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ABSTRACT 
 

COLLABORATING FOR INNOVATION: 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES, SMES, AND INNOVATION IN 

MANITOBA 

 

 

Thomas Keith Edmunds       Advisor: 
University of Guelph, 2015      Dr. Al Lauzon 
 

 

The importance of SMEs to the Canadian economy coupled with the significant role of 
innovation in ensuring the long-term viability of these businesses highlights the value of 
removing any barriers to innovation that may be experienced.  Community colleges may 
provide a largely untapped resource for SMEs seeking to innovate.  Focussing on Manitoba’s 
college system, this research was conducted utilizing interviews with key informants from three 
community colleges and surveys distributed widely throughout the province’s business 
community.  A number of impressions were formed from this largely exploratory research 
project, including: (1) the conceptual model on which this research was largely based may not 
be ideally suited for all community college situations; (2) colleges and SMEs appear to have 
different operational definitions of “innovation”; (3) SMEs are largely unaware of the capacities 
of colleges to provide services regarding innovation; and (4) colleges have often developed 
bureaucratic roadblocks to the provision of services to SMEs. 
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Preface 

In the 2013-2014 Global Competitiveness Report, published by the World Economic Forum, 

Canada was ranked the 21st most innovative country in the world, down from 11th place in 

2010-2011.  The second-most problematic factor for doing business in 2013-2014 was identified 

as “insufficient capacity to innovate,” while this reason did not appear at all on the 2010-2011 

list.  The Conference Board of Canada, also in 2013, reported that Canada was ranked 13th of 16 

industrialized nations in innovation.  Canada appears to be suffering an innovation gap. 

The vast majority of businesses in Canada are categorized as small or medium sized enterprises 

(SMEs), and it is these smaller firms that act as the economic engine for the country.  As smaller 

organizations, these SMEs often lack the resources—financial, human, and otherwise—to 

engage in the pursuit of innovation.  In order to innovate—and to achieve a competitive 

advantage due to that innovation—SMEs need to find another way. 

The community college system, which has developed on a provincial basis rather than a federal 

one, often has a broad mandate.  While the provision of education is core to the intended 

services of these institutions, providing support to the local community is also an important 

role.  With trained faculty, access to tools and technology, and a mandate to support the 

community, publicly-funded colleges are an excellent resource for SMEs seeking to innovate. 

This research project examined the college system of a single province—Manitoba—and sought 

to identify the variety, degree and depth of the relationships between the three public colleges 

in the province and the SMEs that operate there.  Manitoba was selected for its unique 

combination of geography and colleges.  The three public community colleges are each situated 
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in a different setting—urban, rural and remote—providing an opportunity to investigate 

college-SME collaborations in differing geographical settings. 

The following document provides an overview of the research project (Chapter 1), an in-depth 

examination of the existing literature regarding the key concepts involved in this project 

(Chapter 2) and the context for the Manitoba community college system (Chapter 3).  Following 

an explanation of the methodology used in this research (Chapter 4), an examination of the 

data collected from key informants within the Manitoba college system (Chapter 5) and SMEs 

operating in the province (Chapter 6) is provided, as is a consideration of the intersection of 

these two data sets (Chapter 7).  Concluding statements and further suggested research 

(Chapter 8) complete the document. 

There is very little existing public research regarding the relationship between Manitoba’s 

community colleges and the small businesses operating in the province; yet despite the pre-

existing question about this relationship, through this research many more questions were 

uncovered than were answered.  This research project has identified a number of concerns and 

opened several more avenues for further examination. 
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CHAPTER 1 

1.0 Introduction 

This preliminary section provides a brief introduction to the research, including an overview of 

the relevant literature (examined in more depth in Chapter 2), the model informing the 

research, and a list of the goals of this research project. 

1.1 Context 
 

Small and medium size enterprises (SMEs) constitute a significant portion of the Canadian 

economy.  According to Industry Canada (2011), 98% of Canadian businesses have less than 100 

employees, categorizing them as “small,” while 99.8% of businesses have less than 500 

employees, the common operational definition of an SME in North America.   

Despite their prevalence on the business landscape, SMEs face a number of challenges that 

force them to seek competitive advantages, and increasingly, innovation is seen as the most 

attractive option.  SMEs, however, often do not have the capabilities in and of themselves to 

overcome the barriers to innovation.  In this context, innovation is defined as “the 

implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or service), or process, a new 

marketing method, or a new organizational method in business practices, workplace 

organisation or external relations.” (OECD, 2005) 
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The three most significant modern trends–globalization, localization, and changing technology 

(Johnson, 2001)–have empowered small businesses to access a global marketplace, but this 

significant opportunity brings with it a number of challenges (Apedaile, 2004). 

 

The Canadian economy, historically based on primary resources, is not suddenly being thrust 

from the primary sector into the knowledge sector.  Over several decades, there has been a 

transformation of the country from a largely rural-based population to a more urban-centric 

one, with an economy moving slowly from one based upon primary resources to one that is 

service-based.  Increasingly, the importance of intellectual capital to productivity and 

competitiveness are being recognized.  This shift to the knowledge economy signals a move 

towards an economy based on producing, distributing and using knowledge (O’Hagan & Cecil, 

2007).  A knowledge economy, brought on by the forces of globalization, also highlights the 

importance of the local geography due to the costs of transferring knowledge; that is, advances 

in communications technology have greatly reduced the cost of transferring information, the 

transmission of knowledge requires more than just information.  Because these costs increase 

with distance, some communities are more able than others to take advantage of this 

knowledge-based economy. 

  

Communities that are able to take advantage of this new economy through the production of 

knowledge are able to engage in innovative activities, allowing local companies to compete 

internationally through the production of new, better or cheaper products.  Successful 

companies will provide the necessary spillovers to the community to allow the community or 
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region to succeed as well (O’Hagan & Cecil, 2007).  O’Hagan & Cecil (2007) also point out that 

“Pivotal to this are knowledge and information technologies, which through improved transport 

and communications have played an important role in progressing globalization.” (p 21) 

 

With the global economy becoming increasingly competitive and complex, particularly for small 

and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), and with Canada’s relatively small domestic market, 

small businesses must look to the global marketplace in order to grow. Thus, the theme again 

emerges that “Innovation is the key to success.” (BDC, 2010, p. 4) 

  

The complexity referred to by the BDC springs from a number of interrelated sources, not 

dissimilar to the arguments made by Johnson (2001), Apedaile (2004), and O’Hagan & Cecil 

(2007):  emerging economies becoming international competitors, telecommunications and 

digital technology increasing the rate of globalization while simultaneously opening 

international markets to smaller businesses, increasingly sophisticated capital markets, and 

accelerating rates of change in systems of business, development, employment and finance 

(BDC, 2010).  Compounding these issues “are also looming issues such as rising fuel prices, 

shrinking water supplies, critical food shortages and, in developed markets, populations and 

infrastructure that are aging…” (BDC, 2010, p. 20).  Thus non-economic forces acting 

internationally can, through globalization, have an impact on SMEs in Canada. 

 

Regardless of the typology used to categorize the issues facing SMEs, whether or not they are 

located in rural areas—though rural SMEs may face a unique set of challenges—there is no 
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denying that the context in which SMEs are operating is undergoing massive changes.  The 

ability for these enterprises to survive in these conditions rests upon their ability to be 

innovative.  

 

Despite its importance, innovation does not necessarily come easily to SMEs.  Buse, Tiwari and 

Herstatt (2008), in their review of the literature regarding the barriers to innovation 

encountered by SMEs, identified six primary classes of barriers:  financial bottlenecks, inability 

to access qualified personnel, limited access to innovation process know-how, lack of market 

know-how, bureaucratic hurdles, and lack of intellectual property rights.  These barriers must 

be overcome or mitigated in some manner in order to grow or maintain innovativeness; 

research and development “may at least help mitigate the effects of the barriers faced even if 

not completely overcome them” (Buse et al., 2008, p. 999).  This same study suggests that the 

following “motivators” should be sought:  access to knowledge, cost advantages, and market 

opportunities. 

 

Community colleges provide an opportunity for SMEs to innovate.  Colleges are uniquely 

situated to assist in this process as they: (1) have relationships with businesses within the 

community and, therefore, have a level of trust; (2) have the human capital; (3) often have the 

technology and tools that may not be immediately available to an SME.  The Association of 

Canadian Community Colleges (2011) has noted that “Colleges’ strong ties with community 

partners position them as key players to facilitate research partnerships and knowledge-sharing 

across sectors and move Canada’s innovation agenda forward.” (p. 1). 
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Although the current academic literature and governmental policy is largely focused on applied 

research–which is indeed valuable–there are a number of methods by which colleges and SMEs 

may collaborate on innovative projects.   This research will examine all these relationships 

within the context of the province of Manitoba. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

Considering the ongoing global pressures on SMEs, the importance of these enterprises to the 

Canadian economy, and the significant role of innovation in ensuring their survival, identifying 

opportunities to assist SMEs in overcoming any barriers to innovative activity is a worthwhile 

endeavor.  Current federal policy points to the acknowledgement by the current government of 

the validity of supporting innovation in private enterprise.  The specific capacities of community 

colleges may provide a largely untapped resource for SMEs seeking to innovate. 

Community colleges in Canada, however, fall under the jurisdiction of the provinces.  As such, 

there is no true consistency across the country in regards to the mandates of the colleges, 

particularly at a time as these mandates are being modified (Fisher, 2008).   

This research will focus on a single province’s college system–Manitoba–and identify the 

variety, degree and depth of the relationships between the three public colleges in the province 

and the SMEs that operate there.   

Manitoba was selected for its unique combination of geography and colleges.  The three public 

community colleges are each situated in a different setting–urban, rural and remote–providing 

an opportunity to investigate college-SME collaborations in differing geographical settings. 
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1.3 Research Goal & Objectives 

The conceptual model on which this research will be based is informed by Jurmain (2006) and is 

described in greater detail in Section 1.4.1.  The goals and objectives of the research are derived 

from this model (Appendix 1).   

This model identifies the different roles fulfilled by community colleges (darkest colored boxes).  

The outputs for each of these roles are also clearly stated.  Additionally, the categories of 

activity that comprise the entire concept of “applied research” are delineated.  Specifically, 

these are the categories of “research,” “development,” and “commercialization.”  Finally, 

because research may be driven by either supply (or idea-push) or demand (also known as 

problem-pull), arrows indicating the direction and common activities for each kind of demand 

are provided.   

1.3.1 Research Goal 
 

Stated succinctly, this research will address the question: 

What is the role of community colleges in innovation for SMEs in Manitoba? 

Implicit in this question is the need to identify both the current role of community colleges and 

the ideal role these institutions could play in helping SMEs innovate. 

1.3.2 Research Objectives 
 

In order to achieve the goal of this research, the following research objectives will be pursued 

through the attached higher-order questions. 



9 
 

1. To identify the variety of roles for community colleges, regardless of current 

governmental policy: 

What roles are community colleges in Manitoba currently playing in regards to innovation with 

SMEs? 

2. To identify the roles college are able to perform that are desired/needed by SMEs in 

order to innovate: 

What roles do community colleges have the capacity to perform, specifically in regards to those 

capacities desired and/or required by SMEs in Manitoba? 

3. To develop an understanding of the type, degree and strength of relationships between 

SMEs and colleges: 

What are the relationships that currently exist between SMEs and colleges in Manitoba? 

4. To develop an understanding of the forms of potential relationships between SMEs and 

colleges: 

What other forms of collaborative relationships can exist between SMEs and colleges? 

These higher-order questions were used to develop and guide the interview guide and survey. 

1.3.3 Outcomes 
 

The intended final outcomes of the research were: 

 a typology and model of forms of collaboration between colleges and SMEs 

 evidence of the degree of existing collaboration between SMEs and colleges in the 

context of innovative activity; as well, any existing differences in these issues for SMEs in 

different geographical locations–urban, rural, or remote 
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 guidelines for encouraging increased levels of collaboration between colleges and SMEs, 

if desired by SMEs 

 guidelines for establishing more effective forms of collaboration between the various 

parties involved 

 

 

1.4. Methodology 
 

The focus of this research is on a single case study–the community college system of Manitoba.  

Although some attention will be paid to the larger context in which the system operates (the 

national and international levels), the primary focus will be on the province of Manitoba and 

the three public community colleges that operate within the province.  The case study 

methodology is the best option for this research as “the case study is preferred in examining 

contemporary events, but when the relevant behaviours cannot be manipulated” (Yin, 2009, 

p.11). 

The research was conducted with the three public community colleges in Manitoba:  Red River 

College, Assiniboine Community College and University College of the North: 

(1) Red River College (RRC):  With a main campus located in Winnipeg, RRC is an urban-

centric institution–Manitoba’s largest institute of applied learning.  Additionally, RRC 

has regional campuses across the province with locations in the Interlake/North 

Eastman, Portage la Prairie and Central Plains, Steinbach and South Eastman, and the 

Pembina Valley, providing it with some rural exposure. 
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(2) Assiniboine Community College (ACC):  Located in Brandon, ACC is primarily a rural 

college.  A secondary campus is located in the Parkland region in Dauphin, MB. 

(3) University College of the North (UCN):  Previously Keewatin Community College, UCN 

has two main campuses located in The Pas and Thompson, and a number of regional 

centres across northern Manitoba.  UCN’s geographic intake area is primarily northern 

and includes almost 80% of the total area of the province. 

 

Interviews were conducted with key informants from all levels within the organization at each 

of the colleges.  Due to the primarily qualitative nature of the data collected from the interview 

process, no precise quantitative measures were taken regarding the colleges’ activities.  

However, from these interviews, it was possible to determine the area (or areas) of focus and 

the activities, broadly defined, that were most often engaged in by each college. 

 

The second population investigated was the Manitoba business community.  

Representativeness of the entire business landscape was sought across size, industry and 

geographical location within the province. 

The information gathered through the key informant interviews was used to inform the 

development of the survey instrument.  These standard format questionnaires were used to 

obtain both quantitative and qualitative responses from the business community.  These 

questionnaire tools were also partially based on the research question(s) and existing literature.   

From this instrument, the innovation needs of businesses in Manitoba was measured by 
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identifying the focuses of these organizations as they correlate to the “outputs” sections in the 

model. 

A standard statistical package (SPSS) was used to identify and examine any relationships in the 

questionnaire data.  Statistical analysis was used to illustrate the types and sizes of enterprises 

currently engaged with community colleges, the amount and type of innovation taking place in 

Manitoba SMEs, and the types of college-enterprise engagement currently in existence.  

Further, statistical analyses determined whether there were significant differences between 

rural, urban and remote SMEs and the degree and type of engagement taking place with 

community colleges.  Analyses also examined the differences between the activities and types 

of SMEs that engage with each of the three colleges. 

For the qualitative data, a qualitative data analysis software package (NVIVO) was used to assist 

in coding and identifying themes from the interview data and documents.  This data informed 

the development of the surveys for the business community. 

1.4.1. Conceptual Model 
 

Jurmain (2006) developed a model outlining “the role that colleges and institutes play in 

Canada in the research, development and commercialization (RDC) spectrum” (p 8).  Although 

the model is laid out as a linear system of innovation (Figure 1.4.1.1; for larger image, see 

Appendix 1), the author notes that, in reality, colleges tend to interact with industry partners 

where the needs exist.  The major areas of interaction identified by the model include: basic 

research, development, commercialization, technology/commercialization/implementation 

assessments, technology/knowledge transfer process, and education and training.  Additionally, 
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the model acknowledges the range of inputs required for the RDC process–technical, human, 

financial, and business resources–and recognizes that colleges tend to respond to the problems 

of industry partners.  

 Figure 1.4.1.1 – Jurmain’s (2006) conceptual model 

 

The model identifies the tendency for colleges to be more involved in development and 

commercialization activities than in basic research.  Included in these areas are such explicitly 

identified activities as proof of concept, applied research, product launch, business 

development, business expansion, and implementation of new policies.  
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Further, the latter three areas of interaction–technology/commercialization/implementation 

assessments, technology/knowledge transfer process, and education and training–are 

important at all stages of the process.  Of these, the model recognizes that many of the RDC 

processes are connected to, or incorporated into, the education and training mandate of 

colleges. 

Finally, Jurmain’s model is immediately applicable to the current research project in that it 

states: 

As such, colleges and institutes are particularly sensitive to the needs of small- and 
medium sized enterprises (SMEs) in developing and testing new and improved products, 
processes and services as well as in sourcing and incorporating new knowledge and 
technology into businesses which comprise a highly significant percentage of the 
Canadian economy. (p 10) 

Alternately stated, this model was selected as it is focused on the Canadian college system and 

the connections that may form between these institutions and Canadian SMEs.  It clearly 

delineates roles colleges may play in these partnerships and, as such, provides a sound basis for 

guiding this research through informing the utilized surveys and interviews. 
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CHAPTER 2 

2.0 Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

It is well accepted that the Canadian marketplace is changing due to a number of global forces.  

These forces are often categorized into nebulous, ill-defined envelope-terms such as 

“globalization” and “technology,” and have given rise to a number of frames of reference that 

better allow an investigation of the various forces acting upon the Canadian economy. To 

provide an exhaustive review of these models would be a considerable task and falls outside 

the bounds of this paper.  Nonetheless, it is necessary to provide, at the very least, a wide-

ranging look at the issues and forces in operation.   

It is in this context of flux that small businesses, an important force in the Canadian economy, 

exist and operate.  In order to survive these changing conditions, these enterprises must 

innovate though many lack the necessary capacities to do so.   Community colleges, however, 

have both the capacity and the geographic dispersion to assist these small businesses. 

This literature review examines the changing economy, the importance of small businesses, the 

role and importance of innovation, and the roles community colleges can play in helping small 

businesses to innovate.  It concludes with a brief overview of the evolving government policies 

impacting on these relationships. 
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2.2 The Changing Economy 

Over the past few decades, the global economy has become increasingly complex–a complexity 

arising from a number of interrelated sources:  emerging economies becoming international 

competitors (BDC, 2010; Berube & Sabbagh, 2007; OECD, 1998), telecommunications and 

digital technology increasing the rate of globalization while simultaneously opening 

international markets to smaller businesses (BDC, 2010; Berube & Sabbagh, 2007; Spence, 

2003), increasingly sophisticated capital markets (BDC, 2010), and accelerating rates of change 

in systems of business, development, employment and finance (BDC, 2010).  Compounding 

these issues “are also looming issues such as rising fuel prices, shrinking water supplies, critical 

food shortages and, in developed markets, populations and infrastructure that are aging…” 

(BDC, 2010, p.20).  Thus non-economic forces acting internationally can, through globalization, 

have an impact on Canadian businesses. 

Out of this conflagration of issues, economic restructuring has begun to take place: a shift from 

a managed economy where economic activity was rooted in capital and labor towards an 

entrepreneurial economy anchored in knowledge-based economic activity.  Thus, the 

comparative advantage is shifting away from capital and labor to knowledge.   

Audretsch and Thurik (2001) note that such economic restructuring results in massive upheaval, 

with consequences for almost every facet of the economy.  The authors then observed that 

such a process was underway: 

While traces of this shift can be found in different lines of research across a broad 
spectrum of fields within and beyond economics, there are also insightful references in 
the popular press as well as the political debate addressing the most pressing policy 
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issues of our day. Many of these references are under the rubric of The New Economy.  
(Audretsch & Thurik, 2001, p. 3) 
 

This so-called “new economy” is the above-noted shift from the managed economy to the 

entrepreneurial economy anchored in knowledge-based economic activity.  Rural communities, 

often single industry communities founded on primary resource extraction of some form–

fishing, agriculture, mining, and logging, as examples–would seem to be extremely vulnerable 

in light of this shift (Siemens, 2006). 

 

The entrepreneurial economy has emerged to supplant the managed economy as a direct result 

of globalization.  Audretsch and Thurik (2001) note that “While globalization is a 

multidimensional phenomenon encompassing a broad spectrum of economic and social 

dimensions, virtually all measures of trade, foreign direct investment and integration indicate a 

sharp increase in recent years.” (p 4)  Specifically, there are two fundamental aspects of 

globalization that have led to the surfacing of this entrepreneurial economy:  (1) the 

introduction of highly-skilled, low cost competition in Asia and Central and Eastern Europe, and 

(2) improvements in telecommunications which has reduced the cost of moving traditional 

economic activities from locations of higher cost (such as North America and Western Europe) 

to locations elsewhere in the world where costs are lower. 

 

These authors state that in order for high-wage jobs to be maintained in these higher-cost 

locations, “knowledge-based economic activity that cannot be costlessly diffused across 

geographic space” (Audretsch & Thurik, 2001, p. 5) is required.  Among the resultant trade-offs 
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of the collision of the managed and entrepreneurial economies are three that characterize the 

underlying forces of these two economies: 

The first is between localization and globalization. The second trade-off is between 
change and continuity. Change goes together with knowledge based activity and 
knowledge based activity results in innovations that are more radical and less 
incremental. An inherent characteristic of knowledge is high uncertainty, which 
individuals assess differently. Differences in the evaluation of knowledge result in an 
increased role of new and small firms. Small firms were viewed negatively in the 
managed economy because their sub-optimal size imposed a less efficient use of 
resources. The third trade-off of this group compares the view that increased 
employment requires a reduction in wages with the view in the entrepreneurial 
economy that higher wages can accompany increased employment.  (Audretsch & 
Thurik, 2001, p. 5) 

 

Rural areas, traditionally home to more small businesses than large, may find themselves more 

concerned with the issue of transitioning away from resource-based employment and finding 

opportunities for knowledge-based businesses within their communities (North & Smallbone, 

2000) whereas urban areas, with a more diversified economic base and generally more 

distanced from resource dependency, may be less concerned.  In short, small businesses 

operating in different regional settings–urban, rural or remote–may be facing different 

challenges resulting from the changing economy (Siemens, 2006). 

 

Elsner (2004), when looking at the changing global context, does not refer to the managed and 

entrepreneurial economies; instead, he refers simply to the “new economy.”  The focus of this 

particular review of the changing global economy is on the “more de-regulated, digitized and 

Net-based, and clustered, character of the real economy” (p. 1029).  Elsner focuses largely on 

the role of technology and the somewhat counter-intuitive nature of globalization: 
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Local clustering, with its recurrent and long-termed interactions with near-by located 
suppliers, service providers, customers, competitors and different societal and public 
agents, has become a new kind of spatial organisation for the most advanced, high-tech, 
globalised and fragmented parts of the corporate economy […]. In spite of its rhetoric of 
globalisation, the corporate economy, in this way, is striving for spatial and cultural 
proximity through some form of local re-embedding, structure, certainty and collectivity 
(Elsner, 2004, p. 1034) 
 

From this viewpoint, globalization often results in a more local focus for certain economic 

activities.  Elsner (2004) states that in general: 

Globalization is a political and administrative project, regulated, on the one hand, by 
highly selective strategies of de-regulation, liberalization and empowerment of capital 
and corporate concerns and, on the other hand, by national regulation, 
bureaucratisation and authoritarian control of more general societal groups and 
concerns (p. 1030)   

 
The result for business is a situation that is more complex, more uncertain and more unstable. 

 

The Canadian economy, historically based on primary resource extraction, is not suddenly being 

thrust from the primary sector into the knowledge sector.  There has been a transformation 

over several decades from a largely rural-based population to a more urban-centric one, with 

an economy evolving slowly from one based upon primary resources to one that is service-

based.  Increasingly, the importance of intellectual capital to productivity and competitiveness 

is being recognized.  This shift to the knowledge economy signals a move towards an economy 

based on producing, distributing and using knowledge (O’Hagan & Cecil, 2007; Do, 2008).  The 

trend towards developing human capital has led to increased attention toward those 

individuals with the knowledge and skills in demand (McKenzie, 2007).   
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A knowledge economy brought on by the forces of globalization highlights the relationship 

between local geography and the costs of transferring knowledge.  Although advances in 

communications technology have greatly reduced the cost of transferring information, the 

transmission of knowledge requires more than just the movement of information.  Because 

these costs increase with distance, some communities are more able than others to take 

advantage of this knowledge-based economy.  In such an economy, because it is a driving force, 

it is important that knowledge be used for innovation and economic development (Conference 

Board of Canada, 2012; Do, 2008). 

 

Communities that are able to capitalize upon this new economy through the production of 

knowledge are able to engage in innovative activities, allowing local companies to compete 

internationally through the production of new, better or cheaper products.  Successful 

companies will provide the spillovers in the form of knowledge, skills, employment or other 

economically beneficial systems to the community necessary to allow the community or region 

to succeed as well (O’Hagan & Cecil, 2007).  These authors also point out that “pivotal to this 

are knowledge and information technologies, which through improved transport and 

communications have played an important role in progressing globalization.” (O’Hagan & Cecil, 

2007, p. 21) 

  

From a financial point of view, globalization offers a great deal of opportunity as well as risk.  In 

a 2010 report, the Business Development Bank of Canada (BDC) outlined the shifts occurring in 

the global markets: 
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In the short term, 70% of the world’s growth is expected to come from emerging 
markets with 40% from just two countries: China and India. In 2010, China pushed Japan 
aside to become the second-largest economy in the world. A huge shift is underway in 
consumer markets, driven by demographics and urban migration. Over 70 million 
people are entering the middle class each year, most in emerging economies. 
Consumers in developing countries are getting richer faster than their equivalents in 
Europe and North America. GDP per capita is forecast to rise five times faster in 
emerging countries than in OECD countries over the next decade. The shifting balance of 
economic power has had a profound impact on every aspect of global trade. And the 
influence of emerging markets is only going to continue to grow. While China’s growth 
may eventually plateau as its population matures, waiting in the wings are a number of 
other economic juggernauts such as India, Brazil, Vietnam and Indonesia.  (BDC, 2010, p. 
20) 
 

With the global economy becoming increasingly competitive and complex, particularly for small 

and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), coupled with Canada’s relatively small domestic market, 

small businesses must look to the global marketplace in order to grow. In this viewpoint, too, 

the theme emerges that “Innovation is the key to success.” (BDC, 2010, p. 4) 

 

2.3 SMEs in the Changing Economy 

Through much of the examination of the changing global economy, discussion turns to the 

impacts on SMEs.  Internationally, there is no consistent definition as to what constitutes a 

SME, the specifics depending upon the nation.  Statistics compiled by the Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) reveal the wide range of firm sizes considered 

to be SMEs by different countries.  To illustrate:  European Union countries categorize firms 

with less than 250 employees as SMEs; Australia, less than 200; New Zealand, less than 100; 

and Canada and the United States generally consider firms with less than 500 employees to be 

SMEs (OECD, 2010). 
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Among nations that have economies similar and related to Canada’s, SMEs constitute similar 

proportions of the economic landscape.  The role of SMEs in these various economies is often 

comparable when measured as to the percentage of the economy these institutions constitute 

and the total percentage of employment for which they are responsible within their countries, 

as illustrated in Table 2.3.1 (OECD, 2010). 

Table 2.3.1 -  SMEs in International Economies 

COUNTRY Total % of number of enterprises  

(services & industry) 

Total % of 

employment 

Canada 99.8 64.4 

Australia 99.9 64.9 

France 99.8 60.5 

Germany 99.5 60.4 

Italy 99.9 81.1 

Mexico 99.8 72.3 

New Zealand 99.5 57.5 

United Kingdom 99.7 54.1 

United States 98.9 57.9 

 

It is also highly probable that the definition of what constitutes an SME will also vary within 

each country depending on the institution drafting the definition and that institution’s purpose 

and goals.  This supposition is based on the fact that at the national level, the definition of SMEs 

varies within the framework of the Canadian government depending on federal department 

and program: 

Many institutions define small businesses according to their own needs — the Canadian 
Bankers Association classifies a company as “small” if it qualifies for a loan authorization 
of less than $250 000, whereas the Export Development Corporation defines small or 
“emerging” exporters as firms with export sales under $1 million. In some instances, 
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Industry Canada has used a definition based on the number of employees, which varies 
according to the sector — goods-producing firms are considered “small” if they have 
fewer than 100 employees, whereas for service-producing firms the cut-off point is 50 
employees. Above that size, and up to 499 employees, a firm is considered medium-
sized. The smallest of small businesses are called micro-enterprises, most often defined 
as having fewer than five employees. The term “SME” (for small and medium-sized 
enterprise) refers to all businesses with fewer than 500 employees, whereas firms with 
500 or more employees are classified as “large” businesses. (Industry Canada, 2011, p. 
5) 
 

According to Industry Canada (2011), 98% of Canadian businesses have less than 100 

employees, categorizing them as “small,” while 99.8% of businesses have less than 500 

employees1.  In terms of employees, in 2010, SMEs employed on average almost 6.8 million 

individuals or 64% of private sector employees covered by Statistics Canada’s Survey of 

Employment, Payrolls and Hours (SEPH).  In actual fact, the number (and thus percentage) of 

Canadians employed by SMEs may be significantly higher, as the SEPH did not include 

employees in several industries:  agriculture, fishing and trapping, private household services, 

religious organizations and military personnel of defense services–exceptions made due to the 

fact that “SEPH draws its samples from the Business Register (BR) maintained by the Business 

Register Division of Statistics Canada and from a list of all businesses registered in Canada 

Revenue Agency's Business Number program” (Statistics Canada, 2012, Data sources and 

methodology: Target population) and the above-listed excepted industries are often not listed 

in the Business Register.   

                                                                 
1
 Data reflects businesses that operate from a single or multiple locations. 
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2.3.1 SMEs in the Canadian Economy 

SMEs, largely based on the fact they constitute such a high percentage of firms in the 

marketplace, are critically important to the Canadian economy.  As stated by the Institute for 

Competitiveness and Prosperity (2012): 

…these smaller businesses are the backbone of our economy, that they are the engine 
of job growth, and that our innovation performance is highly dependent on their 
success. Small- and medium-sized suppliers are said to be critical to the success of our 
globally competitive firms and exporters. (p. 7) 

 

As suggested by this quote, the employment opportunities created by SMEs are not 

insignificant (He, Price & Banham, 2008).  According to Industry Canada (2011), over one million 

small businesses in Canada have employees.  These small businesses created approximately 

15,000 jobs in 2010 as the economy began to rebound from the preceding economic downturn 

(large businesses shed over 14,000 jobs in 2010). Over the entire 2001-2010 period, SMEs were 

responsible on average for about 47 percent of all jobs created in the private sector.  This 

Industry Canada report does not provide any statistics delineating the job creation (or loss) in 

urban, rural or remote areas.  In 2010, small businesses were responsible for employing 

approximately five million people in Canada or about 48 percent of the total private sector 

labor force. 

Because Canada is considered an export nation with over 40% of its GDP derived from exports, 

and with SMEs constituting the vast majority of firms operating within the country–making up, 

in fact, 97 percent of exporting firms–the exports of SMEs play a vital role in the country’s 

economic welfare (Industry Canada, 2011; Orser et al., 2008).  Beyond exports, as a whole SMEs 

contribute a considerable amount to Canada’s GDP–a percentage varies from study to study, 
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ranging from about 30% (Industry Canada, 2011) to almost 54.5% (Business Development Bank 

of Canada, 2011; He et al., 2008). 

With SMEs constituting such a significant portion of employment, GDP, and export, it is 

important to understand where assistance may be given to these enterprises in order to 

improve their productivity and, in doing so, benefit the overall economic health of Canada.   

In a provincial context, Industry Canada (2012) reports 35,660 small businesses and 692 

medium-sized businesses, totaling 36,352 SMEs (or 97.8% of employer businesses in the 

province), were operating in Manitoba as of December 2011.  These numbers translate into 

Manitoba containing 3.3% of Canadian SMEs and approximately 4% of the population (BDC, 

2011).  Again, there is no indication in these reports as to how these businesses are distributed 

regionally or what proportions are located in urban, rural and remote regions of the province. 

Yet, these SMEs operate in the larger global economic system–a system that is in flux–

impacting on, and being impacted by, the operation of SMEs (Acs, 1999).  It is within this 

structure that innovation emerges as the dimension on which SMEs can compete. 

 

2.4 Innovation  

The importance of innovation cannot be understated.  Beyond the simple fact that innovation 

contributes in a major way to economic development  (Gibson, Wingham & Hassan, 2008; 

Institute for Competitiveness and Prosperity, 2012) and societal well-being (Box, 2009), 

“innovation has become critically important as the economies of Alberta, British Columbia, 

Manitoba, and Saskatchewan try to reduce their dependence on resource-based industries such 
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as agriculture, forestry, mining, and petroleum” (Chrisman, Holbrook & Chua, 2000, p. 4) 

thereby becoming more competitive in the knowledge economy.  Innovation is a complex issue, 

perhaps more so in respect to SMEs.  Not only is it based upon controlled processes, but 

innovation is also “the product of serendipity and happenstance” (Macdonald, Assimakopoulos 

& Anderson, 2007) and the mode by which it occurs is changing alongside the global economy 

(OECD, 2010). 

To fully understand the importance of innovation, the concept must first be defined and how it 

relates to SMEs examined. 

Common usage of the term ‘innovation’ often follows the definition used by Baldwin and 

Johnson (1999):  “An innovation was defined as the introduction of a new or improved product 

or process, but not the introduction of aesthetic changes that did not affect the technical 

construction or performance of the product” (p. 60).  This definition highlights the idea of 

newness in relation to the product or process created or used by the enterprise, though not on 

any superficial level. 

Rogers (1983) defines an innovation as “…an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new 

by an individual or another unit of adoption.  An innovation presents an individual or an 

organization with a new alternative or alternatives, with new means of solving problems” (p. 

xviii).  Here, Rogers adds to the concept of innovation the perception of newness.  Although the 

product or process may not be new, the perception and adoption of it as new makes the 

product or process innovative to that particular firm or market.  Innovations are often 

considered on a number of points of analysis: new to the firm, new to the market, or new to 

the world. 
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Degadt (2008) provides not only a definition of innovation, but also a thorough clarification of 

the concept: 

The definition of innovation often refers to the introduction of a new product or process 
or to the whole process of taking an invention or set of inventions from the start to the 
point of commercial introduction.  However innovation is not only a matter of product 
differentiation or product management in general.  It refers to all aspects of doing 
business.  Entrepreneurs can be innovative with regard to any aspect of running their 
business including the production process, the organization structure, finance 
management, etc.  Innovation can be successfully applied in ‘new’ sectors such as high-
tech but as well in very ‘traditional’ sectors in industry, services and even agriculture.  It 
can be successfully applied in new startups with an informal business culture but also in 
existing businesses such as family businesses with a tradition of several generations.  
Small as well as large businesses can be innovative with regard to their product, their 
technology, their organization or their financial management. (Degadt, 2008, p. 3) 

 

Innovation, therefore, refers to “newness” (or the perception thereof), but does not necessarily 

equate solely to the newness of a product or process.  Any aspect of a business may be the 

subject of a successful innovation.  Successful innovations are those that provide a positive 

change to the enterprise (Drucker, 1985). 

The OECD’s document "The Measurement of Scientific and Technological Activities, Guidelines 

for Collecting and Interpreting Technological Innovation Data", commonly known as the Oslo 

Manual, provides the following definition:  “An innovation is the implementation of a new or 

significantly improved product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new 

organizational method in business practices, workplace organisation or external relations” 

(OECD, 2005, p. 33).  With its wide-ranging definition and the organization’s international focus 

and prestige, it is the OECD’s definition that is often used by researchers and academics in the 

field of innovation, and it is this definition that will be used throughout this paper. 
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Chrisman, Holbrook and Chua (2000) bring in the idea of “entrepreneurism” to their definition 

of innovation, stating that it “… refers to the infusion of new ideas into productive use and 

refers as much to the social conduct of the entrepreneur in the innovation process as to its 

physical embodiment in its ‘invention’ or ‘technology’” (p. 115).  The introduction of this 

concept into the discussion of innovation adds a significant layer of complexity. 

 

2.5 Innovation and SMEs 

The literature around SMEs often includes “new businesses,” “start-ups,” and, as seen, 

“entrepreneurship,” frequently bundling the terms together (Sears & Reid, 1995; Acs, 1999).  

There are several reasons for this entwining of concepts. 

At the most superficial level, and as Haliwanger and Krizan (1999) point out, new and young 

businesses (often referred to as “start-ups”) tend to be small and, conversely, many small 

businesses are also young businesses.  Although it may seem an obvious statement, it remains 

true that when compared to more mature firms, young enterprises “exhibit high average net 

employment growth rates and high velocity of growth rates relative to mature establishments” 

(p. 94).  Thus, if employment growth is the ultimate desired outcome, combining the idea of 

new businesses and start-ups into the concept of SMEs is logical.  Entrepreneurship is thus 

drawn into the discussion as it is frequently used in conjunction with new businesses, SME 

activity, innovation and economic activity (Carlsson, 1999; Siemen, 2006; OECD, 2010). 

Despite the recurrent use of the terms “entrepreneur” and “entrepreneurship,” there has been 

almost no consensus on what the terms mean since the words were coined over 200 years ago 
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(Drucker, 1985; Do, 2003; Zhao, 2005).  Many academics, however, have attempted to develop 

definitions or clarifications between the many interrelated concepts. 

Harvard economist Schumpeter (1934) first wrote about the connection between innovation 

and entrepreneurs.  In his view, the entrepreneur was by definition an innovator and, through 

these innovations, contributed to the growth of the economy.  This view was repeated decades 

later by Drucker (1985).  According to this view, only those individuals who establish a business 

based on a new idea may be called an entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005).  Alternately stated, the act of 

entrepreneurship is creative and itself an innovation in that it is creating something new.   

Since Schumpeter’s writings, innovation has become considered by some authors to be an 

essential characteristic of entrepreneurship (Degadt, 2008).  However, despite this often 

inextricable interlacing of concepts, there has been no consensus in the literature in clearly 

defining the relationship between the constructs of entrepreneurship and innovation (Zhao, 

2005). 

Bryant (1989) proposes “…one simple definition of an entrepreneur is a decision-taker who can 

identify an opportunity, assemble the necessary factors of production and resources and 

transform an idea into a marketable product or service” (p. 340).  This definition suggests that 

entrepreneurship does not necessarily contain any innovative elements, yet does not dispute 

that the two concepts are inarguably linked. 

Carlsson (1999), not attempting to define the terms, succinctly explains the functional 

relationship between entrepreneurship, SMEs and innovation:  “Small firms provide the lion’s 

share of entrepreneurship:  most startups are, of course, small.  Small firms are not necessarily 
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more innovative than large firms, but new firms (which are typically small) are often the carriers 

of new ideas” (p. 106).  To qualify this general statement:  new growth opportunities may be 

created through entrepreneurship and the creation of new enterprises, but growth may also be 

created through innovation taking place within existing firms (OECD, 2010). Not all innovation 

takes place in SMEs and, similarly, not all innovation must take place under the heading of 

entrepreneurship (Degadt, 2008).  Refocusing on the realm of SMEs, “…the role of small firms 

as innovators can be summed up as that of creating new ideas that may result in the startup of 

new firms (entrepreneurship) or in new products and processes” (Carlsson, p. 107). 

An alternative view of innovation and entrepreneurship considers the two concepts as 

complementary in that “innovation is the source of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship 

allows innovation to flourish and helps to realise its economic value” (Zhao, 2005, p. 34).  In 

practical terms, innovation must address the needs of the market and also requires 

entrepreneurial involvement in order for such an innovation to be successfully commercialized.  

Shane (2008), conversely, states that most new businesses established by entrepreneurs do not 

innovate at all.  In this view it is asserted that most entrepreneurs produce the same goods and 

services in the same manner as already exist and are offered in the marketplace. 

Entrepreneurship has developed as a field of research in its own right with one of its goals to 

investigate the connection between innovation and growth (Szerb, 2008).  Oksanen and Rilla 

(2009) note that “Entrepreneurship as a research area is quite recent and therefore a 

conceptual framework is still a bit blurry” (p. 37).  Despite their differences (OECD, 2010), and 

perhaps due to the uncertainty of the conceptual framework, the ideas of entrepreneurship 

and SMEs have become confused within the literature.  Because of the uncertainty surrounding 
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the relationships between these ideas, the innovation literature–particularly that focused on 

SMES–has subsequently become muddied as well.  Despite this unresolved relationship, it is 

largely accepted that entrepreneurship and innovation are important to one another 

(Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Do, 2003). 

Innovation is an important concept for SMEs.  Small enterprises constitute a large percentage of 

the economic landscape.  They are able to more quickly capitalize on opportunities arising from 

changes to the market (North & Smallbone, 2000; He et al., 2008; OECD, 2010) and can provide 

some goods and services more efficiently and effectively than large firms (Carlsson, 1999).  

Additionally, they are more productive in their research than large firms (Link & Bozeman, 

1991; d’Amboise, 1991; Almeida, 1999), and indeed provide the very variety required in the 

marketplace to ensure macroeconomic growth and stability (Acs, 1999; Carlsson, 1999; Tiwari & 

Buse, 2007).   

Malecki (1983), in his comprehensive review of the literature, finds that innovation (or, in his 

words, “technological change”) is potentially one of the most important and overlooked 

impacts on regional development.  Historically, technological change was responsible for about 

85 percent of American economic growth from 1909 to 1949.  Regional differences in growth 

rate can be attributed to product innovation.  With innovation accounting for such a significant 

percentage of economic growth in this period, there can be little question as to the potential 

value it may have for SMEs and, by association, the regions in which they are located. 

Innovation, in fact, performs a variety of roles for SMEs.  Some of innovation’s functions for 

SMEs are to provide a competitive advantage (Shaffer, Deller & Marcouiller, 2004; Malecki, 

1983; Volery, 2008; Acs & Audretsch, 1990), to encourage firm growth (Acs, 1999), and increase 
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profits (Shaffer et al., 2004). Though various writers may categorize some of these roles as 

being more important than others, there is far from any consensus in the literature.   All of 

these functions of innovation impact upon not only the survival of the enterprise but also its 

potential for growth.  Yet it should not be immediately assumed that innovation and growth are 

directly related, as Szerb (2008) notes the connection between these two concepts has not 

been clearly established.  Varying, often contradictory, conclusions may be found in the 

literature. 

Innovations may either be developed (or co-developed) by an enterprise itself or adopted from 

outside the enterprise, though SMEs are normally less able to innovate in-house as compared 

to larger firms (Woolgar, Vaux, Gomes, Ezingeard & Grieve, 1998).   This point, too, is contested 

in the literature with North and Smallbone (2000) suggesting SMEs are more likely to innovate 

than larger firms as they are more flexible and can more easily respond to changing market 

demands and economic conditions due to their smaller size.  This point is stated explicitly: 

…small firms are more likely to introduce new innovations than larger firms because 
they have less commitment to existing practice and products. The inclination of the 
owners and managers of SMEs within a given region to innovate and their ability to do 
so successfully, have therefore become key issues for those with an interest in regional 
and local economic growth and capacity building. (North & Smallbone, 2000, p. 88) 

 

In either case, simply adopting an innovation does not guarantee the firm the ability to 

capitalize on it, as there are several factors internal to the firm that must exist in order for 

effective capitalization to take place (Shaffer et al., 2004).  Though the Oslo Manual definition 

of innovation does not include any conditions regarding the degree of success regarding the 

commercialization of an innovation, a number of questions remain. 
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Does simply adopting an innovation make a firm innovative, or must firms be able to effectively 

capitalize upon their innovations?  Must the innovation be new to the market or simply new to 

the firm?  Baldwin and Johnson (1999) summarize this issue by stating “The variety of 

innovations that are being continuously introduced means that there is no single measure of 

innovativeness that any study of innovations, whether arising from innovation surveys or trade-

journal searches, should be expected to yield” (p. 59).  In other words, there is no single 

criterion that may be used to compare innovativeness from one study to the next (Acs & 

Audretsch, 1988)–new products, new processes, the use of advanced technologies, developing 

skills in employees–all may be considered forms of innovation through varying proportional 

mixes of skills and technology (Baldwin & Johnson, 1999).  This lack of a standard makes the 

study of innovation increasingly difficult. 

Although there is far from any real consensus surrounding these issues, it is largely agreed that 

innovation is important for SMEs.  D’Amboise (1991) identifies two broad categories of 

innovation for SMEs, “Especially in today’s context, SMEs should be able on the one hand to 

create new products, offer new services or improve existing products or services, and on the 

other hand, to adopt and use the most up-to-date tools and equipment” (p. 125).  According to 

this statement, SMEs should have the capacity to both bring innovation to market and 

innovation to the firm. 

Both of these categories of innovation focus solely on economic growth through the creation 

and commercialization of products and processes (Chrisman et al., 2000).  It must be 

remembered SMEs generally focus on innovations targeting a very particular problem or need.  
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SMEs are most often interested in market-pull innovations (Woolgar et al., 1998) or, alternately 

stated, those innovations demanded by the market itself. 

It must be noted that the impact of innovations within firms extend beyond the immediate 

economic concerns.  Chrisman, Holbrook and Chua (2000) write 

Certainly, the economic health and growth on both the macro level for national 
economic robustness and on the micro level to ensure the survival of SMEs and, by 
extension, the communities they serve, are important considerations; however, 
innovations have impacts on society and on the development of human capital which 
are at least as important as their economic impacts. (p. 171) 

 

By inference, the benefits afforded by the innovations introduced should not be lost in the 

discussion of the economic benefits of successful commercialization of the innovation itself, 

even though the spillover effects of these innovating firms into their regions may lead to 

significant albeit indirect quality of life issues.  Douglas (1995) also comments on the matter: 

…there are other reasons for innovation in the economic climate of the future.  One is 
the market demand for quality products.  Another is the speed of production and 
delivery, both of which call for high levels of technology application.  Another is 
institution building–creating new structures and relationships… (p. 196) 

Though the impact of innovations beyond the financial gain to the developing and 

commercializing firms is important, any examination of the issue falls beyond the scope of this 

paper. 

2.5.1 Barriers to Innovation 

Despite its importance, innovation does not necessarily come easily to SMEs.  Buse, Tiwari and 

Herstatt (2008), in their review of the literature regarding the barriers to innovation 

encountered by SMEs, identified six primary classes of barriers:  financial bottlenecks, inability 

to access qualified personnel, limited access to innovation process know-how, lack of market 
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know-how, bureaucratic hurdles, and lack of intellectual property rights.  These broad 

categories have been often repeated with only minor variations (Herbig, 1994; Mohnen & Rosa, 

1999; Tiwari & Buse, 2007; BDC, 2010). 

These barriers, regardless of how they are classified, must be overcome or mitigated in some 

manner in order to maintain or further advance innovativeness; research and development 

“may at least help mitigate the effects of the barriers faced even if not completely overcome 

them” (Buse et al., 2008, p. 999).  This same study suggests that the following “motivators” 

should be sought:  access to knowledge, cost advantages, and market opportunities.  

In recent years, the barriers to innovation, as discussed above, have revealed themselves in a 

number of reports (Conference Board of Canada, 2010; OECD, 2011; CSLS, 2005) which have 

highlighted Canada’s disappointing performance on the metrics of both research and 

development (R&D) and innovation (Conference Board of Canada, 2012; BDC, 2010).  Though 

the federal government cannot be held solely or directly accountable for this lapse, as business 

is the primary sector of the Canadian economy responsible for R&D (Hamdani, 2009), it does 

have a significant role to play in regards to policy.   

Because of the importance of innovation to national economic health, there is a clear role for 

policy to encourage such innovation (Box, 2009); yet, government policy, in a more general 

sense, has been in a constant state of “catch-up” with lagging performance.  This policy has 

recently begun to impact on Canada’s community colleges, as many of the barriers to 

innovation may be addressed through partnerships of various forms with local community 

colleges.  The importance of policy linking SMEs to education and, in particular, post-secondary 

education was noted by the Institute of Competitiveness and Prosperity as recently as 2012 in a 
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report that recommended increasing “the breadth and depth of business education and 

training opportunities” (p. 8). 

2.6 Colleges and SME Innovation 

Despite community colleges being a significant player in the post-secondary landscape in 

Canada, there is no significant body of academic literature examining these institutions, 

particularly in regards to community colleges in rural and remote areas where they are often 

the only option for post-secondary education.  Of the limited study that has occurred, the bulk 

of academic publishing originates from the United States. The research that does exist for 

Canadian institutions is fractured and difficult to find, often to be found only in government or 

policy-related institution reports.   Only one academic journal, College Quarterly, exists to 

examine the issues specific to colleges in Canada, and a great deal of the material found in this 

publication is inward-looking and does not examine the role of these institutions in the larger 

context.  Nonetheless, it is rarely disputed that community colleges play a significant and 

growing role in the Canadian research and innovation landscape. 

Because of the wide range of institutions for which the term “college” is used internationally 

(Raby, 2009), it is necessary to define the Canadian and, more specifically, this paper’s 

definition of the term.  Fisher’s (2008) operationalization of the term will be adopted here: 

College, for the purpose of this report, is used as an omnibus term representing the 
wide range and diversity of publicly funded non-university postsecondary institutions in 
Canada.  In practice, these uniquely Canadian institutions are variously referred to as: 
community colleges, colleges of applied arts and technology, technical institutes, 
university colleges, institutes of technology and advanced learning, polytechnical 
institutes, and collèges d’enseignement général et professionnel (CEGEPs). (Fisher, 
2008, p. 5) 
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2.6.1 Historical Development of Community Colleges in Canada 

To properly comprehend the current situation of community colleges in Canada, one must 

understand their unique historical development.  In the mid-1950s, most colleges in the country 

(other than in Quebec) were under the authority of churches or universities, or they were 

specialized training institutions (military or teacher training, for example).  Some provinces had 

technical, vocational and agricultural institutions, but their status was not at all like the current 

situation:   

…although post-secondary in their voluntary character and in the age of the students, 
[these institutions] were operated directly by provincial governments and displayed few 
of the qualities generally associated with institutions of high education.  They had 
neither financial independence from government nor any measure of self-government. 
(Dennison & Gallagher, 1986, p. 2) 

 

A number of factors contributed to the development of community colleges in the 1960s.  

Some of these factors were regional determinants, but the most influential considerations were 

common across the nation:  the growing population of 18 to 24 year olds and thus the growing 

demand for post-secondary education; the impact of scientific and technological change 

following the Second World War and the increased need for a trained workforce; and a growing 

number of studies showing the economic value of human capital.  At the same time, there was 

a rise of similar educational institutions in the United States, prompting the provinces within 

Canada to adopt and adapt these ideas to meet their own needs and governmental structures.  

Meanwhile, at the federal level, a number of training acts were passed.  All of these factors 

inevitably impacted all provinces, the level of government bearing the responsibility for 

education: 



38 
 

While all of these factors were influential in all parts of Canada within a common time 
frame, each province responded in its own way, at its own rate, as a result of 
considerations peculiar to particular provinces.  The diversity of Canada, the regional 
and cultural differences rooted in history, geography, and sociocultural imperatives, and 
the variety of educational philosophies make the study of the conception and birth of 
new colleges an adventure into the Canadian conscience. (Dennison & Gallagher, 1986, 
p. 16) 

 

The current community college system was largely established in the 1960s, in almost every 

province, to accommodate the growing demands for post-secondary education by the rising 

number of high school graduates and the demand of employers for skilled labour (Laden, 2005).  

The purpose of community colleges was often plural:  education, with a particular focus on 

vocational, trade, apprenticeship and technological training; paraprofessional programming and 

general academic studies; continuing and adult education; and customized and contract 

training for business and industrial partners (Rogers, 2010).  Many of these purposes remain 

relevant today in regards to the support of innovation in SMEs, an issue revisited below. 

The general principles upon which the provincial college systems were founded  

…included a focus on accessibility that was demonstrated in open admission policies, 
preparatory programs, encouragement of diversity, provision of student services, 
flexibility in scheduling, and an emphasis on teaching, rather than a research emphasis 
as in the universities.  At the same time the colleges were designed to be responsive to 
government direction and changes in the economy, and to provide specialized services 
as needed in their local economies…” (Rogers, 2010, p. 18)  

 

As a foundation, such a base of ideas ensured that community colleges would be attuned to the 

local community, engaged with it, and able to adapt to its changing needs over time. 

Beyond these founding principles, Canada’s community colleges had, from the very beginning, a 

greater community orientation than other post-secondary institutions in the country.  As stated 
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by Dennison and Gallagher (1986), “Their community or localized orientation was reflected in 

their programme mix, in their student mix, in the employment placement of their graduates, 

and in their specialized services and activities” (p. 79).  Similarly, the authors point out that 

often there was an expectation that these new colleges would establish and grow close 

relationships with local business and industry.  These relationships were, and largely continue 

to be, encapsulated in college governance boards and program advisory committees, ensuring 

college programming remains relevant to the needs of local employers.   

This focus on the local economy became more ingrained over time as colleges adapted training 

programs to meet the needs of employers and engaged business and industry in the area to 

ensure the college’s educational offerings met existing needs.  Colleges were formed to meet a 

variety of goals, many of which required a level of integration of the institution into its 

community; their involvement often extended past simple workforce training, actively engaging 

in economic and community development efforts in a variety of manners (Nelson, 2010; 

McJunkin, 2005).  With colleges having a presence in between 900 and 1000 communities 

across Canada (Nelson, 2010; Bélanger, Mount, Madgett & Filion, 2005) and many of these 

locations having ties (both formal and informal) to local economic development agencies, on 

the aggregate these institutions play an important development role on a national scale.  

Currently, colleges are seen to be increasingly important players in assisting SMEs to increase 

their level of competitiveness (Fisher, 2008) and innovative capabilities (Tomlinson, 2011). 

2.6.2 Community Colleges’ Activities Regarding Innovation 

In the early years following their founding, community colleges, almost without exception, 

focused on teaching and did not engage in research activities.  Even as late as 1986 when 
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Dennison and Gallagher were doing their analysis of Canadian community colleges, these 

authors stated: “Research has not been a central activity of Canada’s community colleges. 

Indeed, as part of their effort to distinguish themselves from other post-secondary institutions, 

particularly universities, these colleges have emphasized over and over again that they are not 

research-oriented institutions” (p. 262). 

Interest in developing the research capacity of colleges began in the early 1980s when financial 

resources from government became more competitive: 

College people came to realize that they could not succeed in their claims for more 
substantial financial support from government unless they could substantiate their 
claims with solid evidence of graduate employability, improved productivity, economic 
impact on their communities, or similar indicators of successful performance.  (Dennison 
& Gallagher, 1986, p. 264)   

 

In order to provide such data, many colleges began developing offices of institutional research.  

Much of this research, however, was inward-looking, concerned with the internal operations of 

the college, the demographic make-up of its students, program evaluation and similar metrics.  

These research activities were designed to provide quantitative evidence college administrators 

could use in their bids for increased funding. 

Levin (2000), in discussing the results of his study of the changing objectives of colleges 

“…suggests that the community college mission shifted in the 1990s from serving local 

communities to serving the economy, specifically serving the interests of capital by producing 

labor and reducing public sector spending” (p. 19).  During this period, as the focus of colleges 

moved toward the wider economy, a realization spread that “Colleges’ strong ties with 

community partners position them as key players to facilitate research partnerships and 
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knowledge-sharing across sectors and move Canada’s innovation agenda forward” (ACCC, 2011, 

p. 1).  Applied research, or research focused on solving a specific, manageable problem often 

originating in business or industry, started to become increasingly formalized during this period.  

As such, applied research as it is engaged in today is merely an extension of the traditional 

relationship between colleges and the business community. 

2.6.3 Applied Research 

Currently, ACCC (2011) reports that all Canadian colleges have applied research in their 

institutional mandate.  Fisher’s (2008) analysis of colleges reveals two primary categories: 

1. Those community colleges in provinces and territories that have recognized the role 

of research and development in colleges and have supported this role through 

legislation.  The colleges for their part have incorporated R&D into their mandate, as 

approved by the college boards.  This category includes British Columbia, Alberta, 

Ontario, Quebec, Yukon, Northwest Territories and Nunavut. 

2. Colleges that have incorporated R&D into their mandate, as approved by the college 

boards, but have not received provincial support through legislation.  Saskatchewan, 

Manitoba and the Atlantic region fall into this category. 

In both cases, it is clear that applied research is becoming an increasingly important role for 

community colleges.  Every year, more colleges report involvement in applied research, related 

research partnerships, and the development of research centres.   Specifically, 45% more 

colleges reported having a dedicated research and development office in 2010-2011 than only 

two years prior (2008-2009).  In 2010-2011, almost 4,400 firms, of which 83% (or 3,652 firms) 

were SMEs, partnered with colleges for applied research purposes.  Finally, 305 research 
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centers were functioning in community colleges in 2010-2011, as compared to 196 only a year 

before (ACCC, 2012).  Despite the impressive numbers, this growth of research activity appears 

to be unsystematic and uncoordinated (Fisher, 2009). 

Bélanger et al. (2005) suggest the fact that research activity exists at all within the college 

context is notable, as there were several major barriers to be overcome: (1) none of the 

provincial governments that passed a College Act (or equivalent) originally included R&D as 

either a role for the instructors or the institution as a whole; (2) as of 2005, no provincial 

government explicitly funded R&D activities within colleges; (3) collective agreements (as of the 

date of this writing) did not include R&D as a duty or a route for promotion.  Other factors, 

including heavy teaching schedules, lack of faculty release time and inadequate infrastructure 

are also noted as significant barriers (ACCC, 2011; Fisher, 2009). 

Despite these obstacles, applied research is now an often-discussed aspect of community 

colleges beyond the contribution to human capital through their original educational mandate 

(Fisher, 2009).  This applied research aspect, however, does not yet receive the same degree of 

focus as the R&D activity that occurs within the university system.  The ACCC (2007) has noted 

this difference and remarks upon the governmental policies that have sustained this difference: 

Both federal and provincial investments in innovation activities over the past decade 
have overwhelmingly been focused on ‘technology push’, with enormous investments 
made in largely university-based research with the goal of discovery of new knowledge 
and new science or the development of new technologies. […] In the past few years, 
with evidence mounting of poor commercialization of new knowledge despite the huge 
investments made, governments have increasingly invested in commercialization 
activities.  However, the focus is still on moving discovery to commercial products, a 
‘technology push’ approach.  Very little investment attention has been given to ‘market 
pull’ strategies, particularly in the context of the development and support for 
innovation activities in SMEs. (p. 3) 
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In more recent years, more governmental financial support for research in colleges has been 

established, though it is still not on par with university funding.  Funding for college research 

activities from the Government of Canada (received through various programs and 

departments such as NSERC, CFI, and Western Economic Diversification) has risen from $28 

million in 2005-2006 to $33.7 million in 2010-2011.  During the same period, funding from the 

provincial governments has grown from $13 million in 2005-2006 to $29.7 million in 2010-2011 

(ACCC, 2012). 

Although perhaps not as well-regarded as university-based research, applied research is 

increasingly being acknowledged as a valuable method for meeting the innovation needs of 

business, industry and community organizations (ACCC, 2011; ACCC, 2012).  Both the research 

needs and the necessary commercialization activities are met for the private sector while 

simultaneously developing human capital by providing students with real-world experience and 

skills necessary for further innovation (Fisher, 2009; ACCC, 2011).  Fisher (2009) states explicitly 

that “…the current federal involvement with college missions is driven by the need to 

accelerate the evolution of a national knowledge-based economy in a globally competitive 

marketplace” (online). 

Other impacts of applied research reported by colleges to ACCC (2011) include: 

 Strengthened relationships between the college and industry; 

 Acquisition of advanced skills for students–technical and problem-solving–as 

well as better preparedness for employment; 
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 Industry partners get improved new products, processes, services or policies; 

have access to R&D resources normally not otherwise available; and begin to 

increase investment in R&D; and 

 Community organizations improve or develop new services, processes, policies 

or practices, and improve services for disadvantaged groups. 

Most often, the applied research conducted by community colleges is done in partnership with 

local SMEs.  Therefore, in this context, the research conducted in these colleges “may not have 

as broad an impact as research led by large corporations, but has the potential to introduce 

new products or processes which can increase productivity, preserve or create jobs, contribute 

to the growth of a company, thus supporting community and regional development” (ACCC, 

2011, p. 5). 

The applied research services provided by colleges tend to be focused on market-pull forces; 

that is, in regards to the innovation process, colleges are often engaged in development, 

commercialization and knowledge transfer.  Beyond product-based activities such as 

prototyping or testing, colleges may also be involved in innovation activities such as market 

development or social innovation endeavors such as policy and process development or 

implementation (ACCC, 2011): 

These services help businesses and industry, in particular SMEs, to assess and develop 
commercial concepts to minimize the resources expended on concepts that have little 
commercial viability.  Commercial concepts that arise from the new application of 
existing knowledge, the integration of existing technologies or improvements in 
product/process development are particularly suited to the capacity of colleges.  
Colleges are also supporting social innovation partners in areas such as early childhood 
development, social economy, justice and public safety and social services and teaching 
and learning.  (p. 22) 
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SMEs and community organizations may seek out and engage in this sort of cooperation for 

innovation because they do not have the necessary resources or human capital internal to their 

organizations.  Bélanger, Mount, Madgett and Filion (2005) state “Within the tertiary education 

sector lies the capability to generate specialized knowledge that is both difficult to imitate by 

competitors and too expensive to reproduce in-house by SMEs” (p. 45).  A cooperative 

agreement between the college and the SME also serves to reduce the amount of risk 

associated with innovative activities (Tether, 2002).  Assistance is often required by SMEs 

seeking to innovate in a number of areas: “collection, evaluation and diffusion of technical, 

product and market information; acquisition, adaptation and operation of new technologies; 

access to external R&D facilities and R&D know-how; training of personnel; acquisition of 

organizational and management know-how; and financing of R&D activities and other high-risk 

investments” (Gibson et al., 2008, p. 6).  Colleges, able to assist in most, if not all, of these 

activities, are therefore ideal partners for SMEs pursuing a goal of innovation. 

2.6.4 Human Capital 

Although the current literature has a tendency to focus primarily on applied research and the 

role of colleges, it must be remembered that the original mandate of colleges was training and 

education–activities affecting an increase in human capital.  This role is of particular note in 

rural and remote areas, as in these regions it is the community college that is often the sole 

provider of post-secondary education.   The American Association of Community Colleges 

(1999) noted that “For economically distressed rural areas, the local community college can be 
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vital to building the human resources and the social capacities needed in today’s environment 

of high-tech innovation, global marketing, and just-in-time production” (p. 3).   

Additionally, colleges are key in providing programming for adult literacy, high school 

graduation equivalency, university program transferability, skills training, continuing education, 

and community development (Dennison & Gallagher, 1986; Rogers, 2004; Rephann, 2007; 

McJunkin, 2005; Rogers, 2010).  These programming streams directly impact on the increase of 

human capital. 

Human capital is an important economic concept in that it establishes the capacity for an 

individual to identify economic opportunities and to effectively exploit it, often through 

innovation and innovative activities (Skuras, Meccheri, Moreira, Rosell & Stathopoulou, 2005; 

Box, 2009; Do, 2008).  The primary mandate of colleges–education–should not have its 

economic importance overlooked by policy-makers anxious to encourage applied research:  

Education and training are significant entrepreneurial variables related to knowledge, 
skills, motivation, self-confidence and the ability to provide solutions to short- and long-
term business planning issues.  Formal processes of human capital accumulation aim at 
stimulating creativity, curiosity, open-mindedness and good interpersonal skills, all 
contributing to innovativeness and entrepreneurship. (Skuras et al., 2005, p. 69) 

 

Human capital, as a term, refers to the knowledge and abilities embodied in individuals that 

allow for economic growth (Dakhli & De Clercq, 2004).  The literature has identified different 

forms of human capital–firm-specific, industry-specific, and individual-specific (Do, 2003)– each 

of which play a different and particular role in impacting the ability of firms to innovate as well 

as on economic success at the level of the business and on the macro-level.  As any form of 

capital may be converted into an economic pay-off, human capital is an important source of 
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competitive advantage.  Innovation is one of the methods for exploiting this advantage.  Dakhli 

and De Clercq (2004), in looking at this issue, found: 

…although the beneficial effect of human capital on economic development may be 
based partly on the extent to which resources, experience and educational background 
are embedded in open interactions within a specific community or region, we find that 
the overall level of human capital across all individuals within a country positively 
impacts overall innovative activity. (p. 123) 

 

In short, human capital–attained in this case through college education–directly affects 

innovation on a societal level and, in turn, national economic growth and productivity. 

As innovation is a knowledge-intensive activity, there are a number of expected connections 

between human capital and innovation.   Education and training, as investments in human 

capital, are often considered to be the primary influences on increased levels of productivity 

and competitiveness (Box, 2009).  The same assumptions are often made at the macro level in 

that increased expenditures on human capital increases productivity which, in turn, leads to a 

greater need for more innovations (Dakhli & De Clercq, 2004). 

The human capital found within SMEs–the skills, training and experience of the employees and 

management of these firms–directly impact on the ability for these firms to absorb knowledge 

from outside the business (Muscio, 2007).  Because SMEs are less likely to conduct dedicated 

R&D in-house and are therefore more reliant on knowledge and information external to the 

firm, a higher level of human capital is necessary to ensure the successful assimilation of this 

external knowledge (Box, 2009). 

Applied research properly integrated into educational programming provides a significant 

benefit to students and, ultimately, to the economy.  The Association of Canadian Community 
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Colleges (ACCC) (2012) reports that student involvement in applied research activities is 

climbing significantly with over 13,500 Canadian community college students engaged in 2010-

2011 as compared to the slightly more than 8,300 in 2009-2010 and the 2,500 in 2008-2009. 

Although government funding for applied research is improving, these financial resources are 

most often project-based and nothing is made available for the on-going administration of 

applied research programs.  As a result, these administrative units must be funded from 

colleges’ base budgets–a combined total of $38 million in 2010-2011 (ACCC, 2012).  Of concern 

is the suggestion that applied research funding is detracting from the core educational 

programming of a college. 

2.7 Government Policy Regarding Innovation 

The Canadian federal innovation policy’s shift in focus away from human capital development 

to R&D has been recent and rapid.  Historically, the first national policy on science and 

technology (S&T) was not signed by the federal and provincial ministers responsible until as late 

as 1987.  At that point, the policy focused on the importance of increasing the level of 

innovation, developing new technologies, providing support for R&D (both applied and basic) 

and working to provide a highly-trained workforce to meet the needs of business and industry 

(Acharya, 2002).  

In 2002, the Government of Canada, through the Minister of Industry and the Minister of 

Human Resources Development, released two papers that together outlined Canada’s 

innovation strategy.  The two papers that made up Canada’s Innovation Strategy were 

“discussion papers.”  The Strategy, as the combination of the two papers was referred to, 
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actually contained no detailed federal policy, but instead outlined the interests and goals of the 

government.   

The first of the two key papers was Achieving Excellence, which examines the role of innovation 

in the Canadian economy and proposes goals, targets and federal priorities in four key areas: 

knowledge performance, skills, the innovation environment and strengthening communities. 

The strategy also sets out a call for action, challenging Canadians to work together to improve 

innovation performance (Government of Canada, 2003). This document set innovative activity 

through R&D on an equal priority level with human capital development. 

The second paper, Knowledge Matters, calls for a collaborative approach among all sectors of 

society to ensure Canadians have the tools they need to participate in Canada's workplace. The 

paper outlines a series of national goals and milestones for children and youth, post-secondary 

education, the adult labour force and immigration (Government of Canada, 2002a). This paper 

states explicitly the importance of education, educational systems and skills training in the 

innovation process and, in turn, on the economy.   The importance of community colleges is 

also noted in Knowledge Matters, with attention focused particularly on the services offered 

that arise from their “vocationally-oriented curricula” (Government of Canada, 2002a). 

In 2007, the official web page for this program and all related reports and information were 

made inactive and archived, signaling another change in direction for the innovation policy of 

the Canadian government. 

As of 2012, advice for Canada’s national innovation policy often originates with the 

Government of Canada's Science, Technology and Innovation Council (STIC).  This advisory body 
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provides the government with policy advice on science and technology (S&T) and innovation 

issues.  STIC is housed in the Science and Innovation Sector (SIS) of Industry Canada, and is 

considered an important aspect of Canada’s Science and Technology Strategy, which was 

announced in May 2007 to replace the existing Innovation Policy.  The Jenkins report, officially 

entitled Innovation Canada: A Call to Action, was released in October 2011.  This report 

provided a review of the federal government’s programs supporting commercially-oriented 

research and development (Jenkins et al., 2011). 

Currently, the majority of government innovation programming has moved to focus more on 

R&D and innovation within business and industry.  Human capital development, if mentioned at 

all in policy documents, is secondary.  For example, the Jenkins report (2011) dedicates seven 

pages to R&D activities but only a single page to education. This lack of focus at the federal 

level on education and training–at least in the context of innovation–may be due to the fact 

that Canada, with only a very few exceptions, does not have a national education mandate.   

Post-secondary education has, since Confederation, been the responsibility of the provinces. 

Notwithstanding the importance of STIC, innovation policy in Canada is now tremendously 

fragmented, with nearly every government body being informed by its own set of strategies, 

with no unified coordination of these ideas.  To illustrate, Canada’s Science, Technology and 

Innovation Network is a collection of the Canadian Government’s scientific, environmental and 

technological organizations, the majority of which are engaged in innovation activities 

independently and largely in isolation from one another. 

Government policy in recent years has played a significant role in the growth of applied 

research in colleges.  Whereas in the 1980s, government policies often avoided the concept of 
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innovation (Malecki, 1983), it is now seen as a panacea for economic development on both the 

local and national levels.  Similarly, the federal government is looking increasingly to 

community colleges to play a role in national innovation (Government of Canada, 2002b). The 

Government of Canada demonstrated its commitment to encouraging partnerships between 

Canadian colleges and SMEs in regards to innovation with announcements in late 2014 

regarding two new multi-million dollar funds.  While the Canada First Research Excellence Fund 

only acknowledges colleges’ inclusion in the post-secondary arena and, therefore, the ability to 

compete for funds, the Community and College Social Innovation Fund directly targets college 

partnerships with community-based organizations and businesses. 

Colleges, due to a number of reasons–their mandate, geographical distribution, integration into 

their communities, employment training, among others–are well positioned to engage in 

contractual applied research (Bélanger et al., 2005).  Part of the reason for the rapid growth of 

applied research and the collaborative activities between colleges and  SMEs results from the 

positive relationships between the two groups of organizations and their familiarity and open 

lines of communication with one another (Woolgar et al., 1998). Through these relationships, it 

is presumed that innovation and innovative activity levels will rise. 

Beyond innovation, government policymakers are also keenly interested in the health of 

Canadian SMEs (Siemens, 2006).  According to the Institute for Competitiveness and Prosperity 

(2012): 

Policy makers are keenly interested in small businesses and entrepreneurs and their 
contribution to economic well being, growth, and prosperity. In every federal and 
provincial election, the major political parties have promises for them as part of their 
platform. And most budgets have initiatives directed at small- and medium-sized 
enterprises and entrepreneurs. (p. 11) 
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With governments interested in the health and welfare of SMEs and in innovation as an 

economic force, and with Canadian community colleges ideally positioned to assist small 

businesses in innovating, it is highly probable that the attention being paid to colleges by the 

Jenkins report is only the beginning of a larger trend.  Future innovation policy may continue to 

look to community colleges, particularly in light of the current growth of college-community 

partnerships, innovation activity, and budget allocations by all parties. 

2.8 Conclusion 

The importance of SMEs to the Canadian economy and the necessity of innovation to these 

small businesses are well-documented.  The role of community colleges in this process, 

however, is less well-studied.  Certain aspects of the relationship between SMEs and 

community colleges have been focused upon and these connections are often viewed in 

isolation or solely from the perspective of budgets or participation numbers.  These context-

less pieces of information are giving rise to governmental policies despite the fact there is little 

in the way of evidence regarding the greater relationship between these organizations. 
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CHAPTER 3 

3.0 Manitoba’s Community Colleges 

Manitoba’s community colleges have undergone, and continue to undergo, an evolution that 

has depended on the changing external environment and political context.  Each of the three 

colleges examined in this study was established to serve a distinct and separate population, and 

each arrived at their current situation through circumstances almost entirely unique to that 

college. 

This chapter will examine the shared context that gave rise to the college system, the common 

factors affecting their development and how these factors affected the individual, specific 

situation of the three colleges of focus–Red River College, Assiniboine Community College, and 

University College of the North (formerly Keewatin Community College).  In doing so, a 

contextual understanding of the colleges will be established. 

3.1 History of Colleges in Manitoba 

Although the specific origins of each college vary, their establishment as permanent post-

secondary institutions is owed largely to the federal Vocational Training Co-ordination Act in 

1942 (Dennison & Gallagher, 1986; Gregor, 1995)2.  This Act provided funding to a range of 

programs to assist in the development of skilled individuals to meet the needs demanded by 

the growth of the manufacturing sector due to the war effort (Lyons, Randhawa & Paulson, 

1991).  At the same time, however, the federal government did not view vocational education 

                                                                 
2
 Lyons et al (1991) provide a thorough overview of the historical development of vocational education in Canada 

dating back to the nineteenth century. 
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as the primary solution to dealing with the skills shortage–the immigration of skilled workers 

escaping the war in Europe “allowed Canada to avoid paying the cost of training workers and, 

instead, to rely on other nations to pay the costs and set the standards” (Lyons et al., 1991, p. 

142). 

In 1960, the Canadian government introduced the Technical and Vocational Training Assistance 

Act.  This legislation continued and expanded the support established by the Act of 1942.  At 

this point, there existed only one postsecondary vocational institute in the province of 

Manitoba–the Manitoba Technical Institute (MTI).  Because it did not operate under any 

existing frameworks and was the sole entity of its type, MTI reported directly to the Deputy 

Minister of Education.  With the development of the Brandon Vocational Training Centre in 

1961 and, in 1965, the Northern Manitoba Vocational Centre in the Pas, it became necessary to 

establish a new structure to provide guidance and coordination of these institutions.  

The federal government announced, at a meeting with the provinces in 1966, it would no 

longer provide support to vocational education institutions in order to better support 

universities.  This withdrawal of federal funding left the provinces to pay the full cost of 

vocational programs (Lyons et al., 1991). 

In the late 1960s, a “new national wave toward broader community-oriented postsecondary 

opportunity” (Gregor, 1995, p. 11) emerged.  As a result, in 1969, the three vocational 

institutions in Manitoba were recast as community colleges.  This shift in focus did not overly 

affect the programming offered: 

 Although the curriculum of the colleges expanded modestly, it and the institutional 
ambience remained decidedly vocational, emphasizing two-year technological 
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programs, as well as apprenticeship training in the designated trades, adult basic 
education, health and personal services, applied arts, business and administrative 
studies, and tailored programs for specific businesses, industries and non-profit 
organizations.  (Gregor, 1995, p. 11) 

During this time, the colleges were under the direct bureaucratic direction of the provincial 

government.  College management, including issues of staffing, budgeting and curriculum 

planning and alteration, was beyond the control of the president of each college and fell 

instead to the Assistant Deputy Minister within the Department of Education and Training who 

had responsibility not only for colleges, but a wide range of activities.  College management, 

then, was grouped with other programming concerns prompting Gregor (1995) to suggest that 

these institutions were “as much a part of the province’s economic and social policy as they 

were of its educational policy” (p 12). 

Despite being under the direct control of the provincial government, the communities in which 

these vocational training institutions were located began to feel a greater ownership and 

connection to them.  Dennison and Gallagher (1986) describe this situation: 

The sense of involvement and public commitment to education on a community level 
was manifested by the December 1969 switch in nomenclature from “vocation centre” 
to “community college” for Manitoba’s career-oriented educational institutions.  The 
Manitoba Vocational Centre at Brandon became Assiniboine Community College; the 
Northern Manitoba Vocational Centre at The Pas was renamed Keewatin Community 
College; and the Manitoba Institute of Technology/Manitoba Institute of Applied Arts in 
Winnipeg became Red River Community College.   (Dennison & Gallagher, 1986, p. 49) 

 

With the 1969 shift to the community college model and titling of these institutions, advisory 

boards were established for each of the three colleges.  These boards, however, were solely 

consultative in their function; as such, there was no local control per se of, in particular, the 

colleges in Brandon and northern Manitoba, despite the stated proposition that these 
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institutions existed to serve their particular geographic areas.  Writing in 1986, Dennison and 

Gallagher indicate that the growth and development of the college system that was anticipated 

to take place from 1970 until 1983 was “constrained by a number of factors, particularly the 

continuing tensions between the institutions and the provincial government” (p 109).  An issue 

of much debate, discussion and study, the government of Manitoba decided in 1990—seven 

years after the publication of the Manitoba College System Goals Study and its 

recommendations–that management of community colleges would shift to a governing board 

model.  These boards were formally established in 1993 when the Colleges and Consequential 

Amendments Act was enacted.  This act was meant to not only establish a balance between 

governmental control and institutional autonomy, but to “allow colleges to be more responsive 

to community needs and to forge new relationships with other agencies in both the public and 

private sectors” (Dennison, 1995, p. 38).  Amendments to the Colleges Act in 2002 allowed 

community colleges to create Adult Learning Centres to provide adult education in the form of 

high school credit and skills upgrading. 

Until this point, the primary focus of government involvement in the postsecondary education 

sphere remained on universities.  An arms-length governing board existed for the universities, 

but colleges did not have an autonomous governing body, leaving Manitoba one of the last two 

provinces in the country to not have such a structure (Saunders, 2006).  The Council on Post-

Secondary Education (COPSE) Act, proclaimed in 1997, established a body—COPSE—which, 

among other responsibilities relating to all post-secondary education in the province (not the 

least of which was managing capital and operating funding), took responsibility for community 

colleges.  COPSE was established in order to coordinate all post-secondary activities in the 
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province as well as to ensure that these activities continued to align with the government’s 

economic priorities (Smith, 2011).  Thus, for the first time in Manitoba, and in fact, for the first 

time in Canada, “all post-secondary education policy was now to fall under the direction and 

guidance of an arms-length, intermediary agency” (Saunders, 2006, p. 6). 

In 2009, the increasing value attached to community colleges in Manitoba was illustrated with 

an announcement from the Government of Manitoba about amendments to the Colleges Act 

that would provide community colleges baccalaureate-granting authority for degrees with an 

applied focus. 

Although historically the mandate and mission of community colleges in Manitoba has been 

focused on vocational training, the version of the Colleges Act in effect since September 1, 2011 

outlines the mandate of colleges governed by this act as having: 

 “a responsibility to enhance the economic and social well-being of Manitoba through 
the provision of a broad range of educational opportunities, and in accordance with that 
responsibility a college may provide the following:  

(a) programs of study and training in academic, scientific, trade, technical, technological 
and vocational fields for full and part-time students;  

(b) career counselling, basic education upgrading and literacy programs;  

(c) college preparation and transition programs for under-prepared students;  

(d) services to governments, corporations and other bodies and persons relating to 
programs it provides, on terms it considers appropriate;  

(e) university courses provided by way of agreement between the college and a 
university;  

(f) joint programs developed and delivered in conjunction with a university or other 
accredited post-secondary institution;  
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(g) training programs paid wholly or partly by government, private business or non-
profit groups;  

(h) other related post-secondary education and training functions directed to be 
provided by the minister.”  (Colleges Act, 2011) 

Thus, community colleges have developed responsibilities that extend well beyond that of 

vocational training to include a responsibility to the broader community (including business, 

both for-profit and non-profit) in which they are situated. 

In March of 2014, the Manitoba government announced plans to dissolve COPSE, merging the 

members of its council with the Department of Education (Enns, 2014).  As of this writing, 

specific timelines for this process have not been announced. 

3.2 Justification of institutions selected 

Three colleges were selected for this study:  Assiniboine Community College (ACC), Red River 

College (RRC), and University College of the North (UCN).  Though other institutions similar to 

these three exist within the province of Manitoba, the three selected have been selected for a 

variety of reasons.  Primarily, the three colleges selected were selected due to the fact they are 

the three oldest colleges in the province, despite the changing nature of the institutions.   It was 

the institutions selected for this study that were the institutions that first received the 

designation of “community college” within the province. 

Currently, only Assiniboine Community College remains fundamentally unchanged from its 

community college status.  Keewatin Community College, in its conversion to University College 

of the North, became a degree-granting institution; similarly, Red River College has been given 

the ability to grant degrees.  Further, additional colleges have been established within the 
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province, largely religion-affiliated colleges.  However, the original three colleges remain the 

focus of this study. 

As ACC and RRC remain governed by the Colleges Act (2011), UCN is governed by the University 

College of the North Act (2004), both of which are provincial laws.  The question may be asked, 

then, if UCN should not be classified as a college.  Fisher (2008), in examining Canadian colleges, 

indicated that this term may be considered an omnibus term that includes, among other types 

of institutions, community colleges, colleges of applied arts and technology, and university 

colleges.    Jones (2009) supports this position, indicating that institutions of college origin that 

have acquiring degree granting status are continuing with the original, core mandate of 

community colleges to increase accessibility to higher education. 

All three institutions, then, regardless of the legislation that governs their operation, may be 

considered categorically similar.  Each is publicly-funded.  Each is a member of the Association 

of Canadian Community Colleges.  Most tellingly, however, is the focus of the institution—that 

is, the percentage of enrolment in degree programs requiring at least three years of study.  

According to Orton (2003), if less than 50 percent of the institution’s enrolment is in such 

degree programs, these degree granting postsecondary schools should be categorized as 

“colleges and institutes.” 

 

3.2.1 Red River College 

The Industrial Vocational Education Centre was established in the mid-1930s in order to provide 

trades training for youth.  This program, despite the significant lack of resources, was successful 
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enough to attract the attention of the federal government.  In 1938, it began funding these 

programs through the Department of Labour.  With the start of the war effort in 1939, 

programming was expanded beyond the established trades programs to begin providing 

training to servicemen overseas as well as continuing to offer programming for civilians.  By 

1944, enrolment in programs had grown to train not only servicemen, but also veterans 

returning from the war. 

After the war, after the majority of veterans had been retrained, and in 1948 the centre was 

renamed Manitoba Technical Institute (MTI) and opened to the general public, making it “was 

the first permanent, public, post-secondary, vocational school in Manitoba” (rrc.mb.ca).    

During this period, MTI offered training in 34 courses, primarily geared towards the trades and 

business fields.  At the end of the decade, enrolment was about 1,000 students, including those 

enrolled full- and part-time. 

In 1963, a new facility was built for MTI in order to accommodate the growing demand for 

training in the trades and technology.  Dubbed the Manitoba Institute of Technology, the 

institution was the first in the province to offer two-year post-secondary diploma programs 

(Dennison & Gallagher, 1986).  Expansions to the facility were required as soon as 1965 as 

program offerings expanded and enrolments grew to approximately 4,000.   

The Institute opened another expansion in 1968—the Manitoba Institute of Applied Arts—to 

accommodate programs new not only to the institution, but to the province as a whole.  With 

the opening of this facility, the Institute became a comprehensive college as opposed to a 



61 
 

technical training institute.  This transition was formalized in December of 1969 with the 

renaming of the facility to Red River Community College. 

The college continued to grow and expand both in terms of its physical facilities and its program 

offerings throughout the 1970s and 1980s.  By 1985, Red River’s enrolment was over 25,000 

students.  In the same year, the college opened its first satellite campus in Portage la Prairie.  

Over the next few years, “other regional centres followed in Selkirk (1986), Winkler (1986), 

Gimli (1992) and Steinbach (1992)” (“RRC History,” n.d.). 

In 1998, Red River Community College once again changed its name, becoming Red River 

College of Applied Arts, Science and Technology.  More expansions of facilities continued until 

2002.  Presently, the college educates almost 40,000 students per year. 

3.2.2 Assiniboine Community College 

Assiniboine Community College was originally founded in Brandon in 1961 as the Brandon 

Vocational Training Center.  Manitoba’s second post-secondary vocational school, it 

experienced strong continuous growth, requiring constant additional leasing of facilities.  In 

1965, the institution was renamed the Manitoba Vocational Training Center and, the following 

year, was moved into a new training center built specifically for the use of the institution. 

The 1969 reframing of the province’s post-secondary vocational schools as community colleges 

manifested in Brandon in 1970 when the institution was formally renamed Assiniboine 

Community College (ACC).  During this period, the college acquired expanded responsibilities 

including vocational preparation, extension programs, on-the-job training, management 
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training programs, extension programs and specially-designed programs for southwest 

Manitoba (Razzaghi, 2001).  The focus of training at this time remained largely upon agriculture 

and agriculture-related industries. 

Increasing enrolment led to an expansion of the facilities in 1982 as well as the addition of four 

additional apprenticeship programs.  Expanding further, ACC opened a satellite campus—the 

Parkland campus—in Dauphin in 1986 to better serve the needs of the rural population north of 

Riding Mountain National Park.  During the decade of the 1980s, the programming focus of ACC 

was on meeting the short and medium term shortages in the labor force (Razzaghi, 2001).  In 

the 1990s, the programming focus began to shift in order to provide this programming through 

leadership and community partnerships.  Additionally, initiatives were developed to contribute 

to the sustainability of the rural economy, maintaining the institution’s link to its rural setting. 

Beginning in the early 2000s, ACC began a multi-year expansion that includes a campus 

relocation.  Phase one of this project was completed in 2007 with the official opening of the 

Manitoba Institute of Culinary Arts at the new campus at the site of the former Brandon Mental 

Health Centre (BMHC).  In 2010, phase two was completed with the opening of the Len Evans 

Centre for Trades and Technology—a 130,000 square foot facility to house the trades and 

apprenticeship training programs.  Currently, the final phase of the relocation is in the planning 

stage.  This final stage involves the renovation and expansion of a building at the new campus 

to house the academic programs. 

Since the arrival of the new millennium, ACC has focused largely on the renewal of existing 

programs and the addition of new programs.  The expansion of articulation agreements with 
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other educational institutions (such as Brandon University) has also been a focus, further 

integrating the college into the broader context of post-secondary institutions in Canada. 

 

3.2.3 University College of the North 

The Manitoba Vocation Centre was established in 1966 in The Pas in order to serve the 

postsecondary education demands of the northern parts of the province (Dennison & 

Gallagher, 1986), and was subsequently renamed Keewatin Community College (KCC) in 1969.  

On the whole there is very little available in the way of written documentation outlining the 

history and development of this college until more recent years. 

In the early 1990s, a movement began to further broaden the mandate of KCC.  Specifically, 

In 1993, the University Education Review Commission in its report Post-Secondary 
Education in Manitoba: Doing Things Differently recommended that Keewatin 
Community College become a comprehensive post-secondary education and training 
centre for northern Manitoba, and that KCC redefine its mandate to offer a basic 
general studies, university degree. (UCN Five Year Strategic Plan, 2004, p. 24, as cited in 
UCN 2004-07 Status Report).   
 

Despite the recommendations of this report, it would still be another decade before this 

change would come to the college. 

 

In 2004, Keewatin Community College was removed from under the legal framework of the 

Colleges Act and redubbed the University College of the North under the University College of 

the North Act. The transitional process from Keewatin Community College to the University 

College of the North began in July 2004 with the establishment of an Interim Governing Council 

and continuing until June 2006 when the Governing Council was appointed—the Learning 



64 
 

Council, the “main academic organ of UCN was also established in 2006” (Loxley, 2009, p. 10).  

The mandate of UCN was outlined in this act, under the heading of “Purposes”: 

 “The purposes of the university college are 

(a) to serve the educational needs of Aboriginal and northern Manitobans; and 
(b) to enhance the economic and social well-being of northern Manitoba; by providing a 

broad range of educational opportunities.” (University College of the North Act, 
2004) 
 

With main campuses in The Pas and Thompson and regional campuses in ten other 

communities throughout the North, the University College of the North, in its first year of 

operation, served a population of approximately 80,000 individuals over a wide geographical 

area.  Of this population, an estimated 60 percent are of First Nations descent (UCN Annual 

Report, 2005). 

By the 2010/2011 academic year, construction of a new campus was planned for Thompson 

and two new regional centers had been established (UCN Annual Report, 2011). 

 

3.3 Classification of selected colleges 

The justification for the selection of these three colleges goes beyond the historical and the 

structural.  Each of the selected colleges serves a different region of the province.  Red River 

College, located in Winnipeg, is urban-centric; Assiniboine Community College in Brandon 

retains a close link to its rural location, and University College of the North is intimately 

connected to the north.  Each institution thus serves a unique community base within the 

province, and interacts with a business and industry mix varying based on population and 

resource availability. 
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Specifically, the regions of Manitoba defined as rural follow those calculated by the OECD 

(2010) regional typology to be rural.  The units used by this typology consist of the Statistics 

Canada census consolidated subdivisions.  In instances where these subdivisions have a 

population density of less than 150 inhabitants per square kilometer, the designation of “rural” 

is applied.  As such, all census subdivisions in Manitoba, with the sole exception of Manitoba 

Census Division 11 (City of Winnipeg), are deemed “rural.” 

To demarcate the separation of rural and northern districts, the definition utilized by The 

Northern Affairs Act of the Government of Manitoba for northern Manitoba will be used:  “…all 

that part of Manitoba north of the northern boundary of Township 21…” (The Northern Affairs 

Act).  Although this definition also includes a number of exceptions, these exceptions will be 

discounted for the purposes of this study.  Because some census subdivisions are bisected by 

the northern boundary of Township 21, those areas that have more than 50% of their area 

north of the dividing line will be designated as northern; otherwise, they will be deemed rural. 

Table 3.1 lists the census divisions and its designation as urban, rural or northern.  Maps 

illustrating the locations of the divisions within the province can be found in Appendix 3.3.1. 

Table 3.1 – Census Division designation 

Census Division Number Designation 

1 Rural 

2 Rural 

3 Rural 

4 Rural 

5 Rural 

6 Rural 

7 Rural 

8 Rural 

9 Rural 
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10 Rural 

11 Urban 

12 Rural 

13 Rural 

14 Rural 

15 Rural 

16 Northern 

17 Northern 

18 Northern 

19 Northern 

20 Northern 

21 Northern 

22 Northern 

23 Northern 

 

As indicated above, RRC is located in an urban center, ACC is in a rural area, and UCN serves the 

needs of the north.  This is not to state, however, that these colleges only accept students from 

these regions. 
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CHAPTER 4 

4.0 Methodology 
The methodology of this study may be considered mixed methods due to the combination of 

quantitative and qualitative techniques and methods (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  Overall, 

the project was a case study of the Manitoba public college system and was composed of two 

primary components:  (1) the qualitative interviews with key informants from each of the three 

colleges participating in this study, and (2) the largely quantitative survey of Manitoba 

businesses (though qualitative questions were included) (Appendix 4.8.1).  This chapter will 

describe the procedures and techniques used in each of these activities, beginning with the 

qualitative interviews. 

4.1 Overview of case study 

Because of the importance of context, a case study was selected as the centre onto which the 

other methods were anchored.  Case studies themselves are not a form of methodology, but 

simply a selection of that to be studied (Stake, 2005).  Here, the case of interest was the 

province of Manitoba.  Therefore an examination of the relationships between the community 

colleges in Manitoba and the province’s SMEs in regards to innovation is highly reliant on 

context—the history of the province’s development of the college system and the regions in 

which the colleges operate, for example—a manipulation of the behaviour of the relevant 

players was not possible, making a case study the best option (Yin, 2009). 
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4.2 Part 1:  The Colleges 

4.2.1 Sampling Design 
The three colleges selected for this study—Assiniboine Community College (ACC), Red River 

College (RRC), and University College of the North (UCN)—were selected for two key reasons: 

(1) These three college constitute the entirety of the publicly-funded, English-speaking 

colleges in the Province of Manitoba.  Therefore, the totality of these institutions and 

the vast majority of public colleges in the province were represented. 

(2) Each college is situated in a different and distinct region of the province.  RRC is situated 

in Winnipeg, an urban environment; ACC is located in a largely rural setting; and UCN is 

located in communities throughout the north.  The variance in setting and potential 

focus again ensured balanced coverage of the activity taking place in the province. 

Key informants were selected at each institution, selected initially for their role and closeness 

of operation with SMEs.  These individuals were most often in management roles, followed by 

administrative and instruction roles.  At the conclusion of each interview, suggestions for 

further individuals to speak with at the institution were requested. 

The use of multiple colleges does not negate the idea of Manitoba as a case study, as “the case 

is singular, but it has subsections, groups, occasions, dimensions, and domains…” (Stake, 2005, 

p. 449). 

4.2.2 Instrumentation 
Because of its ability to be adapted to each individual and its power at eliciting information 

from people (Fontana & Frey, 2005), an interview tool was utilized.  Whereas the interviews of 

the individuals employed by ACC were conducted in person, the interviews with the individuals 
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at the other two institutions were completed over the telephone.  In all cases informed consent 

was obtained. 

The interviews themselves were semi-structured, part way between a free and open 

conversation and a rigidly structured questionnaire (Kvale, 1996).  Following a series of cues on 

an interview guide, the researcher began every interview only with the intention of discovering 

how the college interacted with SMEs in regards to innovation.  The cues, therefore, acted only 

as a guide to ensure the interview covered the range of general topics necessary, and the bulk 

of the interview was driven by the interviewees’ responses.   

Issues of reliability and validity are often difficult to deal with in regards to research dealing 

with qualitative matters in general and case studies in particular (Kvale, 1996).   However, due 

to the similarity of stated concerns regarding the subject matter of the research, both within 

institutions and across institutions, it is felt that the responses to the interviews were reliable.  

Validity is assumed due to the pragmatic nature of the research and the lack of reliance on 

purely theoretical constructs. 

4.2.3 Procedures 
Initial contact was made with the identified key contacts via email.  This email outlined the 

purposes of the research and indicated that the researcher would be contacting them in the 

near future to ask for their participation in the study.  Within a few days of the initial email, a 

telephone call was made to personally ask the individuals for their participation and to schedule 

a date and time for the interview. 

The interviews themselves were conducted in person (ACC) or via telephone (RCC and UCN).   
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Interviews were recorded on a digital voice recorder and were, as soon as possible, transferred 

to a secure laptop.  The interviews were then transcribed by the researcher and returned to the 

interviewee for their confirmation of accuracy and additional comments.  Transcriptions were 

not absolutely verbatim—speech disfluencies were removed in order to translate from a purely 

oral style into an informal literary style (Kvale, 1996). 

These completed documents were inputted into NVIVO where they were coded and analyzed.  

Coding was rooted in, but not entirely dictated by, Jurmain’s model (2006) (refer to Section 

1.4.1).  Specifically, potential themes were identified from Jurmain’s model prior to analysis; 

however, the actual analysis of transcripts aimed to clarify and sort what was expressed in the 

text, regardless of whether or not the theme appears in Jurmain’s model. 

4.3 Part 2:  The Businesses 

4.3.1 Participants 
The second aspect of the research involved the quantitative surveying of the Manitoba business 

community.  As the research project examined the case of Manitoba and the involvement of 

SMEs, the population of subjects consisted of all SMEs within the province of Manitoba.  

According to the 2006 Canadian Business Patterns (CBP) data, released in 2008, there were 

36,024 businesses in all industry categories operating in the province that could be classified as 

SMEs. 

To ensure the responses were representative of the SMEs operating in the province, data from 

the 2006 Canadian Business Patterns was sorted into census districts.  This organization allowed 

for the separation of SMEs into the regions of interest—urban, rural and northern.  

Additionally, the data was sorted using North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 
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codes to identify the most common industries SMEs were operating in for each census division.  

With knowledge of the distribution and numbers of SMEs in each industry, the 

representativeness of survey respondents could be monitored. 

The survey was emailed to businesses using a stratified sampling method.  Specifically, 

comprehensive lists for the businesses in each census district were compiled and a random 

number generator was used to select businesses from each list.   Because the survey was 

distributed electronically, a possible bias to the data was introduced.  In an attempt to mitigate 

against this bias, the researcher attempted to telephone those businesses selected in each 

stratum for which an email address was not available.   

In an attempt to improve questionnaire response rates, the endorsement of Chambers of 

Commerce across the province was sought. It is impossible to calculate the response rate to the 

survey solicitation, as the extent to which Chambers of Commerce distributed the survey and 

by what means is largely unknown.  Of the methods that are known to have been used include 

Facebook pages, newsletters, and email notifications.  Regardless of the method used, 

however, there was a disappointingly low uptake by participants, hence the researcher’s direct 

approach to businesses. 

The final number of survey respondents totaled 332 from the total population of 36,024 

businesses in Manitoba.  Of these, 55 were completed over the telephone with the researcher 

and the remainder (277) completed the survey online.   

4.3.2 Survey Development 
The surveys were developed largely based upon Jurmain’s model (2006), which informed a 

great deal of the basis for this project.  While the bulk of the questions were derived from this 
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model, some measure of the fixed-response options were a consequence of the interviews 

conducted with the college key informants.  The questions dealing with the interactions 

between the business and colleges used a branching technique to minimize the time spent by 

respondents on non-applicable issues (survey attached as Appendix 4.8.1).    

To ensure comparability between this study and established sources of information, the 

information gathered from businesses—industry, number of employees, and location—were 

aligned with the 2006 CBP data.  It was this information that was used to ascertain the relative 

representativeness of the responding sample. 

4.3.3 Procedures 
Through these partnering organizations and by the researcher, electronic surveys were 

distributed to SMEs across Manitoba.  It is impossible to know the number of SMEs contacted 

by the partnering organizations, but the response rates through this method was extremely 

disappointing.  The researcher then distributed 5,352 emails and made in excess of 225 

telephone calls directly to SMEs in Manitoba.  Included in the electronic survey was a statement 

to which every respondent had to agree, signifying they had read the attached statement of 

informed consent.   The online survey went live on August 27, 2013 and was closed on July 2, 

2014; however, over 95% of the responses were collected between March 3, 2014 and July 2, 

2014 when direct contact was made with the SMEs.  All data was collected online and 

downloaded to SPSS for analysis. 

With a response rate of 5.18% for survey completions solicited via email and a rate of less than 

24.4% for those contacted by telephone, a total of 332 valid responses were included in the 

final analysis.  The lower response rate to surveys distributed through the internet has been 
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well-documented (Sauermann & Roach, 2013; Kaplowitz, Hadlock & Levine, 2004); however, 

the time required to conduct all surveys over the telephone made that option unfeasible.  

Chi-squared analysis was used in cross-tab analyses.  Although it is often stated that the chi-

square test is only valid when the expected frequency in each cell exceeds 5 (McCrum-Gardner, 

2008), studies have found that this particular test is highly robust to violations to this somewhat 

arbitrary assumption (Bradley, Bradley, McGrath & Cutcomb, 1979; Delucchi, 1983), even 

beyond the recommendations suggested by Cochrane (1952).  As studies have shown the 

validity of this statistical analysis in cases where the expected frequency falls below 5 and, 

further, that “the chi-square test of independence may be safely used in nearly all situations 

likely to arise in practice” (Bradley et al., 1979, p. 1296) it was felt that the use of this tool was 

appropriate.  

4.4 Limitations and Delimitations 

This section contains both the limitations of the research—the deficiencies and situational 

influences that were beyond the control of the researcher and may affect the conclusions 

drawn from the data.  Additionally, this section also contains the delimitations which will more 

accurately describe the boundaries of the research. 

4.4.1 Limitations 
A number of limitations exist in this study. 

1. The number of survey respondents. 

Although the number of survey respondents is adequate when looking at the survey 

results as a whole, the numbers are much less satisfactory when broken down into 

categories.  As such, it becomes more difficult to accurately compare SMEs and their 
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interactions with colleges across variables such as business size, industry, or location.  

The breakdown of survey respondents as compared to the population of Manitoba 

businesses is examined further in Section 6.1. 

 

2. Distribution of SMEs responding. 

The sampling method was designed to attempt to ensure the sample of respondents 

reflected the population of SMEs in the province of Manitoba; however, in comparing 

the sample’s characteristics against the population, there are some significant variances 

across industry (see Table 6.1.2) and region (see Table 6.1.1). 

 

3. Possible selection bias. 

It is possible that those businesses interested in colleges or partnering with colleges may 

have been more likely to respond to the survey, skewing the results. 

 

4. Limited secondary research exists about the interaction between colleges and SMEs in 

Manitoba. 

As a result of this lack of study, there is little opportunity for a comparative study of the 

findings of this research against existing data.  Consequently, there is minimal 

opportunity to confirm the majority of findings of this research against outside sources. 

 

5. Only one college exists in each region—urban, rural and remote—making comparisons 

between the operations of colleges in similar settings impossible. 
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6. Inability to generalize findings. 

The inability to generalize the findings is a function of the use of a case study.  

Additionally, because of the lack of consistency of college mandates across the country, 

it is difficult and perhaps unwarranted to generalize research from one area of the 

country to another.  Regardless, “the purpose of a case report is not to represent the 

world, but to represent the case” (Stake, 2005, p. 460). 

 

4.4.2 Delimitations 
The delimitations implemented consist of: 

1. Convenience samples of college interviewees. 

Attempts were made to interview individuals from within the colleges that would 

provide a balanced view of the interactions between the institutions and SMEs in 

Manitoba; however, because of the often unofficial nature of these connections, the 

interviews conducted would not have covered all existing activities.  Further, attempts 

to connect with other individuals within the college system proved unsuccessful.  Thus, 

despite attempts to interview individuals from a broad range of positions and 

departments within the colleges, there are certainly areas that were left unexplored. 

 

2. Removal of less-than-two-answer survey responses. 



76 
 

Surveys that had less than two questions answered by any respondent were removed 

from the analysis.  The researcher deemed that any survey that had less than two 

answers would not provide enough information to be of value to the final analysis.   

 

3. Use of the single case study of Manitoba versus multiple cases. 

As the college system in Canada developed on a province-by-province basis, the history 

and organizational structure differs across the country.  Although many of the concepts 

and issues explored are consistent across provincial borders, context differs enough to 

make useful comparisons difficult. 
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CHAPTER 5 

5.0 Interview Analysis 

5.1 Interviewee overview/methods 
 

Twenty-five interviews were conducted across the three institutions: RRC, ACC, and UCN.  The 

interviewees were drawn from categories of management, administration, and instruction.  The 

first round of interviewees consisted of those that responded to an initial email solicitation for 

participation and an interview time could be arranged.  Several potential interviewees were not 

included in this study due to an inability to find a mutually acceptable time.  Each of the first 

round of interviewees was asked to suggest further individuals who would possibly participate.  

The second round of interviews consisted of those suggested individuals who were willing to 

participate and for whom an interview time could be scheduled (refer to Table 5.1.1). 

Table 5.1.1 – Interviewees by institution and role 

RRC 11 Management 10 

ACC 8 Instructors 9 

UCN 6 Administrators 6 

 

The conversations were semi-structured interviews that lasted, in general, 25 to 40 minutes.  

Because each of the interviewees had a unique viewpoint of the institution, based on their 

position, duties and experiences, it was felt that a structured interview would potentially 

exclude pertinent information.  Conversely, due to the potentially crippling diversity of 

conversations that could occur, unstructured interviews were deemed to be inappropriate.  The 
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guiding points of the semi-structured interview were derived from the model by Jurmain 

(2006). 

The bulk of the interviews were conducted by telephone (17) and the remainder (8) were 

conducted in person.  All interviews were conducted by the researcher.  These interviews were 

recorded and transcribed by the researcher.  The transcriptions were uploaded to NVIVO, 

coded, and analyzed. 

Based on the guiding model (Jurmain, 2006) and recurring themes identified in the responses, 

the following categories were identified: 

 Five primary forms of collaboration 

 Entrepreneurship 

 Networking 

 Communication 

 Noncompetition 

 Student involvement 

 Benefits of SME-college partnerships 

 Seven categories of barriers 

 Intellectual property issues 

 Preferred or desired forms of engagement 

Although counts of the respondents commenting on particular topics are often provided, the 

intent is not to provide a statistic that may be generalized, but instead to provide an impression 

(Weisee, 1994). 
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5.2 Forms of Collaboration  

Jurmain’s (2006) model was used to develop the outline for the interviews conducted.  

However, in order not to ask leading questions, interviewees were first asked to describe the 

kinds of collaborative activities that took place between their college and SMEs in order to help 

foster innovation in the SMEs.  It was observed that five main, not mutually exclusive, 

categories of activity emerged through an analysis these discussions:  advisory councils, applied 

research, student placements, education and training, and faculty projects. 

5.2.1 Advisory councils 

Advisory councils (also known alternately as advisory committees) exist at Assiniboine 

Community College, University College of the North, and Red River College for every program.  

These councils consist of industry and community representatives and provide a connection to 

the changing needs of industry and ensure that programs adapt to the changing technological, 

economic, and social realities of the labour market. 

Over half of respondents (15) indicated that industry participation on advisory councils was 

important for their innovative activities; however, this collaboration is not always used to its 

maximum potential. 

“They also meet with us once annually to tell us here’s where we are going with 
technology, here’s what your students are lacking, and here’s what your students no 
longer need, and then we tailor the course every year to meet those needs so that way 
when our students graduate, they have the skills and the skill sets the local businesses 
need at this exact moment.” – E.H. 

 

“[Advisory councils are] a rich resource and we could really use those not only to try to 
capture more information on required competencies for the classroom, but also in terms 
of innovation requirements.” – L.V. 
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“We have a research advisory group that is drawn from people in the community and 
from a number of players in the community, and in putting that together we were 
hopeful that we would get some specific potential research projects identified so that we 
could start matching up faculty with projects, and that never really took off.” – L.L. 

 

5.2.2 Education/ training activities involving students  

Education and training is the most-often cited activity colleges engage in to help small 

businesses innovate.   

“I think innovation comes from the ability to be creative and forward-thinking.  How do 
we support that creativity?  How do we support that forward-thinking?  How do we 
support risk taking?  How do we support exploration of ideas and concepts?  We do that 
through education and lifelong learning for the ability for the learner to feel confident in 
their ability to adapt and be flexible in changing environments and with changing 
demands.” – D.B. 

 

Every respondent identified the education and training provided by colleges to be an activity 

that helps small businesses to innovate.  Many interviewees echoed the comments made by 

“D.B.” above—that innovation is often a result of individuals being taught the tools they need 

to become innovative. 

“It’s to help the students.  That’s the main focus, and the reality is you help the students 
look at career opportunities whether it be a large, medium or small, or their own 
business, and help them have that more innovative mindset by those experiences that 
they have with these people while they are working, while they are at school.” – O.V. 

 

Although interviewees stated that the education and training students receive in the classroom 

and through other educational activities within the college are the most important activity 

colleges do to help small businesses innovate, no respondent could clearly identify that 

innovation itself was being taught. 
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“We certainly aim to [train our students to think innovatively], but I don’t know if we can 
claim that we are successful.” – H.S. 

Businesses are sometimes directly involved in these educational activities.  The most common 

form of this engagement is representatives from industry acting as guest speakers or otherwise 

engaging directly with the students. 

“…when industry comes in to talk to my class, they don’t say anything I haven’t said 
already, but for some reason they are put on a pedestal and [the students] are just 
‘Wow!  Great information!’” – E.H. 

 

“…we get a lot of guest speakers in—we bring in a people to talk to our students…” – 
H.S. 

 

“They may be asked to participate in delivering something as part of a course or some 
particular expertise that they have and we don’t that they want students to have—they 
may get called in for a guest lecture or demonstration or maybe take people on a plant 
tour…” – N.E. 

 

Outside of the traditional classroom educational activities, the colleges are also involved in 

contract training.   Although some effort was made to examine the importance placed on this 

aspect of the colleges’ activities, outside of the departments that house this activity, little 

emphasis was placed on this form of engagement with business.  In short, contract training is 

given little thought by those in the college who are not directly involved with it. 

 

5.2.3 Capstone projects 

Capstone projects—end-of-program projects that incorporate the learning accumulated 

through the students’ entire college education—were often identified as collaborative 
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activities.  These projects, depending on the program of study, often straddle the line between 

education for the individual student and applied research projects benefiting the business. 

“The students identify the projects they want to do and then they pursue them in terms 
of what device is going to make a solution to this problem.” – D.S. 

 

“In terms of helping them, our best opportunity is working through that capstone project 
where we say they have access to a student for four months and they can work on 
something, troubleshooting something, designing something, testing something.” – H.M. 

 

Because of the wide range of programs offered by the province’s colleges, not every program 

has a capstone project, and not every capstone project offers itself to an applied research 

project for SMEs.  In some of these cases, SMEs are involved in other ways.  Although some 

Business departments offer business plan or marketing plan writing for potential small 

businesses, this activity may only contribute a small piece of the complete capstone project.  In 

the larger project, SMEs are often involved in the sense that businesspeople volunteer to act as 

judges. 

“Businesspeople also come and help judge the presentations.  Students do a written 
business plan and they also do an oral presentation before the judges.  We also have a 
trade show that is also judged by industry judges.” – H.S. 

 

5.2.4 Co-ops, placements, and similar engagements 

Student placements through co-operative work experience, practicums, or any variant of paid 

or non-paid work in an industry setting that contributes to the student’s formal education were 

an often-mentioned form of collaborative activity.   

“…you could apply some of the practicum visits and co-ops to that same principle.  The 
students go out and they are immediately helping somebody to do something.” – D.R. 

 



83 
 

These workplace placements, whatever their form, were often noted not only for the positive 

experiences they provide to students, but also for the benefits to the firm and the development 

of a base on which to potentially build further relationships between the college and the 

organization. 

“We have co-op work terms for the students, and all the instructors go and visit the 
students throughout the summer to see how they are doing and if everything is working 
out.  Through that, I will raise the discussion of what they are doing in business right now 
and that just sort of evolves into letting them know what I can offer with applied 
research projects and such.” – T.A. 

 

Although many interviewees noted the role of co-ops and other placements in the 

development and maintenance of relationships between colleges and businesses, discussions 

rarely delved into this connection in any depth. 

5.2.5 Applied research (through a research agreement) 

Eighteen respondents identified applied research, in one form or another, as being an 

important form of collaboration in regards to innovation.  The kinds of applied research, 

however, vary widely not only between colleges, but between departments within colleges. 

“So one of the things we do is we often will give our students applied research projects 
as part of their curriculum within our programs.  And that applied research is where the 
innovation comes through.” – D.B. 

 

“We tend to do projects which are research projects intended to solve a problem that a 
company identifies for us.” – S.G. 

 

“Typically, the projects we see come in from an industry partner who has a specific need 
and we help them and they are going to take care of the commercialization because that 
is why they are doing the project in the first place.  So we are typically on the short-term 
applied side.  Definitely.” – S.R. 
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Although this form of collaboration was identified as being important, the bulk of the barriers 

identified relate to this category.    Of the three colleges, only Red River College appears to have 

a formalized applied research program firmly in place that does not mandate the involvement 

of students; however, many, if not most, of the projects under this program do have some sort 

of educational component built into it.  Applied research projects tend to require the 

involvement of students and to be built into an educational program rather than existing 

independently. 

Part of the reason that applied research is closely tied to education in the colleges is an issue of 

funding. 

“I think there is a real recognition, from the federal level at least, that applied research 
and the work that colleges do is incredibly important for economic development.  But 
ultimately in Manitoba the barriers are how colleges are funded—that we are not 
funded for applied research at the moment, directly.” – D.B. 

 

The focus of this applied research activity is primarily on the “Development” section of 

Jurmain’s (2006) model.  Very little, if any, basic or original research appears to be conducted; 

similarly, little activity seems to occur under the “Commercialization” section.  The reported 

activities that take place centre on applied research itself, proof of concept, testing and 

analysis, and the other development activities. 

“…it is the application of a new technology as opposed to creating something right from 
scratch.” – H.M. 

 

“What we are really looking at is adaptations to existing widgets.” – E.S. 
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5.2.6 Faculty projects 

Occasionally, faculty members will work with industry on projects that are not funded in any 

way, do not have a formal relationship with the college, nor are attached to any educational 

outcomes for students.  In these cases, faculty members are engaging with SMEs as industry 

experts, largely as a secondary concern as college instructors are hired as educators rather than 

researchers.  Although nine of the 24 interviewees mentioned this type of engagement 

between faculty and industry, every comment was extremely brief, the mention made almost in 

passing. 

“…a lot of the time it is even side-of-desk type projects where you as a faculty will teach 
your courses, but someone maybe knows your expertise and you’ll do the majority of the 
work just as a side off from your day-to-day job…” – E.S. 

 

“Probably businesses coming to faculty would be the smallest part of that activity.  I 
think it would be more of some sort of personal interest that the instructor has.” – H.S. 

 

College faculty members do not receive time or compensation through the college system to 

engage in research activities—they are employed as instructors (this issue is addressed in 

Section 5.9.4 “Barriers - Time”). 

 

5.3 Entrepreneurship 

Although entrepreneurship was not raised as a topic during the interviews, approximately half 

of the respondents broached the topic.  No one group or college dominated this topic; it was 

relatively equally distributed across colleges and classes of respondents.  The topic, however, 

was approached in a number of different ways.   
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First, there was some discussion of the role of colleges in training entrepreneurs and 

encouraging students to open their own businesses upon graduation. 

“[There is] that whole piece about entrepreneurship and how we are teaching our 
students entrepreneurship so that they can start their own businesses.” – D.B. 

 

“I want to increase the chance that we can produce entrepreneurs and we can start 
businesses that are actually viable.” – T.L. 

 

“It is: get the skills and then maybe next we can get a small business management 
course or a small business entrepreneurship course.  Now you’ve got the skills behind 
you, we are going to show you how to set up a business.” – S.L. 

 

These discussions would often be followed by an expression of disappointment that there was 

not more entrepreneurial activity among the colleges’ graduates. 

“My suggestion is that we are doing a terrible job at producing entrepreneurs in real life 
because we keep on thinking of this as a school project.” – T.L. 

 

“Not when they first graduate, but many may [start their own businesses].  Well, not 
many, but enough to make it so that you want to encourage it.” – O.V. 

 

There was some discussion, largely from management and administrative positions, about the 

entrepreneurial activity of specific populations within the province.  Most of this category of 

comments focused on Manitoba’s aboriginal population, although there was one mention of 

Hutterites. 

“Because that culture is so much a part of our mandate, I think we will probably see 
more growth in that direction and as policies change and as people change and as the 
aboriginal community becomes more entrepreneurial, this institution will probably see 
more opportunities in that regard.” – L.L. 
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“One area that we are hearing more and more about is a need of aboriginal people to 
gain entrepreneurial skills because often they are in small communities in Manitoba and 
they don’t necessarily want to come to [this community].” – D.B. 

Entrepreneurship also entered the discussion when talking about faculty and their involvement 

in industry. 

“Many of our instructors […] are also doing jobs in industry.  In the summer they are 
working for industry and sometimes on the weekends they are working for industry.  
They’re staying connected to it.  They are pretty entrepreneurial, too.” – D.R. 

 

Despite all of the discussion about entrepreneurship and the importance of entrepreneurial 

skills, there appeared to be very little entrepreneurial training across departmental lines.  The 

only exception to this general rule was Business programming, but even this training was not 

without its problems.  Most significantly, the training appeared to be in small business creation, 

not necessarily in entrepreneurship.  This fact did not go unnoticed by the interviewees. 

“I don’t think we actually understand the relationship between an education system and 
the creation of an entrepreneur.” – T. B. 

 

“If you look at our track record of how many business plans have gone on to be real 
businesses and how many grads are actually entrepreneurs, […] not a lot.  […] I think we 
have a terrible track record.” – T.L. 

 

Entrepreneurship, then, is aspired to for the students by the college, but there appears to be 

little connection between the entrepreneurial training that is provided, if at all, and the 

creation of entrepreneurs. 
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5.4 Networking  

This theme, “networking,” refers to the common, frequent and much-discussed concept by the 

vast majority of interviewees (22 of 25) regarding the importance of individuals from the 

college interacting with individuals from industry.  The individuals from the college identified as 

being important players in networking activities included management, faculty, staff and 

students.  The form and goal of this networking varied across respondents, but not necessarily 

similarly across college or category lines.  Primarily, the goal of networking is to develop and 

maintain a network of contacts that may be called upon to act in various roles needed by the 

college (hosting co-op students, serving on committees/councils, partnering on research 

projects, and so on). 

“…my observation is that people create relationships in the community and that is really 
how a lot of that knowledge transfer occurs, or through our program advisory 
committees where we are working with people in the community or in that industrial 
area who are providing us with their expertise and their insights.  Sometimes they are 
the people who have identified that a particular kind of training would be helpful or if we 
could have a particular kind of equipment, then they would want their employees to use 
it, and those kinds of things.  I would say for us it is still a very ad hoc kind of activity, but 
it is happening nonetheless.” – L.L. 

 

“What we really need to do is build relationships.  At this point, I think it is going to take 
us a few years of building relationships and building successful relationships with […] 
whatever the goals are.  But we need to build those relationships, get the papers out 
there, and whatever it takes to do that whether it’s going to a Chamber of Commerce 
meeting or luncheons and strategically sitting with certain people… I don’t know.” – L.V. 

 

“…you create the relationship, the connection between the employer and the institution.  
As a result of that process nobody hesitates to pick up the phone—that as they see other 
opportunities or encounter other challenges, that you can have an ability to chat about 
it. Is there something the college could do to help?  Is there something the employer can 
do to help […]?” – N.E. 
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No group of respondents thought this job was any other group’s task.  Every individual believed 

they had a role to play in developing and maintaining these relationships. 

These themes and ideas arose during those points in the conversation where existing 

connections between the college and industry were being discussed.  While there was often 

talk about establishing more relationships, this aspect of the conversation differs from the 

desire to establish more and stronger ties to business—one of the two primary themes of 

desired forms of engagement (see 5.11 “Preferred/desired engagement”).  The latter theme 

was raised solely by the interviewee. 

 

5.5 Communication  

The theme of communication differs both from the barrier of awareness and from the theme of 

networking.  Whereas the awareness barrier indicated the problem of not being able to engage 

because of a lack of awareness on the part of SMEs, communication here is not a barrier to 

engagement, but a challenge in getting the collaborative activities that do occur recognized.   

Communication, then, is about an awareness of existing collaborations and is, by definition, not 

a barrier.  The networking theme differs from this theme in that networking deals with the 

creation and maintenance of relationships, while the communication theme is about the 

message. 

Communication as a theme, then, examines the sharing of awareness and knowledge about the 

collaborative activities between colleges and SMEs.  This communication refers to those 
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messaging activities and challenges that take place both within the walls of the college and 

beyond those walls. 

Twenty-one interviewees indicated at least briefly that communicating the activities that occur 

within the college is challenging. 

“I think we need more publicity for the college to help promote the cool things that our 
students are doing and how we can help companies.” – H.M. 

 

“…we are doing some with […] and really looking at key indicators of success in a 
number of communities and we have community circles up and running and it has been 
very effective, but just the other day by a complete accident of conversation, I discovered 
that our health region has been doing something very similar in some of the same 
communities and we didn’t know it.  In a community this small, it completely 
flabbergasted me that we somehow didn’t have the right people at the table or we 
weren’t having the right conversations, but something got missed.” – L.L. 

 

“I think there is a lot going on that we don’t necessarily know about…” – S.G. 

There was no obvious trend as to a particular college or class of respondents which may have 

found this topic to be of more importance than other colleges or respondent classes.  

Communication, thus, appears to be a significant concern across all colleges and all levels 

within the colleges. 

  

5.6 Noncompetition 

Nine individuals raised the issue of non-competition, with the bulk of these individuals being 

from the management and administrator categories of individual.  In this situation, 

“noncompetition” refers to the concern of college employees that their collaborative activities 

with small businesses do not compete with for-profit businesses that provide the same services. 
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“I don’t want to create problems in the community by competing with an existing 
business, so it would have to the development of something for which local expertise did 
not exist.” – D.R. 

 

“The interesting thing is that there is a potential conflict with […] research because there 
are a number of SMEs that do [that kind of] research.  Again, talk about walking a fine 
line.  We have to be very careful that we are not using government money, such as the 
dollars we have used to hire these researchers and put up all this infrastructure to put an 
entrepreneur out of business.  Especially since the whole aim of applied research at 
community colleges is to either (a) support small business or support industry or (b) to 
support community.” – L.V. 

 

“One of the bounds that we put on ourselves is we don’t want to be in the business of […] 
mowing the lawns of those that are already in the business.” – S.O. 

 

As indicated by “L.V.’s” comments, there is a concern about using government money to 

compete with existing businesses, particularly when those businesses may otherwise be 

involved with the college in some other manner.    

This theme is not categorized as a barrier to research because it does not hinder the 

undertaking of research activities.  Instead, the concerns individuals have around 

noncompetition provide guidelines as to the type of projects the colleges are willing to 

undertake, and therefore may impact on the engagement of colleges in commercialization 

activities.  Issues of responsible public spending and ethical engagement are inextricably tied to 

this idea.  By refusing to undertake these types of projects, colleges avoid potentially negative 

press that could be costly both financially and in terms of loss of reputation; however, it may 

also serve to reduce the potential diversity of economic activities occurring in the province. 
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5.7 Student involvement 

All interviewees, with the exception of only two, noted the involvement of students in 

collaborative activities between colleges and SMEs, indicating the priority placed on education.  

Although there are a variety of forms in which students can become involved in collaborative 

activities (as examined above in Section 5.2 “Forms of Collaboration”), there is also a degree of 

focus on the student:  the focus on the educational value for students runs a continuum from 

educationally-intense activities such as capstone projects to those activities where any formal 

learning that takes place is secondary, such as when a student is hired as a research assistant 

on a project. 

 “So one of the things we do is we often will give our students applied research projects 
as part of their curriculum within our programs.  And that applied research is where the 
innovation comes through.  The students will be working on a specific problem, they will 
come up with some ideas around the problem, and that leads to an industry project or 
the industry taking note and saying ‘hey, that is a really good idea’ and ‘let’s put some 
R&D into that.’” – D.B. 

 

“Everything that we do is applied.  That is kind of a broad generalization blanket 
statement, but it is really what our focus is.  We really believe that our students should 
be part of research endeavours and that the most accessible kind of research for 
students to get engaged with is applied research.  Given our geographic location, given 
our strengths […] those professions and areas tend to be more applied than pure in 
terms of research.” – L.L. 

 

“We have to keep in mind that as an institution, our mandate is education.  That’s our 
primary mandate, not research.  And it is also employment for our students.  In my 
opinion, if we are going to be doing research, those things have to be part of the 
picture.”  - L.V. 

 

“I, personally, as an instructor would not get involved in research if there was not a 
student involvement component that related specifically to courses that I teach.” – S.P. 
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Although other themes were discussed that examined student involvement in more specific 

capacities, such as through capstone projects or co-op placements, for example, this theme 

examined the higher level considerations of student involvement.  As 23 of the 25 respondents 

noted the role of students in the collaborative activities, the importance of having students 

involved cannot be understated. 

 

5.8 Benefits   

The benefits of SME-college partnerships were acknowledged by all interviewees.  Despite the 

barriers that exist, it was agreed by every respondent that the benefits outweigh the 

challenges.  Benefits were identified for a number of constituent groups:  the businesses 

involved in the partnerships, the colleges, the faculty involved in the activity, students involved, 

the immediate community, and society (defined here as the provincial level).   Not every one of 

these categories of constituents was commented on by all interview respondents.   

5.8.1 Faculty 

Only one significant benefit was identified for faculty, and this benefit was identified across all 

three colleges and across all categories of respondents:  collaborative activities with industry 

serve to keep instructors current.   

“I think that is a big issue for us, is finding ways—how do you keep somebody current?” 
– N.E. 

 

Many college instructors become faculty members after having spent time working in industry.  

Once removed from the actually working world, there is a degree of concern about keeping 
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these individuals current in order to ensure that the students are receiving up-to-date training.  

The SME-college connections allow faculty members to stay connected to their industry. 

“And engagement with industry always keeps curriculum relevant and current, and I 
honestly believe that our instructors are excellent in maintaining that relationship 
because they, in turn, pass on that knowledge and that currency to our students which 
better helps them to prepare for industry and get employment after.” – D.B. 

 

“For myself, then, there is more than just reading about current developments in 
industry—there is having hands-on experience which sort of goes with the college 
mandate of hands-on learning.” – S.P. 

 

“…we try to get engaged with business more and more continuously because unless you 
know what is going on in the real world, you are producing students who have learning 
that is old, using tools that are old.” – T.L. 

 

5.8.2 College 

The benefits of college-SME collaborations to the college itself were the hardest for 

respondents to verbalize.  Although there was an undeniable sense that there was a benefit to 

the college, attempts to explain what this benefit is tended to be couched in terms of benefits 

to other parties. 

“For the college, we get to stay current in terms of making sure that our folks actually 
meet labour market needs that will probably result in higher levels of employment, not 
only because the students are more relevant to the industry, but just because you have 
the connection.” – N.E. 

 

“It’s very indirect.  The things we think it lends to our program are a better experience 
for the students.” – H.S. 
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The only benefit to the college that was verbalized came from respondents in management 

positions.  These interviewees indicated that the college benefited from their collaborative 

activities through a heightened reputation. 

 “Part of it is that it builds [the college’s] reputation.  That’s the big piece.” – M.F. 

 

“What I’m hoping [the college] and the faculty get out of this is a reputation for 
providing education that is relevant to the […] community.” – E.R. 

 

5.8.3 Community and Society   

Interviewees had very few comments about benefits of SME-college collaborations for the 

community.  The few comments that were made did not fall to any distinguishable group of 

respondents.  Any comments made fell into one of two categories.  The first category related to 

the fact that occasionally an SME cannot be found to partner with a student or faculty member 

for a classroom or capstone project.  In these cases, sometimes the community or an 

organization within the community acts as a partner. 

“We don’t always have a business involved because it could be something the 
community area wants done, too.” – O.V. 

 

The other, more frequently stated, benefit to the community is community economic 

development. 

“…if you look at the industry engagements, what we are trying to do is support 
community economic development.  If a company does well, we’re going to do well.” – 
S.G. 

 

“I think colleges have a really strong role to play in terms of their social function, but that 
social function can be really easily measured as providing economic impact.  More 
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importantly, it is building those strong communities and where there isn’t strength, 
doing whatever you can to foster it.” – T.B. 

 

Society, used in this context, refers to benefits beyond the immediate community to the 

entirety of the province of Manitoba.  Much like with community, the benefits identified here 

relate primarily to economic development and the expansion of the province’s tax base.  

Although there were too few comments to state any specific focus, the benefits to society were 

primarily commented upon by those in management positions. 

“We don’t have small businesses getting the workers they need.  So I think from a 
government perspective, it is an economic argument and they are very interested in 
making those connections.” – D.B. 

 

“…good grads make for a better economy.  If new businesses do better, everyone’s going 
to do better.” – H.S. 

 

“That is very important because small business isn’t just separated from everybody 
else—small business is an important player in the food chain or the ecosystem of the 
economic landscape.  If [a major business] were to leave here, small businesses of all 
kinds would suffer.  Having the big fish play in Manitoba and keeping them happy and 
making sure that they are finding ways in which to bring businesses to Manitoba, which 
we are heavily engaged in, is one way in which we support innovation and small 
business.” - T.B. 

 

Because the original mandate of community colleges was to be responsive to the labour market 

needs of both the communities in which they were situated and society at large, it is slightly 

surprising that there were not more comments made by respondents that focused on the 

benefits to these populations. 
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5.8.4 Students 

By far, the group most identified as benefiting from SME-college collaborations is students.  

This benefit was noted by all classes of respondents across all colleges.  The quality of student 

education and the increase of their employability following graduation are the primary benefits 

noted. 

“…I think our students that are engaged in those projects learn so much.  And it is not 
just academic knowledge that they gain, it is skills of data collection, data analysis, data 
representation…” – L.L. 

 

“We have to keep in mind that as an institution, our mandate is education.  That’s our 
primary mandate, not research.  And it is also employment for our students.  In my 
opinion, if we are going to be doing research, those things have to be part of the 
picture.” – L.V. 

 

5.8.5 Business 

To the majority of the respondents, the greatest benefit for businesses of collaborative 

activities with a college is a trained and skilled workforce that can meet the needs of that 

business.  There are numerous ways in which SMEs and colleges can collaborate, and in the 

majority of these situations, the students are gaining skills of value to the business upon those 

students’ entry into the workforce. 

“And the business, in turn, we’re basically tailoring these graduates to what business 
needs.  Technology changes so fast.  We’re trying to keep up with it.  What are the local 
business needs? And that is what our students will be capable of delivering when the 
graduate.” – E.H. 

 

“For the business, their benefit out of the relationships is that they potentially get future 
employees who are trained with the skills that they need.  They potentially tap into 
expertise in the college that can potentially help with the operation of their business.” – 
N.E. 
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“In many ways, if you go back to the original definition of what a community college was 
supposed to be doing, it is really largely what we are doing.  We are responding to 
labour market information.” – S.O. 

 

To a much lesser degree, there is an acknowledgement that where it happens, applied research 

can be of great benefit to the partnering business.  In Manitoba, the amount of this kind of 

activity seems to be very restricted; nonetheless, it is occurring to the benefit of the involved 

SMEs. 

“They are a relatively small company—they are not too small but are relatively small, so 
they do not have the infrastructure for doing research and things like that and I think 
they do not want to invest in things like manpower and equipment up front until they 
know that they actually have the process.  So that is how we are working.  They are 
coming in, they are supplying us with the material, and I have two of my students […] on 
the project.  We carry out the experiments on a small scale.  So once it is successful, the 
idea is then carried out on a larger scale for the company to eventually have it at a 
commercial scale.” – T.G. 

 

The research activity engaged in may be faculty-led, as in the example above, but more often 

these partnerships are between SMEs and students engaged in capstone projects.  While the 

benefit to the student is discussed elsewhere in this document (Section 5.8.4) the SME is 

usually the beneficiary of the students’ work.  In the vast majority of these cases, the duties 

assigned to the student are a designated educational task, so there is often no expectation for 

the SME to financially compensate the student or students engaged in the activity.   

“Then there are the benefits if the students can produce something in the applied 
research projects for them.” – T.A. 

 

“Every year our students have to do a technical project for their capstone project, which 
is a project that runs basically from January to the start of May, so it is a four-month 
course and in that course they have to identify the need for a product or a piece of 
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equipment or something like that.  So they need to do a bit of a market study and they 
will design something and test it—design, prototype, test it—and then do reports and 
presentations on it.  Usually what we do is we like it, if at all possible, for them to be 
industry-based or sponsored by industry, so we put out the call to different companies 
saying if you’ve got an idea you want developed or a product you want tested or 
evaluated, then to bring that to us and we’ll pair you up with a student and try and help 
develop that.  They get the benefit of getting, say, 250 or 300 hours of the student’s time 
working on it and developing it…” – H.M. 

 

The final, and least mentioned, benefit for SMEs engaging with colleges is what basically 

amounts to free labour.  Many programs across all three colleges have co-op or placement or 

practicum or some other form of employment-like engagement with businesses.  In these 

situations, employers (SMEs) are beneficiaries of skilled individuals. 

“Free labour.  They get people there working for them for nothing.  They get a six-week 
or six-month or a two-month, depending on how long the practicums are, job interview 
so they can decide if this is a person they do or don’t want.” – M.F. 

 

Without engaging students in this form of formalized activity, SMEs may choose to work with 

faculty members to have tasks completed by students as part of the curriculum. 

“For example, the marketing classes, I am told, typically have requests for surveys and 
feasibility studies and that sort of thing.” – E.S. 

 

Finally, businesses may work with colleges to access specialized equipment and machinery they 

do not own or would otherwise not be able to utilize without great expense and difficulty. 

“[We] make sure that we are advancing small and medium-sized businesses in Manitoba 
by making these things, that they might not otherwise be able to afford, available for 
their use.” – O.V.   
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5.9 Barriers 

“At the college we are fighting with a lot of different things.  There’s staff teachable 
time.  They are in the classroom a lot of the time, not like at a university where you are 
expected to do research.  Here, it is a little bit different.  So even if we did have money 
that may not solve everything.” – S.R. 

 

Seven categories of barriers to SME-college collaboration were identified.  Of these seven, only 

“time” and “money” were noted as potential barriers prior to conducting the interviews.   

5.9.1 Awareness  

“Raising more awareness of our research capacity would be good.” – L.V. 

“One of my goals would be for people, both inside and out, to understand us more.” – 
V.P. 

 

Awareness, as a barrier, refers to the cognizance of parties outside the immediate department 

or other college unit about the collaborative activities taking place.  Although this barrier was 

mentioned almost equally across roles within the college, those individuals not at the highest 

levels of management indicated that awareness of the activities within their department or unit 

was a barrier, while those interviewees at higher levels of management place much less 

emphasis on this barrier.  Across all levels and roles was the perception that lack of awareness 

of the colleges’ ability to engage in collaborative activities was a significant barrier. 

Discussions of this barrier could be separated into two distinct forms:  a lack of awareness 

within the college, and a lack of awareness outside of the college. 

The lack of awareness within colleges can be exemplified by the following statement from an 

individual in upper management: 
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“I think there are probably lots more opportunities to explore there than we have been 
exploring.  I also think that in some of those connections that sometimes there may be 
things happening that we don’t even have catalogued but could be happening 
informally.” – N.E. 

 

This statement illustrates the idea that upper management often suspects that there are 

collaborative activities occurring within the college, but do not have the systems in place to 

ascertain it.  Red River College appears to have the most general awareness of collaborative 

activity within the college: the sheer size of the institution denies any one individual the ability 

to be fully aware of all activity.  Assiniboine Community College has a good deal of awareness 

within departments, but between departments and between departments and upper 

management, awareness is slight.  Awareness seems to be the weakest within University 

College of the North, but there are some key examples that all players within the institution 

seem to be aware. 

“In terms of engaging businesses and the programs and in terms of helping us identify 
those small businesses with projects, I think perhaps we need more visibility.  And we 
probably need to market our applied research program, and that is something that 
instructors really have quite a bit of limitation in doing.” – T.G. 

 

As with the internal awareness, RRC appears to have the highest level of external awareness 

within the province, although the degree to which SMEs in the province are aware of the 

opportunities for engagement with the college seems to vary from department to department 

and, thus, from industry to industry.  Again, this level of awareness may be a function of its size; 

however, from the interviews conducted it seems as though there are more established 

opportunities for college-SME collaborations than at other colleges. 
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There are programs at Assiniboine Community College, however, that have well-established 

methods and means to engage with SMEs in ways that would be very beneficial to the 

businesses’ innovative activities, but a lack of awareness on the part of SMEs of these potential 

forms of engagement often prove frustrating to the faculty involved. 

University College of the North respondents were the least likely of the three colleges to find 

external awareness a significant barrier.  There are two possible explanations:  (1) there is little 

significant collaborative activity, so there is little need for external awareness and little to make 

others aware of, and (2) as mentioned in the “networking” theme, the community of the North 

is small and individuals working in similar industries, whether in an educational setting or a 

commercial one, have connections that ensure awareness exists and is therefore not an issue of 

concern. 

5.9.2 Infrastructure 

Infrastructure was mentioned as a barrier by Assiniboine Community College and Red River 

College, and significantly more so by ACC.  The only mention of infrastructure as a barrier at 

Red River College was in regards to buildings: 

“Any of the work we do is in labs that have been renovated as best they can to meet our 
needs, but they are not optimal.” – M.F.  

 

The references to infrastructure at Assiniboine Community College pertain largely to matters of 

equipment and technology. 

“Oftentimes our equipment has not kept pace with the technological changes in the 
industry, so that is a challenge for us.” – N.E.  
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“I would say that infrastructure is another factor because although the college provides 
a small fund, but really the fund is not enough to purchase equipment that might be 
necessary to do some kinds of research.  So infrastructure is lacking.” – T.G. 

 

It is possible that in many interviewees’ minds infrastructure flows out of money; therefore, 

some interviewees may have addressed infrastructure concerns in comments veiled behind a 

discussion of financial barriers.  These concerns are addressed in the “money” theme below. 

5.9.3 Money 

A more general concern was that of money.  Identified as a common barrier (Section 2.5.1), the 

concerns raised about financial barriers were often accompanied by acknowledgements that 

financial resources are much scarcer in the new fiscal reality than they may have been in the 

past. 

“Absolutely having more money to free up resources and reward instructors is something 
I think that is being looked at from all sorts of angles.  And money is always hard to 
come by now.”  - S.R. 

As a barrier, money was mentioned across all three institutions by respondents in all categories.  

There was little, if any, variance across any categorical lines on this topic. 

“Because small businesses, understandably so, are so focused on the quarterly reports, 
so focused on getting their payroll that they are not really focusing on what it means to 
have a learning workforce.  And that is where the real innovation is going to come.  And 
investment in research.  And investment in development.” – D.B. 

 

A minority of the comments regarding money as a barrier focused on the SME partner.  These 

comments were all much like the example provided above—there is an understanding of the 

relative unavailability of money by SMEs for investment in innovative activities, but a 
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frustration at the inability or unwillingness for these SMEs to try and free funds for these kinds 

of pursuits. 

The majority of comments regarding money related to the lack of funds for collaborative 

activities from within the college or the lack of funding available to colleges for research or 

other collaborative activities. 

“We struggle with this college thing all the time.  Colleges have not traditionally done 
research and there isn’t the funding model in place for colleges to get money—at least 
90% of all funding for research goes to universities and universities don’t want to give up 
that money.  And colleges won’t release us for time to do the research.  So who is going 
to pay us to do research for small companies?  Companies aren’t paying.  Colleges aren’t 
paying.  There are no funding models because it is all going to the universities.” – H.M. 

 

Again, there was no apparent difference between colleges or between roles within the colleges 

in regards to this particular barrier.  The struggle for funding to support collaborative activities 

was a common barrier across all categories of respondents. 

5.9.4 Time 

Time was identified as one of the potential barriers prior to beginning this research.  The 

responses obtained through these interviews confirmed that time was indeed a significant 

barrier to the establishment and maintenance of collaborative activity between colleges and 

SMEs.  Universally, there was an acknowledgment of the lack of time made available to 

instructors for this kind of activity outside existing duties within the college.   

“Research work is very time and energy intensive.  It takes a lot of time and really I have 
had a conversation with [a colleague] about this and the reason I have been doing the 
applied research projects is because I think it is crucial to my development and I have 
interest in doing the work, but other than that there are people around me as instructors 
who, for instance, are reluctant to invest extra time beyond teaching and marking and 
everything else.”  - T.G. 
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“Even if there is money there, it is still the time to do it.  The odd time you might have 
someone who wants to do it on their own time over the summer, but usually summer is 
spent recharging for the next year.” – H.M. 

 

“The other thing is recognizing that it is a time-consuming thing, especially when you are 
trying to integrate it into your programming for the benefit of the students.” – O.V. 

 

“It comes down to that four-letter word:  time.” – T.A. 

 

Although the instructors all purport to try and provide the best education possible for their 

students, the time required to integrate the collaborative activities into the educational 

program for the students is a major barrier.  The difficulty of developing these situations and 

opportunities was summarized by one instructor: 

“The problem is: change is difficult.  Do I really want to do that?  I could just go home 
and spend time with my family, or I could open a can of worms that creates a better 
innovative community but scares the crap out of a lot of instructors because change is 
scary.” – T.L. 

 

Interviewees in management positions did not identify a lack of time as a barrier for individuals 

in their roles; however, they did acknowledge that the lack of time for instructors constricted 

opportunities for collaboration. 

 “…it takes time and work and those are always scarce commodities.” – H.S. 

Respondents from both instructor and management roles commented on the difference 

between Manitoba’s university and college systems.  Specifically, it was noted that while 

instructors in university settings have time allotted to research and related activities, college 

instructors are hired only to teach. 
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“Could we do more?  Sure, but we have to balance off the applied research and 
supporting industry with the fact that we have faculty that are hired and not necessarily 
to do that work.” – M.F. 

 

“Faculty members have high workloads here in Manitoba, not just at this college. […] As 
a manager, then, my concern would be if I encouraged faculty members to do that, what 
they’re really paid to do here would suffer.  And it would cause undue stress, too.  
Without a release model or a funding model to give them more time to participate, it’s 
going to be really tricky.” – L.V. 

 

Administrators directly involved in research or other collaborative activities also noted the lack 

of available time, both on the part of administrators and the faculty members required to 

engage in the projects. 

“[I wish I had] more time.  We only have so many people, both to help and to facilitate.” 
– S.G. 

 

 “I would say the barrier is time and people.” – V.P. 

Only one respondent, an administrator, noted that time restrictions were a barrier for SMEs 

wanting to engage in collaborative activities with colleges. 

5.9.5 Culture 

The theme of “culture” arose in many of the interviews.  It became clear there were two 

distinct meanings for the term that could be identified.  The first, and most common usage, 

referred to the institutional culture of the colleges, both within the individual colleges and 

within the educational system of Manitoba.  The second meaning focused on Aboriginal culture. 

5.9.5.1 Institutional 

As indicated, there are two levels of institutional culture:  the culture of the educational system 

in Manitoba, and the role of colleges within that system, and the culture within each of the 
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institutions themselves.  Both may be comparable to the barrier identified in the literature as 

“bureaucratic hurdles” (see Section 2.5.1). 

Interviewees who made comments regarding the culture of the educational system in Manitoba 

were from upper management.  All comments of this nature indicated that there is a sense of 

colleges being disregarded as an important player in the province’s education system. 

“We are doing our best, but we represent a very small part of the lobby, and we still feel 
like colleges are the second cousin.  We are on the periphery.  We are never really at the 
table with the key stakeholders.” – T.B. 

 

“More so than any other province I have seen, and I have lived in several, that there is a 
hierarchy in terms of post-secondary institutions.  And I see that we have something like 
13% of our students coming directly out of high school into [this college].  Why is that?  
Because the counselors are advising them to go to university regardless of whether or 
not that is what they want to do or their aspirations or abilities are aligned that way.” – 
D.B. 

 

To a greater degree than the larger, overarching educational culture of Manitoba, interviewees 

spoke to the barriers created by the culture of the individual colleges themselves.  This internal-

constructed barrier appeared to be least significant for Red River College which has a longer 

and richer history of collaborative activities with SMEs.  Respondents from Assiniboine 

Community College and University College of the North remarked on the difficulties created by 

the culture of the organization. 

“I think it is unfair to say that we are insensitive to it, but it requires a nuanced approach 
because of the cultural issues around the faculty members themselves—that’s where 
these cultural priorities come from—which are not oriented toward talking about the 
labour force.” – E.R. 

 

“We are, in my mind, operated like a high school, but I don’t think even a high school has 
as many regimented processes as we do as a college.  We are, I find, more restrictive in 
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some ways than a high school. […] Here we have set schedules like a high school, but we 
seem to find more reasons or more difficulties as to why we can’t do these other one-offs 
because it is impeding the curriculum we are trying to get through.  I don’t know that it 
is a cultural thing or over time that we’ve come to the idea that students only learn when 
they sit so much time in a seat and time sat equals things learned.  It seems like that, 
anyways.” – E.S.  

 

“Very much there are people with those attitudes of ‘my role is to deliver content.’ I am 
not saying that in a disrespectful or negative way at all because I think we have excellent 
faculty who are very supportive of our students, but they matured as instructors, many 
of them, in an environment that was not research oriented in any way.” – L.L. 

 

With no tradition of research or other significant engagement with business, a culture of 

content-delivery has emerged at ACC and UCN.  Although this is not exclusively the case—there 

are significant examples of collaborative activity at both institutions—there is a culture of 

teaching as opposed to industry engagement.   This culture is a not-insignificant barrier to 

establishing relationships between these college and SMEs. 

5.9.5.2 Aboriginal 

The issue of Aboriginal culture appeared as a barrier in conversations with only a minority of 

the interviewees, but the importance they placed on the topic warranted attention.  

Respondents from RRC and UCN brought up the topic of Aboriginal culture and, by extension, 

other Aboriginal issues. 

“One area that we are hearing more and more about is a need for aboriginal people to 
gain entrepreneurial skills because often they are in small communities in Manitoba and 
they don’t necessarily want to come to [the college’s location].  They want to stay close 
to community and close to family.” – D.B. 

 

“Most of our students are First Nations students.  They don’t really want to go away 
from the community, so we have to find something that is close to home.  By doing that 
we are providing, or those employers are providing, employment for the students 
keeping them close to home—they don’t have to go to urban centers…” – S.L. 
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“The college has a very strong role to play in empowering aboriginal learners and 
empowering aboriginal communities and being a broker between industry and 
community and to be in the north and to be in the south and working really hard to 
actually bridge the divide and break the cycle.  And there are so many examples of this 
that colleges do in the community—whether it is our nursing programs or out early 
childhood education programs or even Inuit people coming down here to take welding 
and machining and all those things—and us trying very hard to figure out how not to 
disempower people culturally…” – T.B.  

 

Concerns with promoting college education for aboriginal peoples, whether by providing the 

curriculum needs by this segment of learner or by providing better accessibility to the existing 

curriculum, are important.  Current government programs and college initiatives exist and 

continue to be developed to address the issues that surround this topic.   

5.9.6 Timing 

Timing, as opposed to time, refers to the structuring of college classes, including scheduling.  

Instructors, and to a lesser degree levels of management directly involved with faculty, often 

discussed the fact that projects with SMEs are often too big to tie into coursework, projects are 

not aligned with relevant classes, or are not lined up with the school year. 

“[It is a matter of finding who has the needs we can meet] at the right time.  I’m sure in 
the summer all the schools would love free labour.  Unfortunately, I don’t have students 
at that time, but when we are doing a course on [a relevant topic], well that is the 
opportune time if we can get that two-month window.  Instead of me developing and 
teaching a class, we’d go out and actually do the work.” – E.H. 

 

“A lot of these projects that people want are fairly complex and would take two or three 
years to fully develop, and we’ve got this four month window.” – H.M. 

 

Administrators also acknowledge that timing of certain projects can create a barrier. 
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“It’s also timing related.  For most colleges, I would say May and June are the optimum 
times to get faculty engaged because most of us have faculty gone in July and August, 
and they’re in the classroom from September to April.  So unless you have other staff 
that can do it, your capacity is limited by the number of people you have available.” – 
S.G. 

 

To a certain degree, institutional culture is responsible for the issue of timing. 

“Here we have set schedules like a high school, but we seem to find more reasons or 
more difficulties as to why we can’t do these other one-offs because it is impeding the 
curriculum we are also trying to get through.  I don’t know that that’s a culture thing or 
over time we’ve come to the idea that students only learn when they sit so much time in 
a seat and time sat equals things learned.” – E.S.  

 

5.9.7 SME buy-in 

Eleven respondents indicated that getting buy-in from SMEs was a barrier to collaboration.  This 

barrier differs from money and time barriers in that this category refers to the attitudinal 

mindset—the idea of the value inherent in collaborating with colleges to innovate.  Some of this 

lack of engagement was assumed on the part of colleges. 

“It’s hard to see a local business having the time or money or inclination to pursue a 
research thing—purely research thing…” – D.R. 

 

Other interviewees responded that the lack of SME buy-in was a factual barrier that had arisen 

in their experience. 

“So that is what we have offered and it has been a little difficult to get companies to buy 
in completely with it.” – H.M. 

 

Although this barrier was reported from all three colleges and across the classes of 

respondents, there were significantly more individuals from Assiniboine Community College 

and University College of the North who identified this issue as a barrier. 
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Because these interviews were only conducted with individuals employed by colleges, the 

actual reasoning behind the lack of buy-in could not be determined at this point (refer to 6.0 

“Survey Results” section). 

  

5.10 Funding 
 

Seventeen of the interviewees raised the topic of funding to one degree or another.  This topic 

ranged widely from off-handed mentions to longer discussions of established funding models 

for applied research projects.  As a general trend, funding concerns were least important to 

faculty members and more important to management.  Red River College respondents also 

tended to be more focused on the funding aspects of collaborative activities. 

“Although sometimes finding funding partners to fund us has been difficult, we have 
been fortunate if we have some seed money, and we do try to budget for that.  We have 
been able to lever it through some of our other partners.” – L.L. 

 

“Some of the activities that we would do would already be funded.  For example by IRAP 
or even NSERC.” – S.G. 

 

“A lot of what we are doing is funded by the industry, so that [research] will be 
proprietary.  They come to us and say this is something we want to look at, what sort of 
expenses will you guy accrue in order to be able to do that, and we can create contracts 
for doing that.” – S.O. 

 

“Typically the projects that we do with the government and the provincial funders are 
bigger-dollar projects.  Overall, it is about 70/30 right now. That is, about 70%, if I looked 
at the total dollars, how much would be provincial.” – V.P. 

 

The funding model of post-secondary institutions in Manitoba was also commented upon. This 

concern, however, was not a major theme and falls outside the bounds of this project. 
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“…we are not incentivized to collaborate.  We are incentivized to compete, but we don’t 
compete on an even playing field.  Universities get far more funding per students.” –T.B. 

 

“The fact that the National Research Council just gave additional funding this year for 
the colleges and applied research—and they have increased applied research 
significantly—well now, suddenly, the universities have decided that they want to do 
applied research, too.  Because their research money is now suddenly being diverted to 
the college.” – D.B. 

 

Although this theme is related to the money barrier theme (refer to 5.9.3 “Barriers – Money”), 

it differs significantly.  In this theme, interviewees did not frame the funding of collaborative 

activities as a barrier, but instead as a necessary component.   

(At the time these interviews were conducted, the 2014 funding announcements noted in 

Section 2.7 had not yet been made.) 

 

5.11 IP issues 

Despite being identified in the literature as a significant barrier to innovation (see Section 

2.5.1), this research did not find intellectual property issues were a major concern, nor did the 

matter arise as a major theme from any of the college or any of the classes of respondents.  

Only seven interviewees raised the topic and, of those, only one individual devoted any 

significant time discussing it. 

“There is the whole issue of intellectual property rights and we haven’t found a way to 
really work with that.  The college, or at least the research department at the college 
here, is intent on the college keeping some kind of ownership of everything we do here, 
everything the students do.” – H.M. 
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Despite IP issues being a concern, it appears through the interviews that it is not a barrier that 

cannot be overcome without some focus and discussion by the affected parties.   The potential 

implications of these IP issues may be large and worthy of study on their own; however, as they 

do not appear to be a significant barrier to collaborative activity or otherwise an issue of 

concern, they are largely peripheral to the current study. 

  

5.12 Preferred/desired engagement 

When asked what their preferred or ideal form of engagement would be, interviewees provided 

a wide range of answers covering many of the themes identified elsewhere—increased funding, 

increased levels of engagement, more faculty involvement, and so on.  From the great variety 

of responses given, two themes were more prominent due to the frequency with which they 

were mentioned.  These two themes may be broadly defined as educational opportunities and 

networking opportunities. 

Specifically, when asked about the kind of engagement they would like to have or would prefer 

to have with business, 11 respondents indicated some form of educational situation, while 10 

discussed their desire to have more and closer ties with business. 

The educational situation desired by respondents varied depending on the role of the individual 

and the educational department or departments with which they were most closely aligned.  

Nonetheless, within this theme, a sub-theme emerged cutting across colleges and roles: a 

desire to engage in activity that exists somewhere between educational content and business.  
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No one individual could clearly describe this desired form of engagement, but the topic arose 

several times. 

 “What I would like to see is more real world opportunity.” – E.H. 

“…one of the dreams we’ve had in our school is to create something we are loosely 
calling a Business Centre.  […]  This Business Centre would have projects done with 
business, maybe a little incubator.  We are hoping some of those students who were 
interested in going ahead with their business plans would be able to be kept around and 
we could help them work on those plans and develop it.” – H.S. 

 

“Optimally, the best situation would be if we could provide what this company needed, 
and we had that situation where were we selling them whatever they were looking for—
whether it was curriculum or something else—that would be great.  The students would 
benefit because we would make them a part of it.” – W.Y. 

 

The desire for more and closer ties with businesses was much more concisely phrased.  

Individuals, again across colleges and roles, identified that it was desirable to increase the 

number and strength of connections with business. 

“I wish we could have more people on hand that could actually go out to the small 
businesses and visit them and talk to them about where they could use some expertise.  
Maybe just more time to make those connections and help the understanding of what 
we are and maybe what we are not, also.” – O.V. 

 

“We just aren’t set up for that approach, but in an ideal world it would be great to have 
staff, students, and industry coming together and having a free-flowing, open dialogue 
and bouncing ideas off of each other…” – E.S. 

 

This theme is closely related to “networking” (see Section 5.4 – “Networking”).  The primary 

difference between these two themes is that here, the subject arose solely through the 

interviewee in response to their preferred form of engagement.  Here, it was identified that 

more and stronger relationships with business was desired.   The comments noted under 
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“networking” were made while conversations were focused on the existing relationships 

between the college and business. 

Although neither of these themes under “preferred or desired engagement” was completely 

consistent in detail or preferred form of application or execution, there was remarkable 

consistency in the core ideas.  At the lower levels of discussion as to how these ideas might be 

implemented (where the discussion touched on this topic), there was a wide array of different 

suggestions.    

5.13 Implications 
 

Much of what was revealed in the interviews with college informants supported the existing 

research, including Jurmain’s (2006) model—the guiding model for this project.  Nonetheless, 

there were a number of unexpected findings. 

As was expected, many of the forms of collaboration noted by Jurmain’s model were also 

identified as taking place in Manitoba’s colleges.  Most significant of these activities was the 

education and training aspect, although other activities were identified under the 

“development” heading of the model including, but not limited to, applied research.  

Additionally, the barriers to engagement aligned with those identified in the literature (as 

outlined in Section 2.5.1). 

Despite the alignment of the interviews with Jurmain’s model in many aspects, a number of 

issues were raised in this portion of the research that did not appear or were not clearly 

articulated in this model.  Some of these discrepancies, such as businesses’ involvement on 

advisory councils, may not have been included as they are not directly connected to innovative 
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activity.  Similarly, there is no note of entrepreneurship in the model, despite the importance 

placed upon it by interviewees.  Other issues and concerns raised by interviewees, such as 

communication and relationship generation, would not be expected to appear in a model 

outlining the role of colleges in research development and commercialization, as they are not 

roles.  These issues, however, are contextual and are implicit in the successful application of the 

model. 

From the interviews, it may be stated, in brief, that when asked about the role or roles of 

community colleges in Manitoba in regards to innovation in SMEs, the perceived primary role 

from the point of view of colleges is education and training.  Under this umbrella also fall 

student activities such as capstone projects and cooperative (and similar) placements.  To a 

lesser degree, these colleges currently play a role through applied research, faculty projects, 

and engaging with SMEs through institutionalized relationships such as advisory councils. 

There appears, in general and on the whole, to be more capacity on the part of Manitoba’s 

college system to engage with SMEs than is currently being utilized.  This excess capacity 

reveals itself through the desire of colleges to have more and closer ties with business. 

A wide range of relationships currently exists between SMEs and colleges in Manitoba.  These 

relationships range from informal connections between business and faculty, to occasional 

educational contacts between business and students, to formal applied research partnerships.  

On the whole, however, there appears to be more relationships the further away one moves 

from those activities outlined in Jurmain’s model, with the exception of the education and 

training aspect. 
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Nonetheless, there exists imagination on the part of colleges, as well as a stated desire, to 

explore opportunities for new, more, and deeper relationships with SMEs.  Despite this 

apparent desire, there appears to be some lack of a driving force as well as a preoccupation 

with perceived barriers to achieving these relationships. 
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CHAPTER 6 

6.0 Survey Results 

In order to obtain feedback from SMEs in Manitoba about their past engagement and potential 

to engage with community colleges in the province in the future, a survey was used.  The 

results of this survey were analyzed to determine significant results and to identify themes of 

concern to the SMEs. 

6.1 Survey overview 
 

Surveys were distributed electronically and widely to SMEs across Manitoba, with the 

researcher conducting some telephone interviews as well (see Section 4.3).   A total of 332 valid 

surveys were collected.  In order to attain representativeness of the SME landscape within the 

province, these surveys were monitored on three key factors:  location within the province, 

industry, and number of employees.  The divisions for each of these variables were mirrored 

from Statistics Canada 2006 Canadian Business Patterns data to allow for reliable comparisons.   

Despite a few notable variations from the proportions of the categories within each aspect of 

the SME, the survey results largely mirror the information from Statistics Canada.  The survey 

results are therefore assumed to also largely mirror the population of SMEs operating within 

the province of Manitoba.  

Working from the assumption of relative representativeness, the use of census divisions will be 

used instead of community names for all analysis.  Although using community names would 
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allow for finer analysis than does the aggregated data of the census division, such analysis 

would not allow for comparisons to the CBP data and may impact on regional comparisons. 

Following is a more detailed examination of the three key factors used in determining the 

representativeness of the survey data. 

6.1.1 Location  
 

The survey asked respondents to indicate the community to which they were most closely 

located.  A drop-down list of preselected communities was provided.  This information was 

then converted into the corresponding census division, allowing results from neighboring 

communities to be aggregated into units allowing for comparison against the Canadian Business 

Patterns data.  Of the 332 survey respondents, 27 did not provide location information.  The 

location data was tabulated using only the known 305 locations (see Table 6.1.1; map of census 

divisions in Appendix 3.3.1). 

Table 6.1.1 –  Comparison of business survey respondents to businesses according to Canadian 
Business Patterns (CBP) by census division 

Census Division Valid % CBP % 

1 2.65 1.28 

2 5.30 5.70 

3 8.28 5.15 

4 0.66 1.12 

5 0.66 1.88 

6 1.32 0.45 

7 14.24 5.84 

8 0.33 1.66 

9 1.32 1.99 

10 0.00 0.90 

11 37.42 53.93 

12 0.99 1.41 

13 2.65 3.85 

14 2.32 0.77 

15 4.97 3.11 

16 0.99 1.37 
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17 2.65 2.35 

18 1.32 2.11 

19 0.66 0.63 

20 4.30 1.11 

21 2.98 1.66 

22 2.98 1.42 

23 0.99 0.32 

Total 100.00 100.00 
 

Proportionally, the survey reflected the provincial situation within 3.5% for every census 

division but two. Census Division 7 (Brandon area) was overrepresented in the survey responses 

by 8.4%, and Division 11 (Winnipeg) was underrepresented by 16.51%; nonetheless, it is felt 

that the survey responses are largely representative of the geographic distribution of SMEs 

within the province.  It is noted, however, that the underrepresentation of the primary urban 

area in Manitoba must be taken into consideration in the analysis of responses. 

Using the rural/urban/northern definitions as outlined in Section 3.3, the breakdown of SME 

respondents becomes 41.6% rural, 34.0% urban, and 16.3% northern.  The remaining 8.1% of 

respondents did not indicate their location.  

6.1.2 Industry 
 

Using the descriptions of the NAICS codes, survey respondents were asked to identify the 

industry in which their business operated using a drop-down menu within the survey.  Again, 27 

respondents chose not to provide this information (see Table 6.1.2). 

Table 6.1.2 –  Comparison of business survey respondents to businesses according to CBP data 
by industry 

NAICS Industry Frequency Valid % CBP % 

11 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & 
Hunting 

26 8.52% 
 

7.86% 

21 Mining, Quarrying and Oil and 
Gas Extraction 

2 0.66% 
 

0.29% 
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22 Utilities 1 0.33% 0.10% 

23 Construction 16 5.25% 9.78% 

31-33 Manufacturing 39 12.79% 4.42% 

41 Wholesale Trade 3 0.98% 6.06% 

44-45 Retail Trade 45 14.75% 13.14% 

48-49 Transportation & Warehousing 9 2.95% 
 

5.28% 

51 Information and Cultural 
Industries 

16 5.25% 
 

1.33% 

52 Finance and Insurance 23 7.54% 4.51% 

53 Real Estate and Rental and 
Leasing 

4 1.31% 
 

3.06% 

54 Professional Scientific and 
Technical Services  

24 7.87% 
 

6.51% 

55 Management of Companies 
and Enterprises 

8 2.62% 
 

1.93% 

56 Administrative and Support, 
Waste Management and 
Remediation 

2 0.66% 
 

4.21% 

61 Educational Services 5 1.64% 1.20% 

62 Health Care and Social 
Assistance 

13 4.26% 
 

9.43% 

71 Arts, Entertainment and 
Recreation 

7 2.30% 
 

1.68% 

72 Accommodation and Food 
Service 

18 5.90% 
 

6.23% 

81 Other Services (excepting 
Public Administration) 

44 14.43% 11.35% 

 Undeclared 27   

TOTAL  332 100% 100% 

 

The representation of industries among survey respondents generally fell within 5% of the 

survey (Wholesale Trade and Health Care and Social Assistance were each underrepresented 

slightly outside this margin by 5.08% and 5.17%, respectively).  The most significant variance 

among industries was the overrepresentation of Manufacturing by 8.37%.  As with location, this 

difference is notable, but it is not felt that this variance adversely impacts on the generally well-

balanced representativeness of the participating SMEs. 
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6.1.3 Number of Employees 
 

The survey was distributed specifically to SMEs, intentionally deselecting firms with over 500 

employees.  Respondents were again provided a series of options—in this case, ranges—of the 

answer that best suited their organization.  Recognizing the cyclical nature of some industries 

(such as agriculture and tourism) and the common use of part-time employees by others (such 

as in retail), and with the intent to make the survey as user-friendly as possible to maximize 

responses, respondents were asked to indicate their average number of employees (see Table 

6.1.3). 

Table 6.1.3 -  Comparison of business survey respondents to businesses according to CBP data 
by business size 

Business 
Size 

Survey % CBP % 

1-4 38.61% 49.55% 

5-9 20.13% 22.01% 

10-19 16.50% 14.04% 

20-49 11.22% 9.29% 

50-99 6.27% 3.05% 

100-199 2.97% 1.32% 

200-499 3.30% 0.73% 

500+ 0.99% 0.32% 

 

With the exception of the smallest business size, all categories are within 3.5% of the Canadian 

Business Pattern results.  At the lowest number of employees, there is a 10.94% difference 

between the proportions represented in the survey versus the data from Statistics Canada.  It is 

proposed that this underrepresentation is a result of the difficulty in contacting these small 

businesses, and where this contact is made, there may be a marked lack of time for 

participation on the part of the SMEs. 
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Also of note is the fact that although SMEs of 500 employees or more were not targeted for this 

study, three of the respondents fell into this category.  Although these three respondents did 

not fall in the targeted population of SMEs, the number of responses was too few to skew 

results (less than 1% of respondents).  Furthermore, the inclusion of these responses provides, 

at times, an interesting point of comparison that may prompt future investigations. 

6.2 Past Engagement 
 

SMEs completing the survey were asked the question “In the past 3 years, did you partner with 

a community college, students or faculty in regards to your innovation activities?” (Table 6.2.1).  

Of the 332 completed surveys, 330 responded to this question.  Forty-seven respondents 

indicated they had partnered with a community college in some form, while 283 responded in 

the negative.  Two respondents did not answer the question.   

 

Table 6.2.1 

In the past 3 years, did you partner with a community college/students or 

faculty in regards to your innovation activities? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 47 14.2 14.2 14.2 

No 283 85.2 85.8 100.0 

Total 330 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 2 .6   

Total 332 100.0   

 

Of those businesses that identified their industry, it was found that SMEs in Manufacturing had 

been the most engaged with colleges, with 35.9% of the respondents responding “yes” to the 

survey question.  Arts, Entertainment and Recreation SMEs had the second highest positive 



124 
 

response rate with 28.8%, and Information and Cultural Industries responded in the positive at 

25% (see Table 6.2.2).  The differences found between industries were statistically significant 

(p=0.044). 

 

Table 6.2.2 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * In the past 3 years, did you partner with a community college/students 

or faculty in regards to your innovation activities?  

 In the past 3 years, did 

you partner with a 

community 

college/students or faculty 

in regards to your 

innovation activities? 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 3 15 18 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Administrative and Support, 

Waste Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 2 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 2 24 26 

% within Industry/Sector 7.7% 92.3% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 2 5 7 

% within Industry/Sector 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 2 14 16 

% within Industry/Sector 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 4 5 

% within Industry/Sector 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 1 22 23 

% within Industry/Sector 4.3% 95.7% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 1 12 13 

% within Industry/Sector 7.7% 92.3% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 4 12 16 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Management of Companies 

and Enterprises 

Count 1 7 8 

% within Industry/Sector 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 
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Manufacturing 
Count 14 25 39 

% within Industry/Sector 35.9% 64.1% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 0 2 2 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 4 40 44 

% within Industry/Sector 9.1% 90.9% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 3 20 23 

% within Industry/Sector 13.0% 87.0% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 0 4 4 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 5 40 45 

% within Industry/Sector 11.1% 88.9% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 1 8 9 

% within Industry/Sector 11.1% 88.9% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 
Count 0 3 3 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 45 259 304 

% within Industry/Sector 14.8% 85.2% 100.0% 

 
 
 
 
 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value 
df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 29.392
a
 18 .044 

Likelihood Ratio 26.643 18 .086 

Linear-by-Linear Association .002 1 .965 

N of Valid Cases 304   

a. 22 cells (57.9%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .15. 

 

Regarding SME size, there was a significant difference (0.001 significance level) in involvement 

with community colleges depending on the number of employees in the firm.  Less than 10% of 
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businesses with less than ten employees reported that they had partnered with a community 

college on innovation projects in the past three years.  Over 23% of businesses with more than 

ten but less than 100 employees, however, reported such partnership activity.  Of the upper 

range of SMEs, those with more than 100 but less than 500 employees, over 31% reported 

engaging with community colleges on innovation-related activities.  The break between SMEs 

with ten and fewer employees and those firms with more than ten employees is of particular 

note (see Table 6.2.3). 

Table 6.2.3 

Crosstabulation: Business size * In the past 3 years, did you partner with a community college/students 

or faculty in regards to your innovation activities?  

 In the past 3 years, did 

you partner with a 

community 

college/students or faculty 

in regards to your 

innovation activities? 

Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 9 108 117 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

7.7% 92.3% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 4 56 60 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

6.7% 93.3% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 12 38 50 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

24.0% 76.0% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 8 26 34 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

23.5% 76.5% 100.0% 
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50-99 

Count 4 15 19 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 3 6 9 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 3 7 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

30.0% 70.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 2 1 3 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 45 257 302 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

14.9% 85.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.380
a
 7 .001 

Likelihood Ratio 22.164 7 .002 

Linear-by-Linear Association 18.594 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 302   

a. 5 cells (31.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .45. 

 

From a regionally-based and therefore more useful viewpoint, there is a significant difference 

(p=0.01 significance level) between the regions—rural, urban, and northern—that answered 

“yes” to this question.  With a total of 304 valid responses, 21.4% of urban SMEs report 
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partnering with a community college in the past three years, as opposed to 13.8% of rural SMEs 

and 3.7% of northern SMEs. 

A similar analysis based on community would not provide a valid understanding of the location 

of SMEs which had engaged with SMEs in such a manner.  Most often, a very limited number of 

completed surveys were returned from any single community.  A single response in the positive 

would create an artificially high proportion of engaged SMEs that does not reflect reality.  Of 

note from this data, nonetheless, is the observation that the vast majority of communities 

where engaged SMEs are located also have community colleges or community college branch 

locations situated within them (see Appendix 6.2.1). 

 

Table 6.2.4 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * In the past 3 years, did you partner with a community 

college/students or faculty in regards to your innovation activities?  

 In the past 3 years, did you 

partner with a community 

college/students or faculty in 

regards to your innovation 

activities? 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 
 

 

 

Rural 

Count 19 119 138 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

13.8% 86.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 24 88 112 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

21.4% 78.6% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 2 52 54 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

3.7% 96.3% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 45 259 304 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

14.8% 85.2% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.291
a
 2 .010 

Likelihood Ratio 10.820 2 .004 

Linear-by-Linear Association .976 1 .323 

N of Valid Cases 304   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 7.99. 

 

 

6.2.1 Colleges Engaged 
Due to the fact that some SMEs engaged with more than one college, 53 cases of partnerships 

were reported.  Of the three colleges integral to this study, Red River College was involved in 33 

of these cases (62.3%), with Assiniboine Community College and University College of the North 

making up 12 cases (22.6%) and three cases (5.7%) respectively.  Four cases were other colleges 

within Manitoba, and one case dealt with a college outside the province.  Only the colleges of 

interest were examined in any detail (see Table 6.2.1.1). 

 

Table 6.2.1.1 

In the past 3 years, did you partner with a community college/students or faculty in regards 

to your innovation activities? * If so, what college(s)? 

 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Assiniboine Community College 12 3.6% 320 96.4% 332 100.0% 

Red River College 33 9.9% 299 90.1% 332 100.0% 

University College of the North 3 0.9% 329 99.1% 332 100.0% 

Another college in Manitoba 4 1.2% 328 98.8% 332 100.0% 
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A college outside of Manitoba 1 0.3% 331 99.7% 332 100.0% 

 

There were 50 cases where SMEs indicated their industrial category.  The 11 cases of 

engagement with ACC were spread across ten industrial categories, with only Information and 

Cultural Industries (three cases) and Manufacturing (two cases) having multiple instances.  At 

RRC, the 31 cases of engagement were spread across 13 industrial categories, most having only 

one or two occurrences; only Manufacturing had more than two cases, with 13 (41.9%) of the 

identified engagements.  Two industrial categories were identified for UCN’s three cases:  one 

case of engagement occurred in Manufacturing, and the remaining two cases were in the Retail 

Trade category (see Appendix 6.2.1.1). 

As with the industrial categories, there were 50 cases where SME size was known.  At ACC, 11 

of the 12 cases occurred with SMEs with less than 100 employees.  The twelfth case took place 

with an SME in the 100-199 employees category.   The 31 cases of engagement at RRC were 

spread relatively equally across all size categories (of note is the fact that of the three 500+ 

employee firms that completed the survey, two partnered with RRC and the third with another 

college in the province).  UCN’s engagement with SMEs was spread equally among the three 

lowest size categories, with one occurrence in each (see Appendix 6.2.1.2). 

Regarding the communities where SMEs engaged with colleges, unsurprisingly the vast majority 

of occurrences took place in communities where the SME and the college were both located or 

were in close proximity to one another.  In many cases, the community where the SME was 

located, if not the community of the primary campus for the college, was home to a satellite 
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campus for it.  Almost without exception, SMEs partnered with the nearest community college 

(see Appendix 6.2.1.3). 

From a regional perspective, ACC engaged primarily with SMEs located in rural areas; RRC’s 

connection to SMEs was on an approximate 2:1 ratio between urban-based and rural-based 

firms; and UCN had one connection to an urban SME and the remaining two partnerships were 

with northern SMEs (Table 6.2.1.2). 

Table 6.2.1.2 – Engagement of institution with business based on region 

  ACC UCN RCC 

Rural 11   10 

Urban 1 1 21 

Northern   2   

 

6.2.2 Success of Partnership 
 

Respondents were asked, via a text box, to indicate if their partnership with the college was 

successful and to explain why or why not.  Forty-three (43) responses were provided. 

Of these responses, 38 clearly indicated that the SME considered the partnership to be 

successful, while two indicated that the partnerships were unsuccessful.  Further, ten themes 

were identified among the responses in regards to the reason for the success of the 

partnership.  Only two of these themes each garnered more than three responses. 

With 15 respondents, the most commonly occurring theme focused on the skills and abilities of 

the college students engaged by the SME on the project.  Because students have the requisite 
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abilities to assist SMEs, these organizations often noted their endorsement of student 

placement activities within SMEs (internships and co-op work placements, for example). 

The other theme of note, with 12 respondents, indicated that the success of the partnership 

was measured by the degree of benefit to the SME.  That is, the respondents indicated their 

belief that the collaborative activity they had engaged in with the college provided a significant 

benefit to the firm and was therefore successful. 

6.3 Unsuccessful Partnership Attempts 
 

Survey respondents were asked if they had ever unsuccessfully attempted to partner with a 

Manitoba community college—specifically, ACC, RRC or UCN—in their innovation activities.  A 

total of 14 respondents indicated that they had been involved in such an unsuccessful venture 

(Table 6.3.1). 

 

Table 6.3.1 

Have you ever unsuccessfully attempted to partner with a Manitoba 

community college (Assiniboine Community College, Red River College, or 

University College of the North) in your innovation activities? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 14 4.2 4.9 4.9 

No 271 81.6 95.1 100.0 

Total 285 85.8 100.0  

Missing System 47 14.2   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

Eleven of these 14 unsuccessful attempts made their industrial category known.  These 11 

attempts were spread across nine categories; of these, only one—Information and Cultural 
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Industries—had more than one response, with three instances of unsuccessful attempts.  

Despite the low numbers, statistical analysis found the differences to be highly significant 

(p<0.001) (see Appendix 6.3.0.1).   

The size of SMEs indicating an unsuccessful attempt at partnership, for which there were 12 

valid responses, all fell in the lowest three categories.  Relatively equal in their distribution 

across these three categories, SMEs with 1-4 employees reported five occurrences (41.7% of 

the total); 5-9 employees, three instances (25%); and 10-19 employees, four unsuccessful 

attempts (33.3%).  No firm with 20 or more employees indicated any instance of an 

unsuccessful attempt at a partnership (see Appendix 6.3.0.2). 

Geographically, the community of the SME engaged in these unsuccessful situations was known 

for 12 of the incidents.  These 12 unsuccessful partnerships were reported across only five 

communities, with Winnipeg being home to eight of the reporting SMEs.  Each of the other 

communities was home to one.  Aggregated across the regional categories, three of the 119 

rural SMEs reported an unsuccessful attempt (2.5%), as did eight of 90 urban SMEs (8.9%) and 

one of 52 northern SMEs (1.9%).  The differences between these regions, while not statistically 

significant, are highly suggestive (see Appendix 6.3.0.3). 

6.4 Why Partnership Did Not Occur 

Of the 14 respondents who indicated that they had unsuccessfully attempted to partner with a 

college, 13 provided an answer to the question “Why did this partnership not occur?”  A text 

response, the answers provided were uploaded into NVIVO and analyzed for commonalities.  
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Six distinct themes were identified of which only two were stated by more than one 

respondent. 

Seven of the respondents providing an answer to this question (or 53.8%) indicated that the 

partnership had not been successful due to the failure of the college to engage in the proposed 

project. 

The second theme, identified in three responses (23.1%), is the lack of the required skills at the 

potential partner college for the project identified by the SME. 

6.5 Non-partnership 
 

If a respondent indicated that they had not partnered with a community college and they had 

not attempted to partner with a college, they were presented with a number of reasons for not 

partnering and asked to indicate the degree to which they agree with each.   Respondents were 

provided the options of “agree,” “slightly agree,” “neither agree nor disagree,” “slightly 

disagree,” and “disagree.”  The phrases presented to respondents were: 

 Innovation is not essential to my business 

 Did not know how to partner with a college 

 Unaware such services are offered by colleges 

 Skills(s) required are not available at the colleges 

 Too expensive 

 Distance to college is prohibitive 

A text box was then provided for survey respondents to provide any other reason or reasons 

they may have had for not partnering with a Manitoba community college. 
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Each of the reasons for not partnering with a college is listed below as a subheading beneath 

which is a description of the notable findings as related to industry, business size, and region 

(rural, urban, or northern).   

6.5.1 Innovation is not essential to my business 
 

Only 66 individuals (26%) of the 254 that responded to this question agreed or slightly agreed 

that the lack of importance of innovation was a reason for not partnering with a college. Most 

respondents (145, or 57.1%) disagreed or slightly disagreed with this statement (Table 6.5.1.1). 

 

Table 6.5.1.1 

Innovation is not essential to my business 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Agree 41 12.3 16.1 16.1 

Slightly agree 25 7.5 9.8 26.0 

Neither agree nor disagree 43 13.0 16.9 42.9 

Slightly disagree 27 8.1 10.6 53.5 

Disagree 118 35.5 46.5 100.0 

Total 254 76.5 100.0  

Missing System 78 23.5   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

As with the overview of this reason, most respondents when broken down by industrial sector, 

disagreed or slightly disagreed with this statement.  All respondents from Information and 

Cultural Industries (100%) disagreed or slightly disagreed, and 75% of respondents from 

Manufacturing answered in the same manner (see Appendix 6.5.1.1). 
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No business size had a majority of responses that agreed with the idea that innovation was not 

essential to their business.  The highest rate of agreement with this statement was 33.3% by 

the 50 to 99 employee category, ranging down to a 0% rate of agreement in the 100 to 199 

employee category (see Appendix 6.5.1.2). 

Similarly, there were no significant differences in the responses based on location (Appendix 

6.5.1.3). 

6.5.2 Did not know how to partner with a college 
 

A majority of survey respondents (62.5%) agreed or slightly agreed that they did not know how 

to partner with a college.  Conversely, 17.4% disagreed or slightly disagreed with this statement 

(refer to Table 6.5.2.1). 

 

Table 6.5.2.1 

Did not know how to partner with a college 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Agree 106 31.9 41.9 41.9 

Slightly agree 52 15.7 20.6 62.5 

Neither agree nor disagree 51 15.4 20.2 82.6 

Slightly disagree 15 4.5 5.9 88.5 

Disagree 29 8.7 11.5 100.0 

Total 253 76.2 100.0  

Missing System 79 23.8   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

The one responding SME from the Mining, Quarrying and Oil and Gas Extraction category 

agreed with this statement (100%), and the second-highest response rate for agreeing or 
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slightly agreeing was a tie with Arts, Entertainment and Recreation and Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing both at 75% (see Appendix 6.5.2.1). 

At least 50% of every business size agreed to some degree that they did not know how to 

partner with a college.  The 50 to 99 employee size had the highest rate of agreement with this 

statement at 73.3% (see Appendix 6.5.2.2). 

No significant differences were found between regions on this particular reason (Appendix 

6.5.2.3). 

6.5.3 Unaware such services are offered by colleges 
 

This statement received the highest percentage (67.2%) of “agree” or “slightly agree” 

responses; 18.2% of respondents disagreed or slightly disagreed (refer to Table 6.5.3.1). 

 

Table 6.5.3.1 

Unaware such services are offered by colleges 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Agree 126 38.0 49.8 49.8 

Slightly agree 44 13.3 17.4 67.2 

Neither agree nor disagree 37 11.1 14.6 81.8 

Slightly disagree 17 5.1 6.7 88.5 

Disagree 29 8.7 11.5 100.0 

Total 253 76.2 100.0  

Missing System 79 23.8   

Total 332 100.0   
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The industrial sector reporting the highest levels of agreement with this reason was Retail 

Trade, with 80% of respondents agreeing or slightly agreeing.  Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and 

Hunting had the second-highest levels of agreement at 75% (refer to Appendix 6.5.3.1). 

As with the previous statement, at least 50% of every business size agreed or slightly agreed 

with the statement that they were unaware that colleges provided services to assist with 

innovation activities.  Every business size less than 100 employees had a rate of agreement 

above 60%, with the 5 to 9 category having the highest rate at 73.6% (see Appendix 6.5.3.2). 

There was a statistically significant difference between the urban, rural, and northern regions in 

regards to the degree to which respondents from each region agreed with the statement that 

they were unaware such services were offered by colleges.  Succinctly, urban-centered SMEs 

were statistically significantly less likely to agree with this statement than were businesses 

located in rural or northern regions (p=0.013). 

 

Table 6.5.3.2 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Unaware such services are offered by colleges  

 Unaware such services are offered by colleges Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

Rural 

Count 60 18 19 4 13 114 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

52.6% 15.8% 16.7% 3.5% 11.4% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 27 22 12 8 11 80 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

33.8% 27.5% 15.0% 10.0% 13.8% 100.0% 

Northern Count 32 3 6 5 5 51 
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% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

62.7% 5.9% 11.8% 9.8% 9.8% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 119 43 37 17 29 245 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

48.6% 17.6% 15.1% 6.9% 11.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 19.406
a
 8 .013 

Likelihood Ratio 20.633 8 .008 

Linear-by-Linear Association .031 1 .859 

N of Valid Cases 245   

a. 1 cells (6.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 3.54. 

 

 

6.5.4 Skills(s) required are not available at the colleges 
Only 26.9% of responses agreed or slightly agreed with this statement, while 35.6% disagreed 

or slightly disagreed.  The majority of responses (95, or 37.5%) selected the option “neither 

agree nor disagree.”  Anecdotal evidence collected through telephone solicitation of survey 

responses indicates that individuals often selected the “neither agree nor disagree” option 

when they did not know the answer (Table 6.5.4.1). 

 

 

Table 6.5.4.1 

Skill(s) required are not available at the colleges  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 36 10.8 14.2 14.2 



140 
 

Slightly agree 32 9.6 12.6 26.9 

Neither agree nor disagree 95 28.6 37.5 64.4 

Slightly disagree 31 9.3 12.3 76.7 

Disagree 59 17.8 23.3 100.0 

Total 253 76.2 100.0  

Missing System 79 23.8   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

No clear trends were revealed across industrial sectors, as there was a relatively even 

distribution across all levels of agreement for almost all sectors.  Some sectors, however, had 

higher levels of response for “neither agree nor disagree” than most (for example, Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing and Hunting at 58.3% and Retail Trade at 47.5%) (Appendix 6.5.4.1). 

Most employee size categories had rates of agreement below 30%.  The two categories with 

the highest rates, however, were 40% (50 to 99 employees) and 42.9% (200 to 499 employees).  

It is also worthy of note that in every case, except for the two highest rates of agreement, the 

“neither agree nor disagree” option was selected at a higher rate than that of agreement (see 

Appendix 6.5.4.2). 

Region did not act as a statistically important variable for this particular reason for non-

partnership (Appendix 6.5.4.3). 

6.5.5 Too expensive 
 

This statement had the lowest number of respondents agreeing or slightly agreeing with it—23, 

or 9.2%; 23.1% of respondents selected “disagree” or “slightly disagree.”  Of the 251 responses 

to this question, 170 (67.7%) chose “neither agree nor disagree” (Table 6.5.5.1). 
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Table 6.5.5.1 

Too expensive 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Agree 13 3.9 5.2 5.2 

Slightly agree 10 3.0 4.0 9.2 

Neither agree nor disagree 170 51.2 67.7 76.9 

Slightly disagree 19 5.7 7.6 84.5 

Disagree 39 11.7 15.5 100.0 

Total 251 75.6 100.0  

Missing System 81 24.4   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

Examination of the individual industrial sectors echoed the responses of the total.  In most 

cases, the majority of responses fell to the neutral answer (see Appendix 6.5.5.1). 

The majority of respondents in every SME size category selected the “neither agree nor 

disagree.”  Two size categories received responses to this option in excess of 80%:  (1) the 5 to 9 

category (80.8%), and (2) the 200 to 499 category (85.7%).  No respondent from an SME with 50 

or more employees agreed with this statement, and the 10 to 19 category had the highest rate 

of agreement at only 11.7% (refer Appendix 6.5.5.2). 

No statistically significant difference was found between regions on the aspect of expense 

(Appendix 6.5.5.3). 

6.5.6 Distance to college is prohibitive 
 

A slight majority of respondents (51.4%) disagreed or slightly disagreed with this statement.  

Slightly more than a fifth (21.1%) agreed or slightly agreed with it (see Table 6.5.6.1). 
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Table 6.5.6.1 

Distance to college is prohibitive 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Agree 32 9.6 12.7 12.7 

Slightly agree 21 6.3 8.4 21.1 

Neither agree nor disagree 69 20.8 27.5 48.6 

Slightly disagree 22 6.6 8.8 57.4 

Disagree 107 32.2 42.6 100.0 

Total 251 75.6 100.0  

Missing System 81 24.4   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

As with the total of responses, there was almost no sector that agreed with the statement that 

the distance to a college was prohibitive.  Educational Services (66.7%, or 2 of 3 respondents) 

was the only industry which broke above the 50% mark for any degree of agreement with this 

statement (see Appendix 6.5.6.1). 

In general, few SMEs of any size agreed with the statement that the distance to a college was 

prohibitive.  Most size categories had a majority of respondents indicate that they disagreed to 

some degree with the statement.  Only the 1 to 4 employee category and the 200 to 499 

category did not have a majority of responses in the “disagree” categories (45% and 42.9%, 

respectively); however, the 100 to 199 category had 100% disagreement rate.  The smaller size 

categories also had a notable rate of neutral responses (refer Appendix 6.5.6.2). 

The idea of prohibitive distance to a college was very highly statistically significant across 

regions (p<0.001). Specifically, only 2.5% of urban SMEs agreed to any degree with this 
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statement, as compared to the 25.7% of rural SMEs and 35.2% of northern businesses (Table 

6.5.6.2). 

Table 6.5.6.2 

Crosstabulation: Distance to college is prohibitive * Rural, Urban or Northern 

 Distance to college is prohibitive Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

Rural 

Count 14 15 25 13 46 113 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

12.4% 13.3% 22.1% 11.5% 40.7% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 1 1 28 6 44 80 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

1.3% 1.3% 35.0% 7.5% 55.0% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 15 4 14 3 15 51 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

29.4% 7.8% 27.5% 5.9% 29.4% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 30 20 67 22 105 244 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

12.3% 8.2% 27.5% 9.0% 43.0% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 37.730
a
 8 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 41.565 8 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.999 1 .157 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 4.18. 
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6.5.7 Other reasons for not engaging 
 

There were 67 text responses provided for other reasons SMEs had not engaged with 

community colleges on innovation projects.  From these responses, a total of 81 reasons were 

identified and coded into 14 categories.  Of these themes, seven were provided by six or more 

unique respondents: 

 No need 

 Unaware that SMEs could partner with college 

 Needed skills or resources not available  

 Not approached by a college 

 Don’t know how they would partner with a college 

 Innovation comes from elsewhere 

 Not happy with college/avoid partnering specifically with college 

Although not a great deal of detail can be gleaned from the often brief comments provided by 

the survey respondents, the following can be ascertained: 

1. No need:  Of the 67 responses, 22 (32.8%) noted the SME represented by the 

respondent had no need to partner with a community college on innovation projects.  

Some of the reasons provided included the nature of the SME and innovation is handled 

from outside the SME (such as by a parent company). 

 

2. Unaware that SMEs could partner with college:  Two related aspects are combined in 

this theme which was noted by 15 respondents or 22.4% of the commenters.  The notes 
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made here reflected both the fact that SMEs did not know they could partner with 

community colleges and, in a related vein, had never even thought of partnering with a 

college.  These two aspects of ignorance are not necessarily identical, nor are they 

necessarily distinct; hence, the combination into a single theme. 

 

3. Needed skills or resources not available:  Some respondents indicated that they would 

be willing to partner with a college (10 comments, or 14.9%), but the skills or resources 

that would be required by the SME for the innovation project. 

 

4. Not approached by a college:  Seven respondents (10.4%) noted that the reason their 

SME had not engaged with a college was that they had not been approached by a 

college in regards to collaborating. 

 

5. Don’t know how they would partner with a college:  As opposed to not knowing the 

process for partnering with a college, the six commenters within this category (9.0%) 

indicated that they did not know what aspect of their business could be a focus of the 

collaboration. 

 

6. Innovation comes from elsewhere:  Although this theme also falls into the category of 

“no need,” it bears noting that six of the respondents (9.0%) specifically noted that the 

innovative activities within the SME originate from another source, precluding 

engagement with a college. 
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7. Not happy with college/avoid partnering specifically with college:  Six respondents 

(9.0%) noted that they had specific concerns with a community college, leading them to 

avoid any future partnerships with these institutions.  Each of these concerns is very 

individual in nature and ranges from the policies of the college to past negative 

interactions with the institution. 

6.6 Likelihood of Future Engagement 
 

Participants in the survey were also asked if they were likely to engage with a community 

college on an innovation project in the future, regardless of any past engagement.  This 

question received 310 valid responses; of these, 146 replied “yes” and the remaining 164 

replied “no” (Table 6.6.1) 

 

Table 6.6.1 

Regardless of your past engagement with community colleges, are you likely 

to partner with a community college on innovation projects in the future? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 146 44.0 47.1 47.1 

No 164 49.4 52.9 100.0 

Total 310 93.4 100.0  

Missing System 22 6.6   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

Three hundred and two (302) SMEs that answered this question also identified their industry.  

In most cases, a notable proportion of the responding SMEs indicated that they would look at 
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engaging in innovation activities with a college.  More specifically, in nine of the 18 valid 

categories of industry, more than 50% of the respondents replied to this survey question 

positively.  Of the remaining nine, four were above 40% and two were above 30%.  Only 

Wholesale Trade (three respondents) had no positive responses to this question (see Appendix 

6.6.0.1). 

Examining the intentions of SMEs in relation to their size, there were 301 valid responses.  In 

general, the larger the SME, the greater the proportion of businesses in that bracket that 

indicated they were likely to engage with a community college on an innovation project.  At the 

lowest level (1 to 4 employees), 37.4% of respondents indicated a likelihood of engagement; at 

the highest level (200 to 499 employees), a full 80% of SMEs replied in the positive.  Although 

the differences between the categories were statistically significant (p=0.027), there was no 

significant correlation (Table 6.6.2). 

 

Table 6.6.2 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Regardless of your past engagement with community colleges, are you 

likely to partner with a community college on innovation projects in the future?  

 Regardless of your past 

engagement with community 

colleges, are you likely to partner 

with a community college on 

innovation projects in the future? 

Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 43 72 115 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

37.4% 62.6% 100.0% 

5-9 Count 25 36 61 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

41.0% 59.0% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 28 22 50 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

56.0% 44.0% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 20 14 34 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

58.8% 41.2% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 11 8 19 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

57.9% 42.1% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 6 3 9 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 8 2 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 2 1 3 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 143 158 301 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

47.5% 52.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15.774
a
 7 .027 

Likelihood Ratio 16.115 7 .024 
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Linear-by-Linear Association 14.212 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 301   

a. 5 cells (31.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 1.43. 

 

 

Regarding location, as with the previous survey question, an analysis based on community 

would provide no useful information.  In term of region, however, a noteworthy proportion of 

SMEs from each region indicated they were likely to partner with a community college on a 

future innovation project.  There was no statistically significant difference between each of the 

regions:  rural, with 46.3% stating “yes” to the question; urban, 50.4%; and northern with 43.4% 

(Table 6.6.3). 

Table 6.6.3 

Crosstabulation:  Rural, Urban or Northern * Regardless of your past engagement with community colleges, 

are you likely to partner with a community college on innovation projects in the future?  

 Regardless of your past 

engagement with community 

colleges, are you likely to partner 

with a community college on 

innovation projects in the future? 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 63 73 136 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

46.3% 53.7% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 57 56 113 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

50.4% 49.6% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 23 30 53 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

43.4% 56.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 159 302 
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% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

47.4% 52.6% 100.0% 

 

 

6.7 Focus of Future Partnership 

If survey respondents indicated in the affirmative that they are likely to engage with a 

community college on an innovation project in the future, they were then asked to indicate 

what aspect or aspects of their business this partnership would ideally focus upon.  

Acknowledging the fact that not every choice is applicable to every particular SME, or even 

entire industrial category, the list of options, for which respondents could select multiple items 

if they chose, consisted of numerous items related to innovation: 

 Acquisition of machinery, equipment or other technology 

 Employee training 

 Original research 

 Developing product prototype(s) 

 Product testing/analysis 

 Adapting technologies to business needs 

 Conducting field/clinical trials 

 Launching new product(s) 

 Developing spin-off business/launching new business 

 Business expansion 

 Implementation of new policies 
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 Other (a text box was provided) 

Each of these categories is examined individually below. 

Overall, “employee training” was by far the most selected aspect by SMES for innovation-

related partnerships—113 respondents marked this category as the aspect of their business 

most likely to be the focus of collaborative activity with a community college.  The next most 

popular option was “adapting technologies to business needs” with 74 responses.  “Acquisition 

of machinery, equipment or other technology” was the least-chosen option, selected by 38 

survey respondents (see Table 6.7.1). 

In most cases, there were no significant differences between industries or organization size.  In 

those cases where there were notable situations or statistically significant differences, these 

cases are indicated below under the relevant heading along with a slightly more detailed 

commentary for each innovation category.   

Comparing each category of innovation across the regions—urban, rural, and northern—the 

Pearson Chi-Square test was conducted to identify any significant differences.  Two of these 

statistically significant differences were identified: in (1) developing product prototype(s), and 

(2) product testing/analysis.  Details of this analysis may be found under those headings. 

6.7.1 Acquisition of machinery, equipment or other technology 

Selected by 38 respondents, this category reflects the desire of over 31% of valid responses by 

responding SMEs indicating they will likely partner with a community college in the future to 

seek assistance in acquiring physical assets for innovation activities (11.4% of all respondents).  

This category was the least-often selected of the options provided to the survey takers. 
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Table 6.7.1 

Acquisition of machinery, equipment or other technology 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 38 11.4 31.4 31.4 

No 83 25.0 68.6 100.0 

Total 121 36.4 100.0  

Missing System 211 63.6   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

There were five respondents in both the Accommodation & Food Services and Finance and 

Insurance categories, and none in either industry indicated that this form of innovation was of 

interest.  Only one industrial category had any degree of interest in this potential type of 

partnership—Manufacturing—with 58.8% of respondents (10 of 17) responding in the positive 

(see Appendix 6.7.1.1). 

No business with 100 employees or more identified the acquisition of machinery, equipment or 

other technology as a form of innovation of interest.  Also, there was no discernible pattern of 

interest among the other business size categories.  The 20 to 49 employee size, at 50%, had the 

highest level of positive responses.  These differences, however, were statistically significant 

(p=0.015) (see Table 6.7.2). 

 

Table 6.7.2 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Acquisition of machinery, equipment or other technology  

 Acquisition of machinery, 

equipment or other technology 

Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 1-4 Count 16 18 34 
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employees are there at your 

business? 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

47.1% 52.9% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 9 14 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

39.1% 60.9% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 4 19 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

17.4% 82.6% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 7 7 14 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 1 9 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 0 5 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 0 8 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 37 81 118 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

31.4% 68.6% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 
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 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 17.400
a
 7 .015 

Likelihood Ratio 21.804 7 .003 

Linear-by-Linear Association 10.386 1 .001 

N of Valid Cases 118   

a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .31. 

 

The majority of respondents indicated that the acquisition of machinery, equipment or other 

technology would not be the focus of a partnership with the college, regardless of region 

(Appendix 6.7.1.2). 

6.7.2 Employee training 

Employee training was the most-often selected option of desired means of collaboration.  With 

113 respondents indicating this option, it represents 86.3% of those signalling a future 

likelihood of collaborating with a college (Table 6.7.2.1). 

 

Table 6.7.2.1 

Employee training 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 113 34.0 86.3 86.3 

No 18 5.4 13.7 100.0 

Total 131 39.5 100.0  

Missing System 201 60.5   

Total 332 100.0   

 

Almost every industrial category had a high rate of positive response to employee training.  

Many categories had 100% of respondents indicating an interest in employee training, with 
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Professional Scientific and Technical Services reporting the lowest rate of interest at 63.6% (7 of 

11) (refer to Appendix 6.7.2.1). 

The 200 to 499 employee category had the lowest positive response rate for all SME size 

categories at 62.5%.  Cumulatively, all businesses less than 200 employees had an 82.6% 

response rate in the positive, with the 20 to 49 and 100 to 199 categories having 100% interest 

in employee training making these differences statistically significant (p=0.039) (Table 6.7.2.2). 

 

Table 6.7.2.2 

Crosstabulation:  Business size * Employee training  

 Employee training Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 32 4 36 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 19 5 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

79.2% 20.8% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 23 3 26 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

88.5% 11.5% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 17 0 17 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 9 2 11 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

81.8% 18.2% 100.0% 

100-199 Count 5 0 5 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 5 3 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

62.5% 37.5% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 110 18 128 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

85.9% 14.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 14.809
a
 7 .039 

Likelihood Ratio 14.669 7 .040 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.457 1 .227 

N of Valid Cases 128   

a. 9 cells (56.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .14. 

 

Respondents located in urban areas were the least likely to indicate that employee training 

would be of interest to them (77.1%), with rural (89.9%) and northern (95.2%) increasingly 

interested.  These findings are, while not statistically significant (p=0.069), suggestive (Appendix 

6.7.2.2). 
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6.7.3 Original research 

Approximately half of valid respondents (56 surveys or 38.3% of those indicating a likelihood of 

future partnerships) checked the box for this category (Table 6.7.3.1). 

 

Table 6.7.3.1 

Original research 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 56 16.9 44.8 44.8 

No 69 20.8 55.2 100.0 

Total 125 37.7 100.0  

Missing System 207 62.3   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

There was no interest from respondents in categories such as Finance and Insurance and 

Educational Services.  The highest rates of interest were found in Health Care and Social 

Assistance (75%) and Manufacturing (70.6%) (Appendix 6.7.3.1). 

The business size with the highest response rate indicating original research as a possible focus 

of a partnership with a college is the 200 to 499 employee category.  This response rate is 

notably higher than the 10 to 19 employee category, the next highest positive response rate at 

53.9% (Table 6.7.3.2). 

 

Table 6.7.3.2 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Original research  

 Original research Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 1-4 Count 15 20 35 
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employees are there at 

your business? 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 8 15 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

34.8% 65.2% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 14 12 26 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 5 9 14 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

35.7% 64.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 5 5 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 1 4 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 6 2 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 54 68 122 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

44.3% 55.7% 100.0% 
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There was no significant difference between the regions in regards to the desire of business to 

partner with colleges on original research (Appendix 6.7.3.2). 

 

6.7.4 Developing product prototype(s) 

Forty-eight (48) respondents, or 32.9%, indicated they would be interested in partnering with a 

college to develop a product prototype or prototypes (Table 6.7.4.1). 

 

Table 6.7.4.1 

Developing product prototype(s) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 48 14.5 38.1 38.1 

No 78 23.5 61.9 100.0 

Total 126 38.0 100.0  

Missing System 206 62.0   

Total 332 100.0   

 

Construction and Finance and Insurance both had no interest from respondents.  

Administrative and Support, Waste Management and Remediation had 100% interest (one of 

one respondent), as did Real Estate and Rental and Leasing (also one of one respondent).  

These differences across industrial categories were calculated to be statistically significant 

(p=0.018) (refer to Appendix 6.7.4.1). 

There was no discernible pattern or relationship between the selection of this category of 

innovation as a possible focus of partnership with a college and business size.  The only aspect 
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of note in this category is the fact that none of the five respondents in the 100 to 199 employee 

category identified this form of innovation as being of consideration. 

 

Table 6.7.4.2 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Developing product prototype(s)  

 Developing product prototype(s) Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 17 18 35 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

48.6% 51.4% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 9 15 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 7 17 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

29.2% 70.8% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 7 8 15 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 4 7 11 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 0 5 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 3 5 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 

500+ Count 0 1 1 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 47 76 123 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

38.2% 61.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Statistical analysis found a significant difference between the urban, rural, and northern 

regions.  Indications that SMEs in those regions would be interested in partnering with a college 

on developing a product prototype were reported at: rural, 30.2%; urban; 52.1%; and northern, 

27.3% (p=0.039) (see Table 6.7.4.3). 

 

Table 6.7.4.3 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Developing product prototype(s)  

 Developing product prototype(s) Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 16 37 53 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

30.2% 69.8% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 25 23 48 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

52.1% 47.9% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 6 16 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 47 76 123 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

38.2% 61.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 
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 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.472
a
 2 .039 

Likelihood Ratio 6.451 2 .040 

Linear-by-Linear Association .213 1 .644 

N of Valid Cases 123   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 8.41. 

 

6.7.5 Product testing/analysis 

Product testing or analysis was of interest to 56 survey respondents (38.3%) (Table 6.7.5.1). 

 

Table 6.7.5.1 

Product testing/analysis 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 56 16.9 45.2 45.2 

No 68 20.5 54.8 100.0 

Total 124 37.3 100.0  

Missing System 208 62.7   

Total 332 100.0   

 

The highest rates of positive interest were found in Administrative and Support, Waste 

Management and Remediation (100%, or one of one); Manufacturing (88.9%, or 16 of 18); and 

Transportation and Warehousing (80%, or four of five).  At the low end, four separate industries 

indicated no interest in product testing/analysis (refer to Appendix 6.7.5.1).   These findings are 

highly statistically significant (p=0.002). 

No significant difference between business sizes exists for potentially partnering with colleges 

on product testing or analysis, nor is there a pattern across size categories (Appendix 6.7.5.2). 
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The differences in selection of this form of innovation were found to be statistically significant 

across the three regions, with the positive rate being:  rural, 35.8%; urban, 65.2%; and 

northern, 27.3% (p=0.002) (see Table 6.7.5.2). 

 

Table 6.7.5.2 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Product testing/analysis  

 Product testing/analysis Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 19 34 53 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

35.8% 64.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 30 16 46 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

65.2% 34.8% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 6 16 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 55 66 121 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 12.152
a
 2 .002 

Likelihood Ratio 12.348 2 .002 

Linear-by-Linear Association .071 1 .790 

N of Valid Cases 121   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 10.00. 
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6.7.6 Adapting technologies to business needs 

The second-most popular option among SMEs indicating an interest in future partnerships with 

a college, this category appealed to 74 respondents (50.7%) (Table 6.7.6.1). 

 

Table 6.7.6.1 

Adapting technologies to business needs 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 74 22.3 60.2 60.2 

No 49 14.8 39.8 100.0 

Total 123 37.0 100.0  

Missing System 209 63.0   

Total 332 100.0   

 

Both respondents in the Educational Services reported interest in partnering on this area, as did 

the sole respondents in the Administrative and Support, Waste Management and Remediation 

and the Real Estate and Rental and Leasing categories.  None of the three respondents in the 

Health Care and Social Assistance indicated that partnering with a college on this form of 

innovation was of interest.  These differences were not found to be statistically significant 

(Appendix 6.7.6.1). 

The firm size most likely to positively identify this category of innovation was the 200 to 499 

employee category, with 87.5% of respondents.  This high rate of selection is underscored when 

compared to the size category with the second highest rate of positive selection—64.7% for the 

one to four employee category (see Appendix 6.7.6.2). 

No significant difference was found between regions on the desire of SMEs to adapt 

technologies to business needs (Appendix 6.7.6.3). 
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6.7.7 Conducting field/clinical trials 

The intention of partnering with a college to engage in conducting field or clinical trials was of 

interest to 41 SMEs, or 28.1% of those firms likely to partner with a college in the future (Table 

6.7.7.1). 

 

Table 6.7.7.1 

Conducting field/clinical trials 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 41 12.3 33.6 33.6 

No 81 24.4 66.4 100.0 

Total 122 36.7 100.0  

Missing System 210 63.3   

Total 332 100.0   

 

 

This category was of little interest to the majority of industries, with the exception of 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting where 81.8% of respondents (9 of 11) responded 

positively.  Manufacturing was the next closest category in terms of positive responses at 52.9% 

(9 of 17).  Statistically significant differences (p=0.036) were found across industrial categories 

(see Table 6.7.7.2). 

 

Table 6.7.7.2 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * Conducting field/clinical trials  

 Conducting field/clinical trials Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 
Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 9 2 11 

% within Industry/Sector 81.8% 18.2% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 0 4 4 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 1 6 7 

% within Industry/Sector 14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 1 2 3 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 2 5 7 

% within Industry/Sector 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 9 8 17 

% within Industry/Sector 52.9% 47.1% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 5 8 13 

% within Industry/Sector 38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 4 7 11 

% within Industry/Sector 36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 3 18 21 

% within Industry/Sector 14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Utilities Count 0 1 1 



167 
 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 39 79 118 

% within Industry/Sector 33.1% 66.9% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 28.889
a
 17 .036 

Likelihood Ratio 33.859 17 .009 

Linear-by-Linear Association .803 1 .370 

N of Valid Cases 118   

a. 29 cells (80.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .33. 

 

 

Businesses with less than 100 employees were only slightly more likely to identify the 

conducting of field or clinical trials as of interest than were larger firms (refer to Appendix 

6.7.7.1). 

Although the positive responses to this item ranged from 18.2% for respondents in the north to 

42.2% for urban respondents, no statistically significant difference was found between the 

regions on this potential partnership focus (Appendix 6.7.7.2). 

6.7.8 Launching new product(s) 

Launching a new product or new products was a potential focus for 51 responding SMEs 

(34.9%) (Table 6.7.8.1). 

 

Table 6.7.8.1 

Launching new product(s) 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 51 15.4 40.2 40.2 

No 76 22.9 59.8 100.0 

Total 127 38.3 100.0  

Missing System 205 61.7   

Total 332 100.0   

 

Only three industry categories had positive response rates over 50%:  Manufacturing (62.5%); 

Information and Cultural Industries (55.6%); and Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 

(54.5%) (see Appendix 6.7.8.1). 

No business size was significantly more interested in partnering with a college on launching a 

new product than any other business size.  Notably, however, only those firms with between 10 

and 19 employees reported positively more than 50% of the time (51.9%) (see Appendix 

6.7.8.2). 

No statistically significant differences were found between regions (Appendix 6.7.8.3). 

6.7.9 Developing spin-off business/launching new business 

The development of a new business—whether a spin-off of an existing business or not—was of 

interest to 56 respondents (38.3%) (Table 6.7.9.1). 

 

 

Table 6.7.9.1 

Developing spin-off business/launching new business 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 56 16.9 45.9 45.9 

No 66 19.9 54.1 100.0 

Total 122 36.7 100.0  
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Missing System 210 63.3   

Total 332 100.0   

 

Both respondents in Educational Services signified that partnering with a college on this 

category of innovation was of interest.  The next highest rates of positive response were in the 

industrial sectors of Health Care and Social Assistance (66.7%) and Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting (63.6%) (see Appendix 6.7.9.1). 

Firms with between 20 and 49 employees were the most likely to identify the development of a 

new business as a potential focus for partnership with a college, with 64.3% of respondents 

signalling such an interest.  The second most likely group to identify this option as appealing 

was the smallest firms of one to four employees (60.6%).  The differences across size categories 

were statistically significant (p=0.012) (see Table 6.7.9.2). 

Table 6.7.9.2 

Crosstabulation:  Business size * Developing spin-off business/launching new business  

 Developing spin-off 

business/launching new 

business 

Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 20 13 33 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

60.6% 39.4% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 10 14 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

41.7% 58.3% 100.0% 

10-19 Count 12 12 24 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 9 5 14 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

64.3% 35.7% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 1 9 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 2 3 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 0 8 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 54 65 119 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

45.4% 54.6% 100.0% 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 18.032
a
 7 .012 

Likelihood Ratio 22.346 7 .002 

Linear-by-Linear Association 9.539 1 .002 

N of Valid Cases 119   
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a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .45. 

 

There were no significant differences found between regions in regards to the desire for SMEs 

to partner with colleges in regards to developing a spin-off business or launching a new 

business (Appendix 6.7.9.2). 

 

6.7.10 Business expansion 

Seventy-one (71), or 48.6%, of SMEs intending to partner with a college in the future would 

ideally focus on the issue of expanding their existing business (see Table 6.7.10.1). 

 

Table 6.7.10.1 

Business expansion 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 71 21.4 54.2 54.2 

No 60 18.1 45.8 100.0 

Total 131 39.5 100.0  

Missing System 201 60.5   

Total 332 100.0   

 

A partnership focusing on business expansion was of interest to all respondents in the 

categories of Administrative and Support, Waste Management and Remediation (one 

respondent); Educational Services (two respondents); and Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 

(one respondent).  There were no industrial sectors where no respondent identified this form 

of innovation as being of interest (see Appendix 6.7.10.1). 
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Smaller businesses were much more likely to identify the expansion of their business as a 

potential issue for partnership than were larger firms.  Almost two-thirds (63.5%) of businesses 

with less than 50 employees responded positively to this survey item as opposed to the 12.5% 

of businesses with more than 50 employees.  These differences were highly statistically 

significant (p=0.002), and a weak correlation was found between interest in business expansion 

and business size (Pearson’s r=0.34) at a highly significant level (p < 0.001) (Table 6.7.10.2). 

 

Table 6.7.10.2 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Business expansion  

 Business expansion Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 25 12 37 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

67.6% 32.4% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 14 10 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

58.3% 41.7% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 15 10 25 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 12 6 18 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 1 9 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

100-199 Count 2 3 5 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 0 8 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 69 59 128 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

53.9% 46.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 23.195
a
 7 .002 

Likelihood Ratio 27.639 7 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association 14.712 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 128   

a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .46. 

 

 

Symmetric Measures 

 Value Asymp. Std. 

Error
a
 

Approx. T
b
 Approx. Sig. 

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .340 .075 4.063 .000
c
 

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .296 .083 3.478 .001
c
 

N of Valid Cases 128    

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 

c. Based on normal approximation. 



174 
 

 

Despite the over 20% difference between the positive responses of urban respondents (49.0%) 

and northern respondents (69.6%), these differences were not found to be statistically 

significant (Appendix 6.7.10.2). 

6.7.11 Implementation of new policies 

Of the SMEs intending to partner with colleges in the future, 46 of the 146 respondents (31.5%) 

would like to have the collaboration focus on the implementation of new policies (refer to 

Table 6.7.11.1). 

 

Table 6.7.11.1 

Implementation of new policies 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 46 13.9 37.1 37.1 

No 78 23.5 62.9 100.0 

Total 124 37.3 100.0  

Missing System 208 62.7   

Total 332 100.0   

 

There were two sectors where a high degree of interest in this category of innovation was 

found:  Real Estate and Rental and Leasing (100%) and Health Care and Social Assistance (80%) 

(Appendix 6.7.11.1). 

No organization size was significantly more likely to identify the implementation of new policies 

as an area of partnership.  In general terms, the larger the organization, the less likely this 

option was to be identified as an area of focus.  No firm with 200 or more employees noted this 

form of innovation as an area of interest (refer to Appendix 6.7.11.2). 
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Similarly, there was no significant difference found between regions on this item (Appendix 

6.7.11.3). 

6.7.12 Other  

No checkbox was provided to respondents for the “other” category; instead a text box allowing 

any input was made available.  The 31 responses were analyzed using NVIVO.  Sixteen (16) 

themes were identified.  Of these themes, only four had three or more respondents indicate 

that it was a desired aspect of their SME to focus upon: 

1. Obtaining skilled employees:  The most common theme with seven comments (22.6%), 

these respondents indicated that a future partnership with a community college would 

focus upon acquiring employees with the desired skills and abilities. 

 

2. Marketing:  Five respondents (16.1%) noted that future collaborative activity would 

focus on the marketing activities of the SME. 

 

3. Health and safety issues:  A focus on health and safety issues affecting the SME was 

desired by three respondents (9.7%) for any future partnerships with colleges. 

 

4. Ensuring relevance of education:  Three respondents (9.7%) indicated that they intend 

their future collaboration with a community college to focus on ensuring the relevance 

of the education provided to college students to the industry to which the SME belongs. 

6.8 Other Engagement 
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With the understanding that not all SMEs have engaged with colleges on innovation projects, 

the survey asked about other forms of engagement that may exist.  The survey asked for 

respondents to indicate in which manner(s) they may have engaged with a community college.  

The options provided were: 

 Acted as a guest speaker 

 Hosted a co-op student/student placement/work practicum/etc. 

 Served on a college advisory board 

 Hired graduates 

 Other (a text box was provided for elaboration) 

 Don’t know/have not engaged with MB community colleges 

Presented as checkboxes on the survey, respondents could select multiple responses.  In 

descending order of selection frequency, the results found: 

 39.2% of respondents (130) had hired a graduate from a community college 

 32.5% of respondents (108) had been host to a co-op student, a work practicum, or 

some other form of student placement 

 28.6% of respondents (95) had not engaged with a Manitoba community college or did 

not know if their business had engaged with a college in one of the listed fashions 

 26.2% of respondents (87) had acted as a guest speaker 

 13.6% of respondents (45) indicated they had engaged with colleges in another manner 
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6.9 “Other” Engagement 

Those survey responses provided in the text box accompanying the “other” option were 

exported into NVIVO for analysis.  As the open format of a text box provided no restrictions, the 

responses provided were wide-ranging and, therefore, many defied simple categorization.  

Nonetheless, six clear themes were identified among the 45 text responses: 

1. Financial support:  Seven of the comments (15.6% of the category’s respondents) 

indicated some type of financial support for colleges in the form of donations or 

sponsorships. 

 

2. Teaching:  Providing educational support to colleges through involvement in colleges as 

faculty (either full time or part time, but distinguished from “guest speaker” by an on-

going engagement) was identified in the comments seven respondents (15.6%). 

 

3. Assisting students on a project/projects:  Again, a theme was identified with seven 

survey respondents (15.6%) indicating the SME they represent had assisted students on 

a school project in one form or another.  Generally, this assistance took the form of 

providing information about the SME to the students or providing guidance directly 

related to the SME. 

 

4. Commercial relationship:  A commercial relationship theme, defined by the provision of 

goods or services by the SME to the college, occurred between seven of the 

respondents (15.6%) and a college.   



178 
 

 

5. Advertising:  Five SMEs (11.1%) indicated that they engaged with a community college 

by advertising within the college in some form. 

 

6. Advisory role:  Although five respondents (11.1%) identified their engagement under 

“other” that could be categorized as being in an advisory role, these responses all would 

have appropriately been categorized under the “Served on a college advisory board” 

option. 

Very few survey respondents indicated they had become entrepreneurs due to the training 

they received at a Manitoba community college. 

6.10 Other Comments 
 

The final text box on the survey invited respondents to provide any further comments they had 

about their business, community colleges, and innovation.  A total of 103 comments were 

provided.  These comments were uploaded to NVIVO and analyzed for recurring themes. 

Twenty-one themes were identified in the comments; however, only seven of these themes 

recurred ten or more times.  In descending order of frequency, the themes are: 

1. Focus on students:  Broadly speaking, the 24 comments (23.3%) sorted into this theme 

relate to the importance placed on students by the respondents.   
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2. Positive college-SME relationship:  Sixteen (16) comments (15.5%) consisted of 

respondents indicating the positive relationship that already exists between their firm 

and a community college within Manitoba. 

 

3. Desire of SME to partner with college:  Conversely, 15 commenters (14.6%) indicated 

their desire to partner with a community college. 

 

4. Concerns with college limit contact:  Several SMEs also had specific concerns with 

community colleges.  These 13 respondents (12.6%) stated that any existing or potential 

collaborative activity with these colleges was limited, if not halted entirely, due to these 

concerns.  There was at least one specific comment about each of the three colleges of 

focus in this study. 

 

5. Lack of need to partner with colleges:  Eleven (11) respondents (10.7%) noted that they 

had no need to partner with a college.  Often these respondents noted their specific 

industry and how it did not lend itself to innovation, while others noted that their 

business model specifically eschewed innovation. 

 

6. Marketing of college services needed:  Related to the desire of SMEs to partner with 

colleges, these 10 comments (9.7%) noted the need for colleges to better market the 

services they have available to SMEs.   
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7. Unaware opportunity existed:  Ten comments (9.7%) were also made by respondents 

along the theme of being unaware that the opportunity to partner with colleges existed.  

This theme differs from the desire to partner in that respondents comments sorted into 

this category did not specifically indicate any desire to collaborate but only noted the 

lack of awareness. 

 

6.11 Implications 
 

Analysis of the SME survey responses identified a number of statistically significant 

relationships.  While many of these relationships were expected, there were, nonetheless, 

some unexpected findings.  Below is a brief summary of the significant relationships found: 

 Reported rates of collaborative activity within the past three years were found to vary 

by industry, by firm size, and by region.  Reports of unsuccessful attempts, however, 

varied significantly only by industry. 

 Two reasons for the failure of SMEs to engage with colleges were found to be 

statistically significant—unaware of services and prohibitive distance—and each varied 

with region. 

 The likelihood of a firm partnering with a college in the future was found to vary with 

the size of the SME.   

 The focus of a potential partnership with a college varied by industry, firm size, and 

region, depending upon the nature of the potential collaboration.  Specifically, firm size 

impacted upon the likelihood of a partnership focused on any of the categories of: 
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acquisition of machinery or technology, employee training, developing spin-off 

businesses, and engaging in business expansion.   The industry in which an SME 

operated played a significant role on whether the likelihood the potential partnership 

would be focused upon the categories of: developing product prototypes, product 

testing, and engaging in field or clinical trials.  Finally, region played a significant role on 

the likelihood of an SME seeking to partner with a college on the categories of 

developing product prototypes and product testing. 

The two most unexpected findings involved the smallest of the SMEs surveyed.  When 

examining past engagements with colleges, it appears that firms with less than ten employees 

were far less likely to have reported partnering with a college on an innovation project in the 

past three years than firms with ten or more employees. 

The second unexpected finding appears to relate to the same issue, as when firms were 

surveyed about unsuccessful attempts to partner with colleges, all reported instances of these 

unsuccessful attempts belongs to SMEs with less than 20 employees. 

This evidence suggests there are specific barriers that exist for the smallest SMEs, barriers that 

do not have the same degree of impact, if any, on SMEs of larger size.  If it is concluded that it 

is, in fact, the size of the firm that is the barrier, we may surmise that the smallest of the SMEs 

simply do not have the manpower to successfully engage with colleges.  If this is the case, it 

may be that in cases where colleges seek to engage with very small SMEs, the colleges will have 

to carry a disproportionate share of the workload in regards to the partnership when compared 

against collaborative relationships with larger SMEs. 
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No existing research could be found that outlines the historical rate of engagement of SMEs 

with colleges in Manitoba.  As such, it is difficult to comment on the reliability of rate of 

engagement found in this project—14.2% of SME respondents indicating they had engaged 

with colleges in regards to innovation in the past three years.  It is encouraging, however, that 

the majority of these collaborative efforts were reported as successful. 

With the majority of SMEs expressing acknowledgement that innovation is important to their 

business, the barriers most often identified relate to the lack of awareness of collaborative 

potential on the part of the SMEs.  Specifically, the two most commonly noted barriers to 

relationships with colleges were: (1) unawareness of the services colleges could provide, and (2) 

unawareness of how to establish a partnership with a college. 

Those relationships most identified as having been successful were judged as successful based 

primarily on the impact these activities had on the skills and abilities of students and, to a lesser 

degree, on whether the activity resulted in a significant positive benefit to the SME.   

Future partnership opportunities most often identified by survey respondents were: (1) 

employee training, and (2) adapting technologies to business needs.   Despite these two 

categories having the highest level of interest, a level of interest exists for all potential 

relationship categories identified. 
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CHAPTER 7 

7.0 Analysis of Intersection 

By analyzing the themes identified in the qualitative interviews with the college key informants 

as compared to the results of the survey administered to SMEs, potential areas of agreement 

and disagreement may be identified.  Through recognizing these areas of intersection or where 

there is a disparity between the attitudes of the SMEs and colleges, not only can a better 

understanding of the current state of affairs be achieved, but action plans focused on existing 

strengths or overcoming gulfs in understanding may be developed. 

As could be surmised, there are varying degrees of connection between business and colleges 

both across the three colleges and among departments within each college.  It appears as 

though the more technical or specialized the area of study within the college, the closer the 

connection with industry, although this generalization does not always hold true.  However, 

where specialized training takes place, there tends to be more and closer ties with industry 

(Malecki, 2008).  In more general subject areas, the connections with industry tend not to be as 

close. 

It is possible that this closer connection is due to faculty having been hired from industry and, in 

doing so, those individuals have brought industry connections to the college (Brewer & Gray, 

1999).  This reasoning, however, does not account for the relative lack of strong industry ties in 

those more general areas where faculty was also hired from industry.  The focus, then, is on the 

size of the industry.  As a rule, the more specialized the industry, the smaller the number of 
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players.  Faculty emerging from the specialized industries, then, may have close ties with only a 

few individuals, but due to the specialized nature of the industry, these ties may be closer than 

in more general fields.  In other words, an individual from a specific trade, for example, may 

have closer ties to that industry than an individual from a more general subject area such as 

“Business” (Fisher, 2009; Tomlinson, 2011; Brewer & Gray, 1999). 

Different departments and different colleges also place differing weights on the importance of 

connection to business.  Although all acknowledge that some degree of relationship is 

necessary and important, there are some areas where the sentiment seemed to focus primarily 

on the production of an educated workforce without significant interaction with industry.   

There appears to be a continuum of involvement between colleges and businesses.  This 

continuum is built on the degree of investment, largely of time, on the part of the business 

(Macdonald et al., 2007).  Businesses can get involved with the college on a very short-term 

basis through engaging with a relevant group of students as a guest speaker, for example.  A 

slightly more intensive engagement might come through being a capstone project judge, 

whereby the business, through a representative, is exposed to the calibre of work the senior 

students can produce.  Beyond this, businesses may hire or otherwise host students in the form 

of a co-op placement, work practicum or some other form of student engagement within the 

bounds of the business itself (Skolnik, 2004).  Finally, at the pinnacle is a longer-term 

collaboration in the form of an applied research partnership. 

7.1 Key Themes 
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As community colleges are intended to be responsive to the needs of the community, a number 

of themes were identified from the SME survey responses.  However, as the interviews with key 

informants at the colleges were more qualitative in nature, and therefore less restricted by the 

research instrument, themes have also been identified from this qualitative analysis. 

It is important to note that no attempt was made to categorize all forms of engagement with 

SMEs each of the colleges had engaged in, as none of the colleges have kept comprehensive 

records of such activity.  This lack of institutional awareness of activity was noted upon by 

several interviewees and was identified as a theme itself.  Because of the absence of a 

formalized inventory of forms of engagement, a direct comparison between the educational 

institutions and the surveyed businesses was somewhat problematic.  Nonetheless, clear 

intersections and divergences between the two groups of organizations could be identified. 

7.1.1 Past Engagement 
 

Through key informant interviews, no particular type of organization with which the colleges 

tended to partner with was identified other than having a connection between the nature of 

the business and a related focus of education within the college.   Colleges also tend to focus on 

developing relationships with SMEs in the local area, as is part of these institutions’ historical 

development and mandate (Fisher, 2009; Rogers, 2010; Smith, 2011). 

Survey results from SMEs revealed more quantifiable results about the connection between 

SMEs and colleges.  Although the type of engagement dictated to some degree the type of SME 

engaged, at the highest level of analysis it is apparent that there are certain industries 

(manufacturing, for example) that report more past engagement with colleges.  Similarly, as 
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indicated in existing research, there is a general trend for larger SMEs—those firms with higher 

numbers of employees—to report higher rates of past collaborative activity with colleges 

(Tether, 2002).  Finally, urban-based businesses report the highest rates of engagement, while 

businesses located in the north report the lowest rates (Doloreux, 2004; Huggins & Johnston, 

2009); these geographical differences are most probably a function of both the level of capacity 

of the colleges operating in each setting and the physical distance between the college and 

SMEs. 

7.1.2 Successful Partnerships 
 

Interviewees were not asked specifically about successful partnerships, but rather about their 

preferred or desired form of engagement.  It was believed that those desired forms of 

engagement would be informed by past successful partnerships.  The most commonly-stated 

aspiration of interviewees was to have an educational component, indicating that the most 

successful partnerships involved students engaged in an activity that positively impacted on 

their education (Fisher, 2009; Powell & Houghton, 2008). 

Survey respondents were instead explicitly asked if their partnership with a college (if one had 

occurred) had been successful and to explain why or why not.  The most commonly recurring 

theme among those respondents indicating a successful partnership experience focused on the 

role played by students. 

Student involvement in SME-college collaborations therefore appears not to benefit not only 

the college’s mission to provide education, but it also seems to play a positive role in 

developing the SMEs’ perception of a successful partnership.  Conversely, this perception may 
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have been due to the use of different definitions of “innovation” than that used for this 

research (this issue examined further in Section 8.0). 

7.1.3 Unsuccessful Partnerships  
 

The reasons for unsuccessful partnerships were largely discussed by interviewees under the 

theme of “barriers” (see section 7.5 “Barriers”).  Of these barriers, however, only one was 

mirrored by the survey responses. 

Interviewees frequently noted a lack of SME buy-in into collaborative activities with colleges.  

All three colleges noted that it was the SMEs that were hesitant to engage in partnering on 

innovative activities (Malecki, 2008; Cooke & Wills, 1999; Macdonald et al., 2007); however, 

analysis of the comments by survey respondents revealed a theme wherein partnership 

activities (or attempted partnerships) between the college and the SME had not been 

successful due to a lack of engagement or motivation on the part of the college.  Another major 

theme suggested colleges were perceived to not be offering the skill sets or services required or 

desired by the SMEs with whom attempted partnerships had failed to come to fruition. 

 

7.2 Future Engagement 

Survey responses reveal that while there are some statistically significant differences between 

the sizes of business interested in future collaborative activities with a college, there were no 

significant differences across the broad regional categories.  Interviewees did not provide a 

description of the size or location of businesses they would like to partner with; instead their 

descriptions focused solely on the nature of a desirable partnership. 



188 
 

Analysis of the survey and identification of themes from the key informant interviews reveal a 

number of potential foci of engagement between colleges and SMEs: 

7.2.1 Acquisition 
 

The least-often selected option by surveyed SMEs, the acquisition of machinery, equipment, or 

other technology does not seem to rank high on the list of desired forms of collaboration by 

SMEs.  As the 20 to 49 employee size reported the highest level of positive response to this 

form of engagement, the implication is that it is growing businesses that desire assistance in the 

acquisition of physical assets (Woolgar et al., 1998). 

 

No interviewee specifically noted this form of engagement with SMEs as being desirable. 

 

7.2.2 Employee Training 
 

Interviewees most often cited education and training as the activity colleges engage in to help 

small businesses innovate.  The provision of knowledge, skills, and abilities was seen to be key 

in providing individuals the tools needed to innovate (Dakhli & De Clercq, 2004; Skuras et al., 

2005). Similarly, of the businesses indicating a likelihood of partnering with a college in the 

future, employee training was the means of collaboration most often selected as the probable 

form of interaction (particularly in those businesses with less than 200 employees).  While this 

connection between the interests of business and the function of colleges at first glance 

appears to coincide, there is in fact a significant gulf between the two. 



189 
 

Whereas SMEs are interested in training for their employees—individuals presumably already 

in the workforce—colleges are focused on providing knowledge, skills, and abilities to students 

that are looking to enter the workforce or to change their situation within the workforce.   This 

difference in audience focus could be addressed through contract training, a topic that received 

minimal focus from the colleges. 

 

7.2.3 Applied research 

It seems clear that the three colleges in this study are at different stages in developing an 

applied research program.  Specifically, Red River College has a well-developed applied research 

program that attracts funding not only from government funding agencies, but also brings in 

substantial and significant industry support for complex research projects.  This program has 

some degree of dedicated funding, staffing and buy-in from a proportion of the faculty.  

Assiniboine Community College is in the early stages of developing an applied research 

program.  With a very limited scope, the applied research program has dedicated researcher 

time allotted, and the development of funding sources and industry partnerships is still in a 

fledgling state.  Within University College of the North, there is almost no structured applied 

research program; however, some applied research structure exists in an arms-length 

institution in a very limited field. 

These college-specific situations are reflected in the statistically significant differences that can 

be found between the geographical regions on specific applied research activities as reported 

by SMEs.   Specifically, those SMEs reporting from urban areas, which are centred closer to RRC, 

report higher levels of interest in engaging this type of activity; rural SMEs that are generally 
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more serviced by ACC are less interested; and northern SMEs have the lowest levels of interest 

in partnering with UCN on applied research projects (North & Smallbone, 2000; Lowe & 

Henson, 2006). 

On the whole, a majority of interviewees made note of applied research projects—projects that 

range widely in nature and scope.  Survey respondents were not asked about applied research 

projects per se, but were asked more explicitly about the nature of the collaborative activity: 

 Original research  

 Developing product prototypes  

 Product testing/analysis  

 Adapting technologies to business needs  

 Conducting field/clinical trials  

 Launching new products  

Interviewees reported very little, if any, activity in the areas of original research or 

commercialization (launching new products).  Survey respondents, on the other hand, reported 

notable levels of interest in both of these activities. 

The applied research activities, as reported by interviewees, tend to focus on the other listed 

development activities—developing prototypes, product testing and analysis, adapting 

technologies, and conducting trials.  These activities also each have notable levels of interest 

from SMEs.  Though each category of activity has a different level of interest from SMEs, these 

levels are comparable to those of original research and launching new products. 
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7.2.4 Developing spin-off/new businesses  

Survey respondents from SMEs with between 20 and 49 employees were more likely than other 

firm sizes to identify a desire to collaborate with colleges on development of spin-off businesses 

or the creation of new businesses.  No interviewee specifically identified working with SMEs on 

this form of activity as a role for their colleges.  However, due to the nature of this type of 

activity, interviewees may have referred to entrepreneurial activity when thinking about spin-

off businesses or developing new businesses (Skuras et al., 2005).  Students may also be 

incorporated into these desired activities through capstone projects, for example. 

7.2.5 Business expansion  

As with spin-off and new business development, there was a statistically significant leaning 

towards smaller businesses being interested in business expansion.  There was also a highly 

statistically significant correlation between business size and interest in business expansion 

(Skuras et al., 2005).   The implication of this finding is that the smaller the SME, the less able it 

is—due to the lack of resources, expertise, or both—to engage in expansion activities on its 

own.  As the size of the business increases, the in-house availability of these resources and 

expertise increases, thereby reducing the interest of partnering with a college on this form of 

innovation. 

Again, here there was no specific mention by interviewees as to the role colleges play in this 

activity; however, there may be aspects of entrepreneurial thinking involved.  Here, too, 

student activity may be utilized. 
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7.2.6 New policies 

Although there was some interest on the part of SMEs in collaborating with colleges on the 

development of new policies, it was not a primary focus.  No interviewee noted new policy 

development as an area of desired activity with SMEs. 

7.2.7 Obtaining skilled employees  

Although not specifically included in the survey nor as a focus of the interviews, both interview 

and survey respondents noted the importance of the education provided by colleges.  

Interviews revealed a consistent intent for future engagements with SMEs to include an 

educational component and, thus, include students in the activity. 

SMEs, too, identified the importance of the role of college education.  A common theme arose 

in survey comments indicating that future partnerships with a college would include acquiring 

employees with the required skills and abilities.  Examples of common survey comments 

focusing on the positive nature of college graduates include: 

 “It has worked well for us by hiring students from the college…” 

 “Excellent well prepared students and curriculum that is practical as well” 

Not all comments, however, had a positive tone.  While also highlighting the importance of new 

entrants into the work force having the requisite knowledge, skills, and abilities, some 

comments by those surveyed indicated concern about colleges’ ability to provide these needs, 

particularly in regards to innovation: 

 “College lags behind industry” 
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“While colleges may talk innovation, they do not really teach innovation.  The graduates 
don’t graduate with understanding and I don’t see the staff embracing innovation.” 

 

These less-than-positive comments are outweighed by the positive view of colleges’ provision 

of education. 

Regardless of the view of survey respondents as to the success of colleges at teaching the skills 

behind innovation, it is apparent that SMEs value an educated workforce and see colleges as 

providers of that education.  As such, colleges are viewed as a potentially important source of 

skilled employees (ACCC, 2011; Bélanger et al., 2005). 

7.2.8 Marketing 

A number of SMEs identified a desire to partner with a college on marketing activities (usually 

focused on advertising or advertising-related activities).  No interviewee specifically noted this 

form of collaboration, but it may occur through activities such as capstone projects. 

7.2.9 Focus on students 

Both the college key informants and the SME survey respondents placed significant emphasis 

on the role of students and graduates.  Specifically, most of the comments by interviewees, 

regardless of the activity, also incorporated the role of students.  Student involvement was 

noted by all interviewees but two, accentuating the importance colleges place on having 

students involved in college-SME partnerships. 

Whereas colleges are mandated to have some degree of focus on students, SMEs do not have 

any such obligation; nonetheless, a significant number of SMEs noted the importance of 

students.  Nearly 40% of survey respondents have hired a college graduate, and almost one-
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third of those firms surveyed have hosted some form of student placement.  The number one 

theme identified in the general comments in surveys was a focus on students (Bélanger et al., 

2005). 

7.3 Entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurship, from the point of view of the colleges, was an important topic.  There is a 

sense within the colleges that it is part of their role to provide training for future entrepreneurs; 

that is, the focus seems to be largely on the creation of entrepreneurs.  Conversely, SMEs have 

almost no interest in colleges developing new entrepreneurs—no indication of interest in such 

activity was shown in the survey results.  The SMEs surveyed are not looking for the colleges to 

develop increasing numbers of competitors for them, but instead are interested in those 

services that will help them, perhaps entrepreneurs themselves, develop their businesses 

(Skuras et al., 2005; ACCC, 2007).  As noted, SMEs identify the colleges as a source of skilled and 

knowledgeable employees—they are more interested in those skills tied to innovation than 

those connected to entrepreneurship. 

As examined previously, the concepts of innovation and entrepreneurship are intricately 

intertwined.  It is because of this complex relationship that colleges, perhaps incorrectly, often 

view entrepreneurship as developing a source of innovation to be used by SMEs.  In the 

absence of direct entrepreneurship training, colleges are at the very least engaging in the 

development of human capital.  SMEs, in hiring college graduates, may view this acquisition of 

increased human capital as innovation; however, this view may also be incorrect.  The concept 

of human capital may become confused with both entrepreneurship and innovation despite the 

fact that any one does not necessitate another. 
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The importance of education and training (the development of human capital) to both SMEs 

and colleges is valid from the respective viewpoints of those institutions, but its link to 

innovation is more complex, as the issue of entrepreneurship is once again drawn into the 

equation.  Research shows the development of skills is important to the innovation process, 

especially if this human capital is industry- or firm-specific (Bélanger et al., 2005; Dahkli & De 

Clercq, 2004; Laforet, 2011); by some definitions of innovation, the creation or development of 

human capital through education may be considered innovation in and of itself (Zhao, 2005).  

Further, the development of human capital is also found to be important in the development of 

entrepreneurship (Skuras et al., 2005; van Praag & van Stel, 2013), and entrepreneurship is also 

involved in the stimulation of innovation (Zhao, 2005).  If, however, the development of human 

capital is not included in one’s definition of innovation, it still may contribute to business 

growth without involving either entrepreneurship or innovation (Skuras et al., 2005). 

Despite the confusion of terms that may serve to muddy the understanding of the results of 

this study, it is important to reaffirm the fact that human capital is key to innovation, and in the 

case of SMEs, may be one of the few resources available to support innovation (Laforet, 2011).  

Therefore, despite the inability of this study to quantify the importance of Manitoba’s colleges’ 

role in developing the human capital leading to innovation, there is an overall perception on 

the part of the stakeholders that this activity is both significant and positive. 

From a broader view, very few survey respondents indicated that they had founded their 

business or had engaged in other entrepreneurial (as generally understood) activity due to 

entrepreneurial training acquired through a college education.  Because of the college focus on 

entrepreneurial training, it would be expected that if this training provided by colleges is 
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effective, there would have been more responses from SMEs indicating the college training was 

responsible for the founding of the SMEs. 

 

7.4 Noncompetition  

A notable number of interviewees noted concerns with potentially competing against private 

firms in providing services focused on helping SMEs to innovate, whereas no SME commented 

on facing competition from colleges.  Further, small businesses may not have the resources 

necessary to employ a for-profit firm to help them meet their needs.  As stated by one survey 

respondent: “For us, it’s about resources…” 

SMEs, if not looking at colleges as a potential source of future employees or a consumer of the 

goods or services the SME has to offer, tend not to consider the college at all.  Private industry 

does not see colleges in the province as competition; however, this may be a function of being 

unaware of the services the colleges could provide.  Many comments were made by survey 

respondents indicating they were unaware of the variety of services available. 

7.5 Barriers  

Both colleges and SMEs identified a number of issues that created barriers to the creation of 

innovation-focused collaborations.  Ranging widely, there were a number of concerns that were 

shared as well as identified by only one or the other of the parties. 

7.5.1 Awareness 

The lack of awareness of the services provided by colleges in support of innovation was 

identified by both colleges and SMEs as a significant barrier to potential partnerships.  
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Individuals interviewed from within the colleges acknowledge that the business community is 

often unaware of the services that could be provided to them.  Similarly, the survey responses 

to “unaware such services are offered by colleges” received the highest rate of “agree” or 

“slightly agree” selections when investigating reasons for not partnering with a college.  

Further, a theme emerged from survey comments of “not approached by a college.”  This 

theme suggests that some SMEs may believe that the impetus for establishing collaborative 

partnerships belongs with the colleges (James, 2009). 

7.5.2 Infrastructure 

Infrastructure was identified as a barrier by two of the colleges—ACC and RCC—primarily in 

terms of equipment and technology (ACCC, 2007).  No business surveyed identified 

infrastructure as a barrier to any collaborative activity with a college in Manitoba. 

7.5.3 Money 

Colleges often indicated funding as a barrier to potential partnerships.  Financial barriers were 

noted by all categories of interviewees across all colleges, indicating a systemic concern (James, 

2009).  The desire for funding from some outside party, governmental or otherwise, was 

frequently noted upon. Conversely, however, the idea of collaboration with a college being “too 

expensive” received the lowest rate of agreement for reasons for nonpartnership by SME 

survey respondents. 

The majority of survey responses to the concept of a financial barrier fell to the “neither agree 

nor disagree” category, indicating that SMEs are largely unaware of how much collaborative 

activities with a college might cost. 
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7.5.4 Time 

While a lack of available time was identified as a significant barrier on the part of colleges, no 

significant note of a similar concern was made by SMEs.  Primarily, colleges noted the lack of 

time available to instructors to develop opportunities to engage with businesses as individuals 

or to incorporate these potential collaborations into educational opportunities (Rosenkrantz, 

2013; Fisher, 2009).   

No business identified that time would be a concern on the part of colleges, and only a handful 

noted their own lack of available time: 

“I am in essence self-employed and wear many hats so I would find it difficult to add 
another task to my long list…[sic]” 

 

“A main concern about partnering would be the time involved vs the benefit.” 

Demonstration of significant benefit to the SME, however, would appear to remedy any 

concern about the lack of available time for collaborative activity. 

7.5.5 Culture 

As noted in Section 5.9.5 “Barriers – Culture,” the theme of culture can be parsed into two 

distinct streams:  (1) institutional culture, and (2) aboriginal culture. 

7.5.5.1 Institutional 

When interviewees discussed institutional culture, the focus tended to be on the culture of the 

individual college with which the interviewee was associated.   Most often, these discussions 

identified the research history (or lack thereof) of the institution and how this history has 
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developed a culture of content-delivery that may act as a barrier to engagement with SMEs 

(Bélanger et al., 2005). 

A few survey responses also indicate a concern regarding the culture of colleges.  Although not 

a common concern, all three colleges were identified by individual commenters: 

“Unfortunately, it seems to me, as A.C.C. is becoming more bureaucratic, our working 
relationship is slowly waning.” 

 

“[…] does not care about employers.  They lobby the Prov. Govt in their own interest 
only.” 

 

“our local college is a laugh/disgusting it is a political arm of the NDP government.  It is a 
huge waster of money with very little gain.” 

 

Although these comments focus on the culture within colleges, it is important to note that 

these comments are based on the perceptions SMEs have of the college.  Whether or not these 

perceptions reflect reality or not, the impressions SMEs have of colleges will influence the basis 

of their interactions with these institutions; therefore, the perceived culture of colleges can act 

as a barrier to collaborative activity. 

7.5.5.2 Aboriginal 

Some of the issues surrounding Aboriginal culture were identified by a minority of interviewees, 

but were somewhat removed from the focus of this research project.  No SME identified 

Aboriginal culture (or any other ethnic culture) as a barrier to collaborative activity. 

7.5.6 Timing 

Whereas the structure of college classes and organizational issues can create a barrier to 

college-SME collaboration from the point of view of the college, no business identified this form 
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of timing as an issue.  An extremely small number of survey respondents, however, indicated 

that they were not in the right stage of their business to pursue engagement with a college.  

Most often, these individuals noted that they were approaching retirement and therefore not 

interested in seeking new activities.  

7.5.7 SME buy-in  

A significant number of interviewees indicated a belief that many SMEs had little to no interest 

in engaging with colleges on innovation projects (Tomlinson, 2011; also see Section 5.9.7 “SME 

buy-in”).  Survey responses, however, found that this number of disinterested businesses may 

be, in reality, quite small.  Only 22 respondents indicated that they had no interest or need for 

establishing a collaborative relationship. 

The reasons provided by survey respondents for not partnering with colleges are more heavily 

weighted towards being unaware such services were offered by colleges, not being approached 

by a college, or the skills or resources needed not being available at a Manitoba college. 

“we didn’t know we could partner with them; we never through that there would be 
courses that would be compatible with our business” 

 

“never been approached/thought of it” 

A very small number of survey respondents indicated that they consciously chose to not 

partner with a particular college due to negative feelings or experiences with a college.  

“I have been part of an economic group that has tried to do more work with […] and that 
has not been fruitful so would not encourage me to do it as in individual business”  
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7.5.8 Distance to college 

The distance to college was found to be prohibitive to a statistically significant degree in 

consideration to region (Rogers, 2010).  Very few urban-based businesses believed that the 

distance to a college was prohibitive, whereas over a quarter of rural SMEs and more than a 

third of northern-based firms held that belief.  No interviewee identified the distance between 

the college and a potential partner SME as a barrier.  Such a disconnect in understanding 

reveals a lack of communication between the two parties as well as either: (1) a lack of 

understanding on the part of the colleges, or (2) a myopic view of the potential partnering SMEs 

to those in the immediate area relative to the college. 

7.5.9 No need 

A notable number of survey respondents noted that their SME had no need to partner with a 

college on innovation projects.  Some survey respondents noted that the nature of their 

business did not require innovation, while others indicated that the innovation function of their 

organization was handled elsewhere (Cooke & Wills, 1999). 

No college interviewee identified a lack of need as a potential barrier. 

7.5.10 Needed skills not available 

Although not a frequently noted barrier, some survey respondents indicated that the skills 

required to innovate within their SME were not available with Manitoba’s colleges.  

Approximately half of these commenters simply noted that the skills were not available, while 

the other half stated that they find the required skills elsewhere—usually at a university. 
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7.6 IP Issues 

Intellectual property concerns, although noted as not being a major concern within the 

colleges, were raised enough times in the interviews to warrant comment.  As indicated in 

Section 5.11 “IP issues,” it appears as though the issues surrounding IP can be overcome with 

time and negotiation, but it is also important to note that of all the surveys returned by SMEs, 

not one mentioned concern regarding intellectual property.  Only one comment was made 

about “privacy issues” which may have related to IP, but could have easily also related to 

anxieties over customer data, for example. 

7.7 Implications 
 

In summary, there are a number of areas where the input from college informants and that 

from survey respondents aligned.  Similarly, there were several areas where the data collected 

from one group conflicted with that collected from the other.  In both cases, the findings 

impact upon the conclusions that may be drawn. 

Specifically, the areas where the results gathered from colleges and SMES agreed included: 

 There is a higher tendency for SMEs to engage with colleges when they are in closer 

proximity (Section 7.1.1). 

 SMEs and colleges both recognize the importance of the roles played by students in 

collaborative efforts (Section 7.1.2) and the educational value to the students of being 

involved in these activities (Section 7.2.9).  The value of a well-trained workforce was 

also noted by both sets of respondents (Section 7.2.7). 
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 Although the specific areas of interest are dependent on the individual institution, 

colleges are generally interested in doing applied research.  SMEs’ interests align with 

colleges on this topic to certain degree, as firms in Manitoba express an interest in 

some, though not all, areas of applied interest.  Respondents from both the colleges and 

SMEs indicate that the colleges are not always able to provide the desired services 

(Section 7.2.3). 

 While the terminology between the two sets of respondents may be somewhat 

different, there is an interest in entrepreneurship.  Colleges use the term 

“entrepreneurship,” and there seems to often be such a focus in the training provided 

by these institutions.  This focus aligns with a common desire of SMEs to explore 

opportunities for business expansion and/or the development of spin-off businesses; 

nonetheless, SMEs did not tend to use the term “entrepreneurship” or any variant 

thereof (Sections 7.2.5 and 7.2.6). 

 In regards to the barriers that may exist to impede the development of collaborative 

relationships between colleges and SMEs in Manitoba, the data from the two sets of 

respondents overlapped significantly in regards to two particular barriers:  awareness 

(Section 7.5.1) and institutional culture (Section 7.5.5). 

Conversely, there were a number of areas where the data gathered from colleges disagreed 

considerably with the survey responses of the SMEs: 

 While there was a tendency for college informants to indicate that the lack of SME buy-

in was a significant barrier to the development of more collaborative relationships, 
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survey responses from SMEs instead noted that there was often a problem getting 

colleges to commit to a relationship (Section 7.1.3). 

 As noted above, there is agreement between colleges and SMEs about the importance 

of a well-educated workforce and involving students in innovation-focused activities; 

however, this agreement is not complete.  College informants’ focus was on the training 

of new employees—the development of new members for the labour force.  SMEs, on 

the other hand, indicated an interest in colleges providing training for existing 

employees (Section 7.2.2).  While the two goals are not incompatible, the misalignment 

of goals highlights a difference in priorities. 

 Although it is not easily parsed, and despite it previously being identified as an area of 

agreement between the colleges and SMEs, the subject of entrepreneurship is not one 

of full agreement.  There is a general tendency for colleges to engage students through 

an entrepreneurial focus—a focus that is not equally valued by SMEs.  Whereas there is 

evidence that SMEs do value the entrepreneurial skillset, there is very little explicitly-

stated desire for it (Section 7.3). 

 In identifying barriers to collaborative efforts, there were three notable situations in 

which one group of respondents (colleges or SMEs) noted a significant barrier to 

collaboration that was not identified as a barrier by the other group.  The first—wherein 

colleges stated that the lack of SME buy-in was problematic and, for their part, SMEs 

laid the blame at the feet of the colleges—has been commented on above (also Section 

7.5.7).  Second, colleges frequently cited financial concerns as a barrier to 

collaborations, while the data suggests SMEs are unsure as to whether money is of 
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concern regarding partnerships on innovation (Section 7.5.3).  Finally, colleges did not 

identify the distance to SMEs as a barrier, whereas SMEs at a distance from a college 

noted this distance as a barrier (Section 7.5.8). 

From an examination of the intersection of the two sets of data, it appears that the roles 

currently being played by Manitoba’s community colleges in regards to innovation are very 

much as would be expected—they are most commonly involved in training (both in regards to 

knowledge, skills and abilities for the workplace and in regards to entrepreneurship) and in 

applied research.  In these roles, however, it seems that colleges are not operating at full 

capacity. 

The province’s community colleges appear to have the capacity to engage with SMEs to a much 

greater degree both in the areas identified as well as in the areas of specialty that exist within 

each individual college.  There exists a desire in Manitoba’s SMEs to engage with the colleges in 

a wide range of activities, but barriers exist. 

Of the relationships that do currently exist between SMEs and colleges, the focus on these 

relationships tend to be on the students.  While there is the possibility of more and deeper 

forms of collaborative relationships, there is a need to address the miscommunications and 

differing viewpoints on barriers.   
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CHAPTER 8 

8.0 Conclusions 

There exists a paucity of research—particularly recent research—regarding community colleges 

in Canada and almost none regarding colleges (in any context) in Manitoba, particularly outside 

of urban areas (Rogers, 2004).   Further, the difficulty in surveying SMEs (MacDonald et al., 

2007), the tendency for regional focus by colleges (Rogers, 2010) and the lack of a 

comprehensive national strategy for colleges in Canada (Fisher, 2009) make direct comparisons 

of the Manitoba situation with a wider context difficult.  Nonetheless, valuable insights may be 

gleaned from this research by institutions outside the province. 

In the most general terms, a number of impressions were formed from this largely exploratory 

research project.  These impressions vary widely, ranging from the model that informed this 

research to overarching views regarding the interaction between Manitoba’s colleges and 

business community.  Whereas more specific conclusions and recommendations may be found 

below (Section 8.2), as this research project was primarily exploratory, some broader 

conclusions have been reached—conclusions rooted in findings of a broader context such that 

they should, perhaps, be labelled “perceptions” rather than “conclusions.” 

A. The conceptual model on which this research project was greatly reliant (Jurmain, 2006) 

is applicable in the case of Manitoba but is not entirely useful, as the focus of this model 

is largely upon the innovation process.  That is, the model’s focus is more upon the 

needs of the business regarding innovation than it is upon finding systems for 
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incorporating the various aspects of the innovation process into the colleges’ 

educational process.  While varying degrees of the innovation process are encapsulated 

by college programming, depending upon the particular college and department within 

the college, no situation was identified where the model closely mapped any SME-

college relationship. 

There are two primary possibilities as to the incongruence between this model and the 

research findings: 

a. Jurmain’s model (2006) may not be ideally suited for all community college 

situations, such as, in this case, the province of Manitoba.  Specifically, the 

required antecedent conditions for the model to be highly relevant may not be 

necessitated by the mere virtue of a community college system.  Conversely 

stated, the idealized nature of the model may, in fact, act as a limitation. 

b. Manitoba’s community college system is an exception to the rule, and the 

generalizability of this research is therefore severely limited.  While it is almost 

certainly the case that the college system is not as fully integrated into the 

province’s innovation ecosystem as it could be, it is unlikely that this case is 

unique within Canada (Gregor, 1995). 

Because the national college system is a product of each province in which colleges 

were established, there is no unified system of community colleges across the country.  

Due to this fact, we can assert that the reason the case of Manitoba’s college system 

does not work either easily or cleanly with Jurmain’s model is due to an inadequacy in 
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the model itself—an inadequacy based on a failure to take into account capacities that 

differ across institutions. 

It may be more appropriate, then, to view Jurmain’s model as aspirational rather than 

contextual when considering the interactions between SMEs and colleges in regards to 

innovation. 

B. An unexpected issue arose during this research in relation to the operational definition 

of “innovation” used by each of the parties.  Although the same definition of the term 

was provided to both interviewees and surveyed businesses (Appendix 4.8.1), the 

utilized interpretation was somewhat different.   The adoption of differing definitions of 

“innovation,” while unfortunate, is not surprising as many authors have identified a 

wide range of characterizations of the term (Popadiuk & Choo, 2006; Tornatzky & Klein, 

1982). 

In the case of college interviewees, the definition used tended to default to those 

activities already being undertaken by the college in question or, alternately, those 

activities the interviewee desired to undertake, regardless of whether or not these 

activities directly promoted innovation in SMEs.  There was an almost universal 

assumption that the colleges’ activities were, by their nature, assured to increase levels 

of innovation in the SME partners.  Despite a lack of evidence for this base assumption, 

college interviewees tended to have a basic understanding of what would constitute 

“innovative” for SMEs. 
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Survey respondents from SMEs, however, tended to use an even broader definition of 

“innovation.”  This definition tended to be so broad as to be synonymous with “new.”  

The common reference to hiring graduates of community colleges as a collaboration 

with the college on innovation belies this broad interpretation.   

This difference between interpretations of innovation—both between institutions and 

amongst them—can most likely be attributed to the difference in innovation needs and 

issues as well as the nature of the challenge being addressed through innovation 

(Damanpour & Wischnevsky, 2006).  Viewed through this lens, the variance in 

operational definitions becomes understandable. 

There are a number of implications resulting from the misalignment of definitions 

between colleges and business: 

a. Attempting to align the innovative activities of colleges and businesses becomes 

problematic, but not to a degree that it becomes impossible. 

b. Institutions—both colleges and businesses—that claim to be innovative may not 

be engaging in innovative activity at all. 

c. The adoption and usage of a poor definition of innovation may, in itself, act as a 

barrier to innovation. 

C. While the SMEs within Manitoba are aware of the colleges, the businesses do not view 

them as service providers that could be directly involved in innovation activities.  

Instead, businesses tend to view colleges solely as training institutions. As such, a great 

degree of interaction between SMEs and colleges is focused on the academic process; 

therefore, SMEs that engage with colleges often do so through co-op programs, guest 
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speaking opportunities, and other interactions that are traditionally seen as enhancing 

the educational experience. 

D. The lack of perception of colleges as innovation service providers is not a fault that can 

be laid solely at the feet of business.  Oftentimes, the colleges have developed barriers 

that prevent them from providing these services at all (Bélanger et al., 2005).  The 

bureaucratic nature of colleges may act as an impediment to developing processes that 

would allow these institutions to provide services enhancing the innovation capacities of 

local SMEs while simultaneously providing applied learning opportunities to students.   

E. Although no research has been undertaken to examine its role or impact on the topic of 

focus in this research, there has been significant upheaval in the Manitoba college 

system since the beginning of this project (February 2013): 

a. COPSE dismantled:  As noted in Section 3.1, the arms-length body originally 

created to act as an intermediary between the government and post-secondary 

education institutions in Manitoba was removed from the provincial budget in 

March 2014.  The implications of this fundamental restructuring of the 

relationship between colleges and the provincial government have yet to be 

determined. 

b. Restructuring UCN:  In July 2014, University College of the North underwent an 

organizational restructuring, creating new departments and amalgamating 

faculties in the process (UCN, 2014).  Part of the reasoning provided for this 

reorganization was the need to better meet the needs of the community and 

industry.  As the analysis of the data gathered for this project revealed 
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deficiencies in UCN’s ability to provide these services, this reorganization may 

serve the institution well.  Nonetheless, the data gathered for this project was 

collected prior to this reorganization. 

c. Management turnover:  Since the conclusion of the interview stage of this 

research, at least four of the ten individuals in management positions 

interviewed have left their positions.  Only one person in administration has left 

their position, and no instructors have left their jobs.  The high degree of 

turnover in management positions may be indicative of something occurring 

within the college system beyond the scope of this research—some variable that 

may be in play that has otherwise been missed.  If this is not the case—if the 

higher rate of manager turnover is in fact a function of the nature of the work 

and not the context in which it is occurring—the turnover may still affect the 

ability of colleges to develop and maintain long-term relationships with business. 

How each of these issues has impacted the results of this research is unknown; 

however, it is notable that the development of ongoing relationships and a reputation 

for innovation service provision is made more difficult during times of turbulence.   

Beyond these general impressions, a number of specific conclusions and recommendations 

have also been developed. 

 

 

8.1 Model of SME-College Collaborations 
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As noted above, it may be more useful to view Jurmain’s model as aspirational; alternately 

stated, this model is very much an idealized model of college capacity.  In the case of Manitoba, 

the reality of the community college is often much different from this ideal.  The reality of 

actual collaboration is a function of college capacity.  The role or roles that may be played by a 

college in a partnership focused upon innovation is based on the individual institution’s 

resources, expertise, and lack of barriers.   Further, the role of the college is determined by the 

needs of the partnering SME.   

In actuality, then, the areas where collaborative activity may occur between colleges and SMEs 

in regards to innovation can be found at the intersection of college capacity and SME needs 

(see Figure 8.1.1).  As the capacity of colleges increases (in regards to expertise, equipment, 

funding, or other relevant resources), there is a greater ability for the institution to collaborate 

with SMEs on their identified areas of need in regards to innovation. 

Jurmain’s idealized model may be envisioned as existing at this intersection where there are no 

restrictions on a college’s capacity.  Based on the capacity of the individual college, only some 

of the roles identified by Jurmain may be available—as capacity increases, more roles may be 

played. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8.1.1 – Model of SME-College Collaboration 
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8.2 Conclusions and recommendations 

After examining the data collected in the interviews, through the surveys, and how the data 

from the two forms of collection intersect, the resultant findings give rise to a number of 

conclusions and recommendations.  The following section contains an overview of the key 

findings of the research and makes a number of recommendations for action regarding the 

interaction (or lack thereof) between community colleges and SMEs in the province of 

Manitoba. 

Due to the interconnectedness of the various organizations affected by these 

recommendations, they are not organized by which particular group is impacted.  Further, as 

the importance of any one conclusion or recommendation is highly subjective, no assertion is 

made of any order of importance of the following.    
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Each of the following conclusions is a result of this study’s findings; therefore, these conclusions 

and recommendations are specifically directed at the colleges that participated in this research.  

Some of these findings have immediate actionable consequences while others require longer-

term consideration.  Those conclusions with resultant recommendations clearly delineate these 

recommendations following a brief discussion of the conclusion. 

8.2.1 Conclusion 1:  Student Involvement 

Across all departments in each of the three colleges, there was a consistent focus on the 

employment prospects for students.  Framed within a discussion of assisting SMEs to innovate, 

interview respondents’ returning focus to student employment upon graduation suggests that 

college employees believe that the optimal method of helping SMEs innovate is through 

introducing well-trained and well-educated individuals into the workforce.  These new 

employees, trained in new techniques and tools may be the conduit of knowledge transfer into 

Manitoban SMEs.  Conversely, it may be that the focus of Manitoba colleges is aimed at the 

students and their future potential employment, that little thought or effort is given to the 

needs of SMEs.  The third possibility is that student employment is the lens through which 

college employees see how most benefits accrue due to the college’s efforts.  In the case of this 

research, focusing on SME innovation, the benefits acquired by business are viewed through 

the lens of student employment.  Similarly, community development resulting from college 

activity may be also viewed through the lens of student employment.  If this is the case, then it 

is possible that many potential opportunities are being overlooked. 

Survey respondents tend to identify Manitoba community colleges as a potential source of 

employees that have the necessary knowledge, skills, and abilities to succeed in the workplace; 
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however, SMEs do not necessarily see the graduates of these colleges as having those skills 

directly linked with innovation.  

CONCLUSION:  The desire of SMEs to recruit talented students from colleges’ graduate 

pools may have less to do with a focus on innovation than with basic staffing issues. 

CONCLUSION:  An educational focus on innovation and innovative activities benefit both 

students and SMEs. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges, in seeking to further connections and collaborative 

activities with SMEs, should continue to involve students and, if possible, increase the 

depth and breadth of student involvement in these agreements. 

8.2.2 Conclusion 2:  Expansion of student involvement 
 

As noted, the involvement of students in college-SME collaborations addresses not only the 

colleges’ mandate of providing an education, but it also affects the SMEs’ perception of the 

interaction as positive.  It seems important, therefore, to maintain or possibly enhance the 

roles played by students. 

Red River College was the only institution that indicated that some projects with SMEs 

precluded student involvement.  It may be possible that these projects, if students became 

involved, would improve the partnering SMEs’ impression of the level of success.  

If SMEs are engaging with colleges on innovation projects and students are involved in some 

capacity, it seems reasonable to conclude that these same SMEs will find higher value in these 

students as potential employees upon graduation.  These partnerships are thus doubly 

beneficial to the SME. 
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CONCLUSION:  Partnerships between SMEs and colleges should include students to as 

great a degree as possible. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges need to make an effort to maintain and increase student 

involvement in those collaborative activities involving both the college and SMEs. 

8.2.3 Conclusion 3:  Contract training 
 

It is well recognized that training is one of the primary roles—if not the primary role—of 

community colleges.  Both college interviewees and SME survey respondents were highly 

cognizant of the fact that colleges are responsible for helping individuals gain the knowledge, 

skills, and abilities they need to succeed in the workplace.  Nonetheless, there was little 

comment on the development of collaborative activities between colleges and SMEs on this 

topic, despite the fact that some SMEs are involved in the provision of a college education in a 

number of ways—advisory boards, guest speaking, and hosting student placements, as 

examples—this involvement is largely viewed as peripheral.   

Contract training, although very much related to the basic provision of education that is the 

focus of most college activity, seems to be largely ignored by those within the college system.  

Whereas contract training was cited by SMEs as the most desired form of collaboration, it is not 

seen as a focus within the colleges.  This disconnect acts as a disservice to both the college, 

which often has the resources and expertise to provide the training, and the SME, which has 

the need and desire for the training.  The data collected for this study suggests that this 

disconnect is an awareness issue (see Section 7.5.1 “Barriers – Awareness”). 
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The apparent lack of interest on the part of colleges is unfortunate, as contract training would 

better address the desire of SMEs for employee training as opposed to the traditional 

educational offerings of colleges.  Levin (2000) notes that colleges’ focus on preparing students 

based on marketplace demands suggests that colleges are more involved in training than in 

education.  Regardless of nomenclature, colleges’ tailoring of training programs to meet the 

specific needs of a business would better meet the needs of SMEs (Kirby, Curran & Hollett, 

2009).  Colleges’ ability to respond to the changing needs of industry provides them with the 

capability to make adjustments to meet the individual needs of an SME (Vanderveken, 1994). 

Further, these contract programs are another form of linkage to SMEs that creates stronger 

connections between business and colleges and could be developed into relationships that 

could lead to innovation collaborations (Skolnik, 2004; Dougherty & Bakia, 2000). 

However, in the case of the smallest SMEs, where the number of employees is very low, the 

inability of colleges to meet the firms’ training needs may simply be a matter of economics.  

That is, colleges may not be able to offer to SMEs with a very limited number of employees the 

training desired at an affordable price.  As such, it follows that colleges, when engaging with 

these small SMEs, do not consider contract training as an appropriate form of partnership. 

CONCLUSION:  Expansion of SME involvement in education programs would only serve 

to enhance the educational experience for students, while providing better trained 

workforce for the business community. 



218 
 

CONCLUSION:  Contract training options available through the colleges need to be more 

fully developed and much better communicated both to the college community as well 

as to SMEs within the province. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Where applicable and appropriate, colleges need to develop 

closer integration of contract training with traditional education and training 

programming. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges must better communicate the employee training options 

and services (contract training) available to SMEs. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges must develop closer ties with SMEs through the 

development and maintenance of formalized relationships to determine what types of 

employee training are desired by employers in order to improve offerings through 

contract training which may also impact core programming. 

8.2.4 Conclusion 4:  Barriers to collaboration 
 

It is only the most motivated individuals that are proactive in developing partnerships, both on 

the part of colleges and SMEs (Malecki, 2008).   

The reactive nature of most SMEs was revealed in the frequency with which respondents 

indicated they had not partnered with colleges because they had not been approached.  On the 

part of the colleges, several interviewees seemed to create roadblocks to the development of 

partnerships.  Several of these potential barriers were assumed to exist by college employees, 

but were not noted by any SMEs.  Additionally, in many of the cases where the partnerships 

were deemed unsuccessful, both parties tended to lay the fault at the feet of the other. 
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CONCLUSION:  Although there are several barriers to collaboration between colleges 

and SMEs that are assumed to exist, most barriers are not true barriers at all. 

RECOMMENDATION:  There needs to be an open, clear, and communicated process for 

SMEs wishing to engage with colleges. 

RECOMMENDATION:  A formal study of the barriers currently only assumed to exist 

should be undertaken by each college to identify the true root of barriers within that 

institution. 

8.2.5 Conclusion 5:  Communication 
 

“Communication” was identified across colleges and departments as an important theme.  This 

communication, or the lack thereof, refers to the conversation between parties—whether 

between colleges and industry or between parties within individual colleges themselves.  

Because of the oft-lacking formal communication structures within the colleges, there are far 

more connections between the college and industry than are widely known (Pecas & 

Henriques, 2006).  Faculty projects done off the side of the desk are a concrete example of this 

lack of communication.  As a result of this lapse in communication within colleges, the 

institutions themselves are unaware of the range of services that are, have been, and could 

possibly be offered to the SME community.  Free and clear communication, perhaps through a 

central repository where records of these types of activity are stored, would provide a clear 

picture of the services that are not only provided by the college, but also of the kinds of services 

that are requested by SMEs within the community. 
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When referring to communication between the colleges and parties outside the college, the 

greatest area of concern identified is the issue of awareness.  Survey respondents, identifying 

the lack of awareness as the greatest reason for not partnering with colleges on innovation 

projects, clearly revealed a need for clear and targeted communication with the business 

community regarding the range of services offered by colleges.  Further, this communication 

process must include an easy-access system for SMEs wishing to partner with a college.  Small 

businesses wishing to partner with a college should not only know what services are available, 

but should also be able to easily initiate a dialogue with the college.  At present, SMEs tend to 

believe that it is the responsibility of colleges to instigate talks regarding partnerships. 

CONCLUSION:  Increased levels of communication both within the colleges and between 

the colleges and Manitoba’s SMEs are required.    The lack of an easy entry point into the 

college forces SMEs into a passive role. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges should develop a comprehensive communications 

strategy focused both on individuals within the college and parties outside the college 

system to develop awareness of existing activities and potential activity. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges need to develop a system whereby the information 

regarding the collaborative activities undertaken with SMEs is centralized such that a 

comprehensive catalog of the connections between each college and SMEs is 

maintained.  The process for forming these collaborations should not be centralized, but 

remain with the faculty and staff who have traditionally developed these relationships.  

Recognizing the difficulty of this task, it is noted that while the effort put into creating 

and maintaining such a system is not insignificant; however, it is easier and more 
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inexpensive to develop existing relationships into deeper collaborative partnerships than 

it is to establish new relationships. 

RECOMMENDATION:  More formal and focused outreach should take place on the part 

of colleges reaching out to the province’s SMEs. 

8.2.6 Conclusion 6:  Networking 
 

The issue of networking is closely related to communication, but differs in one important 

aspect.  While communication often refers to the sharing of information about the activities 

and the services available within and by the college, networking focuses on the maintenance 

and development of relationships. 

Whereas communication may place an emphasis on broadcasting a particular type of service 

being available to a specific type of industry, networking focuses on creating and maintaining a 

college’s relationships with SMEs.  By maintaining these relationships, not only is the process of 

communication simplified, but a broad base of contacts within the community ensures many of 

the collaborative activities—student placements, guest speaking, finding individuals for 

advisory councils—are supported (Malecki, 2008; Skolnik, 2004). 

Currently, the nature of networking conducted by the colleges is very much ad hoc.  Often, it is 

faculty members attempting to network with the businesses of the relevant industry, with no 

central records of those SMEs engaged with the college.  Broadly stated, many faculty or staff 

members must “reinvent the wheel” when a connection to an industry partner is desirable.  

Specifically, there is a greater or lesser degree of sharing of contact information within 

particular departments of certain colleges; nonetheless, there are boundaries—whether 
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personal, departmental, or institutional—that impact all three of the community colleges in 

regards to the sharing of contact information. 

Interviewees raised the topic of networking; it was not raised by the researcher.  Because 

interviewees from across the three colleges and from each class of contact raised the issue, the 

importance of networking is underscored. 

CONCLUSION:   The compartmentalization of relationship development and 

maintenance within the colleges is harming the creation and maintenance of SME-

college partnerships. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Networking opportunities need to be developed in order to foster 

the creation of new relationships between colleges and SMEs. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Each college should develop a centralized database of 

relationships that exist between the college and SMEs.  This database should be 

centralized, but the responsibility for the relationships should not be centralized. 

8.2.7 Conclusion 7:  Satellite campuses 
 

Geography is an issue of which colleges need to remain aware, as there is a tendency for 

businesses so inclined to seek assistance from the local college (Raby, 2009).  As businesses 

have also indicated that the lack of the necessary skill set at the local or nearest college is also 

sometimes an issue, colleges may need to be open to assisting businesses outside their 

immediate area. 

Having satellite campuses in communities further afield somewhat alleviates the concern of 

long-distance outreach activities (Rogers, 2010), but there is also some concern about the 
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resources allocated to these satellite campuses and their ability to effectively assist SMEs.  

These satellite campuses also may assist with SMEs’ concern about the distance to college.  

Succinctly stated, satellite campuses take the first step towards providing communities with the 

services of a college, but the resources available through these satellite offices do not always 

meet local business needs. 

From an education point of view, satellite campuses are often found in the north, servicing 

aboriginal communities (Appendix 6.2.1).  The ensuing cultural and geographic complexities of 

these situations, though briefly touched upon in this study, are outside the bounds of this paper 

and may warrant further research. 

CONCLUSION:  Satellite campuses begin to address the needs of the community in which 

they are located, mitigating the issues of distance to the main campus of the colleges, 

but do not have resources to effectively assist SMEs. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges should use their satellite campuses to make connections 

with SMEs outside the community in which the main campus is located; however, these 

remote connections should not be the focus of the colleges’ outreach efforts as most 

satellite campuses do not have the resources to support the bulk of the activities desired 

by SMEs. 

8.2.8 Conclusion 8:  Local SMEs 
 

Evidence gathered through this research shows that colleges tend to engage with businesses 

that are: (1) local; (2) in industries that have a connection to subject areas of focus at the 

college; and (3) not extremely small.  Responses to the surveys’ questions regarding the past 
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activities of colleges show that the largest SMEs are the most likely to indicate that they would 

be interested in partnering with a college on an innovation project, with the smallest being the 

least likely.  However, there is no specific industry or industries that have significantly more 

interest in partnering than any other.  Finally, there was no significant difference between the 

regions regarding the level of SME interest in partnering; therefore, colleges, regardless of 

where they are situated, should be able to find local businesses willing to collaborate. 

CONCLUSION:   There are businesses in the areas adjacent to each of the colleges in this 

study that have interests that complement the program offerings of the college and are 

willing to collaborate on innovation projects. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges should focus efforts on finding SME partners in the 

immediate community before going further afield. 

8.2.9 Conclusion 9:  Entrepreneurship 
 

Despite this research’s focus on the topic of innovation, many interviewees raised the topic of 

entrepreneurship.  Because of the entwining of these concepts, it seems as though individuals 

within the college system assume an inherent connection between innovation and 

entrepreneurship.  As discussed in the literature review (Section 2.0), the exact nature of this 

connection is debated, but it is generally accepted that innovation and entrepreneurship are 

important to one another.  In terms of assisting SMEs in innovating, however, entrepreneurship 

may not necessarily be the best focal point.  While it has been stated that businesses benefit 

from entrepreneurial thinking by their employees, many SMEs may not want to hire true 

entrepreneurs seeking to establish their own firms, but would be better served in other ways.   
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It appears, therefore, that colleges may be providing a disservice to SMEs with the existing 

focus on entrepreneurship.   

CONCLUSION:  Whereas there is an accepted connection between innovation and 

entrepreneurship, an education that focuses upon the entrepreneurship aspect may not 

be conducive to developing collaborative relationships with SMEs. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges—particularly ACC and RCC—should reconsider their 

focus on entrepreneurship and consider including a focus on innovation training. 

8.2.10 Conclusion 10:  Noncompetition 
 

One of the concerns identified by colleges that was not commented upon by SME survey 

respondents was noncompetition.  Some college employees feel that there may be an issue 

using government funding to provide services in aid of an SME’s innovative activities—services 

that may compete with those offered by private industry.  Specifically, the concern was raised 

regarding the use of government funds to provide services also offered by private industry.  

This concern has acted to stifle the innovative activities undertaken by colleges by acting as a 

barrier to potential partnerships. 

There are two issues arising from this concern that are not addressed by colleges:  (1) post-

secondary college education is also offered by private industry, but is not seen as an issue 

regarding competition, and (2) government programs already exist to fund innovation.  The 

arguments, therefore, put forward by colleges regarding noncompetition seem to be self-

constructed barriers. 
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Further, small businesses that do not have the financial resources available to engage private 

services are unlikely to engage these services.  With colleges being unwilling to provide the 

services potentially desired by these SMEs, an overall negative impact to the occurrences 

innovation development in Manitoba accrues. 

CONCLUSION:  Colleges’ concerns about providing services to SMEs that may compete 

with services being offered by the private sector are not echoed by the private sector; 

therefore, this barrier to collaboration may be a self-constructed barrier. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges seeing noncompetition as a barrier should revisit the 

issue and give careful consideration to loosening the current stance in order to further 

develop innovation partnerships. 

8.2.11 Conclusion 11:  Applied research 
 

Examination of the literature reveals that there is a great deal of study regarding the value and 

importance of applied research in colleges.  Government at the federal level and in many 

provincial jurisdictions is increasing its support of applied research in recognition of the 

valuable economic results of such collaborative activity (Jenkins et al., 2011). 

While the rate of occurrence of applied research in Manitoba seems to be increasing, it can still 

be deemed a relatively uncommon activity.  The number of barriers and the difficulty of 

addressing them impacts adversely on making applied research more common in the 

community college context. 

CONCLUSION:  The amount of applied research taking place in Manitoba’s community 

colleges is increasing, but cannot not yet be considered a commonplace activity. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Each college, if seeking to expand the applied research program, 

must identify the current state of the existing program, address the issues negatively 

affecting it, and further lobbying efforts for government funding for these activities. 

RECOMMENDATION:  The Manitoba government needs to commit funding to the 

specifically to the province’s community colleges, targeted at encouraging SME-college 

innovation projects. 

8.2.12 Conclusion 12:  Policies for engagement 

Although the issue is currently undergoing debate in the Manitoba Legislature through Bill 63 

(The Advanced Education Administration Amendment and Council on Post-Secondary 

Education Repeal Act), it currently stands that each college has the basic right to formulate 

academic policies and standards, but may only offer, significantly modify, or terminate a service 

if approved by the minister responsible.   It appears, therefore, that at their core, all three 

colleges are largely bound by the same provincial guidelines, but each college may differ in 

execution, implementation, scale and specifics of their policies and programs for interacting 

with SMEs. 

Because of the resulting wide range of services that each college may be able to offer to SMEs, 

it is important that each college be able to clearly and explicitly outline the range and depth of 

the services that may be offered.  While it is reasonable to suppose that there would be room 

for negotiation—depending on the service sought, the nature of the SME, the availability of 

resources within the college and so on—without a clear understanding of what may be 

available, many SMEs may not take the first steps towards initiating discussions with a college. 
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CONCLUSION:  Colleges must clearly outline and communicate their programs and 

policies for engaging with SMEs. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Management at each of the colleges must develop and make 

available the policies and procedures for engaging with SMEs on innovation projects. 

8.2.13 Conclusion 13:  Post-secondary relationships 
 

Manitoba's colleges appear to have a strange and conflicted relationship with the province's 

universities.  Each of the colleges is positioned very much differently than the others in regards 

to the publicly funded post-secondary landscape in Manitoba (Smith, 2011). 

 

Red River College, the largest of the colleges, has an almost adversarial relationship with the 

universities in Winnipeg, particularly the University of Manitoba.  Instructors make comments 

about the kinds of research done by university professors; for example, how it “is only of 

interest to the three or four people that might read the journal article.”  College management 

seems to be dealing with an inferiority complex, with comments such as “we don't get the same 

amount of funding per student” and “we aren't invited to the table for policy discussions.”  

While these areas of concern may be real, there is a real sense of competition—for students, 

for funds, for attention, for recognition, for prestige. 

 

Assiniboine Community College has a very much collaborative relationship with Brandon 

University.  There is a sharing of resources (such as the college's greenhouses) and articulation 

agreements allowing students to transfer course credits back and forth. 
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University College of the North, being both a college and a university, is a conflicted entity.  It is 

trying to be both and struggling to meet expectations on both counts.  There is an internal 

struggle to find a balance and the institution is in the midst of an identity crisis, currently unable 

to find a balance of program offerings that meet the needs and expectations of its constituents. 

CONCLUSION:  The relationships between the colleges and universities in Manitoba are 

widely varied.  Ranging from ongoing mutually-beneficial formal agreements to 

counterproductive hostility, these relationships are both harming and building the post-

secondary landscape of the province. 

RECOMMENDATION:  The Manitoba government, through the post-COPSE governance 

structure, must provide a clear delineation of the roles and responsibilities for the 

different categories of post-secondary institutions in order to allow the development of 

functional, productive relationships throughout the province’s post-secondary landscape. 

8.2.14 Conclusion 14:  Intellectual property 
 

As the issue of intellectual property was raised only by colleges and never by SMEs, the 

suggestion is that colleges are much more interested in IP issues than are SMEs.  The situation, 

however, is probably much more complex. 

If an SME seeks the assistance of a community college to develop an innovation (of any sort) in 

order to achieve a competitive advantage, it would seem obvious that the SME would deign to 

own a significant portion of the resulting intellectual property.  The college, however, investing 

time and resources into the project as an institution could be seen to also have claim to a 
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portion of the IP.  Additionally, the faculty, staff, and/or students involved in the project may be 

seen to have a personal stake in this IP as well (Fisher, 2009). 

In short, although SMEs may not initially see intellectual property issues as an important issue, 

colleges involved in collaborative activity should have a clear understanding of these concerns 

with the partnering SME.  However, colleges and the colleges’ stakeholders benefit from these 

partnerships in other ways, so mutually beneficial collaborations should not be quickly 

sacrificed for the sake of a piece of the intellectual property. 

A complex topic, further study on varying types of intellectual property agreements and how 

they may meet the needs of Manitoban businesses and community colleges is recommended.  

CONCLUSION:  Colleges are much more concerned about intellectual property matters 

than are SMEs.  Because of this inequity in concern, it is reasonable to believe that, as a 

barrier, the issues surrounding intellectual property are not insurmountable. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Colleges should examine their IP policies and be prepared to 

sacrifice a portion of any potential intellectual property in order to expedite 

partnerships. 

8.3 Contributions 

This section aims to clearly and explicitly outline the contributions made by this research 

project in a number of areas:  to Manitoba’s community college system; to the province’s small- 

and medium-sized enterprises; and to the understanding of colleges’ support of innovation in 

SMEs.  Beyond these contributions, each of the three colleges comprising this study may also 
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find value.  However, in order to maintain confidentiality, identifying specific points of 

significance is left to the management power structures in each institution. 

Many of the specific findings of this research may be considered as new information (see 

Sections 5.13, 6.11, and 7.7), as there have been very few formal studies published examining 

the relationships between colleges, SMEs, and innovation in Manitoba.  Nonetheless, there are 

some results from this project that should be highlighted as contributions to this particular 

field. 

8.3.1 Manitoba’s college system 
There is an underutilized capacity within Manitoba’s community colleges in regards to assisting 

SMEs with innovation.  While this capacity is by no means quantified in this study, the research 

has clearly identified that the colleges are, in many areas of endeavour, able to provide more 

assistance than is currently taking place. 

Colleges’ perceived barriers to engagement constitute a significant portion of the reason why 

this lack of utilization exists.  Actual barriers restricting the involvement of colleges with SMEs 

were identified, and existing literature supports these findings.  However, a number of barriers 

that were believed to exist by those operating within the college were identified that could not 

be certified as actual barriers.  These perceived barriers and their actual effects pose important 

questions about the assumptions made by stakeholders within colleges regarding the potential 

for collaborations. 

Another, more specific, finding of this research involves the interaction of colleges with the 

communities in which they are located.   A higher rate of involvement with SMEs in more 
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urbanized settings indicates that rural and northern colleges may not have developed this 

aspect of their institutional mandate to its fullest extent.  

Finally, relationships were discovered between the focus of potential future relationships 

between colleges and SMEs, based on the firms’ size, location, and industry.  This information 

should provide some form of guidance to colleges, as it identifies SMEs’ desired forms of 

interaction in regards to innovation (specific findings identified in Sections 6.7.1, 6.7.2, 6.7.4, 

6.7.5, 6.7.7, 6.7.9, and 6.7.10). 

8.3.2 SMEs in Manitoba 
Although there were several statistically significant findings in this research project, the most 

significant contributions to SMEs in Manitoba relate to the barriers to collaboration experiences 

by the province’s firms.  Specifically, the two barriers identified as being statistically significant 

were: (1) unawareness of services being offered, and (2) prohibitive distance to college. 

The second, related, contribution is the identification that there exist specific barriers for the 

smallest SMEs.  Although the suggestion is made in this project that these barriers are a 

function of the small size of these firms themselves, this assertion cannot be made with 

complete certainty.  Nonetheless, that different barriers exist for different sizes of SMEs is 

supported by the research. 

8.3.3 Colleges’ support of SME innovation 
As noted previously, no existing research could be found indicating the rate of engagement of 

SMEs with colleges in Manitoba.  Thus, the rate of engagement found in this research, with 

14.2% of SME respondents indicating they had engaged with colleges in regards to innovation 

in the past three years, is a quantifiable contribution to the literature.   
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Finally, the idea of colleges providing a range of services in support of innovation, as in 

Jurmain’s model, does not adequately reflect reality.  While colleges do provide a range of 

services to SMEs to support innovation, these collaborative relationships cannot be so simply 

categorized.  In many cases, SMEs also assist colleges in fulfilling their mission—through 

participation on advisory boards and assisting in educational activities, for example.  

Furthermore, the different operational definitions of “innovation” that exist between colleges 

and SMEs add to the lack of clarity. 

 

8.4 Suggested Research 

Throughout this research a number of issues arose that, while falling outside the bounds of this 

project, are interesting and important within their own right and deserve and require further 

investigation.  Of specific note in relation to this research: 

 There exist a number of cultural, political, and geographical complexities involved in the 

provision of post-secondary education and services in Manitoba’s north.  These issues 

necessitate a deeper study in their own right. 

 Although there was no statistically significant difference between the three categories 

of regions in the province on the survey question “Innovation is not important to my 

business,” there was a significant difference in the rate of engagement of businesses in 

those regions with colleges.  This difference may indicate a different attitude toward 

innovation between rural, northern and urban regions. 

 Whereas colleges can and do have an impact on SME activities when engaged in 

collaborations, the economic impact of these activities should be measured. 
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 Intellectual property issues were raised by the colleges but were not addressed by the 

surveyed SMEs.  These issues have significant implications for the development of long-

term collaborative relationship; therefore, they require a comprehensive study. 

 This research project, focusing on the connections regarding innovation between SMEs 

and colleges, briefly touched upon the topic of entrepreneurship.  College education as 

a significant initiator in the development of new businesses, however, was not 

addressed.  This focus on the connection between college education and 

entrepreneurship necessitates further investigation. 

 As noted in the conclusions above, the relationships between the post-secondary 

institutions in Manitoba are complex and conflicted.  Further investigation into these 

relationships is warranted. 
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Appendix 6.2.1 

 

Community Colleges and Regional Branch Locations* 

 

Assiniboine Community College 

Brandon** 

Dauphin 

Winnipeg 

Russell 

 

Red River College 

Winnipeg** 

Portage la Prairie 

Selkirk 

Peguis-Fisher River 

Steinbach 

Winkler 

 

University College of the North 

The Pas** 

Thompson** 

Easterville (Chemawawin) 

Churchill 

Cross Lake (Pimicikamak) 

Flin Flon 

Grand Rapids (Misipawistik) 

Norway House 

Nelson House (Nisichawayasihk) 

Oxford House (Bunibonibee) 

Split Lake (Tataskweyak) 

Pukatawagan (Mathias Colomb) 

St. Theresa Point 

Swan River 

 

 

 

 

 

* All locations within Manitoba 

** Main campus(es) 
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Appendix 6.2.1.1 

 

 

Case Summaries 

 

Industry/Sector If so, what 

college(s)? 

[Assiniboine 

Community 

College] 

If so, what 

college(s)? [Red 

River College] 

If so, what 

college(s)? 

[University 

College of the 

North] 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

1 2  

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

1 1  

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

1   

Construction  2  

Educational Services  1  

Finance and Insurance  1  

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

1   

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

3 2 1 

Management of Companies 

and Enterprises 

 1  

Manufacturing 2 13  

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

1 2  

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

1 2  

Retail Trade 1 2 2 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

 1  

Utilities  1  

Total 12 31 3 
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Appendix 6.2.1.2 

 

 

On average, how many 

employees are there at your 

business? 

 Assiniboine 

Community 

College 

1-4 2 

5-9 2 

10-19 3 

20-49 2 

50-99 2 

100-199 1 

Total 12 

 

 

On average, how many 

employees are there at your 

business? 

Red River 

College 

1-4 6 

5-9 3 

10-19 8 

20-49 5 

50-99 2 

100-199 2 

200-499 3 

500+ 2 

Total 31 

 

 

On average, how many 

employees are there at your 

business? 

University 

College of the 

North 

1-4 1 

10-19 1 

20-49 1 

Total 3 
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Appendix 6.2.1.3 

 

Case Summaries 

 

Location Assiniboine 

Community 

College 

Red River 

College 

 University 

College of the 

North 

Beausejour 1   

Birtle 1   

Brandon 7   

Carman  1  

Lac du Bonnet  1  

Neepawa 1 1  

Portage la Prairie  1  

Rapid City 1   

Selkirk  2  

Steinbach  2  

Swan River   1 

The Pas   1 

Winkler  2  

Winnipeg 1 21 1 

Total 12 31 3 
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Appendix 6.3.0.1 

 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * Have you ever unsuccessfully attempted to partner with a Manitoba 

community college (Assiniboine Community College, Red River College, or University College of the North) 

in your innovation activities?  

 Have you ever unsuccessfully 

attempted to partner with a 

Manitoba community college 

(Assiniboine Community 

College, Red River College, or 

University College of the North) 

in your innovation activities? 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 1 14 15 

% within Industry/Sector 6.7% 93.3% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 2 2 

% within Industry/Sector 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 0 24 24 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 1 4 5 

% within Industry/Sector 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 1 13 14 

% within Industry/Sector 7.1% 92.9% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 22 22 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 0 12 12 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 3 9 12 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 0 7 7 

% within Industry/Sector 
0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing Count 1 25 26 
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% within Industry/Sector 3.8% 96.2% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 1 39 40 

% within Industry/Sector 2.5% 97.5% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 0 21 21 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 4 4 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 0 40 40 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 0 8 8 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 
Count 1 2 3 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 11 250 261 

% within Industry/Sector 4.2% 95.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 43.877
a
 17 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 29.222 17 .033 

Linear-by-Linear Association .796 1 .372 

N of Valid Cases 261   

a. 24 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .08. 
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Appendix 6.3.0.2 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Have you ever unsuccessfully attempted to partner with a Manitoba 

community college (Assiniboine Community College, Red River College, or University College of the North) 

in your innovation activities?  

 Have you ever unsuccessfully 

attempted to partner with a 

Manitoba community college 

(Assiniboine Community 

College, Red River College, or 

University College of the North) 

in your innovation activities? 

Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 5 103 108 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

4.6% 95.4% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 3 54 57 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

5.3% 94.7% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 4 35 39 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

10.3% 89.7% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 0 26 26 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 0 15 15 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 0 6 6 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

200-499 Count 0 7 7 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 12 247 259 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

4.6% 95.4% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.514
a
 7 .597 

Likelihood Ratio 7.371 7 .391 

Linear-by-Linear Association .963 1 .326 

N of Valid Cases 259   

a. 8 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .05. 
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Appendix 6.3.0.3 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Have you ever unsuccessfully attempted to partner with a 

Manitoba community college (Assiniboine Community College, Red River College, or University College of 

the North) in your innovation activities?  

 Have you ever unsuccessfully 

attempted to partner with a 

Manitoba community college 

(Assiniboine Community College, 

Red River College, or University 

College of the North) in your 

innovation activities? 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 3 116 119 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

2.5% 97.5% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 8 82 90 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

8.9% 91.1% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 1 51 52 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

1.9% 98.1% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 12 249 261 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

4.6% 95.4% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.796
a
 2 .055 

Likelihood Ratio 5.468 2 .065 

Linear-by-Linear Association .172 1 .678 

N of Valid Cases 261   

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 2.39. 
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Appendix 6.5.1.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Innovation is not essential to my business 

 Innovation is not essential to my business Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation 

& Food Services 

Count 1 1 3 3 5 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

7.7% 7.7% 23.1% 23.1% 38.5% 100.0% 

Administrative 

and Support, 

Waste 

Management 

and Remediation 

Count 0 0 0 0 2 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 5 1 5 2 11 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

20.8% 4.2% 20.8% 8.3% 45.8% 100.0% 

Arts, 

Entertainment 

and Recreation 

Count 1 0 1 0 2 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Construction 

Count 2 2 4 1 4 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

15.4% 15.4% 30.8% 7.7% 30.8% 100.0% 

Educational 

Services 

Count 1 0 0 0 2 3 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 100.0% 

Finance and 

Insurance 

Count 3 3 5 1 10 22 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

13.6% 13.6% 22.7% 4.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

Health Care and 

Social 

Assistance 

Count 3 1 2 0 5 11 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

27.3% 9.1% 18.2% 0.0% 45.5% 100.0% 

Information and 

Cultural 

Industries 

Count 0 0 0 2 7 9 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22.2% 77.8% 100.0% 
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Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 0 1 1 4 7 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

14.3% 0.0% 14.3% 14.3% 57.1% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 

Count 1 2 3 1 17 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

4.2% 8.3% 12.5% 4.2% 70.8% 100.0% 

Mining, 

Quarrying and 

Oil and Gas 

Extraction 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Other Services 

(excepting Public 

Administration) 

Count 7 5 10 5 11 38 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

18.4% 13.2% 26.3% 13.2% 28.9% 100.0% 

Professional 

Scientific and 

Technical 

Services 

Count 2 1 3 3 12 21 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

9.5% 4.8% 14.3% 14.3% 57.1% 100.0% 

Real Estate and 

Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 0 0 1 0 3 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 

Count 8 7 3 5 17 40 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

20.0% 17.5% 7.5% 12.5% 42.5% 100.0% 

Transportation 

and 

Warehousing 

Count 4 1 1 1 1 8 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 

Count 0 1 0 1 0 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 39 25 42 26 114 246 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

15.9% 10.2% 17.1% 10.6% 46.3% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 61.910
a
 68 .685 

Likelihood Ratio 69.300 68 .433 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.073 1 .300 

N of Valid Cases 246   

a. 77 cells (85.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .10. 
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Appendix 6.5.1.2 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Innovation is not essential to my business 

 Innovation is not essential to my business Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

On average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 21 10 15 11 43 100 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

21.0% 10.0% 15.0% 11.0% 43.0% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 5 4 13 7 24 53 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

9.4% 7.5% 24.5% 13.2% 45.3% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 6 4 6 3 15 34 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

17.6% 11.8% 17.6% 8.8% 44.1% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 2 5 3 3 13 26 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

7.7% 19.2% 11.5% 11.5% 50.0% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 4 1 3 0 7 15 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

26.7% 6.7% 20.0% 0.0% 46.7% 100.0% 

100- Count 0 0 1 0 5 6 
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199 % within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 83.3% 100.0% 

200-

499 

Count 0 1 0 1 5 7 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 14.3% 71.4% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 38 25 41 25 113 242 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

15.7% 10.3% 16.9% 10.3% 46.7% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 21.650
a
 28 .797 

Likelihood Ratio 27.136 28 .511 

Linear-by-Linear Association 3.232 1 .072 

N of Valid Cases 242   

a. 25 cells (62.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .10. 
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Appendix 6.5.1.3 

 

Crosstabulation:  Rural, Urban or Northern * Innovation is not essential to my business 

 Innovation is not essential to my business Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

Rural 

Count 21 10 16 8 59 114 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

18.4% 8.8% 14.0% 7.0% 51.8% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 11 7 14 10 38 80 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

13.8% 8.8% 17.5% 12.5% 47.5% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 6 8 12 8 17 51 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

11.8% 15.7% 23.5% 15.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 38 25 42 26 114 245 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

15.5% 10.2% 17.1% 10.6% 46.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.490
a
 8 .232 

Likelihood Ratio 10.427 8 .236 

Linear-by-Linear Association .466 1 .495 

N of Valid Cases 245   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 5.20. 

 

 

Appendix 6.5.2.1 
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Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Did not know how to partner with college 

 Did not know how to partner with college Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation 

& Food Services 

Count 5 2 0 3 3 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

38.5% 15.4% 0.0% 23.1% 23.1% 100.0% 

Administrative 

and Support, 

Waste 

Management 

and Remediation 

Count 1 0 0 0 1 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 13 3 2 2 4 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

54.2% 12.5% 8.3% 8.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Arts, 

Entertainment 

and Recreation 

Count 1 2 0 1 0 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Construction 

Count 6 2 3 0 2 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

46.2% 15.4% 23.1% 0.0% 15.4% 100.0% 

Educational 

Services 

Count 1 1 0 1 0 3 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Finance and 

Insurance 

Count 11 4 4 1 2 22 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 18.2% 18.2% 4.5% 9.1% 100.0% 

Health Care and 

Social 

Assistance 

Count 4 3 4 0 0 11 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

36.4% 27.3% 36.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Information and 

Cultural 

Industries 

Count 5 1 2 0 1 9 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

55.6% 11.1% 22.2% 0.0% 11.1% 100.0% 

Management of Count 1 0 4 0 2 7 
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Companies and 

Enterprises 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

14.3% 0.0% 57.1% 0.0% 28.6% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 

Count 7 6 7 0 4 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

29.2% 25.0% 29.2% 0.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Mining, 

Quarrying and 

Oil and Gas 

Extraction 

Count 1 0 0 0 0 1 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Other Services 

(excepting Public 

Administration) 

Count 12 12 9 5 0 38 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

31.6% 31.6% 23.7% 13.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Professional 

Scientific and 

Technical 

Services 

Count 6 7 6 1 1 21 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

28.6% 33.3% 28.6% 4.8% 4.8% 100.0% 

Real Estate and 

Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 1 2 0 0 1 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 

Count 22 6 7 0 5 40 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

55.0% 15.0% 17.5% 0.0% 12.5% 100.0% 

Transportation 

and 

Warehousing 

Count 3 1 1 1 2 8 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

37.5% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 25.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 

Count 1 0 0 0 1 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 101 52 49 15 29 246 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

41.1% 21.1% 19.9% 6.1% 11.8% 100.0% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 
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 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 79.597
a
 68 .159 

Likelihood Ratio 89.257 68 .043 

Linear-by-Linear Association .377 1 .539 

N of Valid Cases 246   

a. 76 cells (84.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .06. 
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Appendix 6.5.2.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Did not know how to partner with a college 

 Did not know how to partner with a college Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

On average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 46 16 20 8 11 101 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

45.5% 15.8% 19.8% 7.9% 10.9% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 20 15 12 1 4 52 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

38.5% 28.8% 23.1% 1.9% 7.7% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 12 5 8 5 4 34 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

35.3% 14.7% 23.5% 14.7% 11.8% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 10 8 6 0 2 26 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

38.5% 30.8% 23.1% 0.0% 7.7% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 8 3 2 0 2 15 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

53.3% 20.0% 13.3% 0.0% 13.3% 100.0% 

100- Count 2 1 1 0 2 6 
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199 % within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

33.3% 16.7% 16.7% 0.0% 33.3% 100.0% 

200-

499 

Count 1 3 0 1 2 7 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

14.3% 42.9% 0.0% 14.3% 28.6% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 99 51 49 15 28 242 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

40.9% 21.1% 20.2% 6.2% 11.6% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 33.917
a
 28 .204 

Likelihood Ratio 32.853 28 .241 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.857 1 .173 

N of Valid Cases 242   

a. 24 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .06. 

 

  



281 
 

Appendix 6.5.2.3 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Did not know how to partner with a college 

 Did not know how to partner with a college Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

Rural 

Count 53 18 23 4 15 113 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

46.9% 15.9% 20.4% 3.5% 13.3% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 24 20 20 7 10 81 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

29.6% 24.7% 24.7% 8.6% 12.3% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 23 14 6 4 4 51 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

45.1% 27.5% 11.8% 7.8% 7.8% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 100 52 49 15 29 245 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

40.8% 21.2% 20.0% 6.1% 11.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 12.469
a
 8 .131 

Likelihood Ratio 13.150 8 .107 

Linear-by-Linear Association .040 1 .842 

N of Valid Cases 245   

a. 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 

count is 3.12. 
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Appendix 6.5.3.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Unaware such services are offered 

 Unaware such services are offered Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation 

& Food Services 

Count 6 1 0 2 4 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

46.2% 7.7% 0.0% 15.4% 30.8% 100.0% 

Administrative 

and Support, 

Waste 

Management 

and Remediation 

Count 1 0 0 0 1 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 15 3 3 2 1 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

62.5% 12.5% 12.5% 8.3% 4.2% 100.0% 

Arts, 

Entertainment 

and Recreation 

Count 1 1 1 1 0 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Construction 

Count 6 3 2 0 2 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

46.2% 23.1% 15.4% 0.0% 15.4% 100.0% 

Educational 

Services 

Count 1 1 0 1 0 3 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Finance and 

Insurance 

Count 11 2 5 2 2 22 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 9.1% 22.7% 9.1% 9.1% 100.0% 

Health Care and 

Social 

Assistance 

Count 4 3 3 0 0 10 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

40.0% 30.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Information and 

Cultural 

Industries 

Count 5 1 0 1 2 9 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

55.6% 11.1% 0.0% 11.1% 22.2% 100.0% 
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Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 2 0 1 0 4 7 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

28.6% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 57.1% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 

Count 9 5 6 0 4 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

37.5% 20.8% 25.0% 0.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Mining, 

Quarrying and 

Oil and Gas 

Extraction 

Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Other Services 

(excepting Public 

Administration) 

Count 15 12 5 5 1 38 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

39.5% 31.6% 13.2% 13.2% 2.6% 100.0% 

Professional 

Scientific and 

Technical 

Services 

Count 8 6 4 1 2 21 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

38.1% 28.6% 19.0% 4.8% 9.5% 100.0% 

Real Estate and 

Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 1 1 1 0 1 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 

Count 29 3 4 1 3 40 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

72.5% 7.5% 10.0% 2.5% 7.5% 100.0% 

Transportation 

and 

Warehousing 

Count 4 1 1 1 1 8 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 

Count 1 0 0 0 1 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 119 43 37 17 29 245 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

48.6% 17.6% 15.1% 6.9% 11.8% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 83.581
a
 68 .096 

Likelihood Ratio 82.510 68 .111 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.437 1 .231 

N of Valid Cases 245   

a. 78 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .07. 
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Appendix 6.5.3.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Unaware such services are offered 

 Unaware such services are offered Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

On average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 56 11 13 8 12 100 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

56.0% 11.0% 13.0% 8.0% 12.0% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 28 11 7 2 5 53 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

52.8% 20.8% 13.2% 3.8% 9.4% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 15 6 7 2 4 34 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

44.1% 17.6% 20.6% 5.9% 11.8% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 9 8 5 2 2 26 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

34.6% 30.8% 19.2% 7.7% 7.7% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 7 3 2 1 2 15 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

46.7% 20.0% 13.3% 6.7% 13.3% 100.0% 

100- Count 1 2 2 0 1 6 
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199 % within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

200-

499 

Count 2 2 0 1 2 7 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

28.6% 28.6% 0.0% 14.3% 28.6% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 0 0 1 0 1 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 118 43 36 17 28 242 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

48.8% 17.8% 14.9% 7.0% 11.6% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 32.513
a
 28 .254 

Likelihood Ratio 25.480 28 .602 

Linear-by-Linear Association 3.253 1 .071 

N of Valid Cases 242   

a. 26 cells (65.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .07. 
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Appendix 6.5.4.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Skill(s) required are not  available 

 Skill(s) required are not available Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation 

& Food Services 

Count 0 2 2 2 7 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 15.4% 15.4% 15.4% 53.8% 100.0% 

Administrative 

and Support, 

Waste 

Management 

and Remediation 

Count 0 0 1 0 1 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 2 2 14 2 4 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

8.3% 8.3% 58.3% 8.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Arts, 

Entertainment 

and Recreation 

Count 1 0 2 1 0 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 25.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Construction 

Count 0 2 4 1 6 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 15.4% 30.8% 7.7% 46.2% 100.0% 

Educational 

Services 

Count 0 0 0 1 2 3 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Finance and 

Insurance 

Count 2 3 7 1 9 22 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

9.1% 13.6% 31.8% 4.5% 40.9% 100.0% 

Health Care and 

Social 

Assistance 

Count 2 2 3 2 1 10 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

20.0% 20.0% 30.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Information and 

Cultural 

Industries 

Count 1 1 1 4 2 9 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 44.4% 22.2% 100.0% 
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Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 0 1 3 1 2 7 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 14.3% 42.9% 14.3% 28.6% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 

Count 8 4 6 3 3 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

33.3% 16.7% 25.0% 12.5% 12.5% 100.0% 

Mining, 

Quarrying and 

Oil and Gas 

Extraction 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Other Services 

(excepting Public 

Administration) 

Count 5 8 18 6 2 39 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

12.8% 20.5% 46.2% 15.4% 5.1% 100.0% 

Professional 

Scientific and 

Technical 

Services 

Count 6 3 8 2 2 21 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

28.6% 14.3% 38.1% 9.5% 9.5% 100.0% 

Real Estate and 

Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 1 1 0 0 2 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 

Count 4 2 19 4 11 40 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

10.0% 5.0% 47.5% 10.0% 27.5% 100.0% 

Transportation 

and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 1 2 1 2 8 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 12.5% 25.0% 12.5% 25.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 

Count 0 0 2 0 0 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 34 32 92 31 57 246 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

13.8% 13.0% 37.4% 12.6% 23.2% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 83.005
a
 68 .104 

Likelihood Ratio 88.723 68 .047 

Linear-by-Linear Association 5.394 1 .020 

N of Valid Cases 246   

a. 74 cells (82.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .13. 
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Appendix 6.5.4.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Skill(s) required are not  available 

 Skill(s) required are not available Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

On average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 17 10 41 12 21 101 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

16.8% 9.9% 40.6% 11.9% 20.8% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 7 6 19 11 9 52 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

13.5% 11.5% 36.5% 21.2% 17.3% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 4 5 13 4 8 34 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

11.8% 14.7% 38.2% 11.8% 23.5% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 1 4 8 2 11 26 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

3.8% 15.4% 30.8% 7.7% 42.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 2 4 5 1 3 15 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

13.3% 26.7% 33.3% 6.7% 20.0% 100.0% 
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100-

199 

Count 1 0 2 0 3 6 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

16.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

200-

499 

Count 1 2 2 1 1 7 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

14.3% 28.6% 28.6% 14.3% 14.3% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 33 31 90 31 57 242 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

13.6% 12.8% 37.2% 12.8% 23.6% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.007
a
 28 .681 

Likelihood Ratio 23.725 28 .696 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.059 1 .303 

N of Valid Cases 242   

a. 25 cells (62.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .13. 
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Appendix 6.5.4.3 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Skill(s) required are not  available 

 Skill(s) required are not available Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

Rural 

Count 22 14 36 12 29 113 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

19.5% 12.4% 31.9% 10.6% 25.7% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 7 13 35 10 15 80 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

8.8% 16.3% 43.8% 12.5% 18.8% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 5 5 19 9 13 51 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

9.8% 9.8% 37.3% 17.6% 25.5% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 34 32 90 31 57 244 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

13.9% 13.1% 36.9% 12.7% 23.4% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.974
a
 8 .267 

Likelihood Ratio 9.946 8 .269 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.479 1 .224 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 6.48. 
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Appendix 6.5.5.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Too expensive  

 Too expensive Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation 

& Food Services 

Count 2 0 8 1 3 14 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

14.3% 0.0% 57.1% 7.1% 21.4% 100.0% 

Administrative 

and Support, 

Waste 

Management 

and Remediation 

Count 0 0 2 0 0 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 2 0 17 1 4 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

8.3% 0.0% 70.8% 4.2% 16.7% 100.0% 

Arts, 

Entertainment 

and Recreation 

Count 0 0 4 0 0 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Construction 

Count 1 1 6 2 3 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

7.7% 7.7% 46.2% 15.4% 23.1% 100.0% 

Educational 

Services 

Count 0 0 0 1 2 3 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Finance and 

Insurance 

Count 1 1 13 1 5 21 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

4.8% 4.8% 61.9% 4.8% 23.8% 100.0% 

Health Care and 

Social 

Assistance 

Count 0 0 9 1 0 10 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 90.0% 10.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Information and 

Cultural 

Industries 

Count 0 0 8 0 1 9 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 88.9% 0.0% 11.1% 100.0% 
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Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 0 0 4 2 1 7 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 57.1% 28.6% 14.3% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 

Count 2 1 12 1 8 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

8.3% 4.2% 50.0% 4.2% 33.3% 100.0% 

Mining, 

Quarrying and 

Oil and Gas 

Extraction 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Other Services 

(excepting Public 

Administration) 

Count 2 3 27 3 2 37 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

5.4% 8.1% 73.0% 8.1% 5.4% 100.0% 

Professional 

Scientific and 

Technical 

Services 

Count 1 0 14 3 3 21 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

4.8% 0.0% 66.7% 14.3% 14.3% 100.0% 

Real Estate and 

Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 0 0 3 0 1 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 

Count 1 4 29 2 4 40 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

2.5% 10.0% 72.5% 5.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Transportation 

and 

Warehousing 

Count 0 0 7 1 0 8 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 87.5% 12.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 

Count 0 0 2 0 0 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 12 10 165 19 38 244 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

4.9% 4.1% 67.6% 7.8% 15.6% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 60.924
a
 68 .716 

Likelihood Ratio 65.576 68 .561 

Linear-by-Linear Association .825 1 .364 

N of Valid Cases 244   

a. 77 cells (85.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .04. 
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Appendix 6.5.5.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Business size * Too expensive  

 Too expensive Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

On average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 6 4 68 8 13 99 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

6.1% 4.0% 68.7% 8.1% 13.1% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 0 3 42 3 4 52 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 5.8% 80.8% 5.8% 7.7% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 2 2 22 1 7 34 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

5.9% 5.9% 64.7% 2.9% 20.6% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 0 1 16 3 6 26 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 3.8% 61.5% 11.5% 23.1% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 0 0 8 3 4 15 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 53.3% 20.0% 26.7% 100.0% 
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100-

199 

Count 0 0 3 1 2 6 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 16.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

200-

499 

Count 0 0 6 0 1 7 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 85.7% 0.0% 14.3% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 8 10 165 19 38 240 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

3.3% 4.2% 68.8% 7.9% 15.8% 100.0% 

 
 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 27.912
a
 28 .469 

Likelihood Ratio 30.185 28 .354 

Linear-by-Linear Association 8.453 1 .004 

N of Valid Cases 240   

a. 31 cells (77.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .03. 
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Appendix 6.5.6.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Too expensive  

 Too expensive Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

Rural 

Count 6 4 72 8 23 113 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

5.3% 3.5% 63.7% 7.1% 20.4% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 2 3 58 6 11 80 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

2.5% 3.8% 72.5% 7.5% 13.8% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 4 3 34 5 4 50 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

8.0% 6.0% 68.0% 10.0% 8.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 12 10 164 19 38 243 

% within Rural, 

Urban or 

Northern 

4.9% 4.1% 67.5% 7.8% 15.6% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 7.078
a
 8 .528 

Likelihood Ratio 7.346 8 .500 

Linear-by-Linear Association 3.146 1 .076 

N of Valid Cases 243   

a. 6 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 

count is 2.06. 
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Appendix 6.5.6.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Distance to college is prohibitive  

 Distance to college is prohibitive Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation 

& Food Services 

Count 0 3 1 0 9 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 23.1% 7.7% 0.0% 69.2% 100.0% 

Administrative 

and Support, 

Waste 

Management 

and Remediation 

Count 0 0 2 0 0 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing 

and Hunting 

Count 2 2 11 3 6 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

8.3% 8.3% 45.8% 12.5% 25.0% 100.0% 

Arts, 

Entertainment 

and Recreation 

Count 1 1 0 1 1 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Construction 

Count 2 0 3 2 6 13 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

15.4% 0.0% 23.1% 15.4% 46.2% 100.0% 

Educational 

Services 

Count 2 0 0 0 1 3 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 100.0% 

Finance and 

Insurance 

Count 3 2 4 4 9 22 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

13.6% 9.1% 18.2% 18.2% 40.9% 100.0% 

Health Care and 

Social 

Assistance 

Count 1 1 5 0 4 11 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

9.1% 9.1% 45.5% 0.0% 36.4% 100.0% 

Information and Count 1 1 2 1 4 9 
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Cultural 

Industries 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

11.1% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 44.4% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 0 0 2 1 4 7 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 28.6% 14.3% 57.1% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 

Count 3 3 4 2 12 24 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

12.5% 12.5% 16.7% 8.3% 50.0% 100.0% 

Mining, 

Quarrying and 

Oil and Gas 

Extraction 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Other Services 

(excepting Public 

Administration) 

Count 4 3 17 3 11 38 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

10.5% 7.9% 44.7% 7.9% 28.9% 100.0% 

Professional 

Scientific and 

Technical 

Services 

Count 4 1 3 2 10 20 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

20.0% 5.0% 15.0% 10.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Real Estate and 

Rental and 

Leasing 

Count 1 0 1 0 2 4 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 

Count 6 2 10 2 20 40 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

15.0% 5.0% 25.0% 5.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Transportation 

and 

Warehousing 

Count 1 1 2 0 4 8 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

12.5% 12.5% 25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 

Count 0 0 0 1 1 2 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 31 20 67 22 105 245 

% within 

Industry/Sector 

12.7% 8.2% 27.3% 9.0% 42.9% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 63.933
a
 68 .617 

Likelihood Ratio 66.938 68 .514 

Linear-by-Linear Association .060 1 .807 

N of Valid Cases 245   

a. 75 cells (83.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .08. 
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Appendix 6.5.6.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Distance to college is prohibitive  

 Distance to college is prohibitive  Total 

Agree Slightly 

agree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly 

disagree 

Disagree 

On average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 19 7 29 11 34 100 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

19.0% 7.0% 29.0% 11.0% 34.0% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 5 6 10 4 28 53 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

9.4% 11.3% 18.9% 7.5% 52.8% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 2 5 8 1 17 33 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

6.1% 15.2% 24.2% 3.0% 51.5% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 1 1 10 3 11 26 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

3.8% 3.8% 38.5% 11.5% 42.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 0 1 6 1 7 15 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 6.7% 40.0% 6.7% 46.7% 100.0% 
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100-

199 

Count 0 0 0 2 4 6 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

200-

499 

Count 2 0 2 0 3 7 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

28.6% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 42.9% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 0 0 0 1 1 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 29 20 65 22 105 241 

% within On 

average, how 

many employees 

are there at your 

business? 

12.0% 8.3% 27.0% 9.1% 43.6% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 32.978
a
 28 .237 

Likelihood Ratio 37.401 28 .110 

Linear-by-Linear Association 4.904 1 .027 

N of Valid Cases 241   

a. 27 cells (67.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .08. 
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Appendix 6.6.0.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Regardless of your past engagement with community colleges, are you 

likely to partner with a community college on innovation projects in the future?  

 Regardless of your past 

engagement with community 

colleges, are you likely to 

partner with a community 

college on innovation projects 

in the future? 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 9 9 18 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 11 14 25 

% within Industry/Sector 44.0% 56.0% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 6 1 7 

% within Industry/Sector 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 8 8 16 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 5 18 23 

% within Industry/Sector 21.7% 78.3% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 6 7 13 

% within Industry/Sector 46.2% 53.8% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 9 7 16 

% within Industry/Sector 56.3% 43.8% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 3 5 8 

% within Industry/Sector 
37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 24 15 39 

% within Industry/Sector 61.5% 38.5% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil Count 2 0 2 
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and Gas Extraction % within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 15 28 43 

% within Industry/Sector 34.9% 65.1% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 11 13 24 

% within Industry/Sector 45.8% 54.2% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 23 21 44 

% within Industry/Sector 52.3% 47.7% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 5 4 9 

% within Industry/Sector 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Wholesale trade 
Count 0 3 3 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 142 160 302 

% within Industry/Sector 47.0% 53.0% 100.0% 

 
 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.697
a
 18 .133 

Likelihood Ratio 27.906 18 .064 

Linear-by-Linear Association .003 1 .957 

N of Valid Cases 302   

a. 18 cells (47.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .47. 
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Appendix 6.7.1.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * Acquisition of machinery, equipment or other technology  

 Acquisition of machinery, 

equipment or other technology 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 5 6 11 

% within Industry/Sector 45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 1 5 6 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 2 5 7 

% within Industry/Sector 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 10 7 17 

% within Industry/Sector 58.8% 41.2% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 2 11 13 

% within Industry/Sector 15.4% 84.6% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 3 8 11 

% within Industry/Sector 27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Retail Trade 
Count 7 14 21 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 37 80 117 

% within Industry/Sector 31.6% 68.4% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15.962
a
 16 .456 

Likelihood Ratio 19.209 16 .258 

Linear-by-Linear Association .213 1 .644 

N of Valid Cases 117   

a. 27 cells (79.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .32. 
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Appendix 6.7.1.2 

 

Crosstabulation:  Rural, Urban or Northern * Acquisition of machinery, equipment or other technology  

 Ideally, what aspect(s) of your 

business would your partnership 

with the college focus upon? | 

Acquisition of machinery, 

equipment or other technology 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 16 36 52 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 12 32 44 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 9 13 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

40.9% 59.1% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 37 81 118 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

31.4% 68.6% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.282
a
 2 .527 

Likelihood Ratio 1.249 2 .536 

Linear-by-Linear Association .402 1 .526 

N of Valid Cases 118   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 6.90. 
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Appendix 6.7.2.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Employee training  

 Employee training Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 7 1 8 

% within Industry/Sector 87.5% 12.5% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 9 1 10 

% within Industry/Sector 90.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 5 1 6 

% within Industry/Sector 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 7 0 7 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 2 0 2 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 5 0 5 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 6 0 6 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 6 1 7 

% within Industry/Sector 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 2 1 3 

% within Industry/Sector 
66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 14 3 17 

% within Industry/Sector 82.4% 17.6% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 2 0 2 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 12 2 14 

% within Industry/Sector 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 7 4 11 
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Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 19 3 22 

% within Industry/Sector 86.4% 13.6% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 4 0 4 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 109 18 127 

% within Industry/Sector 85.8% 14.2% 100.0% 

 
 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 16.404
a
 17 .495 

Likelihood Ratio 16.886 17 .462 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.546 1 .214 

N of Valid Cases 127   

a. 26 cells (72.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .14. 
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Appendix 6.7.2.2 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Employee training  

 Ideally, what aspect(s) of your 

business would your partnership 

with the college focus upon? | 

Employee training 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 53 6 59 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

89.8% 10.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 37 11 48 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

77.1% 22.9% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 20 1 21 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

95.2% 4.8% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 110 18 128 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

85.9% 14.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.357
a
 2 .069 

Likelihood Ratio 5.449 2 .066 

Linear-by-Linear Association .014 1 .905 

N of Valid Cases 128   

a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 2.95. 
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Appendix 6.7.3.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Original research  

 Original research Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 3 2 5 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 7 4 11 

% within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 1 5 6 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 0 2 2 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 3 1 4 

% within Industry/Sector 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 3 4 7 

% within Industry/Sector 42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 2 1 3 

% within Industry/Sector 
66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 12 5 17 

% within Industry/Sector 70.6% 29.4% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 9 6 15 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 4 7 11 



313 
 

Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 5 16 21 

% within Industry/Sector 23.8% 76.2% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 2 4 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 54 67 121 

% within Industry/Sector 44.6% 55.4% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.307
a
 17 .111 

Likelihood Ratio 28.598 17 .038 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.000 1 .317 

N of Valid Cases 121   

a. 28 cells (77.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .45. 
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Appendix 6.7.3.2 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Original research  

 Original research Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 19 34 53 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

35.8% 64.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 25 22 47 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

53.2% 46.8% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 10 12 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 54 68 122 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

44.3% 55.7% 100.0% 

 
 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.052
a
 2 .217 

Likelihood Ratio 3.067 2 .216 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.335 1 .248 

N of Valid Cases 122   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 9.74. 
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Appendix 6.7.4.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Developing product prototype(s)  

 Developing product 

prototype(s) 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 1 5 6 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 6 4 10 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 0 6 6 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 2 6 8 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 12 7 19 

% within Industry/Sector 63.2% 36.8% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 7 7 14 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
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Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 7 4 11 

% within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 2 19 21 

% within Industry/Sector 9.5% 90.5% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 2 4 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 47 75 122 

% within Industry/Sector 38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 31.390
a
 17 .018 

Likelihood Ratio 37.642 17 .003 

Linear-by-Linear Association .079 1 .778 

N of Valid Cases 122   

a. 28 cells (77.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .39. 
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Appendix 6.7.5.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Product testing/analysis  

 Product testing/analysis Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 1 4 5 

% within Industry/Sector 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 7 4 11 

% within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 1 5 6 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 0 3 3 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 2 5 7 

% within Industry/Sector 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 16 2 18 

% within Industry/Sector 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 5 9 14 

% within Industry/Sector 35.7% 64.3% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 8 3 11 
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Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 72.7% 27.3% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 5 16 21 

% within Industry/Sector 23.8% 76.2% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 4 1 5 

% within Industry/Sector 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 55 65 120 

% within Industry/Sector 45.8% 54.2% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 39.075
a
 17 .002 

Likelihood Ratio 45.511 17 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association .026 1 .873 

N of Valid Cases 120   

a. 26 cells (72.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .46. 
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Appendix 6.7.5.2 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size  * Product testing/analysis  

 Product testing/analysis Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at your 

business? 

1-4 

Count 18 18 36 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 13 10 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

56.5% 43.5% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 9 16 25 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

36.0% 64.0% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 5 8 13 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 5 5 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 1 4 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 4 4 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 55 66 121 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there at 

your business? 

45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.884
a
 7 .674 

Likelihood Ratio 5.390 7 .613 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.048 1 .306 

N of Valid Cases 121   

a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .45. 
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Appendix 6.7.6.1 

 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * Adapting technologies to business needs  

 Adapting technologies to 

business needs 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 3 2 5 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 7 4 11 

% within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Industry/Sector 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 3 4 7 

% within Industry/Sector 42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 2 0 2 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 3 2 5 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 0 3 3 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 5 3 8 

% within Industry/Sector 62.5% 37.5% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 8 7 15 

% within Industry/Sector 53.3% 46.7% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 8 4 12 

% within Industry/Sector 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 7 4 11 
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Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 14 9 23 

% within Industry/Sector 60.9% 39.1% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 4 1 5 

% within Industry/Sector 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 71 48 119 

% within Industry/Sector 59.7% 40.3% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11.137
a
 17 .849 

Likelihood Ratio 13.976 17 .669 

Linear-by-Linear Association .754 1 .385 

N of Valid Cases 119   

a. 29 cells (80.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .40. 
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Appendix 6.7.6.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Business size * Adapting technologies to business needs  

 Adapting technologies to 

business needs 

Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 22 12 34 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

64.7% 35.3% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 13 9 22 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

59.1% 40.9% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 13 11 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

54.2% 45.8% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 7 8 15 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 6 5 11 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

54.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 2 3 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 7 1 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

87.5% 12.5% 100.0% 

500+ Count 1 0 1 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 71 49 120 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

59.2% 40.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.856
a
 7 .557 

Likelihood Ratio 6.635 7 .468 

Linear-by-Linear Association .025 1 .874 

N of Valid Cases 120   

a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .41. 
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Appendix 6.7.6.3 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Adapting technologies to business needs  

 Adapting technologies to 

business needs 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 30 24 54 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 28 16 44 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 13 9 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

59.1% 40.9% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 71 49 120 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

59.2% 40.8% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .655
a
 2 .721 

Likelihood Ratio .658 2 .720 

Linear-by-Linear Association .227 1 .633 

N of Valid Cases 120   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 8.98. 
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Appendix 6.7.7.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Business size * Conducting field/clinical trials  

 Conducting field/clinical trials Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 13 21 34 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

38.2% 61.8% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 9 15 24 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 5 18 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

21.7% 78.3% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 5 9 14 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

35.7% 64.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 4 6 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 1 4 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 2 6 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

500+ 

Count 0 1 1 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 39 80 119 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

32.8% 67.2% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.344
a
 7 .851 

Likelihood Ratio 3.765 7 .806 

Linear-by-Linear Association .892 1 .345 

N of Valid Cases 119   

a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .33. 
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Appendix 6.7.7.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Conducting field/clinical trials  

 Ideally, what aspect(s) of your 

business would your partnership 

with the college focus upon? | 

Conducting field/clinical trials 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 16 36 52 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 19 26 45 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

42.2% 57.8% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 4 18 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

18.2% 81.8% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 39 80 119 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

32.8% 67.2% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.044
a
 2 .132 

Likelihood Ratio 4.204 2 .122 

Linear-by-Linear Association .318 1 .573 

N of Valid Cases 119   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 7.21. 

 
 

 

Appendix 6.7.8.1 
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Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Launching new product(s)  

 Launching new product(s) Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 3 4 7 

% within Industry/Sector 42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 6 5 11 

% within Industry/Sector 54.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 1 5 6 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 5 4 9 

% within Industry/Sector 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 10 6 16 

% within Industry/Sector 62.5% 37.5% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 7 8 15 

% within Industry/Sector 46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and 

Technical Services 

Count 2 9 11 

% within Industry/Sector 18.2% 81.8% 100.0% 



330 
 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 9 13 22 

% within Industry/Sector 40.9% 59.1% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 1 3 4 

% within Industry/Sector 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 49 74 123 

% within Industry/Sector 39.8% 60.2% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15.833
a
 17 .536 

Likelihood Ratio 18.997 17 .329 

Linear-by-Linear Association .046 1 .830 

N of Valid Cases 123   

a. 27 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .40. 
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Appendix 6.7.8.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Business size * Launching new product(s)  

 Launching new product(s) Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 14 20 34 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

41.2% 58.8% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 9 14 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

39.1% 60.9% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 14 13 27 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

51.9% 48.1% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 7 8 15 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 2 9 11 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

18.2% 81.8% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 1 4 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 2 6 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

500+ Count 0 1 1 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 49 75 124 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

39.5% 60.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.331
a
 7 .502 

Likelihood Ratio 6.996 7 .429 

Linear-by-Linear Association 2.015 1 .156 

N of Valid Cases 124   

a. 7 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .40. 
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Appendix 6.7.8.3 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Launching new product(s)  

 Launching new product(s) Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 21 36 57 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

36.8% 63.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 19 26 45 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

42.2% 57.8% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 9 13 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

40.9% 59.1% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 49 75 124 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

39.5% 60.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .326
a
 2 .849 

Likelihood Ratio .327 2 .849 

Linear-by-Linear Association .201 1 .654 

N of Valid Cases 124   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 8.69. 
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Appendix 6.7.9.1 

 

Crosstabulation: Industry/Sector * Developing spin-off business/launching new business  

 Developing spin-off 

business/launching new 

business 

Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 1 4 5 

% within Industry/Sector 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 7 4 11 

% within Industry/Sector 63.6% 36.4% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 3 2 5 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 2 4 6 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 2 0 2 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 1 4 5 

% within Industry/Sector 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 2 1 3 

% within Industry/Sector 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 4 4 8 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 5 11 16 

% within Industry/Sector 31.3% 68.8% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 7 6 13 

% within Industry/Sector 53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 4 7 11 
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Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 11 11 22 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 2 4 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 53 65 118 

% within Industry/Sector 44.9% 55.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 12.674
a
 17 .758 

Likelihood Ratio 14.825 17 .608 

Linear-by-Linear Association .008 1 .927 

N of Valid Cases 118   

a. 28 cells (77.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .45. 

 
  



336 
 

Appendix 6.7.9.2 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Developing spin-off business/launching new business  

 Developing spin-off 

business/launching new business 

Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 24 28 52 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

46.2% 53.8% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 18 27 45 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 12 10 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

54.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 54 65 119 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

45.4% 54.6% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.284
a
 2 .526 

Likelihood Ratio 1.284 2 .526 

Linear-by-Linear Association .157 1 .692 

N of Valid Cases 119   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 9.98. 
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Appendix 6.7.10.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * Business expansion  

 Business expansion Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 2 4 6 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 8 3 11 

% within Industry/Sector 72.7% 27.3% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 3 2 5 

% within Industry/Sector 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 4 3 7 

% within Industry/Sector 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 2 0 2 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 2 4 6 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 3 1 4 

% within Industry/Sector 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 5 2 7 

% within Industry/Sector 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 10 10 20 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 7 8 15 

% within Industry/Sector 46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 3 8 11 
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Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 27.3% 72.7% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 13 9 22 

% within Industry/Sector 59.1% 40.9% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 2 2 4 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 68 59 127 

% within Industry/Sector 53.5% 46.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 13.732
a
 17 .686 

Likelihood Ratio 15.886 17 .532 

Linear-by-Linear Association .692 1 .406 

N of Valid Cases 127   

a. 26 cells (72.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .46. 
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Appendix 6.7.10.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Business expansion  

 Business expansion Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 29 27 56 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

51.8% 48.2% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 24 25 49 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

49.0% 51.0% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 16 7 23 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

69.6% 30.4% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 69 59 128 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

53.9% 46.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2.850
a
 2 .241 

Likelihood Ratio 2.927 2 .231 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.299 1 .254 

N of Valid Cases 128   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 10.60. 
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Appendix 6.7.11.1 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Industry/Sector * Implementation of new policies   

 Implementation of new policies Total 

Yes No 

Industry/Sector 

Accommodation & Food 

Services 

Count 1 5 6 

% within Industry/Sector 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Administrative and 

Support, Waste 

Management and 

Remediation 

Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing and Hunting 

Count 6 5 11 

% within Industry/Sector 54.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

Arts, Entertainment and 

Recreation 

Count 1 4 5 

% within Industry/Sector 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

Construction 
Count 2 4 6 

% within Industry/Sector 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Educational Services 
Count 0 2 2 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Finance and Insurance 
Count 0 5 5 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Health Care and Social 

Assistance 

Count 4 1 5 

% within Industry/Sector 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

Information and Cultural 

Industries 

Count 2 5 7 

% within Industry/Sector 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

Count 0 2 2 

% within Industry/Sector 
0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Manufacturing 
Count 6 10 16 

% within Industry/Sector 37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 

Mining, Quarrying and Oil 

and Gas Extraction 

Count 1 1 2 

% within Industry/Sector 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Other Services (excepting 

Public Administration) 

Count 4 10 14 

% within Industry/Sector 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Professional Scientific and Count 2 9 11 
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Technical Services % within Industry/Sector 18.2% 81.8% 100.0% 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

Count 1 0 1 

% within Industry/Sector 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Retail Trade 
Count 10 11 21 

% within Industry/Sector 47.6% 52.4% 100.0% 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

Count 3 1 4 

% within Industry/Sector 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Utilities 
Count 0 1 1 

% within Industry/Sector 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 43 77 120 

% within Industry/Sector 35.8% 64.2% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 21.474
a
 17 .206 

Likelihood Ratio 25.313 17 .088 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.137 1 .286 

N of Valid Cases 120   

a. 28 cells (77.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .36. 
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Appendix 6.7.11.2 

 

 

Crosstabulation:  Business size * Implementation of new policies   

 Implementation of new policies Total 

Yes No 

On average, how many 

employees are there at 

your business? 

1-4 

Count 13 20 33 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

39.4% 60.6% 100.0% 

5-9 

Count 8 15 23 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

34.8% 65.2% 100.0% 

10-19 

Count 14 12 26 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 

20-49 

Count 6 9 15 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

50-99 

Count 2 8 10 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

100-199 

Count 1 4 5 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

200-499 

Count 0 8 8 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

500+ Count 0 1 1 
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% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 44 77 121 

% within On average, how 

many employees are there 

at your business? 

36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.554
a
 7 .159 

Likelihood Ratio 13.563 7 .060 

Linear-by-Linear Association 4.317 1 .038 

N of Valid Cases 121   

a. 6 cells (37.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is .36. 
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Appendix 6.7.11.3 

 

 

Crosstabulation: Rural, Urban or Northern * Implementation of new policies   

 Implementation of new policies Total 

Yes No 

Rural, Urban or Northern 

Rural 

Count 18 35 53 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

34.0% 66.0% 100.0% 

Urban 

Count 15 31 46 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

32.6% 67.4% 100.0% 

Northern 

Count 11 11 22 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 44 77 121 

% within Rural, Urban or 

Northern 

36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 2.180
a
 2 .336 

Likelihood Ratio 2.119 2 .347 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.167 1 .280 

N of Valid Cases 121   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 

expected count is 8.00. 

 
 


