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T he Ontario Institute has
reached an important mile-
stone for the profession.

Through the mechanism of a pri-
vate member’s bill in the Ontario
legislature, management con-
sulting has been recognized as a
self-regulating profession, and the
designation “CMC” is recognized
as certifying the competence and
professionalism of a management
consultant. Of course, manage-
ment consultants can practice in
Ontario without a CMC; this is a
certificate and not a license. None-
theless, the Ontario legislature has
established a precedent of major
importance
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Across Canada, Institutes are
building upon the Ontario ex-
ample.  Active programs have
been  mounted  to  accompl i sh
equivalent legislation in most
other provinces. We can with con-
fidence look forward to the day,
when provincial institutes will be
recognized in law across Canada,
as the regulating bodies for the
management consulting profes-
sion.
Prior to 1980, Ontario and Que-
bec cooperated by sharing the
workload of developing annu-
al examinations. In 1980, IMCC
for the first time established a
Standing Committee on Exami-
nations with a view to upgrading
the examination process, standar-
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dizing the examinations across
provinces and, from year to year,
improving the rigor of the admis-
sion process. Since then, exami-
nations and marking guides have
been developed for the general
examination and the specialty ex-
aminations through a national
committee, and the examinations
have been  admin is te red  and
marked by the provincial insti-
tutes.

This is a major undertaking. A
review of the 1983 examination
process indicated that it required
about 4,000 hours of volunteer ef-
fort.

The 1984 committee instituted
a number of improvements. The
committee:

l Agreed, with the support of
most of the individuals setting
the examinations, to extend its
term, to two years, improving
continuity and holding out the
possibility of significant im-
provements in the process of
developing examinations.

l Shared the work of setting, re-
viewing, and marking exami-
nations among all provincial in-
stitutes.

l Made a strenuous effort to im-
prove the quality of marking
guides for each examination.

l Reviewed its work and the re-
sults achieved by candidates in
a first attempt to evaluate the
examination process.

l Began development of a pool of
mini-case studies that would
supply material for subsequent
examinations.

l Reviewed the examination pro-
cesses and procedures of the Ca-
nadian Institute of Chartered
Accountants and called upon
the advice of an expert in testing
and evaluation.

The 1984 results show that the
examination process is presenting
a significant test of a candidate’s
knowledge of the management
process, the consulting process,
and the candidate’s specialist area
of practice. Overall, 189 candi-
dates wrote examinations as can-
didates for t h e  C M C .  O n e
h u n d r e d  a n d  t w o  w e r e  s u c -
cessful-a pass rate of 54%. It ap-
pears that the general examination
presents the greater challenge.
About 75% of candidates passed
the specialist examination. Only a
handful1 who passed the general
examination failed their specialist
paper. Therefore, it appears that
the general examination domi-
nates the specialist examination in
determining the candidates who
will be awarded the CMC.
In 1981 we established an IMCC
Education Committee. The man-
date of this ad hoc committee was
to examine the common body of
knowledge, the pre-certification
training offered by Institutes, and
the processes of developing and
administering the examination.
An ambitious undertaking. The
committee has moved through a
careful examination of the evolu-
tion of management consulting in
Canada, the approaches of other
professions to training and certi-
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fication, and the processes cur-
rently being used in Canada. In
recognition of its broad mandate,
the  commit tee  was  re -named
Professional  Certif ication and
Practice (PCP). Over the last four
years the committee has made a
number of important contribu-
tions, including:

l Establishing minimum pre-cer-
tification standards, clarifying
the standards shown on appli-
cations for membership.

l Strengthening the role of those
sponsoring candidates for the
CMC.

l Improving the form and con-
tent of applications for mem-
bership.

l Elaborating the procedures for
reviewing applications, in-
cluding the possibility of dis-
cussions with sponsors, review
of the assignments cited in the
application, and personal inter-
views with candidates.

l Working toward establishment
of a common body of knowl-
edge. The Ontario Institute has
mounted a major effort in this
area. This work is being shared
with other provinces and is pro-
viding a b a s e  f r o m  w h i c h
IMCC committee can build.

l Developing guidelines for pre-
certification training programs
that will improve the profes-
sional competence of new con-
sultants and better prepare them
for the examinations.

l Suggesting post-certification
training programs as part of the
new education thrust by IMCC
and the Institutes.

In  the  long  te rm,  the  PCP
Committee is investigating the
possibility of eliminating the spe-
cialist  examination.  As noted
above, the examination process is
making heavy demands on vol-
unteer time, the majority of which
is dedicated to the specialist ex-
amination! and it is not clear that
the special ist examination is
strengthening our screening pro-
cess of candidates. Perhaps more
important, designation of a lim-
ited number of specialist areas for
examination may be imposing ar-
tificial limits on the scope of a can-
didate’s consulting practice. This
appears contrary to the tendency
we have observed toward more
narrowly defined practices for in-
dividuals and even for f irms.
Thus, the specialist examinations
may become dysfunctional in an
Institute that seeks to represent
management consultants and to
reflect the evolution of the profes-
sion.

We plan to continue to strength-
en the application process, the
work of the Membership Com-
mittee in screening applicants, the
role and place of the sponsor, and
the training programs offered by
Institutes. Over the next few years
we will evaluate the process to de-
termine if we have improved the
process sufficiently that the spe-
cialist examination will no longer
be required for an adequate test of
the suitability of candidates.
As noted above, one of the un-
derlying objectives for IMCC is
reciprocity among provincial in-
stitutes. Since authority over ad-
missions and standards ultimately
lies with provincial institutes, the
IMCC has worked hard over the
past years first to get agreement
among provincial institutes on the
minimum standards to be applied
for admissions and then to get
agreement from all provincial in-
stitutes on reciprocity. In other
words, on the basis of the min-
imum standards, a provincial in-
stitute will accept without scru-
tiny a member or CMC transfer-
ring from another provincial
institute.

As of our last  IMCC Board
meeting, it appears we finally
have this in place. After lengthy
and careful discussions of each in-
stitute’s membership standards
and of positions vis-a-vis other in-
stitutes, we have seen an exchange
of formal offers of reciprocity
among provincial institutes. Thus,
a CMC can expect  to transfer
membership from one province to
another without challenge.
The Canadian Association of Man-
agement Consultants (CAMC)
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has a long history of support for

f
professional organizations. The

irst provincial institute in Ontario
was created largely in response to
CAMC’s recognition that there
was need for a professional orga-
nization to complement its com-
mercial and industry-oriented ac-
tivities. Over the past several
years, CAMC has supported the
provincial institutes through a
program of block grant funding.

With the parallel development
of both the professional organiza-
tions and the industry association,
the boundaries between the two
became fuzzy. IMCC has coop-
erated with CAMC in a joint
committee to examine the rela-
tionship between the two organi-
zations.

In principle, it has been agreed
that matters of a purely commer-
cial nature should be referred to
CAMC (for example, negotation
of industry-wide fee schedules
with provincial governments). If
CAMC was unwilling or unable
to respond, the Institute would
handle the matter. But in general,
we expect that CAMC is more ex-
perienced in these matters and
better equipped to provide a
prompt response that reflects ex-
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perience in other jurisdictions.
Matters of a purely professional
nature would automatically fall
into professional organizations
(for example, examinations to
qualify candidates for the CMC,
or ethics and discipline cases).

Of course, few issues are clearly
professional or clearly commer-
cial-most have both commercial
and professional aspects. A prime
example is awareness among cur-
rent and potential clients of the
CMC. Low levels of awareness
impairs the Institute’s perfor-
mance of its professional respon-
sibilities. The Institute’s claim to
police the activities of its members
is largely meaningless, unless
clients recognize the CMC desig-
nation, are aware of the existence
of the Institute and of their access
to the Institute’s ethics and disci-
pline review, w h e n  t h e y  e n -
counter unsatisfactory conduct of
a member. So, Institutes across
Canada place high priority on in-
creasing the awareness in the com-
m u n i t y  o f  t h e  C M C .  C A M C
funding support was requested for
a national awareness campaign.
On the other hand, awareness of
the CMC may improve the com-
petitive advantage of CMCs in the
marketplace. And since not all
CMCs are members of  CAMC
firms, the CAMC Board could vi-
sualize a potential disadvantage to
its member firms. This issue has
been resolved by observing that
Institutes are free to sponsor an
awareness campaign. And CAMC
has declined a request to provide
financial support for the cam-
p a i g n .

It has been agreed that the two
organizations will maintain close
liaison by designating a member
of the Board of each who will at-
tend the meetings of the other. In
this way, we hope to keep each
organization informed of the ac-
tivities of the other so that we can,
at an early stage, agree on the han-
dling of issues which otherwise
might become contentious.
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