 13.2% stating “not very important”, and 6.6% falling

into the “no response” category.  As for the U.S., 57.2% of institutions report that standards and

accreditation are “very important”, followed by 26.0% indicating “neutral”, 12.2% stating “not very

important”, and 4.6% falling into the “no response” category.

International Curriculum

67.1% of Canadian institutions report that international curriculum is “very important”,

followed by 22.4% indicating “neutral”, 5.3% stating “not very important”, and 5.3% falling into

the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 73.4% of institutions report that international

curriculum is “very important”, followed by 15.8% indicating “neutral”, 6.8% stating “not very

important”, and 4.0% falling into the “no response” category.

Co-op Work/Study Programs

68.4% of Canadian institutions report that co-op/study programs are “very important”, followed

by 21.1% indicating “neutral”, 6.6% stating “not very important”, and 3.9% falling into the “no response”

category.  In the U.S., 59.4% of institutions report that co-op/study programs are “very important”,

followed by 23.0% indicating “neutral”, 12.2% stating “not very important”, and 5.4% falling into the “no

response” category.
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Internships

Over half (68.4%) of Canadian institutions report that internships are “very important”, followed

by 21.1% indicating “neutral”, 3.9% stating “not very important”, and 6.6% falling into the “no response”

category.  As for the U.S., 62.2% of institutions report that internships are “very important”, followed by

25.5% indicating “neutral”, 6.9% stating “not very important”, and 5.4% falling into the “no response”

category.

Community Development

68.4% of Canadian institutions report that community development is “very important”, followed

by 22.4% indicating “neutral”, 3.9% stating “not very important”, and 5.3% falling into the “no response”

category.  In the U.S., 58.8% of institutions report that community development is “very important”,

followed by 30.2% indicating “neutral”, 4.8% stating “not very important”, and 6.2% falling into the “no

response” category.

Library Exchange

47.4% of Canadian institutions report “neutral” on the importance of library exchange, followed

by 30.3% indicating “very important”, 18.4% stating “not very important”, and 3.9% falling into the “no

response” category.  In the U.S., 45.1% of institutions report “neutral” on the importance of joint degree

program, followed by 26.5% indicating “not very important”, 24.2% stating “very important”, and 4.2%

falling into the “no response” category.

Figure 2 presents a graphic depiction of the data
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TABLE 2:

2. Please indicate the importance of the following activities to your institutions:

Not Very
Important

Neutral Very Important

Private Sector Alliances � � �
Distance Education � � �
Faculty Development � � �
Student Exchange � � �
Collaborative Research � � �
Joint Degree Programs � � �
Standards & Accreditation � � �
International Curriculum � � �
Co-op work/study Programs � � �
Internships � � �
Community Development � � �
Library Exchange � � �

Private Sector Alliances

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 3 3.9 12 2.8
Not Very Important 5 6.6 15 3.7
Neutral 9 11.8 35 8.6
Very Important 59 77.6 348 84.9
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Distance Education

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 1 1.3 7 1.8
Not Very Important 5 6.6 34 8.2
Neutral 19 25.0 113 27.5
Very Important 51 67.1 256 62.5
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Faculty Development

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 3 3.9 12 2.8
Not Very Important 2 2.6 7 1.8
Neutral 10 13.2 49 12.0
Very Important 61 80.3 342 83.4
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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Student Exchange

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 1 1.3 4 1.0
Not Very Important 4 5.3 17 4.2
Neutral 17 22.4 74 18.0
Very Important 54 71.1 315 76.8
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Collaborative Research

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 3 3.9 14 3.4
Not Very Important 11 14.5 77 18.8
Neutral 23 30.3 97 23.6
Very Important 39 51.3 222 54.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Joint Degree Programs

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 6 7.9 21 5.2
Not Very Important 6 7.9 43 10.4
Neutral 36 47.4 181 44.2
Very Important 28 36.8 165 40.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Standards and Accreditation

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 5 6.6 18 4.6
Not Very Important 10 13.2 50 12.2
Neutral 20 26.3 107 26.0
Very Important 41 53.9 235 57.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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International Curriculum

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 4 5.3 16 4.0
Not Very Important 4 5.3 28 6.8
Neutral 17 22.4 65 15.8
Very Important 51 67.1 301 73.4
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Co-op Work/Study Programs

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 3 3.9 22 5.4
Not Very Important 5 6.6 50 12.2
Neutral 16 21.1 94 23.0
Very Important 52 68.4 244 59.4
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Internships

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 5 6.6 22 5.4
Not Very Important 3 3.9 28 6.9
Neutral 16 21.1 105 25.5
Very Important 52 68.4 255 62.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Community Development

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 4 5.3 25 6.2
Not Very Important 3 3.9 20 4.8
Neutral 17 22.4 124 30.2
Very Important 52 68.4 241 58.8
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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Library Exchange

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 3 3.9 17 4.2
Not Very Important 14 18.4 109 26.5
Neutral 36 47.4 185 45.1
Very Important 23 30.3 99 24.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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FIGURE 2:

Percentage distribution of Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions reporting 
"very important" to the following linkage activities
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3. Please indicate the importance of international linkage activity to your institution.

Turning to Table 3, we will examine the importance of international linkage activities reported by

Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions.

Over half (61.8%) of Canadian higher education institutions report that international linkage

activities are “very important”, followed by 28.9% indicating “somewhat important”, 2.6% stating

“somewhat unimportant”, 3.9% answering “not very important”, and 2.6% falling into the “no response”

category.  In the U.S., 68.2% of higher education institutions report that international linkage activities are

“very important”, followed by 27.8% indicating “somewhat important”, 2.2% stating “somewhat

unimportant”, 1.8% answering “not very important”.  No U.S. institution falls into the “no response”

category.

Figure 3 presents a graphic depiction of the data.



18

TABLE 3:

3. Please indicate the importance of international linkage activities to your institution.

Not Very Important Somewhat
Unimportant

Neutral Somewhat Important Very Important

� � � � �

Importance of International Linkage Activities to Educational Institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 2 2.6 0 0.0
Not Very Important 3 3.9 7 1.8
Somewhat
Unimportant

2 2.6 9 2.2

Somewhat Important 22 28.9 114 27.8
Very Important 47 61.8 280 68.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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FIGURE 3:

Percentage distribution of Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions reporting 
"somewhat important" and "very important"to international linkages
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4. Please indicate which field of study linkages your institution currently has or is pursuing
with other academic institutions (Business Administration, Financial Services, Applied
Sciences, Engineering, Environmental Studies, Social Sciences, Humanities, Production
Management, Applied Technician Training, Software Development/Internet Applications,
and Public Administration).

Turning to Table 4, we will examine, for each of the activity areas referred to above, Canada/U.S.

differences.

Business Administration

38.2% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing business

administration linkages with other academic institutions, while 26.3% indicate that they are pursuing

linkages, and 35.5% fall into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 61.0% of U.S. higher education

institutions report that they have existing business administration linkages with other academic

institutions, while 31.0% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and 8.0% fall into the “no response”

category.

Financial Services

In Canada, 9.2% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages

in financial services with other academic institutions, while 6.6% indicate that they are pursuing linkages,

and 84.2% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions, 31.5% report

that they have existing linkages in financial services with other academic institutions, while 12.4%

indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and 56.1% fall into the “no response” category.

Applied Sciences

27.6% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in applied

sciences with other academic institutions, while 10.5% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and

61.8% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 43.9% report

that they have existing linkages in applied sciences with other academic institutions, while 13.2% are

pursuing linkages, and 42.9% fall into the “no response” category.

Engineering

In Canada, 22.4% of higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in

engineering with other academic institutions, while 5.3% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and

72.4% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions, 37.8% report that

they have existing linkages in engineering with other academic institutions, while 7.3% indicate that they

are pursuing linkages, and 54.9% fall into the “no response” category.
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Environmental Studies

31.6% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in

environmental studies with other academic institutions, while 9.2% indicate that they are pursuing

linkages, and 59.2% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education

institutions, 42.2% report that they have existing linkages in environmental studies with other academic

institutions, while 14.1% are pursuing linkages, and 43.7% fall into the “no response” category.

Social Sciences

In Canada, 32.9% of higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in social

sciences with other academic institutions, while 7.9% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and 59.2%

fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions, 47.3% report that they

have existing linkages in social sciences with other academic institutions, while 10.2% indicate that they

are pursuing linkages, and 42.4% fall into the “no response” category.

Humanities

In Canada, 31.6% of higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in

humanities with other academic institutions, while 7.9% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and

60.5% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions, 45.6% report that

they have existing linkages in humanities with other academic institutions, while 6.3% indicate that they

are pursuing linkages, and 48.0% fall into the “no response” category.

Production Management

6.6% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in

production management with other academic institutions, while 5.3% indicate that they are pursuing

linkages, and 88.2% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education

institutions, 14.9% report that they have existing linkages in production management with other academic

institutions, while 7.8% are pursuing linkages, and 77.3% fall into the “no response” category.

Applied Technician Training

10.5% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in applied

technician training with other academic institutions, while 11.8% indicate that they are pursuing linkages,

and 77.6% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 23.7%

report that they have existing linkages in applied technician training with other academic institutions,

while 15.4% are pursuing linkages, and 61.0% fall into the “no response” category.
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Software Development/Internet Applications

In Canada, 17.1% of higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in

software development/Internet applications with other academic institutions, while 17.1% indicate that

they are pursuing linkages, and 65.8% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education

institutions, 35.9% report that they have existing linkages in software development/Internet applications

with other academic institutions, while 26.3% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and 37.8% fall into

the “no response” category.

Public Administration

7.9% of Canadian higher education institutions report that they have existing linkages in public

administration with other academic institutions, while 10.5% indicate that they are pursuing linkages, and

81.6% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 12.0% report

that they have existing linkages in public administration with other academic institutions, while 8.5% are

pursuing linkages, and 79.5% fall into the “no response” category.

Figures 4A and 4B present a graphic depiction of the data.
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TABLE 4:

4. Please indicate which field of study linkages your institution currently has or is pursuing with
other academic institutions.

Existing Linkage Pursuing Linkage
Business Administration � �
Financial Services � �
Applied Sciences � �
Engineering � �
Environmental Studies � �
Social Sciences � �
Humanities � �
Production Management � �
Applied Technician Training � �
Software Development/Internet

Applications
� �

Public Administration � �

Business Administration

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 27 35.5 33 8.0
Existing Linkage 29 38.2 250 61.0
Pursuing Linkage 20 26.3 127 31.0
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Financial Services

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 64 84.2 230 56.1
Existing Linkage 7 9.2 129 31.5
Pursuing Linkage 5 6.6 51 12.4
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Applied Sciences

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 47 61.8 176 42.9
Existing Linkage 21 27.6 180 43.9
Pursuing Linkage 8 10.5 54 13.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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Engineering

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 55 72.4 225 54.9
Existing Linkage 17 22.4 155 37.8
Pursuing Linkage 4 5.3 30 7.3
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Environmental Studies

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 45 59.2 179 43.7
Existing Linkage 24 31.6 173 42.2
Pursuing Linkage 7 9.2 58 14.1
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Social Sciences

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 45 59.2 174 42.4
Existing Linkage 25 32.9 194 47.3
Pursuing Linkage 6 7.9 42 10.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Humanities

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 46 60.5 197 48.0
Existing Linkage 24 31.6 187 45.6
Pursuing Linkage 6 7.9 26 6.3
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Production Management

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 67 88.2 317 77.3
Existing Linkage 5 6.6 61 14.9
Pursuing Linkage 4 5.3 32 7.8
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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Applied Technician Training

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 59 77.6 250 61.0
Existing Linkage 8 10.5 97 23.7
Pursuing Linkage 9 11.8 63 15.4
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Software Development/Internet Applications

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 50 65.8 155 37.8
Existing Linkage 13 17.1 147 35.9
Pursuing Linkage 13 17.1 108 26.3
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Public Administration

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No Response 62 81.6 326 79.5
Existing Linkage 6 7.9 49 12.0
Pursuing Linkage 8 10.5 35 8.5
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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FIGURE 4A:

Existing fields of study linkages
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FIGURE 4B:

Pursuing fields of study linkages
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5. Please list the names of academic institution partners and indicate whether the
link is active.

These data were not entered into the statistical database.
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6. Overall, have the existing international linkage activities been beneficial for your
academic institution?  If no, why not?

Turning to table 6, we will examine the benefits of international linkage activities in terms of

Canada/U.S. differences.  For the purposes of this analysis, we have excluded the “no response” and

“do not have existing international linkage” categories.

The majority (90.6%) of Canadian higher education institutions report that existing

international linkage activities have been beneficial for their institutions, followed by 7.5% indicating

“no difference”, and only 1.9% stating that existing international activities have not been beneficial.

Academic difficulties were cited by one institution as the reason why existing international linkage

activities have not been beneficial.

In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, a majority (88.8%) indicate that existing

international linkage activities have been beneficial for their institutions, followed by 11.2%

indicating “no difference”.  No institution reported that existing international linkage activities are

not beneficial.

Figure 6 presents a graphic depiction of the data.

TABLE 6:
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6. Overall, have the existing international linkage activities been beneficial for your academic
institution?

� Do not have existing international linkages

� Yes

� No difference:  Not beneficial/detrimental

� No

Why not?

� Academic difficulties
� Administration difficulties
� Logistic/technical difficulties
� Financial difficulties
� Low participation/involvement

Have existing international linkage activities been beneficial for your academic
institution?

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 6 7.9 21 5.1
Do not have existing
international linkage

17 22.4 77 18.8

Yes 48 63.2 277 67.6
No difference 4 5.3 35 8.5
No 1 1.3 0 0.0
Total 76 100.0 410 100

Have existing international linkage activities been beneficial for your academic
institution?  (“No response” and “do not have existing international linkage” excluded)

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
Yes 48 90.6 277 88.8
No difference 4 7.5 35 11.2
No 1 1.9 0 0
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0
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FIGURE 6:

Percentage distribution of Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions reporting 
"yes" to existing international linkage activities being beneficial to their academic 

institution
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7. Please indicate the direct outcome of international linkage activities on your
academic institution (Increased foreign student enrolment, Joint research
program, Increased corporate involvement, Expansion of specific programs, Faculty
exchanges, Student exchanges, Co-sponsorship of conferences, and Association or
consortial linkages).

Turning now to Table 7, we will examine the direct outcomes of each activity area referred

to above.  Canada/U.S. differences will be explored.

Increased Foreign Student Enrolment

66.0% of Canadian higher education institutions with active international linkages/activities

report increased foreign student enrolment as a direct outcome, while 9.4% indicate “no”, and 24.5%

fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions with active

international linkages/activities, a majority (92.0%) report increased foreign student enrolment as a

direct outcome, while 7.1% indicate “no”, and 1.0% fall into the “no response” category.

Joint Research Program

 47.2% of Canadian higher education institutions with active international linkages/activities

report joint research programs as a direct outcome, while 22.6% indicate “no”, and 30.2% fall into

the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions with active international

linkages/activities, 57.4% report joint research programs as a direct outcome, while 34.9% indicate

“no”, and 7.7% fall into the “no response” category.

Increased Corporate Involvement

In Canada, 18.9% of higher education institutions with active international linkages/activities

report increased corporate involvement as a direct outcome, while 34.0% indicate “no”, and 47.2%

fall into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 47.1% of higher education institutions with active

international linkages/activities report increased corporate involvement as a direct outcome, while

32.7% indicate “no”, and 20.2% fall into the “no response” category.

Expansion of Specific Programs

Nearly half (49.1%) of Canadian higher education institutions with active international

linkages/activities report expansion of specific programs as a direct outcome, followed by 15.1%

indicating “no”, and 35.8% falling into the “no response.” category.  In the U.S., 79.5% of higher

education institutions report expansion of specific programs as a direct outcome, followed by 13.1%

indicating “no”, and 7.4% falling into the “no response” category.

Faculty Exchanges

Over half (62.3%) of Canadian higher education institutions with active international

linkages/activities report faculty exchanges as a direct outcome, followed by 11.3% indicating “no”,

and 26.4% falling into the “no response.” category.  In the U.S., 88.5% of higher education

institutions with active international linkages/activities report faculty exchanges as a direct outcome,

followed by 9.0% indicating “no”, and 2.6% falling into the “no response” category.
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Student Exchanges

A majority (73.6%) of Canadian higher education institutions with active international

linkages/activities report student exchanges as a direct outcome, while 9.4% indicate “no”, and

17.0% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions with

active international linkages/activities, a majority (87.2%) report student exchanges as a direct

outcome, while 8.3% state “no”, and 4.5% fall into the “no response” category.

Co-Sponsorship of Conferences

35.8% of Canadian higher education institutions with active international linkages/activities

report co-sponsorship of conferences as a direct outcome, while 26.4% indicate “no”, and 37.7% fall

into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions with active international

linkages/activities, 47.4% report co-sponsorship of conferences as a direct outcome, while 35.3%

indicate “no”, and 17.3% fall into the “no response” category.

Association or Consortial Linkages

Nearly half (47.2%) of Canadian higher education institutions with active international

linkages/activities report association or consortial linkages as a direct outcome, while 17.0% indicate

“no”, and 35.8% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions with

active international linkages/activities, over half (68.3%) report association or consortial linkages as

a direct outcome, while 19.6% indicate “no”, and 12.2% fall into the “no response” category.

Figure 7 presents a graphic depiction of the data

TABLE 7:

7. Please indicate the direct outcome of international linkage activities on your academic
institution.

Yes No
Increased foreign student enrolment � �
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Joint research program � �
Increased corporate involvement � �
Expansion of specific programs � �
Faculty exchanges � �
Student exchanges � �
Co-sponsorship of conferences � �
Association or consortial linkages � �

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Increased foreign student enrolment

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 13 24.5 3 1.0
Yes 35 66.0 287 92.0
No 5 9.4 22 7.1
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Joint research programs

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 16 30.2 24 7.7
Yes 25 47.2 179 57.4
No 12 22.6 109 34.9
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Increased corporate involvement

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 25 47.2 63 20.2
Yes 10 18.9 147 47.1
No 18 34.0 102 32.7
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0
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Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Expansion of specific programs

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 19 35.8 23 7.4
Yes 26 49.1 248 79.5
No 8 15.1 41 13.1
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Faculty exchanges

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 14 26.4 8 2.6
Yes 33 62.3 276 88.5
No 6 11.3 28 9.0
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Student exchanges

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 9 17.0 14 4.5
Yes 39 73.6 272 87.2
No 5 9.4 26 8.3
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Co-sponsorship of conferences

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 20 37.7 54 17.3
Yes 19 35.8 148 47.4
No 14 26.4 110 35.3
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0

Direct outcome of international linkage activities-Association or consortial linkages

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 19 35.8 38 12.2
Yes 25 47.2 213 68.3
No 9 17.0 61 19.6
Total 53 100.0 312 100.0
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8. Please indicate the extent of your institution’s involvement in each of the
international linkage areas (Increased foreign student enrolment, Joint research
programs, Increased corporate involvement, Expansion of specific programs,
Faculty exchanges, Student exchanges, Co-sponsorship of conferences, and
Association or consortial linkages).

Turning to Table 8, we will examine the extent of involvement in each of the areas referred

above, and explore Canada/U.S. differences.

Increased Foreign Student Enrolment

Nearly half (47.4%) of Canadian higher education institutions report “a great deal of

involvement” in increased foreign student enrolment, followed by 38.2% indicating “some

involvement”, 5.3% stating “no involvement”, and 9.2% falling into the “no response” category.

As for U.S. higher education institutions, over half (53.8%) report “a great deal of involvement” in

increased foreign student enrolment, followed by 41.0% indicating “some involvement”, 3.2%

stating “no involvement”, and 2.0% falling into the “no response” category.

Joint Research Programs

36.8% of Canadian higher education institutions report “no involvement” in joint research

programs, followed by 35.5% indicate “some involvement”, 10.5% state “a great deal of

involvement”, and 17.1% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education

institutions, 43.5% report “some involvement” in joint research programs, followed by 32.3%

indicate “no involvement”, 18.2% state “a great of involvement”, and 6.8% fall into the “no

response” category.   

Increased Corporate Involvement

40.8% of Canadian higher education institutions have some involvement in increased

corporate involvement, followed by 36.8% indicating “no involvement, 6.6% stating “a great deal of

involvement”, and 15.8% falling into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 44.4% of higher

education institutions have some involvement in increased corporate involvement, followed by

32.8% indicating “no involvement”, 15.6% stating “a great deal of involvement”, and 7.2% falling

into the “no response” category.

Expansion of Specific Programs

Nearly half (46.1%) of Canadian higher education institutions have some involvement in

expansion of specific programs, followed by 18.4% indicating “no involvement, 15.8% stating “a

great deal of involvement”, and 19.7% falling into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher

education institutions, over half (54.1%) have some involvement in expansion of specific programs,

followed by 22.0% indicating “a great deal of involvement”, 15.2% stating “no involvement”, and

8.7% falling into the “no response” category.
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Faculty Exchanges

Over half (64.5%) of Canadian higher education institutions have some involvement in

faculty exchanges, followed by 11.8% indicating “a great deal of involvement”, 10.5% stating “no

involvement”, and 13.2% falling into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher

education institutions, a majority (70.4%) have some involvement in faculty exchanges, followed by

16.8% indicating “a great deal of involvement”, 7.7% stating “no involvement”, and 5.1% falling

into the “no response” category.

Student Exchanges

44.7% of Canadian higher education institutions have some involvement in student

exchanges, followed by 35.5% indicate “a great deal of involvement, 9.2% state “no involvement”,

and 10.5% fall into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 48.1% of higher education institutions

have some involvement in student exchanges, followed by 42.2% indicating “a great deal of

involvement”, 4.1% stating “no involvement”, and 5.6% falling into the “no response” category.

Co-sponsorship of Conferences

42.1% of Canadian higher education institutions have no involvement in co-sponsorship of

conferences, followed by 32.9% indicating “some involvement”, 5.3% stating “a great deal of

involvement”, and 19.7% falling into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 40.1% of higher

education institutions have no involvement in co-sponsorship of Conferences, followed by 38.9%

indicating “some involvement”, 7.4% stating “a great deal of involvement”, and 13.6% falling into

the “no response” category.

Association or Consortial Linkages

43.4% of Canadian higher education institutions have some involvement in association or

consortial linkages, followed by 25.0% indicating “no involvement, 14.5% stating “a great deal of

involvement”, and 17.1% falling into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 48.3% of higher

education institutions have some involvement in association or consortial linkages, followed by

21.1% indicating “no involvement”, 17.8% stating “a great deal of involvement”, and 12.8% falling

into the “no response” category.

Figure 8 presents a graphic depiction of the data.
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TABLE 8:

8. Please indicate the extent of your institution’s involvement in each of the international
linkage areas.  Specify below:

No involvement Some involvement A great deal of
Involvement

Increased foreign
Student enrolment

� � �

Joint research
programs

� � �

Increased corporate
involvement

� � �

Expansion of specific
programs

� � �

Faculty exchanges � � �
Student exchanges � � �
Co-sponsorship of
conferences

� � �

Association or
consortial linkages

� � �

The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Increased Foreign Student Enrolment

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 7 9.2 8 2.0
No involvement 4 5.3 13 3.2
Some involvement 29 38.2 168 41.0
A great deal of
involvement

36 47.4 221 53.8

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Joint Research Programs

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 13 17.1 25 6.8
No involvement 28 36.8 132 32.3
Some involvement 27 35.5 178 43.5
A great deal of
involvement

8 10.5 75 18.2

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Increased Corporate Involvement

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 12 15.8 30 7.2
No involvement 28 36.8 134 32.8
Some involvement 31 40.8 182 44.4
A great deal of
involvement

5 6.6 64 15.6

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Expansion of Specific Programs

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 15 19.7 36 8.7
No involvement 14 18.4 62 15.2
Some involvement 35 46.1 222 54.1
A great deal of
involvement

12 15.8 90 22.0

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Faculty Exchanges

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 10 13.2 20 5.1
No involvement 8 10.5 32 7.7
Some involvement 49 64.5 289 70.4
A great deal of
involvement

9 11.8 69 16.8

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Student Exchanges

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 8 10.5 22 5.6
No involvement 7 9.2 17 4.1
Some involvement 34 44.7 197 48.1
A great deal of
involvement

27 35.5 174 42.2

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Co-sponsorship of Conferences

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 15 19.7 57 13.6
No involvement 32 42.1 164 40.1
Some involvement 25 32.9 159 38.9
A great deal of
involvement

4 5.3 30 7.4

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The Extent of Institution’s Involvement-Association or Consortial Linkages

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 13 17.1 52 12.8
No involvement 19 25.0 87 21.1
Some involvement 33 43.4 198 48.3
A great deal of
involvement

11 14.5 73 17.8

Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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FIGURE 8:

Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions reporting "a great deal of involvement" or 
"some involvement" in the following international linkage areas
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9. Please select the five sources of funding that have been most important in
financing linkage activities (U.S. corporate support, Mexican corporate support,
Canadian corporate support, U.S. foundation support, Mexican foundation support,
Canadian foundation support, U.S. government funding, Mexican government
funding, Canadian government funding, Linkage partner institution funding,
Home institution, Reciprocal tuition swap agreements, and Costs self-paid by
participants).

Referring to table 9, we will examine, for each source of funding referred above, Canada/U.S.

differences

U.S. Corporate Support

In Canada, 1.3% of higher education institutions report that U.S. corporate support funding is

“most important” and “somewhat important” respectively.  1.3% of the institutions are “neutral”

on the importance of U.S. corporate support funding to their institutions.  While no institutions

state that U.S. corporate support funding is “somewhat unimportant”, 2.6% observe that it is “least

important”.  94.7% of higher education institutions fall into the “no response” category.  As for the

U.S., 7.2% of higher education institutions report that U.S. corporate support funding is “most

important”.  This is followed by 6.8% indicating that it is “least important”, and 4.1% stating

“somewhat important”.  3.2% are “neutral” on the importance of U.S. corporate support funding,

and 2.1% state that it is “somewhat important”.  76.6% fall into the “no response” category.

Mexican Corporate Support

In Canada, 1.3% of higher education institutions report that Mexican corporate support

funding is “most important”.  1.3% are “neutral” on the importance of Mexican corporate support.

None of the institutions indicate that Mexican corporate support is “somewhat important”,

“somewhat unimportant”, or “least important”.  97.4% fall into the “no response” category.  As for

U.S. higher education institutions, 4.8% report that Mexican corporate support is “least important”,

followed by 2.4% indicating “somewhat unimportant”, and 1.8% stating “somewhat important”.

None of the higher education institutions report Mexican corporate support as “most important” or

“neutral”.  91.0% fall into the “no response” category.

Canadian Corporate Support

9.2% of Canadian higher education institutions report that Canadian corporate support is

“least important”, followed by 5.3% indicating “most important”, and 3.9% stating “somewhat

unimportant”.  2.6% are “neutral” on the importance of Canadian corporate support funding and

1.3% express that it is “somewhat important”.  77.6% fall into the “no response” category.  In the

case of U.S. higher education institutions, 4.7% report that Canadian corporate support is “somewhat

unimportant”.  This is followed by 2.1% indicating that it is “least important”.  None of the

institutions report Canadian corporate support as “most important” or “somewhat important”.

Also, no institution is “neutral” on the importance of Canadian corporate support.  93.2% fall into

the “no response” category.



44

U.S. Foundation Support

1.3% of Canadian higher education institutions report that U.S. foundation support is “most

important”, “somewhat unimportant”, and “least important” respectively.  Also, 1.3% of the

institutions are “neutral” on the importance of U.S. foundation support.  None of the institutions

indicate “somewhat important”.  94.7% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher

education institutions, 21.7% report that U.S. foundation support funding is “somewhat important”.

This is followed by 10.1% indicating that it is “most important”, 3.4% stating “somewhat

unimportant”, and 1.9% reporting “least important”.  None of the institutions are “neutral” on the

importance of U.S. foundation support funding and 62.9% fall into the “no response” category.

Mexican Foundation Support

1.3% of Canadian higher education institutions indicate that Mexican foundation support is

“somewhat important”.  None of the institutions report that Mexican foundation support is “most

important”, “somewhat unimportant”, or “least important”.  Also, no institution is “neutral” on the

importance of Mexican foundation support funding, and 97.4% fall into the “no response” category.

In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 2.1% indicate that Mexican foundation support

funding is “somewhat unimportant”, followed by 1.2% stating “least important”.  None of the

institutions report that Mexican foundation support is “most important” or “somewhat important”.

Also, no institution is “neutral” on the importance of Mexican foundation support funding.  96.7%

fall into the “no response” category.

Canadian Foundation Support

3.9% of Canadian higher education institutions report that Canadian foundation support is

“somewhat unimportant”, followed by 2.6% indicating “most important”.  2.6% of institutions are

“neutral” on the importance of Canadian foundation support.  1.3% state that Canadian foundation

support is “least important”.  None of the institutions report “somewhat important”.  89.5% fall

into the “no response” category.  In the U.S., 2.8% of higher education institutions report that

Canadian foundation support is “somewhat unimportant”, followed by 1.2% indicating “least

important”.  None of the institutions report “most important”, “somewhat important” or “neutral”.

96.0% fall into the “no response” category.

U.S. Government Funding

2.6% of Canadian higher education institutions are “neutral” on the importance of U.S.

government funding.  This is followed by 1.3% of Canadian higher education institutions reporting

that U.S. government funding is “somewhat important”, “somewhat unimportant”, and “least

important” respectively.  None of the institutions indicate that U.S. government funding is most

important.  93.4% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education

institutions, 28.2% report that U.S. government funding is “most important”.  This is followed by

11.4% indicating that it is “somewhat important”, 8.3% stating “least important”, and 3.9%
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reporting “somewhat unimportant”.  4.1% of the institutions are “neutral” on the importance of

U.S. government funding, and 44.1% fall into the “no response” category.

Mexican Government Funding

5.3% of Canadian higher education institutions report that Mexican government funding is

“somewhat important”.  This is followed by 2.6% indicating that it is “somewhat unimportant”, and

1.3% stating “most important”.  None of the institutions report “neutral” on the importance of

Mexican government funding.  No institution expresses “least important” as well.  89.5% fall into

the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions, 4.1% report that Mexican

government funding is “somewhat unimportant”.  This is followed by 3.2% indicating that it is

“somewhat important”.  None of the institutions state that Mexican government funding is “most

important” or “least important”.  Also no institutions indicate “neutral”.  92.7% fall into the “no

response” category.

Canadian Government Funding

In Canada, 30.3% of higher education institutions report that Canadian federal government

funding is “most important”.  This is followed by 13.2% indicating that it is “somewhat important”

while 6.6% state “least important”.  3.9% of the institutions report “neutral” on the importance of

Canadian government funding, and 2.6% report that it is “somewhat unimportant”.  43.4% fall into

the “no response” category.  As for Canadian provincial government funding, 10.5% of Canadian

higher education institutions report that it is “most important”.  This is followed by 6.6% indicating

that it is “somewhat unimportant”, 2.6% report it is “somewhat important” and “least important”

respectively.  10.5% of the institutions are “neutral” on the importance of Canadian provincial

government funding.  67.1% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher

education institutions, 3.8% of higher education institutions report that Canadian government

funding is “least important”.  This is followed by 2.8% indicating that it is “somewhat important”.

2.3% of the institutions are “neutral” on the importance of Canadian government funding.  None of

the institutions report Canadian government funding as “most important” or “somewhat important”.

91.1% fall into the “no response” category.

Linkage Partnership Institution Funding

13.2% of Canadian higher education institutions are “neutral” on the importance of linkage

partnership institution funding.  This is followed by 11.8% reporting that linkage partnership

institution funding is “somewhat important”.  7.9% of the institutions indicate that it is “somewhat

unimportant”, 3.9% state “most important”, and 2.6% report “least important”.    60.5% fall into

the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 9.8% are “neutral” on

the importance of linkage partnership institution funding.  This is followed by 8.7% reporting that

linkage partner institution funding is “somewhat unimportant”, 8.2% indicate “somewhat
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important”, 4.2% stating “least important”, and 1.9% respond “most important”.  67.2% fall into

the “no response” category.

Home Institution Funding

21.1% of Canadian higher education institutions report that home institution funding is

“somewhat important”.  This is followed by 18.4% indicating that it is “most important”, 6.6%

stating “least important” and “neutral” respectively, and 5.3% reporting that it is “somewhat

unimportant”.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 25.2% report that home institution

is “somewhat important”.  This is followed by 23.4% indicating that it is “most important”, 5.2%

stating “least important”.  4.3% of the institutions are “neutral” on the importance of home

institution funding and 3.8% respond “somewhat unimportant”.

Reciprocal Tuition Swap Agreements Funding

11.8% of Canadian higher education institutions report that funding by reciprocal tuition

swap agreements is “most important”.  This is followed by 10.5% indicating that it is “somewhat

unimportant”.  10.5% of the institutions are “neutral” on the importance of funding by reciprocal

tuition swap agreements.  9.2% stating that it is “least important”, and 5.3% reporting “somewhat

important”.  52.6% fall into the “no response” category.  As for U.S. higher education institutions,

12.2% are “neutral” on the importance of funding by reciprocal tuition swap agreements.  This is

followed by 5.3% reporting that reciprocal tuition swap agreements are “somewhat important”, 4.8%

indicating “least important”, 4.1% stating “most important”, and 3.2% expressing that it is

“somewhat unimportant”.  70.4% fall into the “no response” category.

Costs-Self Paid By Participants Funding

15.8% of Canadian higher education institutions are “neutral” on the importance of funding

by costs-self paid by participants.  This is followed by 14.5% reporting that costs-self paid by

participants is “somewhat unimportant”, 10.5% indicating “least important” and “somewhat

important” respectively.  5.3% of the institutions report that costs-self paid by participants is “most

important”.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 17.4% report that funding by costs

self-paid by participants is “somewhat unimportant”.  This is followed by 15.6% indicating that it is

“least important”.  13.8% are “neutral” on the importance of funding by costs-self paid by

participants, 9.2% stating that they are “somewhat important”, and 6.7% reporting “most

important”. 37.3% fall into the “no response” category.

Figure 9 presents a graphic depiction of the data
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TABLE 9:

9. From the list below, please select the five (5) sources of funding that have been most
important in financing linkage activities.

Rank the choices by writing the numbers 1-5, on the line beside your choice.  “1” stands for
the most important funding source and “5” stands for the least important.

U.S. corporate support ___________
Mexican corporate support ___________
Canadian corporate support ___________
U.S. foundation support ___________
Mexican foundation support ___________
Canadian foundation support ___________
U.S. government funding ___________
Mexican government funding ___________
Canadian government funding ___________
Home institution ___________
Linkage partner institution ___________
Reciprocal tuition swap agreements ___________
Costs self-paid by participants ___________

The importance of U.S. corporate support funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 72 94.7 313 76.6
Most important 1 1.3 30 7.2
Somewhat important 1 1.3 9 2.1
Neutral 0 1.3 13 3.2
Somewhat
unimportant

0 0.0 17 4.1

Least important 2 2.6 28 6.8
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of Mexican corporate support funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 74 97.4 373 91.0
Most important 1 1.3 0 0.0
Somewhat important 0 0.0 7 1.8
Neutral 1 1.3 0 0.0
Somewhat
unimportant

0 0.0 10 2.4

Least important 0 0.0 20 4.8
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of Canadian corporate support funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
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RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 59 77.6 382 93.2
Most important 4 5.3 0 0.0
Somewhat important 1 1.3 0 0.0
Neutral 2 2.6 0 0.0
Somewhat
unimportant

3 3.9 19 4.7

Least important 7 9.2 9 2.1
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of U.S. foundation support funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 72 94.7 258 62.9
Most important 1 1.3 41 10.1
Somewhat important 0 0.0 89 21.7
Neutral 1 1.3 0 0.0
Somewhat
unimportant

1 1.3 14 3.4

Least important 1 1.3 8 1.9
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of Mexican foundation support funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 75 97.4 396 96.7
Most important 0 0.0 0 0.0
Somewhat important 1 1.3 0 0.0
Neutral 0 0.0 0 0.0
Somewhat
unimportant

0 0.0 9 2.1

Least important 0 0.0 5 1.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of Canadian foundation support funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 68 89.5 394 96.0
Most important 2 2.6 0 0.0
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Somewhat important 0 0.0 0 0.0
Neutral 2 2.6 0 0.0
Somewhat
unimportant

3 3.9 11 2.8

Least important 1 1.3 5 1.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of U.S. government funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 71 93.4 180 44.1
Most important 0 0.0 116 28.2
Somewhat important 1 1.3 47 11.4
Neutral 2 2.6 17 4.1
Somewhat
unimportant

1 1.3 16 3.9

Least important 1 1.3 34 8.3
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of Mexican government funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 68 89.5 380 92.7
Most important 1 1.3 0 0.0
Somewhat important 4 5.3 13 3.2
Neutral 1 1.3 0 0.0
Somewhat
unimportant

2 2.6 17 4.1

Least important 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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The importance of Canadian provincial government funding to academic institutions

CANADA
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 51 67.1
Most important 8 10.5
Somewhat important 2 2.6
Neutral 8 10.5
Somewhat
unimportant

5 6.6

Least important 2 2.6
Total 76 100.0

The importance of Canadian federal government funding to academic institutions

CANADA
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 33 43.4
Most important 23 30.3
Somewhat important 10 13.2
Neutral 3 3.9
Somewhat
unimportant

2 2.6

Least important 5 6.6
Total 76 100.0

The importance of Canadian government funding to academic institutions

U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 374 91.1
Most important 0 0.0
Somewhat important 0 0.0
Neutral 9 2.3
Somewhat
unimportant

11 2.8

Least important 16 3.8
Total 410 100.0

The importance of home institution funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
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RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 32 42.1 156 38.1
Most important 14 18.4 96 23.4
Somewhat important 16 21.1 103 25.2
Neutral 5 6.6 18 4.3
Somewhat
unimportant

4 5.3 16 3.8

Least important 5 6.6 21 5.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of linkage partner institution funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 46 60.5 275 67.2
Most important 3 3.9 8 1.9
Somewhat important 9 11.8 34 8.2
Neutral 10 13.2 40 9.8
Somewhat
unimportant

6 7.9 36 8.7

Least important 2 2.6 17 4.2
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of reciprocal tuition swap agreements funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 40 52.6 288 70.4
Most important 9 11.8 17 4.1
Somewhat important 4 5.3 22 5.3
Neutral 8 10.5 50 12.2
Somewhat
unimportant

8 10.5 13 3.2

Least important 7 9.2 20 4.8
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

The importance of costs self-paid by participants funding to academic institutions

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 33 43.4 153 37.3
Most important 4 5.3 27 6.7
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Somewhat important 8 10.5 38 9.2
Neutral 12 15.8 57 13.8
Somewhat
unimportant

11 14.5 71 17.4

Least important 8 10.5 64 15.6
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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FIGURE 9:

Percentage distribution of Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions reporting 
"most important" or "somewhat important" to the following sources of funding
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10. The Alliance has identified five (5) areas as priorities for international linkage
activities:  Financial services, environmental management, information
technology, public administration and production management.  Please indicate
how important these areas of activity are to your institution.

Turning to Table 10, we will examine for each priority area of international linkage activities

referred to above, Canada/U.S. differences.

Financial Services

38.2% of Canadian higher education institutions report that financial services are “somewhat

important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by 19.7% indicating

“neutral” on financial services being a priority.  15.8% state “very important”, 13.2% express “not

very important”, and 5.3% report “somewhat unimportant”.  7.9% fall into the “no response”

category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 39.8% report that financial services are

“somewhat important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by 20.6%

indicating that they are “very important”.  15.2% state “neutral” on financial services being a

priority.  11.3% express “ somewhat unimportant”, and 6.8% report “not very important”.  6.3%

fall into the “no response” category.  

Environmental Management

Nearly half (48.7%) of Canadian higher education institutions report that environmental

management is “very important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed

by 27.6% indicating that it is “somewhat important”.  9.2% of the institutions are “neutral” on

environmental management being a priority.  5.3% report that it is “somewhat unimportant”, and

2.6% report that it is “not very important”.  6.6% fall into the “no response” category.  As for the

U.S., 44.9% of higher education institutions report that environmental management is “very

important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by 25.4% indicating

that it is “somewhat important”.  7.2% of the institutions are “neutral” on environmental

management being a priority.  6.4% state that it is “somewhat unimportant”, and 3.2% state “not

very important”. 12.9% fall into the “no response” category.

Information technology

Over half (61.8%) of Canadian higher education institutions report that information

technology is “very important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by

21.1% indicating that it is “somewhat important”.  5.3% of the institutions are “neutral” on

information technology being a priority.  2.6% state that it is “somewhat unimportant” and “not

very important” respectively.  6.6% fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher

education institutions, over half (68.4%) report that information technology is “very important” as

a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by 22.2% indicating that it is

“somewhat important”.  2.0% are “neutral” on information technology being a priority.  3.8% state
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that it is “somewhat unimportant”, and 1.8% express “not very important”.  1.8% fall into the “no

response” category.

Public Administration

42.1% of Canadian higher education institutions report that public administration is

“somewhat important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by 23.7%

indicating “neutral” on public administration as a priority.  15.8% state that it is “very important”,

9.2% report “not very important”, and 2.6% state “somewhat unimportant”.  6.6% fall into the “no

response” category.  In the U.S., 38.9% of higher education institutions report that public

administration is “somewhat important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is

followed by 27.4% indicating “neutral” on public administration being a priority.  12.6% state “very

important”, 11.7% report “not very important”, and 4.2% state “somewhat unimportant”.  5.2%

fall into the “no response” category.

Production Management

27.6% of Canadian higher education institutions report that production management is

“somewhat important” as a priority for international linkage activities.  This is followed by

27.6% indicating “neutral” on production management being a priority.  15.8% state that it is “not

very important”, 10.5% report “somewhat unimportant” and “very important” respectively. 7.9%

fall into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S. higher education institutions, 34.3% report

that production management is “somewhat important” as a priority for international linkage

activities.  This is followed by 22.9% indicating that they are “neutral”.  16.6% state that it is “very

important”, 13.9% report “not very important”, and 8.2% report “somewhat unimportant”.  4.1%

fall into the “no response” category.
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TABLE 10:

10. The Alliance has identified five (5) areas as priorities for international linkage
activities:  financial services, environmental management, information
technology, public administration and production management.

Please indicate how important these areas of activity are to your institution.

i.  Financial Services
Not very
important

Somewhat
Unimportant

Neutral Somewhat
Important

Very Important

� � � � �

ii.  Environment Management
Not very
important

Somewhat
Unimportant

Neutral Somewhat
Important

Very Important

� � � � �

iii.  Information Technology
Not very
important

Somewhat
Unimportant

Neutral Somewhat
Important

Very Important

� � � � �

iv.  Public Administration
Not very
important

Somewhat
Unimportant

Neutral Somewhat
Important

Very Important

� � � � � �

v.  Production Management
Not very
important

Somewhat
Unimportant

Neutral Somewhat
Important

Very Important

� � � � �

Financial services as a priority for international linkage activities

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 6 7.9 27 6.3
Not very important 10 13.2 28 6.8
Somewhat
unimportant

4 5.3 46 11.3

Neutral 15 19.7 62 15.2
Somewhat important 29 38.2 163 39.8
Very important 12 15.8 84 20.6
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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Environmental management as a priority for international linkage activities

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 5 6.6 53 12.9
Not very important 2 2.6 13 3.2
Somewhat
unimportant

4 5.3 26 6.4

Neutral 7 9.2 30 7.2
Somewhat important 21 27.6 104 25.4
Very important 37 48.7 184 44.9
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Information technology as a priority for international linkage activities

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 5 6.6 8 1.8
Not very important 2 2.6 7 1.8
Somewhat
unimportant

2 2.6 16 3.8

Neutral 4 5.3 8 2.0
Somewhat important 16 21.1 91 22.2
Very important 47 61.8 280 68.4
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Public Administration as a priority for international linkage activities

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 5 6.6 22 5.2
Not very important 7 9.2 48 11.7
Somewhat
unimportant

2 2.6 17 4.2

Neutral 18 23.7 112 27.4
Somewhat important 32 42.1 159 38.9
Very important 12 15.8 52 12.6
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Production management as a priority for international linkage activities

CANADA U.S.
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RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 6 7.9 16 4.1
Not very important 12 15.8 57 13.9
Somewhat
unimportant

8 10.5 34 8.2

Neutral 21 27.6 94 22.9
Somewhat important 21 27.6 141 34.3
Very important 8 10.5 68 16.6
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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11. Do you have any suggestions on how to improve existing international linkage
activities?

This information was not entered into the statistical database.
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12. Relative preference for a North American Clearinghouse for linkage development
versus a Project Funding Body.

Turning to Table 12, we will examine the relative preference by Canadian and U.S. higher

education institutions for a North American Clearinghouse for linkage development versus a Project

Funding Body.

North American Clearinghouse

40.8% of Canadian higher education institutions reported that they “somewhat preferred”

the North American Clearinghouse to facilitate international linkage activities.  This is followed by

21.1% indicating “neutral”, 9.2% stating “most preferred” and “less preferred” respectively, and

11.8% expressing “least preferred”.  7.9% fell into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S.

higher education institutions, 44.9% reported that they “somewhat preferred” the North American

Clearinghouse to facilitate international linkage activities.  This is followed by 14.9% indicating

“neutral”, 13.7% stating “most preferred”, 13.2% expressing “least preferred”, and 12.5% reporting

“less preferred”.  1.1% fell into the “no response” category.

Project Funding Body

Over half (53.9%) of Canadian higher education institutions reported that they “most

preferred” the Project Funding Body to facilitate international linkage activities.  This is followed by

27.6% indicating “somewhat preferred”, 7.9% stating “neutral”, 2.6% expressing “least preferred”,

and 1.3% reporting “less preferred”.  6.6% fell into the “no response” category.  In the case of U.S.

higher education institutions, over half (57.3%) reported “most preferred” for the Project Funding

Body to facilitate international linkage activities.  This is followed by 31.2% indicating “somewhat

preferred”, 7.4% stating “neutral”, and 2.3% stating “less preferred”.  None of the U.S. higher

education institutions reported “least preferred” for the Project Funding Body.  1.8% fell into the

“no response” category.

Figure 12 presents a graphic depiction of the data
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TABLE 12:

12. Please rate your preferences for the following options:

A. North American Clearinghouse
This organization would maintain databases, stimulate discussion and collaborative
research and promote best practices.

Least preferred Less preferred Neutral Somewhat
preferred

Most preferred

� � � � �

B. Project Funding Body
This organization would be jointly funded by the public and private sectors.  It would
receive and evaluate proposals for research, education, and training.

Least preferred Less preferred Neutral Somewhat
preferred

Most preferred

� � � � �

North American Clearinghouse

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 6 7.9 5 1.1
Least preferred 9 11.8 54 13.2
Less preferred 7 9.2 51 12.5
Neutral 16 21.1 60 14.6
Somewhat preferred 31 40.8 184 44.9
Most preferred 7 9.2 56 13.7
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0

Project Funding Body

CANADA U.S.
RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT (%) NUMBER PERCENT (%)
No response 5 6.6 8 1.8
Least preferred 2 2.6 0 0.0
Less preferred 1 1.3 9 2.3
Neutral 6 7.9 30 7.4
Somewhat preferred 21 27.6 128 31.2
Most preferred 41 53.9 235 57.3
Total 76 100.0 410 100.0
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FIGURE 12:

Percentage distribution of Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions reporting 

"most preferred" and "somewhat preferred" for the following organizational options
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4.  CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION

In this section we first summarize the main conclusions of the research and then discuss the

broader action implications of those conclusions.

4.1 Main Conclusions

• A majority of Canadian higher education institutions surveyed have active relationships
with other higher education institutions in the United States and Mexico (69.8%).  A
majority of U.S. higher education institutions surveyed also have such relationships with
higher education institutions in Canada and Mexico although the percentage is somewhat
higher (76.2%)

• Of those Canadian higher education institutions reporting that they do not have linkage
relationships with other higher education institutions in the United States and Mexico,
30.4% report that they plan to establish such linkages in the next year.  In the case of
U.S. higher education institutions that do not have linkage relationships with higher
education institutions in Canada and Mexico, a substantially higher percentage (66.3%)
report that they plan to do so in the next year.

• Both the Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed report that North
American linkage activities have been beneficial for their institutions (90.6% for
Canadian institutions, 88.8% for U.S. institutions).  Similarly, among the Canadian
institutions surveyed, North American linkages are identified as “very important” by
61.8% and “somewhat important” by 28.9%.  For the U.S. institutions surveyed, the
corresponding percentages are 68.2% and 27.8%.

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed are involved in a number of
different types of linkage activities.  The following list identifies each of the linkage
activities and reports the percentage of Canadian and U.S. institutions ranking the
activities as “very important”.

-  Private sector alliances (“very important” for 77.6% of Canadian institutions and
84.9% of U.S. institutions).

-  Faculty development (“very important” for 80.3% of Canadian institutions and 83.4%
of U.S. institutions).

-  Student exchange (“very important” for 71.1% of Canadian institutions and 76.8% of
U.S. institutions).

-  International curriculum (“very important” for 67.1% of Canadian institutions and
73.4% of U.S. institutions).

-  Internships (“very important” for 68.4% of Canadian institutions and 62.2% of U.S.
institutions).

-  Distance education (“very important” for 67.1% of Canadian institutions and 62.5% of
U.S. institutions).

-  Co-op work/study programs (“very important for 68.4% of Canadian institutions and
59.4% of U.S. institutions).
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-  Community development (“very important” for 68.4% of Canadian institutions and
58.8% of U.S. institutions).

-  Collaborative research (“very important” for 51.3% of Canadian institutions and
54.2% of U.S. institutions).

-  Standards and Accreditation (“very important” for 53.9% of Canadian institutions and
57.2% of U.S. institutions).

-  Joint research programs (“very important” for 36.8% of Canadian institutions and
40.2% of U.S. institutions).

-  Library exchange (“very important” for 30.3% of Canadian institutions and 24.2% of
U.S. institutions).

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed were also asked about their
level of involvement in a number of North American linkage areas.  The following list
identifies each of the linkage areas and reports the percentage of Canadian and U.S.
institutions reporting “a great deal of involvement” and “some involvement”.

-  85.6% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of increased foreign
student enrolment.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 94.8%.

-  80.2% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of student exchange.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 90.3%.

-  76.3% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of faculty exchange.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 87.2%.

-  61.9% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of expansion of specific
programs.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 76.1%.

-  57.9% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of association or
consortial linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 66.1%.

-  47.4% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of increased corporate
involvement.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 60.0%.

-  46.0% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of joint research
programs.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 61.7%.

-  38.2% of Canadian institutions report involvement in the area of co-sponsorship of
conferences.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 46.3%.

• The existing North American linkage activities of the Canadian and U.S. higher education
institutions surveyed takes place within a number of field of study areas.  The following
list identifies each of the field of study areas and reports the percentage of Canadian and
U.S. institutions with existing linkages.

-  In the field of public administration, 7.9% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 12.0%.

-  In the field of software development/Internet applications, 17.1% of Canadian
institutions have existing linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions
is 35.9%
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-  In the field of applied technician training, 10.5% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 23.7%.

-  In the field of production management, 6.6% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 14.9%.

-  In the field of humanities, 31.6% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 45.6%.

-  In the field of social sciences, 32.9% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 47.3%.

-  In the field of environmental studies, 31.6% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 42.2%.

-  In the field of engineering, 22.4% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 37.8%.

-  In the field of applied sciences, 27.6% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 43.9%.

-  In the field of financial services, 9.2% of Canadian institutions have existing linkages.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 31.5%.

-  In the field of business administration, 38.2% of Canadian institutions have existing
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 61.0%.

• The pursuit of North American linkage relationships by Canadian and U.S. institutions of
higher education also takes place within a number of field of study areas.  The following
list identifies each of the fields of study and reports the percentage of Canadian and U.S.
institutions pursuing linkages.

-  In the field of public administration, 10.5% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 8.5%.

-  In the field of software development/Internet applications, 17.1% of Canadian
institutions are pursuing North American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for
U.S. institutions is 26.3%.

-  In the field of applied technician training, 11.8% of Canadian institutions are pursuing
North American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 15.4%.

-  In the field of production management, 5.3% of Canadian institutions are pursuing
North American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 7.8%.

-  In the field of humanities, 7.9% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North American
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 6.3%.

-  In the field of social sciences, 7.9% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 10.2%.

-  In the field of environmental studies, 9.2% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 14.2%.
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-  In the field of engineering, 5.3% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North American
linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 7.3%.

-  In the field of applied sciences, 10.5% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 13.2%.

-  In the field of financial services, 6.6% of Canadian institutions are pursuing North
American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 12.4%.

-  In the field of business administration, 26.3% of Canadian institutions are pursuing
North American linkages.  The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 31.0%.

• The North American linkage activities of the Canadian and U.S. higher education
institutions surveyed have produced a number of direct outcomes.  The following list
identifies each of the outcome areas and presents the percentage of Canadian and U.S.
institutions with active international linkages/activities reporting such outcomes.

-  66.0% of Canadian institutions report that foreign student enrolment has increased.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 92.0%.

-  47.2% of Canadian institutions report increases in joint research programs.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 57.4%.

-  18.9% of Canadian institutions report that corporate involvement has increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 47.1%.

-  49.1% of Canadian institutions report increases in expansion of specific programs.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 79.5%.

-  62.3% of Canadian institutions report that faculty exchanges have increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 88.5%.

-  73.6% of Canadian institutions report that student exchanges have increased.  The
corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 87.2%.

-   35.8% of Canadian institutions report increases in co-sponsorship of conferences.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 47.4%.

-  47.2% of Canadian institutions report increases in association or consortial linkages.
The corresponding percentage for U.S. institutions is 68.3%.

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed were asked about the
sources of funding for their North American linkage activities.  Canadian institutions
responded that the following sources of funding were “most important” or “somewhat
important”:  the Canadian federal government (43.5%), their own institution (39.5%),
reciprocal tuition swap agreements (17.1%), costs self paid by participants (15.8%),
linkage partner institution (15.7%), a Canadian provincial government (13.1%), the
Mexican government (6.6%), and Canadian corporate support (6.6%).  Other sources of
funding account for less than 3% each.  These include U.S., Canadian, and Mexican
foundation support and U.S. and Mexican corporate support.  U.S. institutions responded
that the following sources of funding were “most important” or “somewhat important”:
Their own institution (48.6%), the U.S. government (39.6%), U.S. foundation support
(31.8%), costs self paid by participants (15.9%), linkage partner institution (10.1%),
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reciprocal tuition swap agreements (9.4%), U.S. corporate support (9.3%), and the
Mexican government (3.2%).  No funding was received from the Canadian federal
government, Canadian corporations, Canadian foundations or Mexican foundations.

• The Alliance for Higher Education and Enterprise in North America has five priority
program areas.  To assess the fit between Alliance program priorities and a broad cross-
section of Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions, the institutions surveyed were
asked to rank each program area in terms of its importance to North American linkage
activities.  For each of the five program areas (listed below) we report the percentage of
Canadian and U.S. institutions indicating that an area is “very important” or “somewhat
important”.

-  In the program area of financial services, 54.0% of Canadian institutions report “very
important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S.
institutions is 60.4%.

-  In the program area of environmental management, 76.3% of Canadian institutions
report “very important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for
U.S. institutions is 70.3%.

-  In the program area of information technology, 82.9% of Canadian institutions report
“very important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S.
institutions is 90.6%.

-  In the program area of public administration, 57.9% of Canadian institutions report
“very important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S.
institutions is 51.5%.

-  In the program area of production management, 38.1% of Canadian institutions report
“very important” or “somewhat important”.  The corresponding percentage for U.S.
institutions is 50.9%.

• The Canadian and U.S. higher education institutions surveyed were asked to express their
preferences for two types of organizations designed to foster North American linkage
development activity.  The first is a North American Clearinghouse that would maintain
databases, stimulate discussion and collaborative research, and promote best practices.
The second is a Project Funding Body that would be jointly funded by the public and
private sectors and would receive and evaluate proposals for research, education and
training.  Among the Canadian institutions surveyed, 50.0% expressed a preference for
the Clearinghouse and 81.5% expressed a preference for the Funding Body.  The
corresponding percentages for the U.S. institutions are 58.6% and 88.5%.

4.2 Implications for Action

Since the implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the

process of North Americanization has continued to accelerate.  Trade liberalization, combined with

rapid growth of a knowledge based economy, has generated pressures in North America - - and

elsewhere - - for an increasingly skilled and geographically mobile labour force.  The realities of

business competition nowadays fuels a growing demand for workers equipped with a global outlook

and global capabilities.



69

Institutions of higher education play a central role in meeting the needs of this new operating

environment.  In the case of North American higher education integration, a series of major

conferences (Wingspread, 1992; Vancouver, 1993; Guadalajara, 1996), have made large contributions

to defining the issues facing North American higher education and developing an agenda for action.

A vital part of this agenda is the fostering of linkages among North American institutions of higher

education.

The present study clearly shows that a substantial proportion of Canadian and U.S. higher

education institutions have such linkages and/or are actively pursuing their development.  The data

also show that the vast majority of both Canadian and U.S. respondents express the view that such

linkages have been beneficial to their institutions.  This is a positive sign for continued future growth

in linkage activity.  However, among those institutions that do not have existing linkages, a

considerably larger proportion of U.S. institutions plan to pursue linkage development, compared to

their Canadian counterparts.  Further work is needed to determine why these Canadian institutions

are not seeking to develop linkages and, if barriers are involved, what actions might be taken to

ameliorate these barriers.

International linkages take place within a number of activity areas, 12 of which are identified

in this report.  In 7 of these activity areas, U.S. higher education institutions are somewhat more

active than their Canadian counterparts.  In 5 activity areas, the reverse is true.  In particular, U.S.

institutions are more active in the area of private sector alliances.  Somewhat surprisingly, the area

of standards and accreditation emerges as one of the relatively less important linkage activity areas

for both Canadian and U.S. institutions.  Given the significance of standards and accreditation issues

to a truly mobile labour market, this is a potential problem area that requires further investigation.

North American linkage activities take place in a number of fields of study.  U.S. higher

education institutions are more active than their Canadian counterparts in all fields of study.  In

particular, in a number of areas of strategic importance to economic development and

competitiveness, U.S. linkage activity is substantially higher.  These areas include business

administration, financial services, applied sciences, engineering, and software development/internet

applications.

North American linkage activities produce a number of direct outcomes.  In all outcome

areas, U.S. higher education institutions are more likely to report accomplishments than their

Canadian counterparts.  The U.S. lead is quite pronounced in a number of areas, including increased

foreign student enrolment, increased corporate involvement, expansion of specific programs, faculty

exchanges, and the development of association or consortial linkages.

With respect to the funding of linkage activities, in both Canada and the U.S., federal

government and the support of the home institution emerge strongly as the most significant

financial sources.  At just over 9 percent, corporate support is a marginally more significant source
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of linkage activity funding in the U.S. than in Canada.  The most significant difference between the

two countries is the role of private foundation funding of linkage activities.  At nearly 32 percent,

private foundation funding in the U.S. is more than 12 times greater than private foundation funding

in Canada.  The results underscore the continuing difficulty of engaging the corporate sector in

international linkage activities and the limitations of the private foundation system in Canada.
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ALLIANCE FOR HIGHER EDUCATION AND ENTERPRISE SURVEY 2001

If you prefer to receive an electronic form of this survey, please contact
edward.harvey@utoronto.ca

Name of Respondent: ____________________________ Telephone: (     ) ________________

Position: ______________________________________     Email:  _______________________

Name of Institution:  ____________________________________________________________

Address of Institution:  ___________________________________________________________

1.  Does your institution have an active 3.  Please indicate the importance of
relationship with educational institutions international linkage activities to
(universities and/or colleges) in Canada your institution.
or Mexico?
c Yes, with Canadian institutions           Not very     Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Very

c Yes, with Mexican institutions           Important  Unimportant           Important Important

c Yes, with both Mexican and Canadian
c No c c     c    c     c

➘ Are you planning to establish
a relationship within the next
 year? 4.A.  Please indicate which field

of study linkages your
c No institution currently has or is pursing
c Yes pursuing with other academic
➘ c bilateral? institutions.

c trilateral?

2.  Please indicate the importance of the            Existing Pursuing

following activities to your institution:            Linkage Linkage
      Not Very      Neutral     Very Business administration c                 c

        Important Important Financial Services c                 c

Private Sector Alliances             c   c                 c Applied Sciences c                 c

Distance Education             c   c                 c Engineering c                 c

Faculty Development             c   c                 c Environmental studies c                 c

Student Exchange             c   c                 c Social Sciences c                 c

Collaborative Research             c   c                 c Humanities c                 c

Joint Degree Programs             c   c                 c Production Management c                 c

Standards & Accreditation             c   c                 c Applied Technician Training c                 c

International Curriculum             c   c                 c Software development/
Co-op work/study Programs         c   c                 c Internet applications c                 c

Internships             c   c                 c Public Administration c                 c

Community Development             c   c                 c Other _______________ c                 c

Library Exchange                              c   c                 c _______________________ c                 c

Other ____________             c   c                 c

_________________



4.B.  Of the fields of study indicated above, 7.  Please indicate the direct outcome
please rank the 3 fields of study linkages of international linkage activities on
that are most important to your your academic institution.
institution.

Yes No
1.  _________________________________ Increased foreign student enrollment c  c

Joint research programs c  c

2.  _________________________________ Increased corporate involvement c  c
Expansion of specific programs c  c

3.  _________________________________ Faculty exchanges c  c
Student exchanges c  c

5.  Please list names of academic institution Co-sponsorship of conferences c  c

partners and indicate whether the link is Association or consortial linkages c  c

active.

Name of academic institution &      Active 8. Please indicate the extent of your
location (e.g. Mexico City) Yes No institution’s involvement in each of the

international linkage areas specified
___________________________     c              c below.

___________________________     c              c              No                Some  A Great
       Involvement  Involvement     Deal of

___________________________     c              c                Involvement

Increased

6.  Overall, have the existing international foreign student c c c

linkage activities have been beneficial for enrollment
your academic institution?

Joint research programs c c c

c do not have existing international Increased corporate
linkages   involvement c c c

c yes Expansion of specific
   programs c c c

c no difference: not beneficial/detrimental Faculty exchanges c c c

c no Student exchanges c c c

➘ Why not? Co-sponsorship of

    c    Academic difficulties   conferences c c c

    c    Administrative difficulties
    c    Logistic/technical difficulties Association or

c Financial difficulties   consortial linkages c c c

c Low participation/involvement
c Other_______________________
                            (Please specify)
c Other_______________________
                            (Please specify)



9.  From the list below, please select the five i. Financial Services
(5) sources of funding that have been most
important in financing linkage activities.                        Not very    Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Very

               Important  Unimportant           Important Important

Rank the choices by writing the numbers
1-5, on the line beside your choice.  “1” c c c c c
stands for the most important funding
source and “5” stands for the least ii. Environment Management
important.

        Not very    Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Very
               Important  Unimportant           Important Important

U.S. corporate support ______
Mexican corporate support ______ c c c c c
Canadian corporate support ______
U.S. foundation support ______
Mexican foundation support ______ iii.  Information Technology
Canadian foundation support ______
U.S. government funding ______            Not very    Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Very

Canadian government funding ______           Important  Unimportant           Important Important

Mexican government funding ______
Home institution ______ c c      c     c      c
Reciprocal tuition swap agreements ______
Costs self-paid by participants ______ iv.  Public Administration
Other____________________ ______

(Please specify)           Not very    Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Very

Other____________________ ______           Important  Unimportant           Important Important
                (Please specify)

10.  The Alliance has identified 5 areas as            c c      c      c       c
priorities for international linkage activities:
financial services, environmental management,
information technology, public administration v. Production Management
and product management.

           Not very    Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Very
          Important  Unimportant           Important Important

Please indicate how important these                          c c      c      c     c
areas of activity are to your institution.

10B.  For your institution, which
areas are of greater priority for
international linkage activities?
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________



11. Do you have any suggestions on how
to improve existing international linkage Thank you for your time and
activities? valuable opinions.
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________
______________________________

You can return the survey using
The questions in this section are about the one of the following three
structure of an organization that would methods:
faciliate international linkage activities.

1) Please place the completed survey
12. Please rate your preferences for the in the envelope provided and mail it
following options: back to:

A.  North American Clearinghouse Alliance for Higher Education and
This organization would maintain databases, Education
stimulate discussion and collaborative 206 Roxborough Drive
research and promote best practices. Toronto, Ontario, CANADA

M4W 1X8

Least     Less       Neutral     Somewhat   Most 2) Please fax the completed survey
Preferred  Preferred         Preferred    Preferred to:

oc     c        c           c     c (416) 924-4729

B.  Project Funding Body 3) Please e-mail the completed
This organization would be jointly funded by survey to:
the public and private sectors.  It would
receive and evaluate proposals for research, edward.harvey@utoronto.ca
education and training.

Least     Less       Neutral     Somewhat   Most
Preferred  Preferred         Preferred    Preferred

oc      c        c           c     c


