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UNIVERSITY OF THE WEST INDIES

MEETING OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMME COMMITTEE OF THE DISTANCE EDUCATION CENTRE, OCTOBER 22, 2003

Report on follow up to Minute 15 (24 March 2003)

The Committee is asked to note that the Chairman took up the question raised at the APC meeting and recorded in Minute 15.  He had a paper arguing the case distributed widely among senior staff and was encouraged by the response to formulate a submission to the Board for Undergraduate Studies, attached below.

Office of the Board for Non-Campus Countries and Distance Education

September 25, 2003

Equal treatment for similar success in tertiary level studies

The current practice

There are persons who apply for entry to Bachelor’s degree programmes who have obtained some of their qualifications by study at the tertiary level and indeed by study within the UWI. Many such persons have successfully completed Certificate programmes offered by University faculties and schools. When persons with such a background are admitted to study at the Bachelor’s level, they are treated in different ways depending upon whether they possessed matriculation qualifications before their study in a Certificate programme or obtained their matriculation qualifications by virtue of their success at the Certificate level.

To illustrate: A and B study and succeed in a Certificate programme in which they both take and pass AN101. A was fully matriculated prior to study in the Certificate programme while B became fully matriculated by virtue of earning the Certificate.  When A and B proceed to do a degree in which AN101 figures, A will be exempted while B will be asked to repeat AN101. The line of argument is that B is not allowed to count AN101 twice, once to get matriculation and once to get exemption. 

There may be somewhat more complex cases where in effect the University gives advanced standing in a programme to a person with an Associate Degree with component X where component X is all but identical to a CAPE qualification Y. Yet, persons with Y are not given the same advanced standing. The identification of such cases requires, however, considerable investigation of particular programmes.  In our own case, where the very same course is in question, the issue is much clearer. 

The practices hinge on the notion of a two-tiered matriculation system.

Defects of the present arrangement

There are several objections to the present system:

1. By succeeding in the programme at the Certificate level A and B demonstrate that they were both capable of pursuing AN101. B was only able to take AN101 in the Certificate because B was regarded as almost ready to undertake a degree. What B shows is that B was, with respect to AN101, already perfectly on par with A to undertake further study.

It makes a fetish of matriculation therefore when the issue of matriculation can only be justified by reference to the need to have some fairly reliable means to separate persons who would benefit from a course from those who are currently unable to so benefit.
  A matriculation requirement in effect says “if you have this qualification, we’re pretty sure you can handle this course or programme”.  When we operate with a lower level matriculation requirement we are in effect saying “you’re almost there; take it easy and you’ll get by” or, in other words, we can see it as a riskier prediction of success.  In neither case is there any other virtue, as far as the University is concerned, in having whatever the requirement is.  What purpose is then served by insisting that B’s achievement is to be counted only as meeting a separate criterion of matriculation?  Predictors of success are notoriously unreliable.  What we have in the illustration is a case where what we took to be a risk turns out not to be so risky. We should so regard it, and not make an issue out of the Certificate itself constituting full matriculation status.

2. It flies in the face of policy positions enshrined in our own Strategic Plans (and endorsed by CARICOM) — in particular a commitment to “a shift from a focus on entry requirements which restrict access, to an emphasis on exit standards, thereby increasing access and promoting equity.”
  The present proposal  is not an invitation to open entry but rather a commitment to greater flexibility, to greater willingness to accept “challenges” to our requirements, and a move away from looking at past achievements, or lack of them, to a focus on present achievements.

3. Arguably, in continuation of the line of thought in the preceding paragraph, our present over-reliance on matriculation might be seen to allow us a certain laxity in the application of our own standards.  If only the very best are allowed in, why bother too much about how they perform?  An emphasis on exit standards is precisely a challenge to us to enforce appropriate exit standards for a degree.  More positively, it is also a challenge to us to provide both greater guidance and more extensive and imaginative “bridging” mechanisms so that students can succeed in reaching the appropriate exit levels.

The way forward

Having seen that A and B are both eligible to start a degree programme, we need peer no further into how they acquired that status.  The next question that naturally arises for both of them is whether the degree programme will require repeating things they have done already. We have procedures to avoid people repeating courses. Let us then apply them to A and B even-handedly.  

The point concerns parity of treatment of people who have both passed a particular course.  It does not speak to the question of what exactly that treatment should be: it may be credit with exemption, it may be some lesser acknowledgement (perhaps that the person has satisfied some part of the requirement for the degree but should still take some other course to bring up the total of work done within the degree to its normal quantity).

If the basic principle be granted, various regulations will no doubt need to be redrafted.  It is proposed that the principle be accepted and that the Office of the Board for Undergraduate Studies be mandated to amend the relevant regulations.
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� General University and specific Departmental matriculation or entry requirements should not be seen as ways of selecting among too many eligible candidates — they define what counts as an eligible candidate.  





� At � HYPERLINK http://www.caricom.org/archives/citizens21century.htm ��http://www.caricom.org/archives/citizens21century.htm�.





� If some such lesser acknowledgement is thought desirable it behoves us actually to have alternative courses that students will be permitted to take — this cannot be presumed in contexts such as the Distance Education programme.
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