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Preface 

The idea for a meeting concentrating upon the teaching profile for individual academics in higher education arose in 1993, and was prompted by two main considerations. Firstly, because we at Goldsmiths College, University of London, were becoming increasingly aware of the desirability of developing a method for expressing the teaching profile of the individual academic in relation to the implementation of more sophisticated promotions procedures, and also in relation to staff development. Secondly, because we were aware that many developments were taking place in other universities, and were at various stages of construction, and it seemed that an attempt to coordinate knowledge, to establish how much progress had been made, and to share best practice between institutions, might be timely and useful. A one-day conference was therefore organized on 19 May 1994 and this benefitted enormously from collaboration with IBM, particularly Mr Wayne Phillips. 

We are extremely grateful to colleagues who contributed to the programme on the day, in terms both of their lectures and their subsequent contributions to the discussions, and we very much appreciate the active involvement of all the participants at the conference, particularly in their respective discussion groups. Some thirty-five universities were represented by individual members of staff, and we feel that in this respect the conference was able to reflect developments taking place across a broad range of higher education institutions.1 

Prior to the conference, it had been proposed that a volume of proceedings and other essays emerge, and we are particularly grateful to Taylor & Francis, and especially to Mr Stephen Neal, for making this possible. In this context, thanks are due to Mrs Sue Boswell, Head of Secretariat and External Relations, for arranging the transcription of the discussion, as well as to Ms Anne Duggan for dealing so effectively with some of the textual problems involved. A number of Goldsmiths staff, especially Mrs Boswell, were responsible for much of the organization and preliminary arrangements for the conference, and again we wish to express to them our thanks. 

The structure of this volume does not perhaps reflect that of a typical volume of conference proceedings. The subject is dynamic; parts of the terrain remain largely unexplored; developments continue to take place. We have structured the volume to embrace a wide range of approaches and perspectives: formal and highly structured contributions from eminent authorities are juxtaposed with detail from discussion sessions in order to maximize the number of issues raised and to seek to ensure that the volume will be of wide interest. 

The volume has deliberately focused on developments in, and experience from, institutions in the UK, but we would obviously be interested in reactions from other 
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countries in the light of experience gained in different circumstances. The observation by George Bernard Shaw that ‘He who can, does. He who cannot, teaches’ has often been quoted in relation to teaching in higher education. It is now widely acknowledged that the dynamics of teaching and learning need to be described more fully, and that an ability to delineate the contribution of the individual academic to a department’s or an institution’s teaching effort is urgently needed. We hope that this volume will stimulate further progress in that direction, and that in future Shaw’s aphorism will no longer raise the sort of wry smiles it has automatically raised in the past. 

Bob Aylett and Ken Gregory 
Goldsmiths College, University of London 

Note 

	
1  
	
 It is not without significance that in the interval between the conference itself and the date of publication of these proceedings little work on the profiling of the contribution of the individual academic to the corporate effort has been published. The ongoing major debates on quality and standards seem to focus on the institutional or the departmental level, relegating the individual contribution to the sidelines. 
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1
Introduction: The Evaluation of the Teaching of Individual Academics in Higher Education: Progress Towards a Construct 

Ken Gregory 

	
Abstract 

There is general agreement that a method for evaluating teaching in higher education is sorely needed and that it is desirable to avoid a situation in which each institution has laboriously to develop its own approach. Although a number of proposals have been forthcoming, these tend to be based either on extensive catalogues or on comparatively short lists, both of which leave much of the necessary work to the individual academic or to the institution. A general construct is needed. In what follows, this need is explored, an account of what is available is provided, and a suggestion made concerning the requirements such a construct should meet. An outline scheme is proposed, based upon four major components: the approach to teaching; the delivery of teaching; outcomes of teaching; and recognition of the academic. These four components or groups of criteria must be set within the institutional context. With reference to the previous literature, a comprehensive list of criteria is suggested under each of the headings of the major components. The major components are developed further in chapters 11 and 12. 



Introduction 

It has been increasingly recognized that in higher education teaching has been given less quantitative attention than research, and that there is an urgent need for individuals and institutions alike to be in a position to specify the quality of teaching and its effectiveness. A paradox has arisen in that, although individual academics may spend more of their time in teaching, at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels, it is easier to document their research activity and output than it is to document their teaching activity. Although in recent years far greater emphasis has been placed upon the character and probity of teaching, there is still no available overall framework which can be used to describe the teaching profile of an individual academic. This introduction suggests why we need to develop evaluation of teaching at the individual level (section 1); summarizes what is already available (section 2); suggests what is required (section 3); and then proceeds to suggest what information 
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is needed (section 4). A way of integrating this information to form a coherent structure is offered in chapter 11. The structure of the volume as a whole is outlined in the final section of this chapter. 

The Need for Teaching Evaluation 

It is generally accepted that the prime responsibility for maintaining and enhancing the quality of teaching and learning rests with each individual institution (1991 White Paper). At the Times Higher Education Supplement Conference in 1993 it was suggested that institutions should devise their own appropriate quality procedures and mechanisms, without branding them as managerialist, and accept that outside agencies can judge outputs. Responsibility for devising these procedures and mechanisms rests, then, with individual institutions; but in such a situation there is a danger that every institution is forced to reinvent the same wheel. In this context, considerable benefit could be derived from identifying model procedures which may emanate from one institution but which can be transferred and used as a basis for developing procedures in other institutions. In the UK, Elton (1987) suggested that, analogous to the Funding Council Research Assessment Exercises (1985, 1989), methods to characterize teaching quality could be devised. Such methods could apply to departments or programmes, but equally could be designed to express the teaching character or profile of individual academics. 

This chapter reviews how the teaching profile of an individual academic may be constructed; chapters 2–7 offer a variety of perspectives on the problem, especially relating to the UK; chapter 8 offers one international perspective; whilst chapters 11 and 12 offer a particular way forward. 

There are at least three reasons for wishing to be in a position to express the teaching profile of an individual academic. The first reason relates to the case of promotion, which often rests upon abundant information relating to research output with much smaller amounts of attention given to the character, effectiveness and output of an individual’s teaching effort. This discrepancy may possibly have arisen because of the lack of a tradition of, and a method for, describing teaching character. Teaching evaluation, in this sense, can be described as summative and may be applied not only to the process involved in teaching for a particular programme or course, but also to the contribution which is made by an individual member of staff. Such a summative approach could be achieved entirely internally, according to the contributions made within a single institution, or it could be effected by involving some element of external peer review. Secondly, it is necessary to describe the teaching profile of an individual academic more precisely in order to improve the process and effectiveness of the individual contribution; this is the formative evaluation of teaching. The two reasons identified thus far relate to an individual member of staff: the summative to promotion and the formative to the improvement of teaching and to the development of the individual. There exists, however, a third reason or cluster of reasons: to provide accountability within the institution, to demonstrate the character of teaching being provided, and to facilitate 
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scrutiny by external bodies. In some disciplines, scrutiny by external bodies has long been employed (for example in connection with accreditation for particular qualifications), but although in the UK, as in other countries, there have always existed a number of ways in which accountability has been required, the recent development of the Students’ Charter gives further reason for considering this need to demonstrate accountability. 

What is Already Available? 

No general scheme for the characterization of an individual higher education teaching profile seems to exist, although in their 1991 work, and subsequently in a revised second edition (1993), Elton and Partington suggested that the criteria for establishing standards of research could be adapted for use in the evaluation of teaching. This led them to formulate new ‘bespoke’ criteria for teaching, grouped in thirteen categories (fifteen in 1993), of which eight (ten in 1993) related to teaching within the institution and five related to external regulators (called ‘other teaching criteria’ in 1993). Table 1.1 reproduces the criteria they suggested. In 1993 they concluded that it would be necessary to adopt agreed standards and criteria for teaching excellence, and to establish means of gathering evidence for establishing such teaching excellence, and reported that a number of institutions had embarked upon developing procedures which began to respond to these suggestions. Two annexes in the 1993 edition detailed the promotion procedures at the University of Nottingham, and the information for applicants for personal appointment to Professor or Associate Professor at Queensland University of Technology, Australia. Jones (1993) (annex 3 in Elton and Partington, 1993) attempted a practical procedural framework based on different judges for eight criteria. 

Developments of this kind in Britain were catalyzed by the work of the HEQC Quality Audit, which considers procedures and processes, and provides reports at institution level. Some sixty institutions had been audited up to 1995, the intention being that the first round of audit visits to UK universities would be complete by the end of 1995. Quality assessment has also been undertaken by the Funding Councils. The approaches adopted by the HEFCE (Higher Education Funding Council for England), the SHEFC (Scottish), and the HEFCW (Welsh) are developmental and differ in detail, but their overall objective is to provide an assessment of the quality of teaching by discipline, department, or cost centre, in specific institutions, and then possibly to relate this to funding. The HEFCE Assessors’ Handbook (1993) includes consideration of strategies of learning, teaching and assessment. Advice has also been produced from the CVCP Staff Development and Training Unit via a series of documents, particularly related to staff development, and these include the paper by Elton and Partington (1991) referred to above. 

The four developments noted above, namely, general approaches especially associated with staff development, actions undertaken in specific institutions, national academic audit, and national schemes for teaching assessment, provide the framework within which the profile of teaching of an individual academic needs to 
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Table 1.1: Formulation of new ‘bespoke’ criteria for teaching as suggested by Elton and Partington in October 1991 (column A) and in 1993 (column B) 

	
COLUMN A  
	
COLUMN B   

	
(a)  
	
Teaching within the institution  
	
  

	
  
	
1  
	
Preparation for teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
clarity of aims and objectives for each course component  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
preparation of content/quality of notes, handouts etc.  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
preparation of materials and equipment, and of acetates, slides, videos etc.  
	
  

	
  
	
2  
	
Quality of delivery of teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of lecturing effectiveness and excellence  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of small group teaching effectiveness and excellence  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of practical teaching effectiveness and excellence  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of fieldwork effectiveness and excellence  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of postgraduate supervision effectiveness and excellence  
	
  

	
  
	
3  
	
Volume and range of teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
amount of time spent on teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
experience of a wide range of teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
e.g. to a variety of—

students 

sizes of groups 

content of intrinsic difficulty  
	
  

	
  
	
4  
	
Innovation in teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
innovations in curriculum/course design  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
innovations in methodologies e.g. distance learning materials  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
collaboration in teaching-team teaching, etc.  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
innovations of national/international repute in the teaching of the specific subject area  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
short course developments  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
modular programme developments  
	
  

	
  
	
5  
	
General communications with students  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
availability outside class times  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
guidance and counselling  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
motivating students  
	
  

	
  
	
6  
	
Assessment/examination procedures  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of range of methods of assessment used  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
innovation in assessment techniques  
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COLUMN A  
	
COLUMN B   

	
  
	
7  
	
Evaluation of own teaching  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
systematic and regular reflection on all the above practices  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
regular use of peer/student evaluation  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
continuing reflection on teaching in relationship to  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
(a)  
	
the overall teaching aims and objectives of the department, and  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
(b)  
	
other topics in the course and the curriculum as a whole  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
8  
	
Management of teaching  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
course leadership  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
chair of programme committees, for example, for curriculum development modularization assessment etc.  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
responsibilities for learning support  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
staff/student consultative committee duties  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
‘Enterprise’ tutorship  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
9  
	
Teaching scholarship and research  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
evidence of scholarship  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
effect of scholarship on teaching  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
influence of research on teaching e.g. in project work.  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
10  
	
Teaching and the world of work  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
benefits from employer contact  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
involvement of employers in teaching  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
placement of students.  

	
(b)  
	
Other teaching criteria  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
11  
	
Invitations to teach elsewhere  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
national/international conferences, lectures, seminars  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
regular teaching visits to other university departments  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
12  
	
Membership of professional groups  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
subject-based  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
interest-specific, for example assessment groups curriculum development groups  
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COLUMN A  
	
COLUMN B   

	
  
	
13  
	
Professional service to other universities and organizations  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
as external examiner  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
as adviser/consultant  
	
  

	
  
	
14  
	
Publications on teaching  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
critical reflection on teaching approaches  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
textbooks  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
compilations of teaching materials  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
major pedagogic publications  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
editorial work  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
referee for journals etc.  
	
  

	
  
	
15  
	
Teaching grants and contracts secured  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
grants for teaching development work  
	
  

	
  
	
— 
	
contracts to provide teaching programmes for other organizations  
	
 



be considered. In other educational situations, most significantly in school teaching, the definition of professional competences has been advocated (DfE, 1992), and this is an approach which could perhaps be applied to university teaching. Since the development of a scheme at the University of California, Berkeley, in 1957, of Distinguished Teaching Awards, similar approaches to the recognition of teaching excellence in individual institutions have been utilized elsewhere and, for example, McNaught and Anwyl (1992) showed that, by September 1991, eighteen out of thirty-seven higher education institutions in Australia had some form of teaching award scheme and others had proposals in hand. 

What is Needed? 

Loder (1993), after undertaking a University of London, Institute of Education study to define and assess the quality of undergraduate education, concluded that the only effective way to assess the quality of teaching was to ask the people being taught, possibly implying that there would be no need for other information to be presented as part of the teaching profile for an individual member of staff. Given, however, that students are able to comment in an informed way only upon certain aspects of the teaching and learning process, there does remain a need for further information to be provided in order to build up a profile. The goal of establishing a means of expressing teacher effectiveness in relation to quality and standards remains elusive. The development of a general construct capable of modification to the needs of particular institutions would be highly desirable. Such a construct, attempted in chapter 11, needs to summarize not only what an academic does but also how effective the teaching and learning is. This is not an easy exercise, which 
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no doubt explains why such a construct has not already been developed: one major difficulty is the need to differentiate between effective teaching and effective learning. Be that as it may, it is clear that the means of expressing teacher effectiveness should: 

	
(i)  
	
 describe the teaching of a particular member of staff in such a way that it is comprehensive and is capable of leading to an evaluation; 

	
(ii)  
	
 be amenable to amalgamation with the profiles of other individual academics in such a way as to provide information on teaching for a whole academic unit or department; 

	
(iii)  
	
 be capable of amalgamation with data on other activities of the individual member of staff in research and administration to act as an input for promotion (summative approach); 

	
(iv)  
	
 be designed in such a way that it can relate to, inform, and assist future development of the teaching endeavour of a staff member (formative approach) which is a part of staff development; 

	
(v)  
	
 be constructed in such a way as to be useful in relation to requirements of the Funding Councils for their quality assessment method; 

	
(vi)  
	
 be capable of facilitating progress towards a summary self-evaluation which gives some quantitative indication of teaching effectiveness and of change over time. In this sense it should be a developmental tool. 



A series of approaches or general philosophies which might be adapted for this purpose are already available. These include procedures which are often heavily reliant upon student questionnaire information; but in many cases this approach is not always followed through with analysis leading to feedback to the member of staff. Secondly, the idea of competences has been evolved in relation to teaching in schools. Although not one that finds universal support, this approach could nevertheless be adapted and utilized in relation to teaching in higher education: competence-based learning combines the acquisition of domain-specific disciplinary knowledge and skills with acquisition of domain-independent knowledge and skills. Thirdly, but related to competences: national vocational qualifications (NVQ) are being used in other fields. NVQs are competence-based and relate to the assessment of acceptability of performance of a defined activity against predetermined criteria (Atkins et al., 1993). Such an approach has been developed in the UK by a national consortium (SEDA) which effectively seeks to validate approaches taken by individual institutions to consideration of teaching evaluation. These three approaches bear some relationship to the methodology developed for the CNAA (Council for National Academic Awards), which had a number of procedures for the validation of courses but did not incorporate a way of fully characterizing the teaching profile of an individual member of staff. 

Other developments have made their own contribution to the general move towards profiling teaching. It must be assumed, for example, that institutions which have developed teaching awards, designed to highlight the importance attached to good university teaching, have evolved criteria which depend upon at least some 
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elements of the teaching profile of an individual academic. In addition, particular approaches to learning, such as learner-managed learning, have necessitated the development of characterization of teaching skills. When the CVCP Green Paper (Elton and Partington, 1991) suggested that the criteria for research excellence could be adapted to provide teaching excellence criteria, these were identified as training, intellectual honesty and curiosity, self evaluation, up-to-date material, creative approach, acceptance of criticism, care for students, communication of results, awareness of the needs of users, and recognition by peers. To this list Elton and Partington added: to build on work previously done by others and to make use of existing research; to assist in the training of their successors; to respond to the results of their own evaluation; and to contribute to mutual peer evaluations. It was suggested that all of these criteria could be evidenced by publications, grants, and consultancies, for example. It is therefore clear that there are several approaches available which should be incorporated when attempting to provide an overall teaching construct. 

Information Needed 

In the light of work already done on particular aspects of the teaching profile, it would seem that in order to characterize the teaching profile for an individual academic it is necessary to provide information on five major components which can be assembled to constitute an overall profile. These components are outlined in sections (i) to (v) below. 

	
(i)  
	
 Institutional background 

Information is needed to describe those factors which constrain the way in which teaching in a specific university or higher education establishment can be devised, undertaken, and assessed. In order to relate to the characterization of the institution, and to information concerning the particular department or faculty, it is necessary to take into account the size of institution, its staff to student ratio, entry qualifications of students, types of courses and programmes offered (in particular, whether the framework is modular or not and the subject applied or not), and the motivation of students. This sort of information is important because it has been shown, for example by Adelman and Alexander (1982), that the size of the institution as well as the management styles constrain institutional self evaluation. It is also important to identify those institutions which have a positive approach to teaching and to its improvement (Elton, 1987). 

	
(ii)  
	
 Approach to teaching 

This section embraces preparation undertaken prior to delivering teaching in lectures, tutorials, or other forms of student contact. It centres on the approach to a particular course, on the way in which 
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objectives are set for teaching, and on how the programme of learning is determined. Gibbs (1983) has noted that it is necessary to review the general aims and specific objectives applied by an individual academic to a specific course. After the basic approach is determined, it is necessary to include the way in which teaching styles (lectures, laboratory classes, tutorials, seminars, fieldwork, student centred learning, etc.) are selected and how the balance is decided; to demonstrate any evidence of continuing study of teaching and learning processes and the benefits derived from courses, workshops or publications (Elton, 1984); to consider material distributed to students before the courses; to indicate the character and quality of the approach to the teaching of a particular course, including the availability and accessibility of the academic to the students; and to embrace the provision of guidance and the continuation of a dialogue with students. It is particularly important to identify how much innovation is evident in the teaching profile of an individual academic and to what extent approaches to specific courses are innovative. This could range from devising new courses to employing new and diverse procedures, or devising new techniques for assessment (ibid.). Overall, it is important that there is an indication of the extent to which teaching by an individual academic is successful in developing, facilitating, and extending learning. This may be achieved by using videos, individual learning packs, or information technology (for example, Rutherford, 1987), and depends upon a knowledge of the range of teaching methods available (for example, Lawson, 1992) and an awareness, at least implicitly, of the qualities which make for good teaching and professional development (Anderson et al., 1987). 

	
(iii)  
	
 Delivery of teaching 

This relates to the way in which teaching is executed and to the reactions it produces. It is important to remember that in higher education there is not necessarily an absolute quality that can be attained, as the way in which teaching is undertaken and learning is achieved necessarily varies from one student to another. Student questionnaires, which have been extensively employed, are perhaps most valuable in giving an indication of the efficacy of teaching delivery and are particularly important in ensuring that certain critical standards are met. They are perhaps less effective in identifying very high quality teaching because the recognition of quality varies considerably from one student to another. Questionnaires associated with courses do indicate teaching effectiveness: if appropriately organized, student evaluation of courses, often by questionnaires, should provide sound feedback on the course and on the learning experience gained. But programme questionnaires distributed at the end of a complete degree programme might give more insight into learning effectiveness. There are, however, methods other than the use of questionnaires for obtaining reactions to teaching delivery. These include group discussions, with the attendant danger of relying upon 
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students who are not necessarily representative and with a penchant for activism (Husbands and Fosh, 1993). Peer evaluation, where other internal staff sit in to listen to the delivery of particular lectures or contact sessions, is often argued to be a reliable indicator, but Elton (1984) contends that student assessment is more valuable than peer review by untrained and potentially disruptive personnel. In the Netherlands it is agreed that staff should not sit in to listen to the teaching of others (Husbands and Fosh, 1993). It is also possible to have peer evaluation by external individuals such as those originally in the role of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate, or part of assessment teams organized by the Funding Councils for Quality Assessment. In such cases, reliance is often placed upon inspection of individual sessions which may represent a small sample of the overall experience provided by a particular course. 

It is important to appreciate that the above methods do not necessarily constitute alternatives: they can sometimes be complementary. Thus Miller (1986) contends that students tend to judge teaching methods, the fairness of testing, the interest taken in students and ratings for one teacher compared with other teachers, whereas colleagues tend to judge the selection and mastery of material and the relevance to the course and its comprehensiveness. Therefore, the use of different techniques should be considered in relation to particular aspects of teaching delivery. Centra (1980) warns that colleagues are good evaluators of peer research, but unreliable judges in classroom observation, 

	
(iv)  
	
 Results: monitoring, assessment and outcomes of teaching 

Information is needed to describe the ways in which the results and outcomes of teaching are monitored. There needs to be consideration of the appropriateness of the forms of assessment selected by an individual academic for a particular course. Forms of assessment available are very diverse, and Baumgart (1984) identifies types which are broadly either selected response, involving binary or multiple choice, or constricted response, with completion of items, short answers, and essays. There is a danger in higher education that academics unreflectingly choose to use the unseen examination format or essays of some kind or another; it is not unknown for essay titles for course work to be the subjects used on the unseen examination paper in previous years. The topics used for course work should be designed specifically in relation to the type of assessment; the individual academic should be able to select the types of assessment appropriate to a particular course, should justify the types of assessment selected and the relative weighting accorded to the different types, and should also be able to innovate new forms of assessment particularly suited to specific courses. 

There are other ways in which the efficacy of assessment can be established. In higher education in Britain, external examiners can provide an independent view of the impacts of particular courses, or at least of their assessment. It has been suggested (for example, Rutherford, 
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1987) that the external examiner system could be extended to provide an additional element of peer review, but that could, of course, place unreasonable demands upon individual external examiners. 

A further way in which assessment can be summarized is through value-added measures. Taylor (1985) suggests that the value-added model is competency-based, and measures gains in knowledge, skills and personal development. It depends upon students being tested prior to enrolment and during the course, followed by comparison with results of testing at the end of a course. Such value-added concepts are more appropriate for some types of higher education than for others, and there is obviously a danger that the greatest value may be perceived to be added when students initially have low levels of comprehension or qualification. 

As with other aspects of an academic teaching profile, it is important that there should be an element of self-assessment by the individual academic. It is important, then, for academics to obtain the reaction of students to different forms of assessment and to ascertain the extent to which they are deriving benefit from the assessment; it is then possible for them to employ this knowledge as a contributor to future formative development, 

	
(v)  
	
 External recognition 

This includes ways in which the individual can achieve recognition, both within an institution (but beyond an individual department) and also outside the institution. The last three aspects of characterization of a teaching profile for an individual academic ((ii)–(iv)) depend upon the effectiveness of teaching within a particular institution. Recognition may arise, however, as a result of invitations to join the institution’s committees or to engage in other managerial activities related to teaching. In some cases, recognition may stem from receipt of a university’s teaching award. In management terms, it is possible to be identified as a course leader or project leader, or perhaps to be associated with particular aspects of curriculum development which provide indicators of internal recognition. In addition, external recognition indicators can arise from invitations to lecture elsewhere, acknowledging not only research and scholarship, but lecturing qualities; from invitations to give papers to conferences, and particularly to give keynote addresses; and also from invitations to act as members of professional bodies, subject panels, or assessment groups. Applicable to a particular level of staff seniority are invitations to act as external examiner, reflecting a considerable degree of external recognition in the discipline, and invitations to act as adviser or consultant. Perhaps the clearest external recognition comes either from receipt of grants or contracts to innovate or develop teaching programmes or particular aspects of teaching, or from the appearance of publications on teaching innovation, on materials, or editorial activities. In these cases, as in research, it is important to be able to 
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distinguish the quality of publications and to identify the equivalent of international refereed journals that count so significantly in relation to research. 



These five aspects or components for a teaching profile are used in chapters 11 and 12 to suggest a generally applicable way forward capable of further development and susceptible to tailoring to fit the parameters of individual institutions. 

The Approach in this Volume 

In view of the agreed need to make progress towards the construction of a teaching profile for individual academics in higher education, a one-day conference was held on 19 May 1994, jointly with IBM. The conference was attended by more than sixty delegates (a list of those who attended is given at the end of the book) and the papers delivered form the basis for the following chapters of this volume. Some are reproduced more or less verbatim, as delivered, others have been revised for publication. 

The broad context is provided by Professor Sir Eric Ash, who chaired the Royal Society Report on the Future of Higher Education, with reference to the choice between top-down and bottom-up strategies. Further dimensions of the context in Britain are provided by a review of Quality Assessment, as undertaken by the Higher Education Funding Council for England, (Dr Paul Clark, chapter 3) and of Academic Audit by the Chief Executive of the Higher Education Quality Council, Dr Roger Brown (chapter 4). Possible solutions to the problem are rehearsed first of all in a general way by Lewis Elton (chapter 5), and subsequently by Professor Graham Gibbs, with reference to progress achieved at Oxford Brookes University (chapter 6). A number of contributions to the conference reflect experiences in a range of different institutions, and these are collected together in chapter 7. Although it would have been possible to invite contributions from a number of other countries, the opportunity was taken (chapter 8) to provide one aspect of international context, where Professor Alan Lindsay reflects the experience in an institution in Australia. These specific solutions and general reviews are followed in chapter 11 by a review of the way in which a general construct, as outlined in this chapter, might be specified. In addition, chapter 11 contains reports from the final sessions of the conference, giving reactions to the proposed way forward. 

Another perspective is offered via the experience of IBM, whose experience in using the Baldrige model provides a development of parallel interest: this is included in chapter 9. A perspective on how the private and public sector experience of IBM might be transferred to the realm of higher education is offered in chapter 10. Finally, chapter 12 draws the various strands together, noting developments at present under way. The prospect for the further development of the means of recording the individual profile of a teacher in higher education is delineated. 
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2
Assurance of Teaching Quality: Top-Down and/or Bottom-Up Strategy 

Eric A.Ash 

Introduction 

It is generally agreed that the vitality and effectiveness of higher education is of key importance to the future well being of the nation. I start with such a cliché because it was not always so. It was not, until a few years ago, identified as an important plank in the platform of the main political parties. Happily the recognition that education, including higher education, really does matter has sunk in—all three political parties profess a good deal of interest in the subject. This political interest is, of course, to be welcomed, though it can turn out to be a bit of a two-edged sword. Politicians no sooner develop an interest in a topic than they become experts not only in its present status but also with regard to how it could rapidly be much improved. Universities have had a good deal of experience of this trait in the last few years. 

There is, however, a great deal of common ground between the academic community, government, the public at large and with that particular segment of the public which, at any time, forms the student body. There is total agreement on the desirability of striving for the highest standards in teaching. The responsibility on the academic community to ensure that the students, and the country as a whole, derive the greatest possible benefit from the higher educational process is very clear. The resources which we command are very substantial—several billion pounds per annum for the teaching function1—of the order of 1 per cent of the GDP. It is entirely reasonable that the government should hold us responsible for the effective use of these resources. We are for quality. So is the government. So are the students. A great luxury—our aims are harmonious. All then that remains to be done is to find out how it is to be accomplished. 

High Quality Teaching and Learning 

The strategy for achieving high quality, inspirational teaching is not difficult to construct. One starts out by hiring people who have a vocation for teaching—who derive a positive pleasure from the process of conveying understanding and know1edge; who have the power to inspire learning; who can show sparkle and originality in their approach; who on the whole like their fellow human beings. Of course we also want them to be brilliant researchers. 
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There is a need to think deeply and analytically on what it is hoped to achieve in any educational encounter. There is a need to construct for the students a pathway which has a measure of coherence and some continuing fascination. One needs to provide meaningful assessment. 

That is about all one needs to do. It is, of course, advice on the same level as that given by Somerset Maugham to aspiring novelists: ‘Write something on each page that will cause the reader, when he reaches the bottom, to turn over to the next.’ Absolutely accurate and almost totally useless! Were it easy, one would experience more examples of brilliant teaching than in practice one seems to encounter. As we all know, it is in fact fiendishly difficult. 

Obstacles to Excellence in Teaching and Learning 

Why is it quite so hard? Any one who has been on the territory would not find it difficult to concoct a list of obstacles to excellence in teaching. The first, without any question, is the fact that people with a true vocation for teaching are rare. Then, of course, many universities believe it to be their role to make a world class contribution to scholarship and research. That is certainly true of the three universities where I have spent any considerable time—Stanford in the USA, Imperial College and University College, London. Since research ability is normally easier to gauge than teaching ability, particularly at a young age, there is always a danger of weighting the former in favour of the latter. Academics perform a multiplicity of functions—as undergraduate teachers; as researchers coupled with postgraduate teaching; as administrators. Indeed the research function, particularly in the sciences and in engineering, tends to split into two: acquiring the resources needed to do the work—and then doing it. The administrative load on academic staff has increased enormously over the last decade. Unhappily the economic cost of this added burden, largely imposed by government2, is not counted and does not have the public visibility that it should. The consequence is that academics are hard pressed to find enough time to perform all of these functions. Teaching, amongst all the others, can suffer. 

There is a widespread feeling that when there is a possibility of promotion, research performance is regarded as the only criterion. Inasmuch as this is believed to be true, it provides a disincentive to spend too much time on the teaching function. In fact it is not true in the universities with which I am most familiar. However it is a fact—and we are now approaching the central theme of today’s conference—that research performance is easier to measure than teaching performance. 

My list would also include one further factor—the continuing addiction of the academic community to chalk and talk. These have their place and in my view always will. But perhaps largely because of the ‘overload’ condition which is such a dominant factor in academic life at present, the opportunities for exploring other approaches are constrained. 
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Improving the System—I 

If, then, we are aware of deficiencies in the quality of teaching, how do we effect improvements? Should it be done by commands emanating from the Secretary of State? Or is help to be sought at the working level? Should we put the emphasis on top-down or bottom-up? I would imagine that most of us would agree that there is a role for both. But let me at this point confess that I personally have greater enthusiasm for placing the emphasis on the bottom-up approach—though perhaps with some stimulation from top-down. In my view the primary responsibility for delivering the teaching function must rest on the Head of the Department. It is she or he who has the total academic responsibility for providing the support and encouragement which can lead to effective and occasionally inspirational teaching. In my own experience, whenever the Head of Department recognizes this as a vital responsibility—to his/her staff and to his/her students—the teaching in the Department will flourish. The converse also holds. 

How does a Head of Department achieve teaching success? I can offer no concise or mechanistic formula. The Head will receive information about the teaching process in general and about the performance of individual colleagues through five or even six senses. The Head will have specific quality assurance tools—the most important in my view being questionnaires filled in by students rigorously collected and analyzed. But an effective Head will also have a personal relationship with all members of his staff as well as good contacts with the student body. Having gained the confidence of both students and staff—not quickly attained—the Head of Department can provide effective leadership for the continual improvement and for the search for excellence in teaching. 

Improving the System—II 

It would not take a Management Consultant very long to point to a glaring problem with the approach I have just described. The consultant would point out that it all depends on people wanting to strive in this way. Suppose they do not? Here we are up against a conceptual problem in the relationship of universities to government. Politicians go into their trade because they are interested in power.3 Academics usually embark on their career because they are fascinated by their subject. They want to spend their career advancing and disseminating knowledge. They have a good deal of academic freedom and tend to use that by overworking. In my experience, academics do work extraordinarily hard—in absolute terms and relative to most other professions. Internal motivation tends to be more important than external incentives. Nevertheless external incentives do play a role. Can these be used in order to achieve higher standards of teaching in the higher education system? The answer must surely be yes. If carefully devised, it must be possible to achieve some amplification of the inherent internal motivations. In principle, one should be able to devise a reward structure for the individual, for the Department, and for the whole institution. 
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The starting point of course in any reward system is the need to measure performance. For the individual teacher, I believe this to be feasible. The student questionnaire form, if carefully devised, does provide above all useful feedback to the teacher. At Imperial College I think we were the first to introduce this as a universal tool, for every course. One collects vast numbers of forms, so right from the start we made sure that these were machine read, and supported by suitable software to provide the key statistics that are most useful. These results went to the teacher and to the Head of Department only. Whilst it was agreed in discussion with the AUT that these results would not be put into play when considering an individual promotion, it was accepted that any candidate for such a promotion could volunteer to present the results for their teaching if they wished to do so. One can thereby introduce a culture such that, when there is clear evidence that an individual is not succeeding in the teaching role, a whole raft of support and remedial measures can be brought into play. It is a tool for evaluation but also very much a tool for effecting continuing improvement. I believe that the system is effective and that most institutions who have tried it would concur. 

One must, however, recognise that the fervour for excellence in teaching will vary from one institution to another. Universities are not above criticism, and a great barrage descended on our heads some years ago. It became fashionable to suggest that universities are not mindful of their teaching responsibilities. There were suggestions that academics work only half the year and only a few hours a week; that they are mildly interested in research—though generally not in anything that could be wealth producing; that they needed to be brought to heel. The critique was bizarre—but this did not prevent it from gaining a considerable measure of political momentum. The universities felt that although the extreme distortions which were advanced could be dismissed, the critique that perhaps not enough attention was focused on continual improvement in teaching might have some validity. It led to the university initiative, through the CVCP, of the founding of the Higher Education Quality Council—HEQC. Its aim was to provide universities with an external assessment of the system which a university had devised in order to monitor the teaching function. I believe that this was a very sound decision on the part of the universities—and they were prepared to use their own resources to set it up and to sustain it. There are two main benefits which I believe universities derive from the scrutiny of the HEQC. One is really comparable to the use of external examiners for the examination process. It holds up to institutions a mirror in which they can better see and assess their own performance. The very fact that one has to face external scrutiny helps to sharpen the internal appraisal procedures. The second benefit is that the HEQC can become a repository of best practice in quality assurance in the higher education system. It can spread the pollen from one flower to another. 

Improving the System—III 

The university initiative did not, however, dent the conviction, on the part of a number of politicians, that the teaching performance of universities required probing. 
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I am not sure myself whether this conviction was shared by the Secretary of State at the time. But politicians are ever exposed to backbench pressures. Some need to be resisted so that the temptation to yield to others which appear to involve no political pain is irresistible. The result of this was the present HEFCE initiative on quality assessment in the universities. Let us agree from the outset that it is highly desirable to be able to assess the overall teaching performance of an individual department and, by summation, that of a university. Once one can gauge how well they are doing one can apply financial and other incentives in order to effect continual improvement. That is, after all, the way one obtains continual improvement in manufacture. You measure the attributes of the product that matter and then apply feedback procedures to effect improvements. The political pressure to which the HEFCE was exposed to go along this path was considerable. The result was the present procedure where departments make an initial brief submission, in which they assess their performance as excellent or satisfactory4. They may or may not then be visited by a delegation from the Quality Assessment Division, the body which is answerable to the Quality Assessment Committee. If a visit takes place the delegates will then decide whether the department’s teaching is unsatisfactory, satisfactory, or excellent. 

Can it be done? As I have pointed out previously (Ash, 1993), if one wishes to measure something, one is of course immediately drawn into the question as to what accuracy is to be achieved. But even before doing that one faces a prior question: is the measurement repeatable? If in attempting the same measurement twice one gets radically different answers, the process is obviously pointless—it is not a ‘measurement’. The suggestion I made is that this should be put to the test. It could be done, by sending two teams to a number of departments, each sworn to secrecy, and then examining whether there is any correlation between the views they have reached. I have to tell you that I have serious doubts in my mind as to whether the QAC procedures would prove to be repeatable. That is the first question. Suppose that, contrary to my fears, the process turns out to have a reasonable measure of repeatability. That, however, still gives one absolutely no indication that what is measured is a measure of what is actually sought. If a department is rated as ‘excellent’, this could be a reflection of highly effective and inspirational teaching. It could also be the result of very careful prior staff work; very carefully judged submissions; carefully honed presentations—using all the current ‘in’ words. 

In the last resort the system will make a contribution if and only if it gains the confidence of the academic community. Here it is worth noting that whilst there were and remain reservations about the Research Assessment Exercise, broadly speaking it has succeeded in gaining the confidence of the universities. True, any university will have the odd wound to lick. You will have heard the pained cry of ‘We was robbed!’ Indeed mistakes, even dramatic mistakes, have been made. But overall most members of the community would feel that statistically it has worked effectively. So if it works for ‘R’ why not for ‘T’? This takes me back to an earlier comment. It is much easier to assess ‘R’ than ‘T’. There are more objective and more external criteria for research performance. Teaching is a more private occupation. There is also another and somewhat delicate issue which has not been openly 
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discussed: on the Research Assessment Exercise the peer review is undertaken by groups of academics who generally are high performers in scholarship and research. The community sees the assessment as important so that leading researchers are prepared to give of their time to make the process as effective and accurate as possible. When it comes to teaching, I really do not think that one could put one’s hand on one’s heart and say that the peer review is effected predominately by those colleagues who would be recognized as having achieved the highest performance in the teaching function. That makes a difference. 

We cannot be sure that the measurement is repeatable. We have very little basis for believing that the assessment can be made with the precision required. I know that the HEFCE was not at all keen on embarking on this exercise. I know that they were subjected to fierce political pressure. Their position was uncomfortable in the extreme. I have to say nonetheless that in my view they were irresponsible in yielding to this pressure. 

The main problem is the satisfactory/excellent segmentation. I have just read the report from the Institute of Education, by a project team chaired by Dr Ronald Barnett, and see that this too is one of their conclusions. If the QAC initiative was to adopt the suggestion that the assessment should be confined to ‘satisfactory’ or ‘unsatisfactory’, one would be on much firmer ground. There is in engineering faculties a great deal of experience of such a process—the accreditation procedure adopted by the major engineering institutions, which has been running for over a decade. These rather rarely come to a negative conclusion—i.e. fail to accredit. The process is nonetheless seen to be of great value in that it establishes a base level of performance for engineering degree courses. We have in existence proof that this much can work. 

Final Comments 

It is rather odd that we have two organizations—the HEQC and the QAC (of the HEFCE)—who are addressing different aspects of what is nonetheless the same problem. Their aspiration, wholly shared by the academic community, is to achieve the highest quality in teaching. Both rely on peer advice and review; they draw on the same human resources in the university system. One can understand how this came about but that is not an excuse for maintaining what is surely a rather bizarre separation. I gather from a usually well informed source—the THES to be precise—that the CVCP is embarking on a study with the possible aim of combining the functions of the two organizations. I wish them well in that endeavour. 

A vital element in achieving rationalization and the most effective use of resources—above all the time of the academic community—is to address attainable targets. It would be nice to be able to assess the teaching performance of a department into three categories—or more. But that which would be desirable is not always attainable5. This one in my view is not. On the other hand, the establishment of minimum standards, as has been so successfully pioneered by the engineering institutions, is an attainable objective. I hope that the HEFCE will find 
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it possible to entertain the possibility that they might have made a mistake—and concentrate on doing that which lies within the realm of the possible. 

Finally I would like to repeat my personal conviction that whilst these topdown initiatives can make some contribution, the quality of teaching is, and always will be, in the hands of the individual teachers. Most can be achieved by fostering the natural aspirations of all academics to excel in teaching. 

Notes 

	
1  
	
 I.e. discounting the costs associated with the pursuit of scholarship and research. 

	
2  
	
 I include the Funding Council as, in this sense, an arm of government. 

	
3  
	
 I am not using ‘power’ in a pejorative sense. I regard the aspiration for power as a neutral quality, endowed with a value which depends wholly on its intended usage. 

	
4  
	
 I suppose a self-assessment of unsatisfactory is also permissible, though unlikely to occur very frequently. 

	
5  
	
 Cold fusion might serve as a current example. 
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3
Quality Assessment in Higher Education in England: Present Performance, Future Perspectives 

Paul M.Clark 

Introduction 

From the wide variety of participants and papers presented at this conference, it is clear that there are many different perspectives on the issue of quality in higher education and correspondingly different approaches to its assessment. The Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) has been developing the methods of quality assessment since 1992 and has been actively assessing the quality of education of the institutions it funds for over a year. There are features of both the English higher educational sector, and the method adopted to assess its educational quality, that make it distinctive and hence worthy of examination. 

The higher educational sector in England is large and diverse. There are 130 institutions funded by the HEFCE delivering education that, for assessment purposes, is grouped in sixty-one subject categories, involving over 1,000,000 students. The Quality Assessment Division of the HEFCE is committed to assessing the quality of teaching and learning in any institution for which it provides funding in each of these subject areas in a five or six-year cycle. The sector comprises seventy-two universities, thirty-five of which were created from former polytechnic institutions or colleges, twenty-six schools of the University of London, some atypical institutions such as the Open University, and forty-eight higher education colleges. An immediate consequence of this amalgamation of institutions, of widely varying backgrounds, into the present higher educational sector, is that even within a given subject area there exists a wide variety of programmes on offer, with differing objectives and associated teaching and learning programmes. The sector is also rapidly growing in terms of student numbers. Over the last five years the number of students in higher education has nearly doubled, an expansion that has, in some cases, put considerable strain on the teaching and learning programmes. It is against this rapidly developing background in England that the development of a quality assessment programme has to be seen. 

Purpose of Quality Assessment 

In discussing any system of quality assessment it is important that the purposes which the system is designed to serve should be clear at the outset. In the initial 
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HEFCE Circular 3/93 Assessment of the Quality of Education (issued to the sector in February 1993) that defined the present version of the quality assessment method, the purposes were set out in the following fashion: 

	
•  
	
 to ensure that all HEFCE-funded education is of satisfactory quality or better; 

	
•  
	
 to ensure speedy rectification of unsatisfactory quality; 

	
•  
	
 to encourage improvements in quality of education through publications; 

	
•  
	
 to inform funding; 

	
•  
	
 to reward excellence. 



These purposes contain both evaluative and developmental aspects; both making judgments and encouraging improvement. They promote the achievement of accountability, the stimulation of improvement, and the provision of information for the public. The assessment method devised to achieve these purposes, based firmly on both self-assessment and evaluation with respect to individual aims and objectives, reflects an underlying Council purpose that I believe is in the process of being achieved: that of stimulating the further development of a critical and analytic attitude with respect to teaching and learning in higher education on the part of those actually engaged in these activities. 

The government’s purposes in relation to quality assessment were restated by the Secretary of State in a speech to the HEFCE conference in April 1994. They were, in bullet point form: 

	
•  
	
 an accountability for public funds; 

	
•  
	
 the provision of public information on the quality of education; 

	
•  
	
 a link with funding to serve to enhance quality over time; 

	
•  
	
 the identification, sharing and publicising of best practice, as an encouragement for improvement; 

	
•  
	
 the achievement of value for money in the operation of quality assessment itself. 



The same themes of accountability, including the link between quality and funding, stimulus for improvement and the provision of public information, appear clearly as governmental concerns, along with an injunction that future changes in the quality assessment method should be evaluated on a value-for-money basis as well as in terms of the impact on the process or on the participants. 

Elements of the Present Method 

The fundamental premise of the English quality assessment method is that each institution must be judged against its own subject aims and objectives and within the context of its institutional mission. Therefore, the process begins with a call for each institution that receives funding from the HEFCE for teaching in a given 
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subject area to prepare a ten-page self-assessment in which it sets out the aims and objectives of its teaching programme, the manner in which the programme achieves these objectives and a critical analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the programme. If the department believes that its provision delivers excellent quality of education, it can make a two-page supplementary claim for excellence. The selfassessment and the claim for excellence are analyzed by assessors attached to the Quality Assessment Division (QAD) of the HEFCE as to whether the provision appears to be unsatisfactory, satisfactory, or whether a prima facie case for excellence has been established. On the basis of this analysis, a decision is taken as to whether the assessment process should be completed at this point, with a judgment to be made on the basis of the self-assessment, or whether a team of assessors should visit the institution to carry out a more detailed assessment. If a prima facie case for excellence has been sustained, a visit to verify this will be made. If the provision is suspected of being unsatisfactory, a visit will also be made. If a claim for satisfactory provision is sustained by the assessors, or if a claim for excellence is not sustained but a judgment of satisfactory quality is returned by the assessors, then the Council is not committed to visiting the institution; for the majority of such institutions the judgment of satisfactory completes the process. However, a sample of these institutions is visited in order to verify that the process of judgment on the basis of documentary evidence is confirmed on closer inspection. 

For that proportion of providers for which a visit is planned, teams of subject specialists, led by an assessor attached to the HEFCE, conduct a three-day assessment visit. The team observes all aspects of the teaching process and investigates all facets of the students’ learning experience, including the pastoral care and the careers guidance services. England and Scotland are, if not unique, in the small minority of countries where the quality assessment process observes teaching in the classroom or lecture theatre, the seminar or tutorial room, and in any other situation in which the department concerned indicates that teaching and learning are pursued. On the basis of three days of observation and discussion, the team compiles a draft report and participates in a feedback meeting with the department concerned in which the judgment is given; excellent, satisfactory, or unsatisfactory. After the visit, reports are written to outline the findings of the team and a report is published by the Council for each assessment visit that is carried out. 

The First Year’s Impact 

Having examined the purposes of quality assessment in England and the elements of the process put in place to achieve them, I should like to look at the impact of the first year’s operation of the method. To begin with, it is important to appreciate the size of the programme that has been put into place. In the first fourteen months of operation, the QAD has received and analyzed 581 self-assessments in eight different subjects (mechanical engineering, law, chemistry, history, computing, management and business studies, applied social work, and architecture). As a result of these analyses, 295 assessment visits have been conducted. Each visit 
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requires the setting up, training and logistical support of a team of, on average, four specialist academics and a team leader. Each team has also to be constituted so as to correspond to the particular model of provision of the subject delivered by the institution being assessed. In order to staff these teams, the QAD has trained 450 specialist assessors during the first year and is presently training another 350 specialists for the assessment of the next seven subjects, (music, english, geography, geology, earth sciences, anthropology, and social policy and administration) for which the visiting programme begins in the autumn. For every department visited, a report on the findings of the assessment process is published by the Council and in the first fourteen months 156 such reports have been published. By any standards this is a very substantial programme. 

Feedback on this programme has been gathered from a number of sources, both internal to the QAD and external to the Council. I shall summarize the results as we presently see them. In terms of formal, externally derived feedback, most particularly from an evaluation study carried out by a team (Barnett et al., 1994) from the Centre for Higher Education Studies (CHES) of the Institute of Education in London, the conclusions are that the assessment of the quality of education has, in principle, been accepted by the sector, that the present process of assessment is already producing benefits to institutions and departments and, quite naturally, that there are areas in which the process can be improved (ibid., section 15.3). These conclusions have been accepted by the HEFCE and are being acted upon. In terms of informal feedback, it is important to recognize that quality assessment in England is a subject that, politically speaking, is highly charged and therefore we receive much private and informal comment that will not be repeated in public. This private feedback tells us that much useful information is being derived from the process and many changes are being made as a result. One can also simply observe the number of universities that, over the last two years, have put into place internal quality assessment operations at the departmental level, some of which involve external peer review, that mirror the HEFCE processes of quality assessment. All these developments indicate that the quality assessment process is having a highly desirable impact on the thinking and the practices of the English academic community. 

There are also some areas of impact about which one can only speculate at the moment: in such areas, quality assessment is opening up a rich seam for research over the next decade. A clear consequence of the quality assessment programme is that substantial numbers of academics are taking the opportunity to step out of their own departments, and their habitual ways of thinking regarding the teaching of their subject, and are putting their minds to the understanding of how two or three other departments approach this process and with what aims in mind. At the end of their time as specialist assessors, these academics go back to their own institutions. One can only speculate what the impact of the experience will be for their own practice and that of their departments, but it is reasonable to think that this process will lead to the dissemination of good and innovative ideas in teaching and learning. This process of dissemination of good practice is also being facilitated by the internal review processes that involve external peers. It is certain that more 
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dialogue is being stimulated between departments of different institutions concerning the students’ learning experience, as a by-product of the quality assessment programme, than would ever have developed on its own. Finally, in many institutions, the fact that some departments have been through the process of assessment, including the production of a self-assessment, and others are presently beginning to engage with it, has generated dialogue between departments concerning teaching and learning that would not have developed otherwise. Sometimes this is expressly organized by the senior management of the university concerned, sometimes it is spontaneous. The total impact of all these informal contacts and conversations will be something that researchers and the general academic community will reflect and comment on with considerable interest in five to ten years time. 

The Constant Elements of English Quality Assessment 

The formal evaluations of the quality assessment process, and the more informal feedback, have raised a number of significant areas in which change can be expected. However, through all of this evaluation there remains a number of key elements that have not been put in question and which provide a stable structure to the method. These key elements are as follows: 

	
•  
	
 assessment framed by self-assessment; 

	
•  
	
 assessment visitation by academic peers; 

	
•  
	
 assessment conducted at the subject level; 

	
•  
	
 assessment conducted with respect to subject aims and objectives; 

	
•  
	
 public reports as an outcome. 



These elements are common to many quality assessment systems in the UK and abroad and it is reasonable that they should continue to inform the method in England. In my view, the delivery of ‘mission sensitive judgment’ by academic peers is a difficult process to sustain consistently on a large scale, but the Council is content to work within that demanding framework, as a fundamental part of the partnership that it seeks in carrying through the processes of quality assessment. 

Consultation and Change 

The Council is unequivocally committed to consulting the higher education sector on all aspects of the quality assessment process. As a result of the formal evaluations and the informal feedback, the HEFCE has issued a Consultation Paper (2/ 94) entitled Further Development of the Method for the Assessment of the Quality of Education to higher educational institutions and other individuals or institutions with a clear interest in the area. The questions posed in the Consultation Paper are directed at what the Council perceives as the seven major questions raised by the evaluation, the answers to which will shape the evolution of the quality assessment method in the most general ways. These seven issues are set out below: 
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(i)  
	
 The desirability of establishing a standard, ‘core set’ of aspects of provision of education to structure all self-assessments. 

	
(ii)  
	
 The reporting of assessment judgments as summative, overall judgments or in relation to each aspect of the core set, thus creating a profile. 

	
(iii)  
	
 The appropriate number of points for an assessment scale. 

	
(iv)  
	
 The percentage of providers of education in a given subject to be visited during the assessment process. 

	
(v)  
	
 The further development of mission-sensitive peer review of teaching and learning. 

	
(vi)  
	
 The desirability of retaining the present practice of providing a confidential feedback report to the institution as well as the published report. 

	
(vii)  
	
 Appropriate methods to enhance the public understanding of the quality assessment process and outcomes. 



The full examination of each of these issues would overburden this article; only one will therefore be developed in detail. Consider the issue of the core set of aspects of provision and its relation to the processes of self-assessment. In the first version of the quality assessment method in England described in Circular 3/93, there was a deliberate attempt not to be too prescriptive as to how the quality of education was to be described and what form a self-assessment outlining the approach of a given department was to take. Each provider was invited to give its definition of quality of education and a number of examples of what could be set out as good practice were given. For many departments, this proved to be too vague a framework from which to develop a self-assessment and hence further guidance was given in letters from the Chief Executive to institutions. Guidance can rapidly become a prescription, and if the only choice is between silence, leading to unstructured self-assessments, and guidance that rapidly becomes the norm for the production of all self-assessments, then why not, as the CHES report recommended, set out a clear set of headings with respect to which each department should structure its self-assessment. What any given department wishes to say under a given heading is for it to decide—the Council is not trying to define what constitutes generically ‘good education’ with these aspects. But even the fact that a given heading is irrelevant to the provision of an individual department is important to the understanding of that department’s aims and objectives. There are, therefore, two basic questions to be posed in relation to ‘aspects of provision’. The first is one of principle, whether in fact such a core set of aspects of provision should be set out for all providers of a self-assessment. The second is whether the example of such a core set that is given in Consultation Paper 2/94 is the appropriate one to use. 

In any matter of this kind there is a fine line to be drawn between, on the one hand, respecting the autonomy of English universities, who have their own charters and are the guardians of their own academic programmes and standards, with the associated threat of being too vague as to what is needed for quality assessment, and, on the other hand, being clear as to what is required, with the associated threat of being seen to project a particular view as to what constitutes teaching and learning in higher education in an educational sector that contains, and should 
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retain, a wide diversity of programmes, aims and objectives for the delivery of any given subject. It is this tightrope that the HEFCE is trying to walk.* 

Conclusions 

Let me offer the following conclusions from the Funding Council’s first year’s experience of quality assessment in England. 

	
(i)  
	
 Quality assessment of higher education in England has been developed rapidly and carried out professionally in a very large and complex educational sector. It has made significant progress in its first year and, with development and modification, will continue to progress. 

	
(ii)  
	
 Its creation and its continued development take place in a framework of expectations in which government, as well as the institutions, plays a significant role. 

	
(iii)  
	
 The total impact is much wider than formal evaluations would suggest and it will take some time to come to appreciate all the changes that it is engendering. 

	
(iv)  
	
 The essential characteristics of ‘mission-sensitivity’ and peer review put particular strains on the process, but they are essential parts of the current method. 

	
(v)  
	
 Quality assessment must continue to strive for the proper balance between the respect for the autonomy and diversity of provision within academic subjects and the clarity of assessment process that allows for reasonable consistency of operation over a large educational sector. 

	
(vi)  
	
 The increase in clarity of the objectives, the processes and the evaluation of teaching and learning brought about by an evolved quality assessment method will be of benefit to both the providers of higher education and to the people that higher education is in place to serve. In a world where the pressure on scarce public resources in relation to rising demand for all public services is unlikely to diminish in our lifetimes, to be seen to be developing a culture of continuous quality improvement, authenticated by external evaluation, will strengthen the position of higher education as a claimant to a large amount of public resource in return for the indispensable contribution it makes to our national life. 
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4
Teaching Profiles: The Quality Context 

Roger Brown 

Introduction 

I should like to start by congratulating Goldsmiths on the timeliness of the Conference; on the structure of the day—with the context being followed by an analysis of the problem leading to consideration of specific solutions—and on getting together both some stimulating speakers and a good cross-section of people. Essentially, I should like to offer a commentary on the issues from that bit of the context with which I am associated. My remarks will fall under four headings: the role of the HEQC; the issues as I see them; the HEQC’s ‘experience’ of the issues; and some concluding thoughts. The Conference topic is very relevant to the things for which the HEQC is responsible. It may therefore be useful to start by saying a very brief word about the Council and its role, even though this will probably be familiar to most of those present. 

The Role of the HEQC 

HEQC’s mission is to contribute to the maintenance and improvement of quality, at all levels, in institutions of higher education in the UK. HEQC’s main objective is to promote public confidence in the standing and quality of UK universities and colleges and the programmes and awards they offer, thereby protecting institutions’ autonomy in setting and maintaining academic standards. HEQC is therefore about quality assurance, about supporting institutions’ quality assurance efforts by reporting on their quality assurance systems, and by providing services in support of those systems and efforts. I should like to emphasize that HEQC is owned by the sector and thus accountable to institutions; that the Council accepts institutions’ definitions of their missions; that its work is therefore evaluative, not normative; and that it is not in the business of making comparisons or rankings between institutions. Nevertheless, the Council does pick up information which it feeds back both to individual institutions and to the sector as a whole about how both individual institutional and sector-wide objectives are being achieved. I shall come in a moment to information of this kind which bears on the issues before this Conference. Let me just state in my own terms what these seem to be. 
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The Issue 

Let me quote from a publication of the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee (AVCC): 

The AVCC believes that the promotion of effective teaching should be a matter of highest priority for each university and that each institution needs to develop a coherent set of policies and practices which demonstrate that the institution values above all else the education of its students and the contributions that academic staff make to the enhancement of student learning. (Guidelines for Effective University Teaching, Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee, Canberra 1993) 

The issue in essence is: how can we get universities and colleges to place the same value upon high quality teaching as they have traditionally placed upon high quality scholarship and research and, more recently, on activities such as income generation and administration? I see the problem as having two parts: cultural and technical. 

The cultural part is concerned with the ethos and the values of institutions and those who work in them. Ethos of course is compounded of many elements. One undoubtedly is the environment of the institution and one crucial factor in that environment is the policies of funders and regulators and the values which underlie these. Another certainly is the backgrounds and experience of those who work in institutions particularly those in positions of power and influence. Another is the attitudes and expectations of students and employers and other users of institutions’ services. All this will be obvious. The point I am making is that culture won’t change until there are changes in the elements. 

However there is also a technical dimension to the problem. It is not enough to agree that high quality learning (which usually but not necessarily or always is a concomitant of high quality teaching) is to be encouraged. There is also the question of how. This is where this Conference comes in since one need is undoubtedly to find some way of capturing and recording an individual’s teaching strengths and accomplishments: a way which at the same time indicates the scope and quality of his/her teaching performance. I am not an expert in this field though I am aware of thinking about the successful use of teaching portfolios associated with Peter Seldin of Pace University and Linda Annis of Ball State. I shall be interested in learning more about approaches being developed here. First I want to share with you some of the information which is emerging from audit about institutions’ general practices in relation to the context in which such portfolios or profiles might be placed. I will not say anything about audit itself because I assume that most of you are broadly familiar with it, and indeed many of you will have been subject to it! 

Lessons from Audit 

In his first report as the Head of the CVCP Academic Audit Unit Peter Williams wrote, on the basis of the initial audits: 
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It is abundantly clear that the quality of teaching is not being generally or systematically assessed, that its status as a contributory factor in promotions is widely perceived to be subsidiary to that of research (notwithstanding its formal equality of esteem in most promotions procedures) and that, in consequence, many academic staff do not feel much encouraged to pursue a career path which they believe can satisfy only a limited ambition. 

Perusal of some seventy subsequent audit reports and associated material by Council staff—the results of which will be published later this year as Learning from Audit—suggests that there is still a good deal to be done. I should emphasize that these still represent a partial view since most of the new universities have still to be audited. What follows therefore is largely based on experience with the old ones. 

The audit reports cover a range of staffing matters. I shall comment here on those aspects which are most relevant to this Conference. I should say by way of preface that what I am offering here is a general picture in regard to the institutions visited. The whole point about this, as with other aspects of quality practice in higher education, is that the overall picture is a varied one with a considerable gulf between good and bad practice. I shall refer specifically to staff appointment, induction, probation, development, promotion, and evaluation of teaching and learning. 

Not all institutions have uniform and well understood appointments procedures, some have none at all or did not at the time of the audit. Even where there are such procedures, practice varies across departments. Several institutions clearly did not consider at all the teaching abilities of new teaching staff within their appointments processes. These were mainly the older universities. But even in the new universities, where there were declared aims of developing a research base, auditors warned that there might be some risk that specific and vigorous attention to a candidate’s teaching and learning support capacities might be squeezed out in favour of an emphasis upon research expertise and potential. In these cases it was suggested that the university might wish to consider whether there was scope to signal more firmly to participants in selection the need to pay systematic attention to teaching and learning in the scrutiny of candidates. 

There were considerable variations in whether induction courses were held, whether staff attended them, and in the coverage of teaching and learning methodologies. 

In many cases either there were no probationary requirements or those that existed were ill-defined or unofficial. The extent to which teaching was a component also varied. Auditors suggested that these institutions might wish to consider whether provision for probation was being used to best effect to ensure that teaching staff were given a full opportunity to concentrate on developing and enhancing their teaching, as well as their research, skills. 

There has clearly been a considerable increase in the amount of time and effort put into training and development since the first AAU report presented a pretty dismal overall picture. However, auditors also noted a range of problems in approaches to staff development. These suggested that in many universities staff development activities need much greater commitment, both centrally and from 
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individual staff; that communication about, and coordination of, developmental opportunities could be improved; that closer links need to exist between staff development policies and programmes and institutions’ quality assurance objectives; that certain categories of staff, for example, part-timers and postgraduate assistants, are often ignored; and that there should be more emphasis on staff development for existing, experienced staff. 

University promotion practice was again diverse, particularly between scales, though the criteria for promoting academic staff to the level of Senior Lecturer (in the old universities) appear to be commonly held. At a minimum, these call for a demonstration of outstanding achievement in the areas of teaching, research and/or administration. Many universities have clearly specified these criteria, as well as others, and staff will be aware of them as prerequisites for establishing a case for promotion. Moreover, a number of reports, particularly those from the old university sector, had another common theme, namely, the recent efforts being made to modify promotion criteria for the SL level so as to increase the profile and status of excellence in teaching in comparison to traditional research-based criteria. This effort was generally commended within audit reports. However, it also appeared to the auditors that most staff interviewed believed that excellence in teaching was still not being afforded the same weight as research. The audits indicate that at least part of this problem might be that universities have not adequately addressed the issue of what makes for quality in teaching, how it is to be measured, and what type of evidence is needed to support a case. One audit put it like this: 

Until there is a more transparent system for defining and rewarding excellence in teaching there is likely to remain a problem of perception among staff. 

I shall say a further word about this in a moment. 

I should mention that the trend to modify promotion criteria was not confined to the old universities. From the limited sample of audit reports covering new universities it is clear that there is a similar process occurring there. However, here the focus is moving away from an emphasis on teaching quality as a primary criterion in favour of more or additional weight being given to research achievements. At one university this had resulted in concern on the part of staff interviewed that, while they understood the shift in criteria, established career paths might not offer them the opportunity to take advantage of the new routes to promotion, at least in the short term. 

Audit so far suggests, therefore, that in spite of a good deal of lip service, many universities do not take the promotion of high quality teaching seriously. Profiles or portfolios are a way of tackling this and a number of institutions are working towards them. A number of institutions are also introducing awards specifically for high quality teaching. However there is one more important precondition: that institutions themselves have clear criteria for effectiveness in teaching. Once again, the audit evidence on this is mixed. Many institutions are actively considering and developing ways to evaluate and assess the quality of teaching and 
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learning. At others, however, auditors could find no obvious means by which the quality of teaching and learning was evaluated against the objectives set for a programme. Unless institutions themselves have well thought out, and transparent, policies and guidelines, at both institution-wide and departmental level, covering inter alia the scope and definition of teaching; the criteria for excellence; the categories of feedback evidence in support of excellence;* and other supporting evidence, it is hard to see how real progress can be made with profiles/portfolios or awards. 

Concluding Remarks 

I do not wish to close on too gloomy a note. The fact that this Conference has attracted such an impressive panel of speakers and such a good audience in itself shows that the sector is far from complacent about what needs to be done. I also wish to stress again that I am presenting a general picture, and that it is based mainly on audits of the older universities, and that even these are out of date in that actions will have been taken, and are being taken, to improve and develop practice. For example, the criteria I mentioned a moment ago for excellence in teaching are drawn from one very distinguished old university’s response to a quite critical audit report. This does demonstrate incidentally that audit is a highly effective mechanism for promoting quality improvement. 

One comes back therefore to the context in which institutions operate, and the signals which they receive from national bodies such as HEQC. We need to be sure that if it is a national objective to raise the level of esteem in which teaching and the dissemination of knowledge are held, all the policies and processes which emanate from national bodies, especially and inevitably perhaps those associated with funding and quality, are consistent with that goal. The HEQC is ready to play its part. 

	
*  
	
Since the date of the conference, a number of publications have emerged which bear on this theme, both from the HEFCE and other organizations. These are listed in Chapter 12 of this volume. 
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5
Criteria for Teaching Competence and Teaching Excellence in Higher Education 

Lewis Elton 

I want to start with two preliminary remarks. Firstly, I have a problem. Not the problem that I am supposed to address, which I will address in a moment, but quite a different problem. And that problem is that if I compare academics’ expertise in research and teaching I am full of admiration for the knowledge, experience, and training that goes with research, and I feel very different indeed about the corresponding matters in teaching. Now that consideration goes well beyond the question of being a competent or even excellent teacher. It goes to the heart of the problem, particularly in a changing situation: that is, to what extent can we continue with what we have done before, and to what extent should we have some quite radical changes in our approach to teaching and learning? If you want to answer that kind of question you have to study the pedagogy of higher education and I would be very surprised if even in this sympathetic audience there are more than a small fraction who have actually done that. One consequence of this is that I am highly sceptical of basing anything in connection with teaching on a consultation exercise, because it will mean that the traditional will get preserved in a situation in which there is a desperate need for change. 

My second preliminary remark is that perhaps the best known law in this area is the law of unintended consequences, and I do believe that it is important for the Funding Council to consider that the effect of its worthy attempts to improve quality may result in a deterioration of quality. That is a very serious question. It means that the Funding Council should not only ask ‘How?’ questions—how can we do this?; how can we do that?; but ‘Whether?’ questions—should we do it at all? That was, of course, the point that Sir Eric Ash referred to. If you postulate anything, then you must be sure it can be done and some of the things that the government perhaps is asking the Funding Council to do come under the heading of impossible. And if you try to do them you actually find that you make things worse than before. These are preliminary remarks. But I think I can illustrate some of this in what I am now going to say. 

I want to start by making the distinction between competence and excellence. Sir Lawrence Bragg, in a brief booklet on ‘The lecture’, described what he considered to be an excellent lecture: he said that both the audience and the speaker should work themselves up into a state of high excitement which at the end of the lecture would leave them drained, and more or less collapsed. Well, I have come 
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across that sort of description in other areas, usually referred to as an orgasm. I am all in favour of an orgasm of the right kind in the right place. But the thought of our students having four academic orgasms a day for five days a week, for ten weeks in the term, three terms in the year for three years is too unbelievable to even contemplate; and yet, if we all aimed to be excellent teachers, that is what might be achieved. It is not what students want. It certainly is not what they get or are ever likely to get. What they want is competence. If you ask students about their teaching they will certainly say: ‘yes, so and so is very good, we love listening to him’, and so on. But what they really complain about is X and Y who are simply appalling. And there is not a student in the country and there is not a teacher here who was a student once who has not had experience of teaching that was below anything that should be acceptable. Therefore I maintain that the first thing is to achieve a general competence: and there is no quicker way of improving the total quality experience of student learning than by bringing the incompetent to the level of the competent. Right. So I would like to start with criteria for competence. 

Within the criteria for competence, (see figure 5.1), the most important word is the word ‘etc’. In other words, what I am giving you is five categories in which competence can be judged and some instances of how to judge it. I do not claim completeness: it is illustrative, it goes some way towards completeness, but please do not think it is meant to be a kind of blueprint. But it does mean that there are some quite varied points to be considered and that what most teachers apparently seem to consider under teaching competence or excellence comes purely under the heading of presentation. The others are rarely even considered. So that is my first point—that even competence, while it must certainly include competent presentation, is far more than that. I will come back to this in a moment. 

Now we go on to excellence (see figure 5.2). The first criterion for excellence is to be highly competent, in the earlier definition, but it is only one criterion, because excellent teachers are far more than that. To start with they are reflective practitioners, that is they seriously reflect on what they are doing and why they are doing it, draw conclusions from that, and thereby improve what they are doing in a systematic manner. An innovative teacher looks where perhaps accepted practice either never was adequate or is no longer adequate in a changing system. Other possible criteria include designing curricula, organizing courses, conducting research into pedagogy of higher education, leading a team—a course team—and so on. Again the word ‘etc.’ is important. So excellence has many more dimensions than competence. 

But what they have in common—and this is virtually always ignored—is methods of teaching (which I have not specified), and the fact that at present, of course, everybody is a jack of all trades, doing a bit of lecturing, a bit of tutoring, a bit of this and a bit of that. Why that should be the case, and why Sir Eric thought that everybody should be doing teaching, research and administration rather than having a more specialized profession in which people at different times of their career in different ways specialize in one or the other, I do not know. Nowhere else in the world is an activity of this kind conducted on the cottage industry principle. So I would like to say for both competence and excellence teachers must be able 
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Figure 5.1 
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Figure 5.2 
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to choose methods which suit them and which are compatible with the needs of the institution. 

Looking back on the criteria for excellence, I wonder how many of you thought of these in terms of the lecturer standing in front of the class. They fitted. They fit the tutor, discussing things with students. They fit the group facilitator, who is very different from a tutor; they fit the laboratory demonstrator; they fit the writer of instructional materials—every one of these can be categorized in exactly the same way, although, of course, the evidence would be quite different in each case. Different academics are very different in their abilities connected with teaching. And if there is one irony beyond all others it is that, apparently, the teaching activity which is valued above all others is the lecture: when all over Europe we are known and admired for our tutorial system. In fact, the word ‘tutor’ certainly exists in German, and I think it exists even in French; I do not think they have their own word for it. Germans pronounce it ‘tootor’ of course, not tutor. So why is it that we concentrate on the very worst method of teaching and elevate it beyond all others? This is not to say that there is not a place for the lecture, and in fact Sir Lawrence Bragg was perfectly right in what he said as long as we ration him to one lecture per month. So I am not saying there should be no lectures—but let me reminisce. One of my first experiences when I went up to university was a lecture by Sir Arthur Eddington. By then I had read one or two of his books, and I had admired him, and I was thrilled and I was looking forward to the lecture. To this day I do not recall a worse lecture than that one which I had from Sir Arthur Eddington. He was a hopeless lecturer (or at least I thought so), but a brilliant writer. So why was he made to lecture? Why was he not used in the way that he was good at? But specialization in methods takes us right away from current thinking on teaching. It opens up a whole new area within which we will have to work in the future, because traditional methods simply will not do. 

Perhaps I should just add one point on this and that is that it has been suggested that we should consider teaching ability at first appointment—when we interview candidates, we should not only look into their competence in research but also into their competence in teaching. Their research will have been based on probably a three-year research training for a Ph.D., possibly a couple of postdoctoral years. Their teaching will be based on absolutely nothing. Why should they be competent teachers when they are being appointed? As long as we do not have pre-service training, the only time that teachers can become competent is after they have been appointed. They should therefore be asked not: ‘are you a good teacher?’, but ‘are you willing to put in the time and effort in order to become a good teacher, to attend the course which this university provides for that purpose, and to accept that you need a mentor?’ Such a mentor should not be just somebody who has gone grey in the profession but somebody who has actually learnt how to be a mentor. Anyone who has tried to act as a mentor to a fellow colleague in academia will know that this is a task beyond any others and not one that comes lightly. So I could say staff development ten times over but that will do for that. 
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What I want to go on to say next is that we cannot divorce the excellence of a person from the excellence of a department. The work of a department should be judged as the work of a team which means that it is more than the sum of its parts. But particularly in the traditional universities where even the concept of a course team is often looked at with incredulity—‘what is meant by a course team? Do you mean that there is a Course Board?’ No, I do not mean that, because a Course Board usually divides teaching tasks between the different people and then everyone is left to their own devices. I once had a chemistry student saying to me that he had three lecturers telling him about the kinetic theory of gases: he didn’t really mind three of them doing it because they actually used different approaches and were very interesting. What he did wish was that each would know that the other two were doing it too. Now as long as we are living in that kind of a world—and we are—then there is an awful lot to be changed before we can even hope to talk about teaching excellence. At best we can talk at the moment about a kind of charismatic teacher. 

So now what about rewards for excellence (see figure 5.3)? First, the individual teacher. Well, of course we have been told many times now it ought to be on a level with research and therefore it should be counted in the same way and to lead to promotion. But in the same way when you are comparing a person who has probably had five years’ training for a task with somebody who has never had a day’s training? It doesn’t seem reasonable. So promoting for teaching excellence is not easy because it is actually very difficult to find people who are worth it. And if we go on doing it on the basis of ‘he does his teaching job well’, then I would say ‘he’ is no more than competent. If on the other hand we now combine it with staff development and all the other things that actually make a competent teacher into how I defined an excellent teacher, then very quickly we will get to a position where we can make comparisons. But I would say that at present we ought to have two parallel tracks. If as long as within the promotion committee a decision has to be made between the relative excellence of Dr X’s research and Dr Y’s teaching, we will get absolutely nowhere. There is no way to make a sensible comparison. What it is possible is to make a sensible comparison between criteria without bringing the people into it and this is what Dr Partington and I did in our publication (see figure 5.4). We established a set of teaching excellence criteria. Once you have done that then I believe for the foreseeable future it is necessary to ring fence the promotions for teaching and agree that, say, 20 per cent of the promotions next year will be for teaching excellence and 80 per cent for research excellence, and move to 50/50 over the years. But they must not be in competition with each other at a personal level, otherwise one runs into incredible difficulties. As regards public record, teaching excellence must be established as something that can be verified publicly, just as a research record can. And incidentally I do disagree with Sir Eric that it is easy to assess research excellence. We have simply done it for an awfully long time and therefore it is now traditionally hallowed, but there have been investigations into the reliability of peer review in the judgement of research—I am thinking of a paper from the United States—and the results were not encouraging. 
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Figure 5.3 
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Figure 5.4 
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(Interjection by Sir Eric Ash: ‘I think I said easier, but I am familiar with the paper you are talking about and I agree with you, it is not easy.’) 

Good. Thanks. I would have been sorry to disagree with Sir Eric. We are agreed. So we need a teaching portfolio and it is a particular pleasure for me now to refer to Dr Liz Beaty who in fact has been very active indeed in linking the production of portfolios to the award which the Staff and Educational Development Association is now giving both for the accreditation of teachers and the accreditation of staff developers. She is in the audience and I would suggest that you talk to her over lunch. 

I am opposed to Best Teacher awards. One good reason is that they have been in existence in the United States for at least fifty years but nobody would suggest that teaching in the United States has improved over those fifty years. All that happens is that the accolade is given to certain people who are in some way charismatic or something like that. It does not actually lead to an improvement. If you want to have a Teacher Award in addition to rewarding teachers through promotions etc., so be it. And indeed the University of Ulster has very sensibly established a scheme where it keeps its Best Teacher awards completely separate from its promotion scheme. Then there is something to be said for it because why on earth should some of the charismatic lecturers etc. not gain recognition? 

Next, what about departments and rewards for excellence? Now here I would like to make a proposal which I have made a number of times in different places before, but as it has never yet been accepted, let me make it again. The idea that you should recognize the excellence of a department or a cost centre, and reward it either through money or through extra student numbers, strikes me as being inadequate. In research, of course, we do reward excellent departments through money and it is done on past excellence. There is therefore a presumption that past excellence will lead to future excellence because why on earth should one pay good government money, our money, just because somebody has done a job well, unless one feels they are going to do the job well in the future? Let me add again that the peer judgment of the Research Assessment Exercise is a very conservative influence. It is more likely to reward past excellence than to recognize where excellence is beginning to emerge and often in unfamiliar subject areas. In teaching, I am absolutely committed to the reward for future excellence. And the reason why I am committed is that I have had the Enterprise in Higher Education experience, where we in the Employment Department placed our money with institutions on the basis of their plans. Obviously we looked at their past track records, and we then looked at what they were going to do with the money that the Employment Department was proposing to give them. So we rewarded the hope of future excellence. And in that way we created for a tiny sum a vast amount of educational innovation that is beginning to pay off in the higher education sector as a whole. Now that is what is needed and that is what should be provided by the Funding Council. 

Well, there we are. Those are my views on competence and excellence, and on how to reward excellence. We do not reward competence—we do not even look for competence—in research, where we rightly look for excellence. But 
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teaching is different. We have to teach everybody and therefore it is more important to avoid incompetence than to have excellence. 

I have not had time to refer to quality audit and assessment (see figure 5.4), so just one final word. Very often people who argue with me on these matters do so from their own experience: ‘when I look back to when I was a student’. Well, to start with, a sample of one is not usually considered adequate in the social sciences—two is usually’the minimum. But also what must be realized is even if you only have one there ought to be a reasonable attempt at making it a typical one. The typical student does not become an academic. 
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6
Promoting Excellent Teachers at Oxford Brookes University: From Profiles to Peer Review in Ten Years 

Graham Gibbs 

Introduction 

A recent international survey concerning what academics themselves believe would have most impact on improving the quality of teaching in universities found that in every country surveyed (including the UK) the method ranked first was not course review, or quality assessment, or the use of student feedback, or training in teaching methods, or conferences such as the one this paper was presented at, but promotion on the basis of teaching excellence (Wright et al., 1994). In the USA, following the Boyer report for the Carnegie Commission which identified the excessive dominance of rewards for research excellence as one of the major obstacles to achieving quality in teaching, there have been large-scale Washington-funded initiatives to develop sound methodologies for rewarding excellent teachers (cf. Anderson, 1993). Most of these initiatives have involved the use of ‘teaching portfolios’ or ‘teaching profiles’: ways of documenting individuals’ experience and excellence in teaching. 

A recent survey conducted by the Oxford Centre for Staff Development concerning promotion on the grounds of teaching excellence in the UK has found that while most institutions include teaching excellence in promotions criteria, few give teaching any prominence, fewer offer guidance on how to present evidence about teaching and, in most institutions, fewer than one in ten of promotion decisions are believed to be made primarily on the grounds of teaching excellence. 

Oxford Polytechnic now Oxford Brookes University adopted teaching profiles to support the promotion of excellent teachers in 1983 following the failure of mere specification of criteria to achieve the desired outcomes and a review of the promotion methodologies currently in use internationally. After a decade of experience it is moving on to a peer review system which includes the use of profiles but which places more emphasis on clear criteria and the expertise and judgment of the reviewers and rather less on the provision of evidence. This paper describes this development in the context of UK and international experience in promoting excellent teachers. 
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Judging Evidence of Teaching Excellence: Issues and Practices 

Before describing the development of promotion practices at Oxford Brookes University, three issues will be examined: 

	
(i)  
	
 what criteria for judging teaching should be used? Different sources of criteria have profound implications for the type of evidence one would want to judge; 

	
(ii)  
	
 what evidence should be reviewed? While conventions for presenting evidence about research excellence are well established (even if they are known to have problems of reliability and validity) there are few such acceptable conventions concerned with teaching; 

	
(iii)  
	
 who should judge the evidence? It is not clear that the senior managers or researchers are the right people to judge teaching. 



Where Do Criteria Come From? 

Implicit theories of what excellence in teaching derives from underlie different types of criteria used in judging teaching excellence. Five sources of criteria are considered here. 

Traditional Notions of Scholarship 

Just as quality assessment has given ‘excellent’ ratings of teaching to departments that have done well in the Research Assessment Exercise, so one might argue that excellent scholars would, a priori, be excellent teachers. A teaching profile based on traditional notions of scholarship would contain a conventional academic cv listing publications, with perhaps a reference to the use of research in teaching, to postgraduate supervision, or to publications such as textbooks. Criteria would be the same as those used to assess cv’s for appointments and promotion on the basis of research excellence. However, if we value scholarship, then we ought to be scholarly about this issue: there is little or no research evidence to support the notion that teaching excellence has anything to do with research excellence and this is almost certainly an unsound basis for criteria. 

Input Models 

Early CNAA validation processes concentrated on documentation describing what was intended to be taught, and many appraisal systems are based on documentation 




  
  page_44
  



  Page 44


which list individuals’ teaching duties. This approach assumes that information about content, intentions, and input indicates quality. A profile based on this notion would contain lists of the courses taught and, perhaps, lists of the methods used to teach these courses. However a list of what one does indicates, on its own, little about the quality of how one does it. There has recently been criticism that quality assessment is looking at inputs where it ought to be looking more at outcomes. 

Research Evidence about Teaching 

Through years of use of student feedback questionnaires (mainly in the USA) a degree of consensus has built up about what constitutes good teaching. A teaching profile based on research into teaching might focus on student feedback from questionnaires which contained items directly concerned with the features identified by this literature and possibly comparative data from other teachers or other courses where the same questionnaire has been used. While some student feedback questionnaires may have validity, many concern features of teacher behaviour which, while they influence student ratings, have little to do with quality of learning processes or outcomes. While long-term use of student feedback questionnaires has been shown to improve student ratings there is precious little evidence that they improve learning. Criteria based on research evidence concerned with teaching may focus on irrelevant or trivial features of teachers’ performance which have little to do with learning even if they have a great deal to do with student ratings. While satisfying customers has become a popular basis of quality enhancement, particularly through Total Quality Management, it is an unsound basis for judging teaching excellence. 

Research Evidence about Learning 

It is possible to argue that good teaching is whatever produces good learning. As there is now extensive research evidence about what good learning consists of (and how it is fostered), criteria for excellence in teaching could be derived directly from research into student learning. The University of Sydney (Lublin and Prosser, 1994) has taken exactly this view and uses both student feedback questionnaires and definitions of excellence in teaching based directly on research into student learning research (rather than based on research into teaching). 

Good teaching is teaching which helps students to learn… it encourages high quality student learning. It discourages the superficial approach to learning and encourages active engagement with the subject matter. This 
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does not imply that good teaching always results in high quality student learning but that it is designed to do so and that it is practised in a way likely to lead to high quality learning… good teaching is that which encourages in the learner, no matter what the subject content, motivation to learn, desire to understand, perseverance, independence, a respect for the truth and a desire to pursue learning. 

A profile based on research into student learning would contain evidence of the consequences of an individual’s teaching for the way students went about learning and about the quality of outcomes of learning. It might also contain examples of the way student learning research had been used to diagnose problems and to take course design and delivery decisions, and examples of the use of student learning research tools (such as the ‘Approaches to Studying’ inventory, (Entwistle and Ramsden, 1983) and the ‘Course Experience Questionnaire’ (Ramsden, 1991)) to monitor the course. Even a few years ago this might have seemed a fanciful notion but the enormous response from lecturers, (rather than from researchers into student learning) to the ‘Improving Student Learning’ conferences (cf. Gibbs, 1994) suggests that many lecturers now research student learning in order to improve the effectiveness of their courses. 

Change Process Models 

In the later years of the operation of the CNAA the focus of attention of external validation of courses moved away from the review of curricula towards the review of mechanisms for monitoring and improving courses. Similarly, Academic Audit does not attempt to assess academic quality but instead examines the processes in place for improving academic quality. While it may be difficult or undesirable to attempt to assess quality directly it may be possible (and preferable) to assess the range and effectiveness of mechanisms in place designed to improve quality. If enough suitable mechanisms have been in place and their use monitored, and examples are available of the impact of their use, then this may be the best indicator of quality available. In the same way it is possible to follow the argument that while it is not easy to assess teaching excellence directly (or desirable, given the variety of forms of excellence) it is nevertheless possible to assess the range of mechanisms an individual has engaged with to improve her/his teaching, and to examine the impact of a sample of the use of these mechanisms, with some confidence that anyone engaged in such quality improvement processes must inevitably be a good teacher. In this case a profile might include a list of evaluation tools used and descriptions of action research or other efforts to use evaluation evidence to improve practice. The emphasis would be on the quality of the teaching improvement processes rather than on teaching itself. 
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What Evidence Should be Reviewed? 

Compared with forms of documentation of research excellence there are few precedents for the content of a ‘teaching cv’. What could a collection of evidence about teaching contain? 

Standardized Measures Relying on Student Feedback 

In a review of alternative mechanisms for promoting excellent teachers (Centra et al., 1987) an institutional student feedback system is described which produces a rank order of all teachers in the institution, which is then made public. In this system you could end up with a combined average rating of 2.78 (out of a maximum of 5.0) which would leave you 354th amongst your colleagues. Presumably it would be difficult to get promoted with such a ranking. Student feedback does not have to be used in this way: there are more humane (and sensible) systems which provide confidential comparative data for developmental purposes (such as that at Lincoln University, New Zealand). However many universities in the UK are introducing centrally run standardized student feedback systems and once such comparative data exists it is almost inevitable that it will be used for promotion purposes. The meaning, reliability, validity and interpretation of such ratings is so fraught with difficulties that they should not be used in this way. 

Appraisal Summaries 

In many institutions the outcomes of appraisal are explicitly or implicitly linked with promotion: they can be referred to by either the promotions panel or by candidates. However the processes of review of teaching that lead up to appraisal are often weak and unreliable, involving little of the range of evidence, explicit criteria or rigour of judgment one would hope for in promotion decisions. Appraisal is also supposed to be developmental and use of evidence or outcomes from appraisal in promotion decisions will inevitably undermine this developmental function to the point where appraisal becomes an annual charade involving ‘faking good’ and little else. 

Teaching Profiles 

The development and use of teaching profiles has raised the quality of debate about teaching excellence because it has greatly improved the quality of evidence available for inspection. Teaching profiles vary in content, how they are collated and presented, who looks at them and how they are judged and it is difficult to generalize about their effectiveness. Three points will be made here, however. First, they 
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are difficult to put together and lecturers need guidance or training, preferably at several stages during the production of the profile, which might take several years. Second, they are difficult to judge. Just as the marking of essays is notoriously unreliable, so judging of profiles can be a very hit and miss business. Reliability can be improved through similar processes to those which improve the reliability of essay marking such as the specification of criteria and ‘marking exercises’ to calibrate the standards of judgments. Judges need training. Third, profiles cannot easily portray all important aspects of teaching. They can contain notes from observation of teaching but still not give as vivid an impression as direct observation. They can include samples of teaching material without indicating its breadth or consistency of standard. And they can contain student feedback without portraying characteristics such as inspiration which can be evident from meeting students. While samples of published work add greatly to the impression gained from publication lists, with teaching there may be no substitute for first-hand experience of teaching and students. 

Direct Observation 

Quality assessment involves direct observation of teaching, as did HMI visits to polytechnics. Judging someone’s teaching entirely from documents is a risky business. However, the extent of training of observers which would be necessary to produce reliable ratings which are a sound basis for comparison is almost certainly beyond what resources will bear. What is left is the use of subjective observation to illuminate documentary evidence and to highlight invalid or inaccurate documentary claims. While generalists may be able to observe teaching for developmental purposes, subject specialists may be necessary to judge its excellence, which rules out most members of promotion panels. 

Who Should Judge the Evidence? 

In general, there has been too much emphasis placed on forms of evidence and, sometimes, on criteria, and not nearly enough on who reviews the evidence. A common complaint about quality assessment has been that the assessors are not perceived as peers. It makes a great deal of difference who judges are and what competence they have. The right to make promotion decisions is jealously guarded. However, the people who sit on such panels did not gain that right by being excellent teachers or even by paying attention to teaching. They are seldom the right people to judge excellent teaching and their hesitance to take teaching more seriously in their decision making is, I am convinced, partly due to their insecurity about their own competence in this area. I have often been told by lecturers who are preparing for appraisal decisions that they feel unhappy about who is doing the appraising. Their Head of Department might be the right person to appraise their administration but their Professor might be better to appraise their research and 




  
  page_48
  



  Page 48


their colleague would be much better to appraise their teaching. No amount of elaborate planning or thorough collation of evidence in profiles will help if promotions panels are incapable of recognizing excellent teaching or of distinguishing between teachers. In relation to teaching, promotions panels should see themselves more as examination boards, relying on and pulling together evidence provided by those closer to the action. 

Promotion on the Basis of Teaching Excellence: National Practice 

A survey of practice in British higher education was undertaken in April 1994: a short questionnaire was sent to each higher education institution. Sixty institutions responded: twenty-five ‘old’ universities, twenty-two ‘new’ universities and thirteen colleges and other institutions. The results of this survey can be seen in Table 6.1. 

	
(i)  
	
 There is a perhaps surprising similarity between the three types of institutions in the way promotion involves (or does not involve) teaching excellence with the ‘old’ universities having slightly more developed practices than the ‘new’. 

	
(ii)  
	
 The vast majority of institutions include teaching excellence amongst their criteria for promotion (and a majority, even in ‘old’ universities, include teaching in criteria for readerships and professorships as well) but less than half of these give teaching priority or make it a compulsory category. A quarter of colleges do not even include teaching excellence as a criterion. 

	
(iii)  
	
 While most institutions include teaching excellence amongst their criteria, only a quarter provide guidance on how to present evidence about teaching excellence. 

	
(iv)  
	
 Possibly as a consequence of this lack of guidance, only 12 per cent of promotions are believed to have been primarily on the basis of teaching excellence and this figure is greatly inflated by a few institutions which promote a large proportion of their staff on this basis. Thirty-three per cent of institutions believe they have never promoted anyone primarily on the basis of teaching excellence and 64 per cent of institutions believe that less than 10 per cent of promotions have been primarily on this basis. 

	
(v)  
	
 While standardized student feedback questionnaires are used in only about a third of institutions, where they exist their use tends to be compulsory and, in ‘old’ universities at least, they are usually used in promotion decisions, while in ‘new’ universities and colleges they are never used for this purpose. 

	
(vi)  
	
 About a third of ‘old’ universities use appraisal evidence about teaching in promotion decisions and they are twice as likely as other types of institution to do so, thus: 
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Table 6.1: Results of a survey of practice for promoting excellent teachers: percentages of YES responses (n=60) 

	
  
	
Type of institution  

	
  
	
‘Old’ university 

(n=25) %  
	
‘New’ university 

(n=22) %  
	
‘College’ 

(n=13) %   

	
1  
	
Do criteria for promotion at your institution include excellence in teaching?  
	
96  
	
83  
	
73  

	
2  
	
If yes to question 1, are criteria concerning excellence in teaching given priority or made a compulsory category?  
	
43  
	
38  
	
43  

	
3  
	
Are there formal guidelines on how lecturers should present evidence about teaching excellence (for example, in a portfolio)?  
	
42  
	
14  
	
9  

	
4  
	
Does your institution have a standardized student feedback questionnaire?  
	
26  
	
33  
	
75  

	
5  
	
If yes to question 4, is its use compulsory?  
	
58  
	
42  
	
82  

	
6  
	
If yes to question 4, is evidence from this questionnaire used in promotion decisions?  
	
73  
	
0  
	
0  

	
7  
	
Is information from appraisal of teaching used in promotion decisions?  
	
30  
	
17  
	
11  

	
8  
	
Do promotion practices vary between faculties or departments?  
	
25  
	
65  
	
46  

	
9  
	
Are external or independent reviewers involved in judging teaching excellence?  
	
38  
	
11  
	
8  

	
10  
	
Is teaching observed by anyone as part of the process?  
	
25  
	
16  
	
30  

	
11  
	
Does anyone other than the ‘promotions committee’ make any judgments about teaching excellence?  
	
78  
	
33  
	
55  

	
12  
	
Is teaching excellence considered for promotion to reader or professor?  
	
54  
	
60  
	
25  

	
13  
	
What percent of promotion decisions do you believe are currently made primarily on the grounds of teaching excellence?  
	
11  
	
11  
	
14 



	
   
	


	
(vii)  
	
 About a quarter of institutions use teaching observation as part of the process, 

	
(viii)  
	
 In only a third of ‘old’ universities does anyone outside the promotions committee make judgments about teaching excellence and in ‘new’ universities and colleges it is even rarer. 
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Overall it can be seen that while the germs of good practice are in place in most institutions, some key elements (such as guidance, observation of teaching and judgments made by those nearer to teaching practice than the promotions committee) are missing and there is clearly a large gap between formal procedure and practice, leading to very few people being promoted primarily on the grounds of teaching excellence. Some respondents added comments to question 13 such as ‘none in living memory’ and ‘extremely unlikely’. The use of appraisal evidence and the compulsory use of standard student feedback questionnaire evidence is also questionable as a basis for promotion decisions. 

Some questionnaires were returned, from both traditional and new universities, along with detailed documentation of sophisticated schemes developed over a period of years and accompanied by evidence that personal chairs had been awarded primarily on the basis of teaching excellence. However on the basis of this survey most institutions have a good deal of catching up to do if the contribution of the individual academic to university teaching is to be adequately documented and recognized. 

Promotion on the Basis of Teaching Excellence: Practice at Oxford Brookes University 

The experience of Oxford Brookes University might provide both a model of how to go about documenting teaching excellence and using this evidence to make decisions and as a guide to shortcuts to the lengthy and frustrating processes involved. In retrospect, the mechanisms can be seen to have involved three stages. 

Stage 1 Specification and Weighting of Criteria 

Prior to 1980 concerns for teaching in promotion decisions, however sincerely expressed, carried too little weight, compared with conventional concerns for research excellence for anyone to be promoted on the basis of teaching excellence alone. The criteria for promotion were changed so that senior lecturers had to be excellent at teaching and either research or administration: teaching excellence was required, not optional. Teaching excellence was defined in terms of having evidence, from assessment and evaluation, that teaching objectives were being achieved through the use of appropriate and successful teaching and assessment methods. This specification of criteria and the primacy of teaching criteria over research and administration criteria had almost no effect. Senior lecturers knew how to present evidence about their research and administration but not how to present evidence about their teaching. Those who tried presented such flimsy and unconvincing evidence that those on the promotions panel (‘Advancement Committee’) had no confidence in their own ability to judge teaching excellence. Important psychological factors were operating here, as revealed by a study involving scrutiny of applications and interviews with Advancement Committee members. Judging research 
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excellence outside one’s own area of expertise was a tricky business, but the length of a publication list or the size of research grants were relatively easy to judge in a way which was not likely to be embarrassingly different from others on the panel, whatever one’s discipline. Panel members asked to be provided with clearer and more convincing evidence and lecturers asked for guidance on how to present evidence. 

Stage 2 Description of Forms in which Evidence Should be Presented 

A national conference with the title ‘Rewarding Excellent Teachers’ was held at Oxford Polytechnic in 1983 (Gibbs and Openshaw, 1985) and was attended by the entire Advancement Committee (which was led at the time by David Watson, now Director at the University of Brighton). At the conference the two clear models for using evidence for promoting excellent teachers were presented. These models had been identified from a worldwide search of practice. 

The first was a system of peer review used at WAIT (the Western Australia Institute of Technology, now Curtin University). All the promotions panel at WAIT saw was a set of ratings from three peer reviewers on six scales. The scales were the same as those used on an institution-wide standard student feedback questionnaire. Immediately this simple system was introduced those rated as excellent teachers gained promotion more readily and those considered excellent as researchers but who gained poor teaching ratings were refused promotion. It was politically unacceptable to promote someone who had obviously ignored their teaching where in the past such poor teaching performance was not visible. The introduction of these ratings immediately so dominated promotion decisions that those who valued teaching less highly had to hurriedly invent a set of ratings for research and administration to counterbalance the psychological impact of clear ratings of teaching. An obvious problem with such a model was the underlying assumptions built in to the rating scales concerning what good teaching consists of. In the case of WAIT the rating scales appeared to imply a teacher- and content-driven model of teaching and learning emphasizing the lecturer’s role as a presenter and controller rather than as a designer and facilitator. Student- and process-driven courses (such as project based or problem based courses) with open-ended objectives would inevitably have received poorer ratings than lecture-driven courses with pre-specified objectives. As when heavy emphasis is placed on a standard student feedback questionnaire, the implicit values underlying such rating scales can become a straitjacket, cramping diverse approaches to quality and producing uniform mediocrity. Oxford Polytechnic was developing a lively evaluation culture based on lecturers following up their own hunches and researching their own practice rather than on standardized and centralized student feedback questionnaires for administrative purposes and so the WAIT model did not seem attractive. 

The second model involved the use of a ‘teaching profile’: a collection of largely qualitative evidence about teaching collated, interpreted and presented by 
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the candidate. At that time the Canadian Association of University Teachers had produced a clear and concise guide on how to collate such a document. This had the advantage of providing an equal opportunity for lecturers with very different implicit theories of excellence and very different teaching practices. It was designed to produce succinct summaries of evidence which would be easy to interpret and which could be judged with confidence. This was the model which Oxford Polytechnic chose. 

A manual was written to guide lecturers in the preparation of their ‘teaching profile’ (Gibbs, 1983) based closely on the model provided by the Canadian AUT guide. This was subsequently published as a book (Gibbs, 1993). Appendix 1 contains a list of the suggested categories of evidence to go into this profile, drawn from the manual. Each category in the manual contained a description of the form of evidence proposed, a rationale for the value of this form of evidence and a fictitious example of the kind of evidence a lecturer might provide under this category. When lecturers requested application forms for promotion they were also sent a copy of the manual and a letter suggesting that they sought advice from the Educational Methods Unit when they collated their teaching profile. 

The introduction of teaching profiles brought about an almost immediate change in the nature of promotion decisions. A small number of lecturers who had not been promoted previously due to a modest research record were now promoted on their teaching record, supported by their research and administration. Even though the absolute numbers involved were small everyone noticed this and the culture of the institution started changing. There were, however, five significant problems. 

	
(i)  
	
 Lecturers who had not been in the habit of keeping documentation about their teaching (such as evaluation evidence) found that they had nothing to put into their profile. It was really necessary to have started collecting evidence five years ago and to have kept a section of one’s filing cabinet for storing documents and evidence which might have come in useful later. It was very frustrating for those who had not done this. 

	
(ii)  
	
 Not all aspects of teaching excellence are easily or convincingly documentable. A browse through the contents of a filing cabinet containing student records and teaching materials, the observation of a lab session and a seminar or a chat with students might be far more revealing. Lecturers found it difficult to do themselves justice using a profile. 

	
(iii)  
	
 Despite clear guidelines on the desired length of profiles, many were bulky and both time consuming and difficult to interpret. Although relevant evidence was now presented where it was previously missing or irrelevant it was often presented idiosyncratically and with an emphasis on volume rather than selectivity and the Advancement Committee felt buried in paper. Even when the main profile document was kept to a few pages the appendices could run to a box full. Profiles took a long time to produce, as well as to read. Because profiles differed so widely (because candidates selected from a range of possible categories of evidence) they were also difficult to compare. 
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(iv)  
	
 Those on the Advancement Committee were not always in a good position to judge the quality of teaching in a discipline different to their own. Teaching art and design is sufficiently different from teaching modern languages to make the interpretation and comparison of relative excellence of lengthy documents very time consuming and judgment very tricky if one’s own area is physics. 

	
(v)  
	
 There were still no clear criteria or standards. There were many times more candidates than promotions available and while the Advancement Committee had learned how to distinguish between a merely very good researcher and a really outstanding researcher, it struggled to distinguish between a very good teacher and a really outstanding teacher and even lengthy profiles didn’t really help. Ordinary or poor teachers with good research records might not have got promoted so easily but relatively few lecturers were promoted primarily on the grounds of excellent teaching because it was too difficult to discriminate excellence from competence. 



The whole promotion process was also largely unrelated to other quality assurance, quality enhancement or staff development processes. It was an additional burden on lecturers which, despite the rhetoric, did not integrate with or build on everyday practice at all well. 

Stage 3 Peer Review and Ratings Linked to Appraisal Criteria 

A new promotion system which has taken several years to negotiate (see appendices 2–6) has now been put in place. It involves the following main features. 

	
(i)  
	
 Those who judge primary sources of evidence are now candidates’ peers: those in the best position to make judgments. The candidate nominates up to five peer reviewers and their Head of Department selects two or three from this list. It is expected that candidates will nominate reviewers with a balance of status, distance, expertise and credibility. These peers can now observe teaching, see messy primary sources, talk to students and see a wider range of more valid evidence than could be contained in a profile. It is still the job of the candidate to make evidence available but the work involved in preparing a special profile interpretable by those from other disciplines is no longer necessary. 

	
(ii)  
	
 Explicit criteria are stated for judging evidence (see appendix 3). These are the same as those developed over several years of development work (and negotiation with the teaching unions) for use in appraisal. Lecturers will all have been appraised using the same criteria and will have reviewed their own teaching and collected evidence related to these criteria for use in appraisal documentation and meetings. 

	
(iii)  
	
 Guidance is given to peer reviewers (see appendix 4). 
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(iv)  
	
 Rating scales are used for each criterion (see appendix 5), making comparison between different candidates by the Advancement Committee, easier fairer and quicker. The rating scales are deliberately not linear. As most candidates will be expected to be good teachers the problem is how to distinguish between the very good and the outstanding. The top rating is now ‘ideal in all respects’ which ought to deter most reviewers. 

	
(v)  
	
 All the Advancement Committee now sees is the ratings (see appendix 6 ) unless it specifically asks to see primary evidence. 



The use of peer review and ratings is not compulsory, though their absence may well influence the judgments of the Advancement Committee. 

What Would a Successful Scheme Achieve? 

As this scheme has only just been introduced it is too early to say if it will achieve what it is intended to. Success would involve the following features: 

	
(i)  
	
 excellent teachers would be promoted primarily on the grounds of their teaching excellence—the Advancement Committee would trust peer ratings sufficiently to have the confidence to make these decisions; 

	
(ii)  
	
 very poor teachers would be less likely to be promoted solely on the grounds of research excellence; 

	
(iii)  
	
 the effect of (i) and (ii) would be to reinforce the strength of the teaching culture at Oxford Brookes University; 

	
(iv)  
	
 preparing documentation, over time, for eventual use for promotion, would not be onerous (as it would build on documentation already prepared for appraisal) but would become part of all lecturers’ normal professional development activity; 

	
(v)  
	
 appraisal would not be undermined as a developmental process as none of the formal documentation involved in appraisal would be involved in promotion (unless at the lecturer’s request); 

	
(vi)  
	
 peer’s ratings would correlate highly with each other, demonstrating the clarity of criteria and processes involved and the adequacy of evidence they had reviewed. 
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Appendix 1 Categories of Evidence for Teaching Profiles 

Educational Aims and Objectives 

	
1  
	
 Course objectives 



Teaching Methods 

	
2  
	
 Range and level of teaching 

	
3  
	
 Pattern of teaching methods used 

	
4  
	
 Special teaching methods used 

	
5  
	
 Course materials prepared for students 

	
6  
	
 Use of special learning resources 

	
7  
	
 Availability to students 

	
8  
	
 Identification of special difficulties 



Assessment Methods 

	
9  
	
 Range of assessment methods 

	
10  
	
 Provision of feedback to students 

	
11  
	
 Reliability of assessment 



Evidence of Outcomes of Teaching 

	
12  
	
 Student grades 

	
13  
	
 Products of student learning 

	
14  
	
 Student publications, awards or exhibitions 

	
15  
	
 Student progress to more advanced courses 

	
16  
	
 External examiner’s reports 



Evaluation Evidence 

	
17  
	
 Course evaluation procedures 

	
18  
	
 Course evaluation data 

	
19  
	
 Evidence from student, department or institutional evaluation 

	
20  
	
 Unsolicited written evidence 

	
21  
	
 Action research 
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Evidence of the Continued Study of Teaching and Learning 

	
22  
	
 Record of innovations in teaching 

	
23  
	
 Reading of journals and other literature on teaching 

	
24  
	
 Teaching qualifications, courses and conferences attended 

	
25  
	
 Review of new teaching materials 

	
26  
	
 Use of teaching support services 

	
27  
	
 Participation in in-house seminars on teaching 

	
28  
	
 Participation in course development 

	
29  
	
 Pursuit of a line of research which contributes directly to teaching 

	
30  
	
 The preparation of a textbook or other instructional material 

	
31  
	
 Publication of articles concerned with teaching 

	
32  
	
 Contribution to the teaching of one’s subject at a national level 

	
33  
	
 Involvement in teaching development within your institution 



Source: Gibbs (1993). 
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Appendix 2 Stages in the Promotion Process at Oxford Brookes University 

1 Collection of Evidence about Teaching 

The candidate should collect evidence about his or her teaching over a period of time as a normal part of the appraisal process. The evidence should relate to the seven categories used in the appraisal process. These categories and suggestions for relevant forms of evidence can be found in appendix 1. There should be no need to spend additional time collating or summarizing evidence or putting together a very concise portfolio of evidence if the normal process of appraising teaching is working satisfactorily. 

2 Nomination of Peer Reviewers 

The candidate should nominate peer reviewers. Their Head of Department or School will select two or three of these and candidates may wish to nominate up to five reviewers from which the selection will take place. The following issues should be born in mind when selecting reviewers: 

	
•  
	
 The credibility of these reviewers will influence the confidence with which the Advancement Committee will interpret the reviewers’ ratings. Close friends from within the candidate’s department may inspire less confidence than reviewers who are more likely to be impartial. 

	
•  
	
 Reviewers with acknowledged status as researchers may not necessarily carry credibility as judges of teaching. 

	
•  
	
 Reviewers from outside the University may gain in credibility through status or neutrality but may be able to spend less time becoming familiar with the candidate’s teaching and may be unable to observe the candidate’s teaching. 

	
•  
	
 Candidates may wish to nominate their own Head of Department or School as a reviewer. 

	
•  
	
 Candidates may wish to nominate one reviewer whose primary expertise is in teaching rather than in the discipline. 

	
•  
	
 A balance of types of reviewer may carry the most overall credibility and weight. 

	
•  
	
 Candidates should check that the reviewers they nominate are willing and able to act as reviewers within the necessary time period and without payment. 



Nominations should be made on the form in appendix 2 and returned to the Head of Department or School. 
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3 Selection of Reviewers 

The Head of Department or School should select a minimum of two and a maximum of three reviewers from the list of reviewers nominated by the candidate. They may select themselves as reviewers only if already nominated by the candidate. The decision should be recorded on the form in appendix 2. The candidate should be informed of this decision and invited to present evidence to the selected reviewers. 

4 Review of Evidence 

The candidate should provide the reviewers with evidence, invite them to observe teaching, meet students, see teaching materials, go through their filing cabinet or in tray, to have a discussion, or whatever would help the reviewers form a strong impression of the quality of the candidate’s teaching. There is no necessity to provide a succinct summary of evidence which would take a long time to collate—the reviewers can see raw evidence and draw their own conclusions. However evidence which had been collected in an organized way over a period of time would presumably make the reviewers’ job easier and provide a more convincing picture of quality. The less evidence the reviewers see the less confident they can be that a candidate is excellent in relation to each of the criteria and so it is in the interests of the candidate to be open, thorough and organized. The categories of evidence which the reviewers have reviewed will be summarized on the final form which the Advancement Committee will see. 

Guidelines for reviewers can be found in Appendix 4. 

5 Ratings and Comments 

The reviewers should summarize their impressions using a set of rating scales based on those used in the Appraisal documentation: 

	
1  
	
 Expertise in the discipline 

	
2  
	
 Professional and communication skills 

	
3  
	
 Enthusiasm and capability to motivate 

	
4  
	
 Orientation to students 

	
5  
	
 Organizational skills 

	
6  
	
 Quality of assessment and feedback 

	
7  
	
 Openness to reflection and change 



A copy of the form to be used can be found in appendix 3. 

The completed rating sheets should be returned to the Head of Department or School and made available to the candidate who should be able to decide whether or not to use these ratings in his or her application. There should be no subsequent opportunity to nominate alternative reviewers. 
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6 Summary of Ratings 

The two (or three) sets of ratings should be summarized by the Head of Department or School on a form (see appendix 4) and passed to the Advancement Committee. 

7 Advancement Committee Decisions 

The Advancement Committee should make its decision on the basis of the peer review ratings. The ratings should be interpreted in the light of: 

	
•  
	
 the status and credibility of the reviewers; 

	
•  
	
 the type and range of evidence reviewed; 

	
•  
	
 the additional comments made by the reviewers. 



If there is any undue dispute or uncertainty the Advancement Committee should ask to see evidence for themselves, but this would be a strategy of last resort. 
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Appendix 3 Evidence Concerning Teaching Excellence (from Oxford Brookes University) 

Evidence which candidates could provide for Reviewers under each heading could include: 

1 Expertise in the discipline 

Up-to-date, comprehensive and sound handouts, course content and reference lists. Use of scholarship directly in teaching for example, through writing a textbook, basing project work around a specialism. Appropriate pace and level of teaching as evident in student feedback. Students judge candidate to be expert in discipline. Direct observation of teaching by reviewers or evidence from publications. 

2 Professional and communication skills 

Clear explanations, good use of varied media etc. Encourages and succeeds in eliciting questions, discussion and active involvement. Evidence from direct observation of teaching by reviewers or student ratings of lecturing, seminar and supervision skills. Clearly documented course requirements, learning objectives, assignment instructions etc. Evidence of team work with colleagues and collaborative work with students. 

3 Enthusiasm and capability to motivate 

Communicates enthusiasm for subject and elicits hard work and enthusiasm from students. Evidence from direct observation of teaching by Reviewers. Highly rated by students as interesting. Generates extensive independent learning as evident in coursework, diary evidence. Attendance at staff development events. Involvement in or leadership of discussion of teaching. Participation in discipline-related activities out of timetabled hours. 

4 Orientation to students 

Arrangements for personal tutoring, office hours, surgery hours etc. Evidence of social and out-of-hours contact with students. Examples of involvement in development of students’ study and transferable skills or remedial teaching. Evidence of special steps taken to deal with diversity of students and with students with special needs. Direct observation of style of interaction with students. 

5 Organizational skills 

Evidence of preparation for classes for example, handouts, visual aids, lesson plans. Evidence of competent preparation and organization of courses for example, timetabling, resource allocation, organization of staff, chairing of course committees or course teams. Record keeping systems for assessment and monitoring student progress. Course documentation. 
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6 Quality of assessment and feedback 

Quantity and appropriateness of examples of written feedback to students. Use of varied assessment methods. Careful choice of assessment methods in relation to course aims. Arrangements for prompt and individualized feedback. Fairness, rigour and standards of assessment, as evident in grades and external examiners’ comments. 

7 Openness to reflection and change 

Examples of varied and frequent student feedback collected in a variety of ways about a range of issues. Evidence of innovation and change over time. Examples of responsiveness to student feedback. Involvement in reviews and leadership of cooperative reviews of teaching and courses. Quality of self-criticism in descriptions of own teaching. 
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Appendix 4 Guidance for Reviewers (from Oxford Brookes University) 

To be promoted at Oxford Brookes University a lecturer must be considered excellent as a teacher and in addition either excellent as a researcher or as an administrator: teaching excellence is paramount. You have been nominated by the candidate and selected by the candidate’s Head of Department or School as one of two or three reviewers of the candidate’s teaching. 

	
1  
	
 The purpose of the ratings is to enable the Advancement Committee to make a judgment as to the relative excellence as teachers of the candidates they are considering. This will be done primarily on the basis of reviewers’ ratings. They will only see evidence other than your ratings and comments in exceptional circumstances. 

	
2  
	
 Candidates’ research and administrative excellence will be judged separately. Your role is concerned solely with teaching excellence. 

	
3  
	
 You are asked to make a rating on each of the seven rating scales. You will notice the scales are not linear. This is because it is assumed that most candidates will be relatively good teachers and the problem facing the Advancement Committee is that of distinguishing between those who are excellent and those who are quite outstanding. 

	
4  
	
 The reviewers will undertake their reviews independently. You should forward your review to the Head of Department or School. Your ratings and comments and those of the other reviewers will then be collated and considered together. 

	
5  
	
 Your ratings will not be confidential. The candidate has the right to see your ratings. 

	
6  
	
 The candidate does not have the right to select which ratings to use but may choose not to use the summary of combined ratings of the reviewers. 

	
7  
	
 You should make your ratings on the basis of evidence and indicate on the rating form the sources of evidence you have reviewed. The candidate may provide you with selected documentation, invite you to observe some teaching, introduce you to students, show you teaching materials, feedback from students or other evaluation evidence or give you free access to his or her filing cabinets. You may wish to ask for access to particular kinds of evidence. How much time you spend and how much time and effort you put into your review is a matter for your personal judgment. 

	
8  
	
 Your ratings should reflect your experience of the range and standard of teachers you have experienced in the past and the confidence you are able to place on the evidence you have had access to. You should not use the upper end of the scales unless the candidate is considered to be ideal in all 
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respects and you have complete confidence in the validity and reliability of the evidence you have seen. 

	
9  
	
 You are invited to make brief additional comments on matters not adequately represented by the rating scales or about the adequacy of the evidence you have been able to review. 
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Appendix 5 Peer Review of Teaching Rating Form (from Oxford Brookes University) 
[image: ]
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Appendix 6 Review of Teaching Summary Form (from Oxford Brookes University) 
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7
Contributions on Specific Aspects from Particular Institutions: 

7.1 The Programme for Staff with Teaching Responsibility 

David Buckingham 

In his opening remarks, the Warden referred to three functions of a teaching profile—development of the individual, promotion, and accountability. This presentation concerns a scheme which, because it was designed for development of the individual, is difficult to extend for the purpose of promotion or accountability. 

The Programme for Staff with Teaching Responsibility at the University of Exeter is offered to all teaching staff, including demonstrators, lectors, and so on. It is a contractual component of probation for academic staff who have little teaching experience, but any other staff may choose, or be advised, to engage in part or all of the scheme. It is a modular scheme based upon a framework of eight objectives for good professional practice in teaching, and seven values or principles that should underpin each of those objectives. Staff who are contracted to the scheme as a condition of appointment are assigned a Staff Development Officer and a departmental mentor who work together to determine an appropriate programme from the available modules; the starting point, the order in which modules are taken, and the criteria for successful completion are negotiable. Experienced staff may also take part in the scheme, particularly those who are pursuing funded teaching developments or those who have been advised to take up certain modules following staff appraisal, but I must confess that we are not overwhelmed by candidates in either of these categories. Staff who complete the full programme may apply to have their professional competence recognized by SEDA, by whom this scheme is accredited. 

A key feature of the scheme is that it focuses on good practice on student learning; it is not just a checklist of how to do teaching. There is no simple connection between teaching and the quality of learning. The scheme is delivered through group meetings, regular one-to-one meetings with a Staff Development Officer, and direct involvement of the Staff Development Officer in classroom activities. In the case of staff on probation, Heads of Department are expected to seek reports from the assigned Staff Development Officer and departmental mentor, to inform the probation process. 




  
  page_68
  



  Page 68


The documentation generated by the scheme is, perhaps, the main problem in linking this developmental scheme to promotion. Participants document their progress through a portfolio, supported by logbooks, and concluded by a reflective paper. This process is one of reflection and development, and criteria of performance are negotiated on an individual basis. Emphasis is on value-added rather than on absolute values, and this makes it very difficult to extend the scheme beyond its developmental function in an attempt to provide hard evidence for purposes of accountability or promotion. 

As a developmental scheme it has many positive features. It is flexible, with a coherent framework, it sets clear targets, and it is portfolio-based. Possibly the most important feature from the point of day-to-day operation is that it is workplace-based, using the individual’s current teaching programme as the vehicle for development, so time given to it is directly relevant to day-to-day teaching and to the learning of current students. It is also portable, so it can be continued in a new job or interrupted within the existing job. But the whole scheme is designed to seek ‘added value’; there are no definitions of absolute values, only concepts of improvement and added value. Here lies the major problem of the scheme in terms of interpretation for other purposes, such as promotion. 

There are several other perceived obstacles to the wider application of the scheme. Favourable outcomes from student feedback questionnaires have been quoted to justify ‘seeing no need’ to engage in the scheme, regardless of whether such favourable outcomes might be a function of students being relieved at being somewhat underchallenged in their learning. There is no widely established culture of reflecting upon the quality of the teaching/learning engagement, less still of sharing that reflection with a colleague, and some would see the involvement of a Staff Development Officer or mentor into this process as intrusive upon that strangely private exchange between a lecturer and several tens or hundreds of students. The documentation of the scheme is based around a portfolio. This does not appeal to a Promotions Committee who would be seeking something sharper and more quantifiable; there is no simple quantification of teaching performance to be extracted from a portfolio-based scheme that is designed to be formative rather than summative. However, the most significant obstacle to the wider application of the scheme to experienced staff, either for development or for accountability, is perceived lack of time. The argument that there is no such thing as lack of time, only lack of priority, commands little respect in a culture where the tangible reward for effort seems to focus exclusively on the research function and, even, for penalties to be associated with lack of productivity in the research function. Earlier speakers at this conference have referred to ‘teaching’ on the one hand and to ‘scholarship and research’ on the other. Perhaps we could make some progress in moving toward more equity between the teaching and research functions by reminding ourselves that scholarship should be attached to both functions, and emphasize that the twin tracks of our profession are ‘scholarship and research’ and ‘scholarship and teaching’. 
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7.2 Developing, Recording and Recognizing Good Teaching 

George Gordon 

Many institutions have made significant advances in recent years in developing, recording and recognizing good teaching by academics, but few have established coherent, integrated strategies that address these matters, evaluate their effectiveness and check that the presumed connection between good teaching and effective learning is achieved. This short contribution cannot address that challenge in detail, but it does seek to sketch a framework which should lead towards the desired goal. In large measure it draws upon experiences at the author’s institution, Strathclyde. 

A fundamental keystone for a successful strategy is the acceptance that achieving and maintaining high professional standards in teaching is a vital part of the role of an academic. As in any other profession, this must involve carefully planned induction and preparation for the role, continuing monitoring of performance, dialogue about development, and professional refreshment for the role. We can encapsulate these items under the heading of staff development. Much of that development can, and should, be discipline-based, but there is also a proper place for access to educational expertise on matters such as learning theory, methods of assessment, the writing of learning objectives, the evaluation of learning, or curriculum design. On such matters staff developers, educational developers, and others with specific expertise, have much to contribute. An important, and currently underdeveloped avenue of staff development, is that of national discipline-based groupings. Much could be achieved by these groups, especially in partnerships with staff and educational developers. It appears that quality assessment is prompting developments in this area. 

Examples of induction are the compulsory three-day programme offered collaboratively by Strathclyde, Glasgow, and Paisley (which includes participants making a presentation and receiving professional feedback from a speech and voice expert), and the rapidly expanding short programmes at Strathclyde, in collaboration with faculties and/or departments, directed towards the training of teaching assistants. 

Whether monitoring is pursued through appraisal or review, there are substantial benefits in formalizing the need to reflect on practice, to discuss it with peers, and to formulate action plans for future development. At Strathclyde, teaching features prominently in the peer-based biennial appraisal of academics. In 1993/94, a substantial section on teaching was added to the separate biennial review procedure used for promotion and financial award. 
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Teaching portfolios or dossiers provide a practical means of charting professional progress, of recording achievements, of evaluating strategies, and for placing the evolution of an individual’s teaching within the context of the discipline, the department or programme, and the institution/institutions in which he/she has worked. Appraisal and/or review facilitate this process. Establishing the linkages between individual and collective aims and objectives, philosophies and practices, should be as much a part of the culture of teaching as it is of the culture of research. Researchers customarily recognize the influence of others on their work. We should expect and encourage similar practice in recording achievements in teaching. 

Part of the interconnection between recording and recognizing of good teaching involves scholarship arising from teaching and developmental/creative work associated with teaching. We have sought to support and encourage this scholarship by establishing an in-house journal of teaching and learning, Capability, devoted to articles, or case studies in the following areas: 

	
•  
	
 developments in teaching, learning and assessment methods; 

	
•  
	
 initiatives to encourage student skills development; 

	
•  
	
 initiatives to improve courses, teaching quality and effectiveness; 

	
•  
	
 the use of computers and other technologies in teaching and learning; 

	
•  
	
 evaluations of teaching, learning, courses or aspects of educational programmes; 

	
•  
	
 supportive developments in the management and organization of teaching and learning. 



A number of the items have subsequently been reproduced in refereed journals. A study currently being undertaken by David Nicol (Strathclyde) and Howard Andrews (Glasgow Caledonian) suggests that American experience on the use of narrative case studies of teaching and learning situations could helpfully contribute to scholarship, acting as a vehicle for reflection and as a means of improving practice. 

We need to foster environments which encourage individual academics to test ideas and options that have been developed in other places or for other disciplines, to adapt, modify, or reject them as appropriate, to generate new ideas, evaluate them, and disseminate these experiences to others. 

Teaching must not only be described in a comparable way to research in the CV’s of academics, it must be seen to count in the system of recognition and reward. Insightful recording of teaching development and practice and the production of scholarship related to teaching appear to be the most promising combined strategies that would provide an effective bridge between developing and recognizing good teaching. Each academic discipline will guide the detailed evaluation but broader comparisons within academic groupings can offer a form of benchmarking. Thus at Strathclyde the review of academics occurs primarily by faculty, with recommendations going to the University Panel for final adjudication. This offers the benefits of detailed evaluation by knowledgeable peers and the necessary comparative benchmarking to assure standards and ensure equity. These processes also offer developmental opportunities both for the members of the panels and, if handled 
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properly, for those experiencing review, since presenters of cases must discuss them with the individuals concerned. At that juncture the individual should ensure that the presenter comprehends the evidence of good teaching that is being offered and the philosophies and arguments underpinning the case. Where cases are unsuccessful, individuals receive feedback to assist them in strengthening or sharpening the evidence for future occasions. Thus a continuing cycle is put into practice. Within such a cycle it is clear that certain types of substantiation are likely to be sought by panels. The articulation of categories of topics to be addressed is also helpful in guiding individuals. That said, care needs to be taken to avoid mechanistic lists which may be perceived as obscuring quality and stifling inventiveness, two of the fundamental ingredients of academic excellence. 

In aggregate, these strategies could constitute a valuable developmental framework. Many individuals have found them to be relevant and beneficial, leading to higher levels of professionalism and personal satisfaction. Such intrinsic rewards count highly amongst academics and their potential impact should not be underestimated or undervalued. Nonetheless, these need to be reinforced by more public signals of recognition and reward such as promotions, discretionary payments and prizes. 
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7.3 Documenting and Assessing Teaching Excellence 

Dai Hounsell 

Background 

In common with many other universities, Edinburgh has recently been taking a fresh look at the closely interrelated questions of how excellence in teaching might best be assessed by promotion committees, and of how promotion candidates claiming excellence might best document their expertise. Some fine-tuning of the new approach remains to be completed in the coming months, but most of its key elements have already been approved. 

In essence, the new approach is concerned, firstly, with excellence rather than simply competence: in other words, it will not apply (initially at least) to all promotion candidates with teaching responsibilities, but only to those whose case for promotion rests to a significant degree on a claim of excellence in teaching. Secondly, the approach will extend to candidates for personal chairs as well as those applying for senior lectureships (a very important consideration if outstanding achievement is to be given the same recognition in teaching as in research, but one which raises an interesting challenge in those universities where the award of a chair hinges on international academic standing). And thirdly the form which the documentation will take is likely to be a hybrid of the portfolio and the profile. 

The strengths of the teaching portfolio or dossier lie in the opportunity it gives for teaching achievements and expertise to be systematically documented and substantiated—an advantage to candidates and promotion committees alike. Its weakness is its bulk, which will not be relished by members of promotion committees used to quickly sizing up a crisp list of publications and research grants, and which may tempt some candidates to play safe by throwing everything into the pot. With the teaching profile, strengths and weaknesses are reversed: being more concise, it can be more rapidly appraised, but its brevity may mean that too much has to be taken on trust. We are therefore looking for a way of capitalizing on their mutual strengths. 

As Adviser to the University’s Teaching Committee, my role has been not only to brief the Committee generally on a variety of options and their implications, but also to devise a means of resolving some of the conceptual and practical issues raised by existing practices. In addition to those already pinpointed, two issues stand out. One concerns evidence: what might count as evidence of teaching excellence, and what relative importance should different forms of evidence have? 
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Figure 7.1 Proposed framework for submissions 
[image: ]
The second is a question of criteria: in what sense(s) might teaching be adjudged ‘excellent’? 

Evidence of Teaching Excellence 

Whether one looks at the Canadian origins of the portfolio (Canadian Association of University Teachers, 1978), its later U.S. prototypes (see, for example, Seldin, 1991; Edgerton et al., 1991), or a version closer to home(Elton and Partington, 1993), what is strikingly apparent is the very large array of categories and forms of information which university teachers might draw on in assembling a convincing case. In part, this superabundance reflects the immensely diverse collection of activities which we choose to lump together as ‘university teaching’, and in part it reflects too an understandable desire on the part of those advocating portfolios to drive home the message that, potentially at least, there is plenty of evidence waiting to be harvested. Yet however neatly the diversity of sources are set out and categorized, nagging questions remain. 

The first of these is whether each of these various sources of information should be treated as broadly equivalent in importance to one another, and thus carry a similar evidential weighting. Is it valid, for example (whether as a matter of deliberate policy or by default) to treat essentially descriptive material outlining someone’s efforts to assist and advise students on a par with systematic evaluation data from students and colleagues on their teaching expertise? The weight of opinion at Edinburgh was that feedback evidence, anchored to a personal evaluation of the feedback findings, should take precedence over other forms of evidence which had a more obviously supporting function. The guidance on submissions, summarized in figure 7.1, was therefore designed to reflect this. 

The second is whether certain kinds of information really warrant being considered as ‘evidence’ at all. The obvious example is information about a candidate’s course and teaching responsibilities, and the view taken was that, though 
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Figure 7.2 
[image: ]
crucial in arriving at an informed judgment of a candidate’s teaching in its subject and departmental context, this should be regarded as ‘essential background information’ (see figure 7.1) rather than as baseline evidence. 

Criteria of Excellence 

Yet even this stratagem still leaves ‘other supporting evidence’ embracing an array of possibilities that both prospective promotion candidates and promotion committees will find daunting. More fundamentally, it begs the question of what it is that makes for excellence—rather than just competence—in university teaching. And here we held fast to the view that excellence in this setting does not conform to a single ideal but can manifest itself in various ways, depending on the nature of its impact on quality (Hounsell and Day, 1991). Some university teachers, for example, are lone rangers of excellence, making their greatest impact on the quality of their students’ learning, while others may have a telling influence on course or departmental colleagues, or even on developments in the teaching of their subject nationally and internationally. Figure 7.2 illustrates these differences, in the form of the four core criteria we identified. What is also clear is that the kinds of supporting evidence sought are likely to vary, depending on which of the criteria are claimed. Here, for example, are some of the possibilities we identified: 

	
(i)  
	
 Impact on the quality of students’ learning 



	
•  
	
 Consistently high quality of feedback, guidance and supervision skills as manifested in the standards achieved by students in their assessed 
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essays, reports, projects or dissertations (and as endorsed by for example external examiners, assessors or other third parties). 

	
•  
	
 Success in helping at-risk students or in reducing student underachievement, drop-out or failure; comparatively high rates of progression to honours or to postgraduate study. 

	
•  
	
 Career destinations worthy of particular note, 



	
(ii)  
	
 Impact on the quality of courses and programmes of study 



	
•  
	
 Responsibility for designing or developing courses or programmes of study which have had a significant impact. 

	
•  
	
 Demonstrably effective attempts to enhance teaching-learning, assessment or student guidance and support strategies or to devise or improve course handbooks, teaching handouts or study materials. 

	
•  
	
 Noteworthy initiatives to strengthen or extend the development of, for instance, students’ computer literacy, environmental awareness, personal transferable skills, or other qualities or competences of particular relevance to a programme of study and to departmental, faculty or university strategic goals. 



	
(iii)  
	
 Impact on the quality of teaching at departmental, faculty or university level 



	
•  
	
 Notable achievements in a position of responsibility (for example, as a course organizer, year or programme coordinator) or as a particularly active member of a departmental, faculty or university-wide committee, working group or other similar body concerned with curricular, pedagogical or quality assurance matters. 

	
•  
	
 Guidance, mentoring and support of more junior teaching colleagues. 

	
•  
	
 Distinctive contributions to faculty or university workshops and seminars as presenter or group leader. 



	
(iv)  
	
 Impact on the quality of the teaching of the discipline nationally or internationally 



	
•  
	
 Reputation for work in, for example, external examining, quality audit, professional accreditation, quality assessment, consultancy on educational matters in other universities. 

	
•  
	
 Outstanding contributions to a discipline, subject or professional body in the form of, for example, symposium presentations, reports or journal articles on aspects of teaching and learning; R and D projects (for example, with internal or external resourcing) concerned with some aspect of learning, teaching or assessment in the discipline or subject area. 



These core criteria are not intended, it should be stressed, to differentiate absolutely between promotion candidates. An excellent teacher may well be excellent in terms of more than one of the criteria, and would thus gear his or her documentation accordingly. Nonetheless, by specifying core criteria and the kinds of evidence appropriate to each, clearer pathways can be traced through an otherwise dense thicket of possibilities. Figure 7.3 provides a striking illustration of the different 
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Figure 7.3 Supporting evidence 
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paths which might be followed. How manageable these pathways (and the approach of which they form part) will prove to be remains to be seen. In any event, it will be essential to ensure that all those involved—aspiring promotion candidates, their heads of department, and members of promotion committees—are adequately briefed, trained and supported. 
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7.4 The Use of Standard Course Evaluation and a Standard CV 

Haydn Mathias 

I should like to tell you about some of the work we are doing at the University of Southampton on evaluating and recognizing teaching: in particular, the use of a standard academic curriculum vitae and a student course evaluation questionnaire. While what I will outline appears very basic in terms of the more sophisticated academic debate on evaluating teaching, it is a practical reality and has been implemented. Before doing so, I should like to review some of the basic considerations and issues to do with evaluating teaching. I have five key points to make. 

	
(i)  
	
 We do need to distinguish between evaluation for feedback and improvement, and evaluation for assessment. Both serve different purposes and require different approaches. However, we need both. Feedback without assessment, and thereby recognition, is likely to be perceived as teaching lacking value and status. Why should staff bother? Assessment without feedback and means of improvement is likely to be perceived as unhelpful, unfair and limited in value. 

	
(ii)  
	
 Evaluation of teaching is multi-dimensional. It includes context, inputs, processes, outcomes, content and the like. Ideally, it requires multiple sources of evidence and multiple methods of data collection, used together, to give conclusions credibility and confidence. This is more ideal than reality, but we can strive towards a comprehensive approach while bearing in mind resource implications. 

	
(iii)  
	
 Judgments about teaching performance should be based upon those factors under the control of the teacher. In other words, you have to take into account contextual features not under their control, such as timetabling and teaching room allocation. 

	
(iv)  
	
 Qualitative judgments are involved. We need informed professional judgments based upon the evidence available rather than a mechanistic formula. Teaching is an imprecise and complex activity. 

	
(v)  
	
 Finally, evaluation procedures need to be economical of resources and time. Staff are under more and more pressure from the demands of research and increasing student numbers. We have to be realistic about what can be achieved under these circumstances. 



Now I should like to outline two specific methods we have in place to evaluate and recognize teaching performance. The first is the student questionnaire. All 
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departments are required to evaluate courses (i.e. modules) on an annual basis. Part of this process involves polling student opinion using a questionnaire. We offer departments a standard questionnaire which they can modify if they wish. The standard questionnaire can be machine read using an optical mark reader which can save considerable time in analyzing results. Alternatively, a department can devise its own questionnaire as long as it contains two compulsory questions to allow summative comparisons over courses and teachers. These are: (a) overall, how would you rate this course?; and (b) overall, how would you rate the lecturer? These two questions were chosen specifically from a review of the literature as offering reliable, global and summative measures of student satisfaction. They have little feedback value and are not meant to. Although departments are required to use a student course evaluation questionnaire, they are also expected to use other sources of evidence (for example, staff-student liaison committees, comments from tutors and lecturers, course documentation, etc.) as a basis for an evaluation report for feedback to the lecturer and department. Improvements and changes, together with follow-up action, are also expected to be incorporated in the report. These in turn would be evaluated in the following year’s course evaluation. So both improvement and judgment are built into the process of evaluation. 

The second means we use for recording teaching activity is the University’s standard curriculum vitae (CV) which all academic staff are required to maintain. The standard CV originated from our departmental assessment activities. We wanted a standard format for recording individual academic staff activities (teaching, research and contributions to the University and the community) so that individual profiles could be more easily compared. The concept of the standard CV was then developed as a personal database which could be used in a variety of University processes such as appraisal, promotion, staff development, compiling publications listings, etc. There is a teaching section of the CV in which staff record the following information: 

	
(a)  
	
 Teaching responsibilities for the last two years in tabular form which includes details for each year of: modules taught; type of student, level of study and numbers; contact hours overall and the lecturer’s contribution; teaching and assessment responsibilities; course evaluation questionnaire ratings—the mean value of the two compulsory questions; and any additional qualifying and contextual comments. 

	
(b)  
	
 Summary of teaching responsibilities in the previous two years (i.e. previous to the last two years). 



Other information sought on teaching recorded in other sections of the CV includes: 

	
(c)  
	
 Postgraduate supervision—number of students, type of research degree, etc. 

	
(d)  
	
 Publications specifically related to teaching. 

	
(d)  
	
 Research grants specifically related to teaching. 

	
(e)  
	
 Staff development activities specifically related to teaching, 

	
(f)  
	
 Administrative functions specifically related to teaching. 
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While much of this information is descriptive, it does provide evidence in a systematic form of teaching and teaching-related activity. This, in itself, is an achievement within an institution, and all academic staff maintain the CV and not just those applying for promotion, etc. Thus an important common basis for recording core teaching information has been established which can be usefully built upon in the future. 

We are now beginning to link the CV in a more explicit way to promotion and other career advancement procedures. Whereas before the information requested about teaching on advancement forms was fairly open-ended and provided a wide variability of quality and usefulness of information, now we can begin to request much more specific and evaluative information in the knowledge that systematically-recorded data is available on the CV. This provides a much more reliable basis for evaluating teaching quality and sends a signal to staff that teaching is important and is explicitly taken into account in promotions decisions and the like. 

While the initiatives I have outlined appear fairly basic, they are important core measures in effect throughout the University which have been accepted as standard practice. On top of these, many departments have gone further in obtaining a wider range of evidence on teaching performance and in developing their teaching quality systems. More subtly, the student questionnaire and CV are stimulating discussion and debate about how to measure teaching quality and performance, and are also stimulating departments to find ways to extend the range of evidence required to make more reliable and comprehensive judgments about teaching. It is also engendering a greater sense of ownership and responsibility by departments over the means of evaluating teaching. As such, these relatively mild central initiatives have provided an important catalyst for more significant developments in the future which do not simply rely on a heavy top-down edicts. One of the important future challenges will be to ensure that there is some visible pay-off for staff who put effort and thought into teaching in terms of the institutional rewards system. 
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7.5 Course Innovation: Benefits and Risks 

Roy Haines-Young 

I would like to talk to you about something entirely different. I wondered, when invited, why the experience of geography should be useful to such a mixed gathering such as this. Then a quotation I saw this morning reminded me, because it has been said not only that ‘Those who can, do, those who can’t, teach’, but also that Those who can’t teach, teach geography’. So I hope I can try and dissolve some of those myths. I want to talk to you about a piece of course innovation and try to use it to reflect on this notion of profiles which I found new and quite interesting, and this idea of portfolios, because I think it would have helped me certainly in my recent experience. 

First let us put some rhetoric onto overheads. We have just finished our HEFCE return: I discover that all along that we have had aims and objectives. This provides the post-hoc rationalization for what I have been doing for the last ‘n’ years. We are meant to link teaching and research, and extend this to the research frontier; we are meant to equip students with transferable skills—you have heard it all before. We must produce teaching methods relevant to the subject matter that are student-centred, student-paced, and must employ a wide range of assessment and delivery techniques. The crunch comes of course in terms of how you do it. I am appointed to teach ecology to geographers—how do we provide an environmental education that is both relevant to society’s needs and develop these transferable skills that are tremendously important. Now I came to this question five or so years ago, having taught by fairly traditional means, particularly at second year level, realizing that the traditional lecture-based course simply was not achieving terribly much, particularly with second year students. Most of them went on to do other things: accountancy, bank managers, software. They needed to know about the greenhouse effect, but really had very little need to know the detailed mechanism. I asked myself what was I really trying to convey in this education about the environment? What skills could they take forward? I tried then to develop these more student-centred approaches and based it around the concept of the environmental audit. 

Organizations across the spectrum are increasingly having to take into account the environmental implications of what they do—whether you are a bank, a chemical firm, or a computer manufacturer. Clearly, an awareness of the environment involves people being aware of the environmental context in which what they do matters. So using the notion of an environmental audit, I tried to build a course that asks students simply to do two things. They apply the environmental audit concept to their own university, and they are asked to examine the case critically 
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for an environmental audit of an institution of higher education in the 1990s. And it involves them looking at issues, of course, like using resources and energy, but going on to the management of campus as an urban greenspace, through to the role of environmental education in the curriculum. Is it like IT? Should it be taught to everybody? Is it a specialist subject that only needs to be taught to some? Environmental auditing in the local context. So then, using the concept, we ask them to go on and look at UK countryside policy and really try to audit that. What is it trying to achieve? Why is it directed in the particular way it is .being directed? Well, of course, now we have aims and objectives, how are those aims and objectives actually achieved? As I said at the outset, it is a student-centred approach, it is a second year module—twelve hours, contact hours, two hours or so outside each lecture, it consists of an amalgam of setting the issues, small group discussions, a few short lectures/briefing sessions, and individual research. In order to support this they need to draw on a wide range of resources—we have been forced down the avenue of developing a multi-media database to draw on. And at the outcome of this they produce some individual reports on those two aspects. We can go into more details of the delivery at some other stage, but we get the idea: it is very much student-centred. 

Well of course, the $64,000 question is were the aims and objectives actually achieved? On the face of things, one can make a case—we can go back to those statements, aims and objectives. OK we have got teaching that goes to the research frontier, the IT resources that we use have been directly imported from my research, students have direct access to the problems that real policy people are addressing. The course is student-centred, it employs a fairly wide range of skills—IT skills, discussion skills, critical evaluations, and so on. And it certainly broadened in our department the range of teaching assessment style. But what about the customers—did they like it? Well, despite the problems of student feedback,—I must say about fifty students took the course last year—90 per cent felt that it encouraged them to use their own initiative and, compared to other courses at second year level, it put more of the onus on them to learn. 70 per cent felt it was more demanding than other courses. 80 per cent would do it again. So again we see, we are getting somewhere. But then I asked the question, ‘How much of the course do you think should be taught in this way?’ Seventy per cent thought that one module in the second year should be taught in this way. Only 7 per cent felt about half the course. So they thought it was more demanding, but they certainly were flagging the idea that it should be very much contained in the course. We certainly should not go across at the modular level to these student-based approaches without careful thought. So this may say something about the balance between different teaching styles. 

But what about the academic? What of me? Well I did the questionnaire for myself. The course took up about 20 per cent of my contact hours, and I probably could not sustain more than two courses like this in what I do. Certainly I probably should not be allowed to sustain more than two, because if I look at this course it has been expensive to develop and it is expensive to sustain. We had an enterprise grant initially, found that students could not get access to the resources they need 
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quickly enough, and got a further grant from the Teaching and Learning Technology initiatives to develop the multi-media device to deliver it more rapidly. If you are going to encourage critical skills, you have got to let students browse, you need lots of material, and if they are going to browse in a second year module of only 12 hours they have got to do it quickly, so you need things like IT resources to keep it going. So it is expensive to develop and maintain. My last thoughts on this are these: that firstly the feedback on the experience I have had is that the balance between the student-centred and traditional approach needs to be looked at very carefully. If it is a small but nevertheless important element then it seems to imply that all academics cannot innovate like this in an ad hoc way. The department has to take some sort of control of it, and this is where the teaching profiles come in. It seems to imply to me the need for team teaching, and this may bring out this sort of mentor approach—I can certainly involve my research teams in this, in a way I could not involve them in lecture-based delivery. And it seems to imply a much more integrated view of how things are taught, who teaches it, and the sort of balance between lecturing styles across the whole curriculum. And certainly I have had experience with this in my department over the last ten years. So I would certainly welcome this business of teaching profiles in order to rationalize, put this in context, and take an overview within a department of what is going on and where. 




  
  page_83
  



  Page 83


8
Quality Assurance at MacQuarie University 

Alan Lindsay 

The National Quality Assurance Program in Australia 

In Australia, the Federal government plays a dominant role in higher education. While the government had been steadily accumulating power over higher education institutions since the 1950s, a stepwise changed occurred in 1988, when the government initiated sweeping changes to the role and structure of the higher education system. The twenty-five-year-old binary system of universities and colleges of advanced education was replaced by a ‘unified national system’ comprising some thirty-five consolidated institutions, mostly formed by joining the colleges of advanced education to existing universities, or to each other to form new universities. Within the new unified system, institutions operate on the basis of specific missions agreed to, and funded by, the Federal government. The major objective of the government’s reform agenda was the closer alignment of the universities to national economic goals. Stronger institutional management processes were identified as the key to achieving the government’s objectives, and strategic planning, performance monitoring, and review were nominated as critical components of the government’s relationship with institutions. 

In 1991 the Minister for Education (Baldwin, 1991) announced a major policy initiative on institutional performance review and quality assurance. This initiative has led to a system-wide quality assurance program in which a national committee makes judgments about the outcomes and quality assurance processes of the universities and places them in ‘quality’ groupings which attract various levels of ‘reward’ funding. With the introduction of this national program, Australian universities have been vigorously pursuing a more systematic, comprehensive and explicit approach to monitoring and demonstrating quality. The national program had become the major force shaping quality assurance activities in Australian universities. 

The principal task of the national Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (CQAHE) is to ‘conduct quality reviews of higher education institutions’ with the objective of maintaining and enhancing the quality of Australian higher education through recognizing and rewarding effective quality assurance policies and practices and excellent outcomes in universities. The excellence of outcomes is assessed in several ways: against institutional missions; against the goals of the Australian higher education system and the attributes of graduates as formulated by 
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the government’s major advisory body; and in terms of the national and international impact of research. 

In its first year of operation, the national quality committee set out to review institutional quality assurance processes and the excellence of institutional outcomes across the full breadth of university roles of teaching, research and service. Universities were asked to submit a twenty-page portfolio reviewing quality assurance processes and the excellence of outcomes and containing an outline of the institution’s context, including its mission, objectives, governance, organizational and management structures. Several specific questions were also posed by the Committee:    

What quality assurance policies and practices does the institution have in place or is developing? 

How effective are these? 

How does the institution judge the quality of its outcomes? In what areas and in what ways are the outcomes excellent? 

What are the institution’s priorities for improvement? 

Each institution was then subjected to a one-day visit by a small audit panel which tested the accuracy of the portfolio and obtained further information to assist the Committee’s judgments. The panel drafted the report which was used to determine each institution’s share of the ‘reward’ funding of $76m. In the event, while every institution received some funding, 43 per cent of the funding went to the top six of the thirty-six institutions. 

The Experience at MacQuarie 

Founded in the 1960s, Macquarie University was an autonomous institution from the start. It used this freedom to develop an approach and organization quite different from the other two Sydney universities. Macquarie pioneered the use by Australian universities of semester-length course units, the credit-point system, and a unified, university-wide schedule of course units. Macquarie did not adopt the familiar organization into faculties but chose instead a single integrated body of schools, now fourteen in number. This structure allowed both breadth and specialization, and study outside traditional discipline groupings was encouraged. In keeping with its motto of ‘and gladly teche’, Macquarie emphasized teaching as a scholarly activity and sought the active involvement of students through small group teaching and continuous assessment. Accessibility has always been an important goal, and Macquarie’s general approach to teaching, together with the wide range of subjects available through part-time and external study, attracted students whose needs were not well served by the more traditional institutions, particularly mature age students. 
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Macquarie now has almost 16,000 students with 23 per cent studying at postgraduate level. The pattern of enrolments is: economics/finance/management, 4000; sciences, 3800; humanities/law, 3700: education, 2100; and behavioural sciences, 2100. There are about 900 staff involved in teaching and research, and about 900 support staff. Macquarie has also developed into a major research university, with more than $A21 million in external research grants annually. In comparative terms, Macquarie ranks about eighth overall in attracting competitive research grants, and third on a per capita basis. The total University operating budget is about $A150 million. 

Primary responsibility for quality assurance at Macquarie is shared between the schools and University-level committees and senior managers according to Macquarie’s general principles of governance—an integrated body of fourteen schools coordinated by University-wide committees and the senior executive and responsible to the Academic Senate and the Vice-Chancellor. The two main University committees with specific responsibilities for quality assurance are the Research Committee and the Education and Teaching Quality Committee. In addition, the University’s teaching programs are subject to the oversight of several university-wide committees, including the Academic Senate itself, to ensure consistency, maintenance of standards and equity to students. The major committees involved are the Academic Program Committee, which approves and monitors new courses and units and the overall Schedule of Units, and the Postgraduate and Undergraduate Studies Committees, which oversee developments in their own areas of responsibility. At school level, each school also has a specific committee which coordinates its quality assurance activities. In addition, all University and school committees, and all staff, have responsibilities for quality assurance in their own areas of activity. 

The University’s quality assurance procedures are designed to support the implementation of the University’s Mission and Strategic Plain. The Research and Teaching Management Plans provide the task and implementation statements for the pursuit of excellence and the monitoring and continuous improvement of performance. The procedures in place to assure quality are specified in these plans and the associated school-level documents. All areas of the University are subject to a cycle of regular reviews. The initial round of school reviews has been followed by targeted reviews of teaching and support in selected areas, levels and disciplines. These reviews involve an internal self-evaluation and a Review Committee which includes members from outside the University. Staff appointment, tenure and promotion decisions involve rigorous peer review processes using University-wide committees and fully documented criteria and procedures. As well as University-wide criteria for each grade, each discipline group has prepared a ‘discipline profile’ of the specific requirements, expectations and performance levels for staff at each grade. Academic staff participate in the University staff appraisal scheme on a regular three-yearly cycle. Staff on probation are formally assessed on an annual basis. A rolling three-year projection of the student load profile is monitored annually by the Academic Policy and Planning Committee, and adjustments made according to strategic initiatives, government policies, and student demand. The combination of devolved management responsibility and University-level decision 
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making and monitoring ensure that the allocation of resources is appropriate for the student load and research profile of each school and discipline. The University’s performance against its equal employment opportunity policy is monitored by the Equal Opportunity Committee and Office. The Academic Senate regularly reviews its committee structure to ensure its effectiveness and efficiency. Reports of reviews of performance within the University are contained in the annual report, the research report, and the specific purpose reports resulting from area and discipline reviews. 

Students receive academic advice on an individual basis to ensure their programs are well-structured and coherent. Students’ programs are reviewed each year in the light of past achievement and future directions. Approval is required for all changes. The student enrolment and advising procedures are monitored by the Working Party on Advising and Enrolment. Recommendations for student grades are reviewed at the subject-area and school levels and approved by Academic Senate after scrutiny of University-wide standards and comparability. Guidelines on expected grade distributions are issued for each course unit based on the previous academic performance of the students enroled in the unit. There is a formal process through which students can appeal against grade determinations. The University-wide Undergraduate Studies Committee monitors all developments in programs and addresses matters relating to student progress to ensure fairness and maintenance of standards. Admissions to the honours year are recommended by schools but approved and monitored for comparability by the Undergraduate Studies Committee. The Postgraduate Studies Committee is also a University-wide committee which approves and monitors standards and comparability of programs at the postgraduate level. The schedule of course units is approved and monitored centrally by the Academic Program Committee to ensure the overall pattern is appropriate and requirements across schools are comparable. There is a well-developed formal student evaluation of teaching system which provides independently certified assessments and feedback on teaching, operated by the Centre for Higher Education and Professional Development. Some 20,000 student feedback questionnaires are administered annually. The Centre also offers an advisory and support service for course (degree program) evaluations in schools. In addition, many staff, subject groups and schools use internal methods of collecting student feedback. All schools obtain advice and feedback from external stakeholders through advisory committees and consultative mechanisms. The enhancement of teaching is encouraged by an extensive series of programs from the Centre for Higher Education and Professional Development, including teaching workshops, teaching skill enhancement grants, teaching development grants, and quality assurance project grants. There is an extensive range of student support services, including writing and numeracy skills programs, a Centre for Open Education (formerly Centre for Evening and External Studies), and the Office of the Dean of Students. The quality of provision is monitored through student feedback and other performance indicators by the Access and Equity Committee chaired by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Academic). Performance against equity targets is also monitored by this Committee. Student participation in school and University-level committees is built into all decision making processes, except the determination of student grades. 
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The University has a carefully conceived Research Management Plan which aims to produce quality research initiatives and outcomes through the coordinating activities of the Research Committee and the Research Management Unit. The Research Committee is a small but University-wide committee which oversees the development and implementation of research policies and strategies. All University research funds are allocated competitively by the Research Committee on the basis of the excellence of the proposal and the track-record of the researchers. Judgments on research proposals and performance are made through external and internal peer review processes. There are also special schemes to support University priorities such as grants to promising new researchers and major research teams. These are all awarded competitively within the category. Rigorous guidelines for approval of new research centres are applied by the Academic Senate and a review of continuation is undertaken every three or five years (depending on nature of the centre). The Research Management Unit assists researchers in grant preparation and assures the quality of all grant applications leaving the University. The Research Committee, both independently and in collaboration with the Centre for Higher Education and Professional Development, provides a range of quality enhancement and assurance activities for schools, disciplines, and individual staff. The research goals and performance of each staff member are reviewed through the staff appraisal scheme in a three-year cycle. The research goals and performance of each discipline and school are monitored through a University research database and reported through the annual research report. 
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9
Successfully Creating a Customer Focused Culture Throughout Your Organization and Effectively Managing the Change 

Colin M.Livingstone and Wayne M.Phillips 

The successful creation of a customer-focused culture within any organization is usually driven by lost business, the losing of market share, the threat of competition, or market testing. In other words, something focuses the organization’s mind on the fact that strong action is required to address a downward trend. It is interesting however to note that most organizations do not look at influencing factors such as leadership or employee morale which can have a direct effect in creating the customer-focused culture. To change that culture, and effectively manage the change, requires a structured approach with a clear vision being set from the top. It includes empowering your employees and communicating in as many ways as possible to ensure the message is getting through. Again one of the things that is sometimes missed in all of this change management is listening to your employees and looking out for the good ideas that can come from them. 

In IBM we are no different from any other organization in that we have experienced major trauma over recent years moving from record profits to a record loss and now through using quality as a vehicle for change we are seeing increasing evidence of a cultural turnaround in a very high focus on creating the environment of, ‘Think Customer, Capture The Future’. Quality has been with the organization for some time but, in recent years, use of the Malcolm Baldrige methodology has helped us integrate quality into the business and in essence has given us a business model with which to work. The company has been through a major reengineering process throughout which it has never lost sight of the need to keep everyone focused totally on the customer and to ensure the well-being of our employees. 

Just like the ostrich with its head buried in the sand, there are, unfortunately a number of people who try to ignore change. They come up with things like, ‘Why should I change? Management doesn’t.’ or ‘It doesn’t affect me.’ Sometimes with some justification, however, they will say, ‘We have heard it all before’, or ‘Here we go again…another quick fix’. I have even heard people say to me, ‘We don’t have customers’…now that is really worrying! 

Sir John Harvey-Jones, that well known management consultant, was the man who said, ‘It has to be possible to dream and speak the unthinkable, for the only thing we do know is that we shall not know what tomorrow’s world will be like. 
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It will have changed more than even the most outrageous thinking is likely to encompass.’ Both inside and outside IBM we tried to get people to interpret those words to mean that we must all remove the blinkers and never assume we know best, that irrespective of what we believe, our customer set will have moved on and unless we have a process of understanding their needs and wants and determining their satisfaction then we have a problem. 

So how do you create a customer focused culture and how do you manage the change? With difficulty, is the easy and flippant answer. However let us see what can be done. In creating a customer focused culture you need within the organization clear executive sponsorship and commitment. One of the better American phrases is ‘to walk the talk’ and that is exactly what is required of senior management. How often do you see around a business beautiful charts on the need to promote customer satisfaction and how important the customer is and yet, when you test it with the employees, there is little substance. It starts with a clear vision of what the organization is trying to achieve and how you will get there; how you will measure your employees and tell them how they are performing. 

It is always interesting to ask the question, who are your customers? You should go back and try a simple exercise at your next departmental or unit meeting and ask the staff that question. It usually starts off very slowly, with very broad generalizing, and then when the brainstorming really gets moving you start to determine two very clear sets of customers: external and internal. With external customers you then have the job of segmentation, which poses another interesting question—what criteria do you use to determine it? With internal customers there is suddenly the realization that these people are part of your organization and consequently you have the opportunity to resolve issues and adopt best practice—all for the benefit of the external customer. 

Once you have clear leadership with an understood vision for the organization and you understand who your customers are and can determine their needs and wants, you are then in a position to set critical success factors and put in place key measurements. At that point you are in a good position to identify the relevant business processes that might benefit from the closed loop of continuous improvement. These processes clearly should be focused on the customer and by going through the cycle that I have suggested, you will find that you will get much more focused on having true business processes with added customer value. To have completed this you will have involved employees and they will clearly see an organization and a management team focused on the customer. When they see a clear move towards improving customer satisfaction, I suggest that it is at this point that you will see the cultural change you are looking for. 

It is important to have well motivated employees. That is perhaps stating the obvious, however, to create this customer-focused culture throughout the organization you need all of your staff thinking ‘customer’. This can be achieved by the use of incentives in a marketing organization, by recognizing achievement, by encouragement of suggestions to improve customer satisfaction or by career development management within the organization. You need to have the management team as role models and communicate to all employees that they can impact the customer. 
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It is not only the customer-facing employee who can influence customer satisfaction but indeed staff in finance, reprographics, billing, administration etc. They interface with the customer-facing employee and therefore unless you have a culture of thinking ‘customer’ then the internal bureaucracy can take over. This very clearly has an adverse impact on the external customer. It is therefore important to conduct employee opinion surveys to ensure as a management team that you are aware of morale at any given time. It is an example of what I term an organizational issue that can have a direct bearing on Customer Satisfaction. 

I mentioned measurement earlier and let me reiterate how important it is to measure the satisfaction of your customer set. This can be done in many different ways. It is equally important to measure your financial imperatives and to look at the win/loss rate, market share trends etc. You measure what is important to run your business or organization and nothing else. I have seen organizations who tend to measure everything that moves and all I can say is that it deflects from customer satisfaction. 

A successful organization is one that has mastered the technique of listening to its customers and taking action thereafter. It is the organization that listens to its employees and implements change for the benefit of the customer. I mentioned earlier that there were many ways of measuring customer satisfaction and the one constant in all of them is listening and understanding what your customer set is telling you. Then it is having the process within the organization to take that data and analyze it, before implementing whatever change you think appropriate. You will, like me, receive many surveys through the post which you might well fill in. Having filled them in how often do you receive any feedback on what was found, what has changed? My point, a simple one, is that it is easy to survey but it is more difficult to listen and understand and then to act upon what you hear. 

Now that you have created a customer focused culture, how do you manage the change within the organization? Communication is probably the hardest single thing in an organization to fix because it is a vast area and yet it is critical to any change management. I would suggest that you require a communications plan on what regular communication is expected. You need the management team to be role models in owning communication for their people and ensuring its upward/ downward flow. Company newspapers, noticeboards, electronic mail, video are all effective means of communication and in all probability a mixture of this list is about right. When you communicate, do not forget the customer as you will be amazed how some of the internal change filters through to them. In many ways you can use it to your advantage by telling the customer why you are making changes. We are all customers of each other and I am sure you appreciate honesty—I do. It is important when communicating that you tell people why change is necessary. This very much comes back to executive leadership and all I will say is that it remains an issue with management in the UK that we seem to fail in this area. Another good way of helping in this process is to use measurement and trend data. It can be used in support of why change was necessary in the first instance or indeed to demonstrate the benefits of change. 

Let us now turn to empowerment. This is probably the most abused word 
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in the English language at the moment. It is not about the abdication of one’s responsibilities but about authorizing people to make decisions within a framework. Customers are more demanding and competitors now deliver more, sometimes faster and better than you. You need to be able to respond and empowerment can help you. John Akers, a former Chief Executive of IBM said, ‘Quality starts with making customer satisfaction an obsession and empowering our people to use their creative energy to satisfy and delight their customers.’ Jan Carlzon, formerly of SAS said, If my people have to go up the organizational chain of command for a decision on an individual problem, then those fifteen golden seconds will elapse without a response and we will have lost an opportunity to earn a loyal customer.’ Empowerment is not about throwing out the rule book or having the freedom to redefine the organization’s objectives. It is not about bypassing everyone who says ‘No’. It is about working independently, as part of the organization’s team, towards common objectives. It is an enabler, therefore it is more motivational and it is an earned privilege, it is not a given right. 

In managing change there must be a recognition of doing things better. One of the first things that can be done within the organization is to look for best practice or best of breed. In that way you are giving the customer the best possible way of doing something. You must then look at the outside world and establish how others might perform the same task. When you have completed this, you should benchmark against other organizations to see if you can continue to improve your own processes. All of this has a positive impact on the customers and indeed on the employees. I spoke earlier about determining customer requirements and it is something that many organizations do not do. You might well have a scenario today where you understand what your customer wants and you believe you provide this service. While that is good, there must be a strategic goal to understand what the customer’s future requirements might be. You might also want to look at future requirements in your market place and the requirements of your competitors customers. You might also want to look at a scenario of political changes within the country and any impact that might have on requirements. In many top organizations this piece of work is done and it is an important part of the change culture in creating a truly customer focused environment. 

IBM has learned many lessons in creating this culture and continues to do so. One of the key lessons we have learned is to use incentives and recognition wisely. If we are truly customer driven then we must focus the rewards in that direction and measure the contribution individuals make to the organization. In other words, do not just measure by objectives but look at the contribution the individual has made. Invite customers to your organization, they don’t bite. Use quality as a vehicle for change and quality improvement projects as a way of harnessing the employees. Establish sound business processes which are customer focused and continuously look to improve them. 

In summary, I would say that a clear direction and goals are required with committed leadership. You need well motivated employees and you must start on the journey of winning their hearts and minds towards your customer focused culture. Revisit your processes and ensure they are truly customer focused and not 
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internally driven. Finally, look to improve the communication within the organization and when you have done so start again. Remember, customers are all about survival for most of us. People demand a certain level of quality and it is up to you and I to ensure that they get it. 
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10
The Individual and the Institution: Quality Management in Higher Education 

Bob Aylett and Derek Hilyer 

Introduction 

The theme of this volume is the profiling of individuals, but this has to be set in the context of the quality aims and practices of the institutions in which they work, as a number of contributors have indicated. 

All universities are having to respond to pressures on them requiring the implementation of radical changes designed to improve the quality of their provision; and at the same time they are having to make more efficient use of their resources to increase the quantity of that provision. In the past, few inside the system questioned whether universities were providing a good service and whether public money was well spent: this was assumed to be the case. Institutions were autonomous and proud of their standards and traditions. The percentage of the population exposed to a university education was, and still remains, relatively small. It is no longer intended, however, that an elite group should enjoy part of the national wealth without any questions being asked of them, and without their having to demonstrate their accountability. The need to have a better educated workforce for the twenty-first century has been recognized, and this has led, particularly in the 1990s, to increasing the availability of degree level study. At the same time, the pressure within society for all institutions (public and private) to be more open and accountable in their actions, together with the pressures on limited resources, has meant that the expansion in higher education has had to be monitored (and to be seen to be monitored) to ensure that quality remains at an acceptable level. 

The Jarratt Report (CVCP, 1985) set out the type of efficiencies which universities should seek; but the removal of the distinction between the old universities and the polytechnics has highlighted the need to develop mechanisms for recognizing quality and demonstrating sensible quality comparisons between institutions and across the sector as a whole. Ultimately, universities are threatened with more leagues and tables to differentiate institutions, and funding and student choice will favour those institutions which can clearly demonstrate quality and value, real or apparent. 

Many of the present staff in universities have not been used to external questioning and appraising of their individual contribution to the teaching and learning process, although those involved in research have been used to peer assessment, 




  
  page_94
  



  Page 94


competition for research council funds and publishers’ favour, and to the need to satisfy industry, commerce and the public sector as employers and as potential investors in research activity. To maintain its tradition of quality the higher education system has depended upon professional self-respect and peer recognition, as distinct from overt signs such as reward packages. 

Universities are now expected to formalize the measures of quality for all aspects of institutional life, and both institutions and individuals are rightly concerned to ensure that value-added and other quality outputs, particularly in the realm of teaching and learning, are properly recognized. At the same time there are other changes operating in the university sector—a limiting of resource has meant a change in the way material is presented and learning takes place. Students themselves are different from those previously entering universities. They do need greater help with the development of their learning skills, partly because of worsening student staff ratios, to some extent because of the increasing number of students without ‘A’ level qualifications, but also because there is so much more information to be absorbed, and so many ways to absorb it. Change is necessary, but it is equally necessary to demonstrate that change leads to maintaining or enhancing standards of education. A major difficulty is that of agreeing a common view of the purpose of education which would lead to a generally accepted set of performance indicators. The need to establish such indicators became urgent, in the face of the HEFCE’s teaching quality assessment exercise, and for many remains a serious problem. 

Given the developments outlined above, it is an appropriate time for institutions to take stock of themselves using a wider perspective, stepping back from the detailed analysis or audit of their myriad academic operations to consider whether a different and all-embracing management philosophy (and, consequently, structure) might not offer a better way forward to the twenty-first century. This way forward would need to recognize the needs and aims of the institution as a whole and those of its individual members of staff: these, ideally, should be compatible if the corporate mission is reflected at departmental level, and if members of each department are in broad agreement over its aims. 

There would seem to be three developments pushing institutions towards such a comprehensive reevaluation: 

the HEFCE’s teaching quality assessment and the HEQC’s academic audit both, in their differing ways, concentrate on the procedures necessary to enable individuals and course teams to provide high quality teaching and high-quality learning opportunities; 

the movement in many institutions towards devolving to departments the responsibility for attracting and spending funds shifts the locus for initiative and control nearer to that for the design and provision of courses and therefore shifts to individuals’ responsibility for and ownership of quality; 

management thinking in industry is moving away from the mechanistic systems approach towards a concentration on individuals being encouraged and 
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enabled to take responsibility for the quality of their own work and that of the teams in which they work. 

Academic Audit 

The CVCP recognized in the late 1980s that if the universities did not formalize a process of monitoring themselves then a potentially unfriendly system would be imposed. The Academic Audit Unit was established, now subsumed under the Higher Education Quality Council. 

In most cases where the Academic Audit Unit has reported, the recognition of the development of an institution’s objectives in relation to teaching and learning was coupled with concern that these objectives should be more fully adopted throughout the institution, both amongst teachers and non-teaching staff. For example: ‘the importance which the university places on the quality of its teaching is most clearly reflected in the challenging list of objectives in this area which it has set for itself. The extent to which this institutional endeavour is indicative of a pervasive, self-critical and reflective professionalism among the whole body of the academic staff is not, of course, easy to judge’ (although, in this case, ‘the audit team did gain an impression of a widespread and serious commitment, on the part of the members of the academic staff which it met, to provide high quality educational opportunities for the students’). At another university ‘senior staff recognize that their recent activities in this area require some changes of attitudes with the university, in particular a renewed acknowledgement of the value of systematic approaches to quality and its evaluation. It may take time for these changes to permeate the institution’. Again, ‘the fact that structures and mechanisms have been, and are being, systematically introduced is testimony to the awareness of quality assurance and quality control issues at senior management level throughout the university. But it is difficult to judge how widespread within the university is the level of alertness to such issues. In spreading an internal culture of awareness of quality issues, it is important that the university addresses the question of how best to communicate its commitment and procedures to all staff and students’. 

The reports highlighted the impact the audit initiative had had on nearly all aspects of institutional activity. Whilst they indicated the need to make explicit recognition of teaching quality in reviewing activities or contemplating change in any area of college life (rather, for instance, than concentrating on financial considerations, administrative efficiency, image, staff relations etc.), they showed that a more global quality management approach, if properly adopted, would be of use to institutions in adapting to changing conditions. 

Lessons learned from the audits conducted between April 1991 and 1994 are set out in the HEQC document Learning from Audit (1994a). In his introduction Peter Williams, the Director of Quality Assurance, refers to the development both of formal quality mechanisms (with the new universities having the advantage of the head start of inherited CNAA procedures and habits) and of the support given to members of staff to respond to the new demands being placed on them. Thus 
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(paragraph 16) he points to the ‘widespread development of programme approval and review procedures in the ‘‘old” universities. Until the publication of the CVCP codes of practice on academic standards in the mid- and late-1980s, these procedures were the exception rather than the rule (but not so in ex-CNAA institutions). Now, very few institutions do not have some formal and generally extensive scrutiny process’. In paragraph 17, however, he discusses the changes taking place in the actual delivery of teaching, where, ‘in some critical area, such as teaching innovation, staff development and training, and assessment methods, the money, and especially, the time which are needed to encourage new and better ways of doing things have not been forthcoming…So long as staff development remains comparatively unregarded and lacking in the status it needs to make itself a fully effective force, it is not clear that the necessary improvements will occur’. 

Quality Management in Universities 

One of the main thrusts of quality audit for individual academic staff has been the much more clearly defined location of responsibility for ensuring quality at the level of provision: ‘programme monitors’ or their equivalent may be junior members of the teaching staff, but they are charged with working in teams on the tasks of designing and delivering the course, of monitoring its effectiveness, and of responding to student appreciation of the course as expressed in feedback questionnaires and regular staff-student meetings. Such changes have required a change in ethos from that in which the centre imposes direction, through the bureaucratic and 

committee hierarchies, to one in which senior officers and a few committees (pace Jarrett) enable individuals and teams to take responsibility, within generally agreed procedures and standards. At the same time emphasis on quality is bringing out the crucial role played by administrative, library, computing, technical and other staff in contributing directly to the learning experience as distinct from being there to support others. 

At Goldsmiths College the mechanisms for monitoring this relocation of responsibility for quality have included, in addition to the normal process of individual appraisal, the formal periodic review of each academic (and, indeed, support) department. This system of departmental review, based on peer assessment of a self-evaluation by the department concerned, and covering teaching, research, and administrative matters, was indeed commended by the HEQC when the College was audited in October 1993, and is outlined in the HEQC’s Guidelines on Quality Assurance (1994b). 

Devolution of responsibility for the expenditure and earning of funds away from the centre is designed to give power and responsibility to those actually undertaking teaching and research. Devolution makes clear the relationship within each department between the following elements: student recruitment, teaching quality and research quality; the income accruing as a result of those (and other) activities; the resources available and the choice to utilize those resources to further the objectives of the unit and to secure future solvency. To be effective, this movement requires 
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the close involvement of all staff in any difficult decision-making which might prove necessary. 

Quality Management in Industry 

The emphasis in progressive industrial and management thinking mirrors Japanese attitudes in concentrating on the quality of service; it places emphasis on mechanisms for judging quality, on self- and peer evaluation of staff, and on listening to customer opinion; it stresses the importance of measuring the perceived quality of provision and of monitoring changes made in response to that perception; it locates responsibility for quality as near to the provision of service as possible; it sees management’s role as enabling staff to improve quality rather than enforcing standards. 

This reflects what might be seen as an appropriate attitude towards quality management in the public sector as well (and particularly in higher education) and represents a welcome development, particularly when compared with attempts to impose dirigiste macho-management techniques which could only have been appropriate to the industrial and commercial processes and have in the late twentieth century been seen to serve ill the economies of Western Europe and America. 

Ways Forward 

If the truth of this analysis is recognized, there is a number of options available to the institutions, and some of these are listed below. However, if they choose to introduce formally defined quality management mechanisms it would be folly to do so without respecting and retaining what has traditionally been the core of institutional quality practice, namely the professional, value-based tradition of university teachers. Self-assessment, peer-assessment and portfolio building are the concerns of this volume and they are inevitably based in that traditional value system and should remain so based. 

There will, of course, be cost: at the institutional level to fund staff development and training; for the department to find time to enable staff to participate, which would otherwise be devoted to teaching and research; and in the case of individual staff members there will be the strains involved in reassessing and collaboratively redefining their roles. In certain cases more senior staff will need to come to terms with the relinquishing of direct authority, which will be replaced by a duty to advise and encourage staff and to facilitate their embracing of new responsibilities. 

Some of the quality management options open to institutions are to: 

respond to external quality development by constructing a piecemeal quality management philosophy—this would happen in only a haphazard manner and would be very difficult to maintain; 

derive their structured quality philosophy from the desire to gain official accreditation through named schemes (BS5750 or similar), or to adopt a wholesale 
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Total Quality Management (TQM) approach. These have proved inadequate for the purposes of universities: BS5750 is concerned with limited objectives and, once these are achieved, gives no encouragement to continued efforts; TQM offers a vision of quality enhancement but no real method of measuring the same and has been shown to fail in over 80 per cent of initiatives; 

investigate systems like Baldrige and the President’s Award (both in the USA), and the European Quality Award, which seem to offer common sense mechanisms for harnessing the ideas and enthusiasm of staff; they give a clear method of measuring quality and judging progress, and they are not geared to a single exercise but rather to a constant and permanent process to maintain and build on improvements and which could easily be harmonized with internal quality review mechanisms such as departmental review. 

Quality Management 

A genuinely effective system of quality management, applicable at institutional, departmental and even individual level, must be designed to secure continuously improving and measurable outcomes in relation to purposes and would involve: 

identification of purposes: a mission statement may give a general intention but purposes need to be more specific in terms of services provided, potential customers, cost of provision etc.; 

assumption throughout the institution that all activities are directed towards these ends: departmental objectives, policies and practices need to seen in the context of the overall purposes and not, as can often happen, as being in conflict with other sectional interests; 

collection of data to check reliability and consistency of achievement of these ends: sufficient data must be collected to identify what service is being provided and how good that service is, with the data made available as usable information; 

commitment to acquire customer feedback on quality of service: it is not sufficient, in a service industry context, to assume that good intentions are naturally translated into customer satisfaction; 

establishment of mechanisms to ensure that customer dissatisfaction is eliminated; there must be a constant feedback mechanism to ensure that purposes are in line with demand and that demand is being met in a satisfactory manner; 

recognition that the provision of quality is made possible by the elimination of waste and the intensive use of resources. 

Some quality initiatives have been little more than a grandiloquent statement of what is only common sense, or else a cover for making changes which are purely 
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cosmetic, at best. But, given sufficient resources and time, well thought-out initiatives have been seen to change the attitude to quality of staff in some large and complex organizations. 

Formal Quality Management in the Higher Education Sector 

All of the aspects of quality management identified in the previous section are pertinent to higher education, but their translation from the commercial context to that of universities requires both a linguistic and a cultural shift. For quality assurance procedures to be effective, it is very important to raise the consciousness of all staff in the institution to confirm the purpose of the organization’s existence and to make them think about their standards and their contribution to the purpose. However, for such procedures to work in any institution (and particularly one that is dependent for its success on the imaginative and self-developing professionalism of its staff), there must be scope for staff to contribute to the definition of the organization’s purpose and to participate fully in the establishment of standards: this implies the acceptance of diversity and innovation within the institution’ overall mission. 

The procedures cannot remain ‘pretty in print’ but should be known, widely used, and regularly updated. Reinforcing the need for constant reappraisal has to be incessant—items on committee agendas, an annual report on local quality assurance mechanisms, items at departmental meetings and at meetings between Vice-Chancellors and heads of department, discussed in joint committees with the unions, regular references to quality assurance in staff development exercises and, most importantly, included in formal appraisal discussions with staff. 

It is equally important to be able to measure performance, to quantify quality improvement. IBM internationally has adopted a continuous improvement process based on the principles of the Baldrige system. IBM UK has found this system successful and is now working extensively within the National Health Service to help in the quality drive there and in the realization of Charter aims. The higher and further education (and, indeed, school) sectors might gain benefit from the schemes like Baldrige once they have been modified and their procedures tailored to the particular circumstances of the sector. As an indication of the ways Baldrige is much more comprehensive than BS5750, and in particular focuses on achieving customer satisfaction and good use of human resources, rather than just being an audited internal process, we append the following IBM chart: it attempts to compare the relative weights given to the essential elements of quality management in the (Malcolm) Baldrige system and in ISO9000 (the international version of BS5750). 

We believe that a more formal corporate quality management scheme could be of great benefit in British higher education, particularly a scheme which at one and the same time recognizes, encourages and respects the contribution of the individual and provides a coherent overall quality purpose for the institution. 
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11
A Construct for Teaching Profiles 

Ken Gregory 

An attempt was made in chapter 1 to explain why a general construct was needed; to indicate progress made; to suggest requirements for a general construct approach; and then to propose five major components for the construction of the teaching profile of an individual academic. 

Introduction 

To produce the desired result, it is necessary to combine the criteria within the five components, outlined in chapter 1, so that collectively they provide a coherent and integrated profile of teaching for an individual academic. This integration needs to be achieved in such a way that the construct remains flexible, is adaptable to different disciplines within the same institution, is versatile enough to apply to different institutions, is capable of development in a quantitative way, and is possibly suitable for extension, for example to be the basis for competence-based NVQ qualifications. An approach is made in table 11.1, which lists significant criteria under each of the five major components identified in chapter 1. The criteria listed are as comprehensive as possible, bearing in mind those previously identified in relevant published work, such as Elton and Partington (see table 1.1). 

The criteria under each of the major headings in table 11.1 are detailed as fully as possible, but for specific application to an individual academic in the context of a particular institution some adjustments to the contents of table 11.1 may prove necessary. To use it as the basis for a construct applying to an individual academic in a specific discipline, it is necessary to consider each of the criteria in the table in three ways. First, consideration of whether a particular item is relevant or not can immediately reduce the length of the table for a particular academic or a discipline; second, it is necessary for each particular entry or criterion to be sensitive to the range of quality that might be expected; thus, the clarity of aims and objectives could be on a scale from very clear to non-existent. Possible ranges of descriptions are suggested in column 2 for each of the criteria. The third category addresses an attempt to provide an indication of the relative importance for the individual academic in a specific discipline of the separate criteria, and this could provide an overall characterization of the approach of the individual to teaching. The emphasis here is in describing the character of the teaching of an individual rather than whether it is located at a particular level on some absolute scale. It would be 
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Table 11.1: Components of Teaching Profile 

	
A  
	
BACKGROUND  

	
  
	
Institutional Character  

	
  
	
Institution  
	
— 
	
size  

	
  
	
— 
	
approach to teaching and excellence  

	
  
	
— 
	
motivation and encouragement of teachers and learners, approach to staff development  

	
  
	
— 
	
recognition of teaching  

	
  
	
Department or unit  
	
— 
	
staff-student ratio  

	
  
	
— 
	
entry qualifications of students  

	
  
	
— 
	
types of courses  

	
  
	
— 
	
research standing  

	
  
	
— 
	
teaching rating (Quality Assessment) 



	
B.  
	
INDIVIDUAL ACADEMIC  

	
  
	
1  
	
Approach to Teaching  

	
  
	
  
	
1.1  
	
Course construction, design and content  
	
— 
	
clarity of aims and objectives  

	
  
	
— 
	
incorporation of scholarship and research  

	
  
	
— 
	
awareness of the world of work, industry  

	
  
	
— 
	
appropriate assessment techniques  

	
  
	
  
	
1.2  
	
Choice of teaching styles  
	
— 
	
teaching methods  

	
  
	
— 
	
materials given to students  

	
  
	
— 
	
availability to students  

	
  
	
— 
	
learning support  

	
  
	
— 
	
learning experience  

	
  
	
— 
	
monitoring of student workload  

	
  
	
  
	
1.3  
	
Selection of assessment methods  
	
— 
	
appropriate methods  

	
  
	
— 
	
fairness of methods  

	
  
	
— 
	
quality of feedback to students  

	
  
	
  
	
1.4  
	
Course management  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
1.5  
	
Approach to postgraduate supervision  
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2  
	
Delivery of Teaching  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
2.1  
	
Take up of course or option by students  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
2.2  
	
Efficiency of teaching  
	
— 
	
enthusiasm for subject matter  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
clarity of communication  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
use of examples  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
explanation of difficult concepts  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
relation to world of work  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
structure of sessions, maintenance of interest  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
content, including relation to the world of work  

	
  
	
2.3  
	
Evaluation of delivery  
	
— 
	
student evaluation  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
self assessment  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
peer evaluation (including HOD)  

	
  
	
2.4  
	
Availability to students  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
2.5  
	
Acknowledgment of feedback in earlier years  
	
  
	
  

	
3  
	
Outcomes of Teaching  
	
  
	
  

	
3.1  
	
Types of assessment  

	
3.2  
	
Student learning and achievement  
	
  
	
  

	
3.3  
	
Assessment results  
	
— 
	
standard  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
value added  

	
3.4  
	
Evaluation of assessment  
	
— 
	
peer judgment  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
external examiners  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
accrediting body  

	
  
	
3.5  
	
Feedback from experience in earlier years  
	
  
	
  

	
4  
	
Recognition  
	
  
	
  

	
4.1  
	
Internal to institution  
	
— 
	
student evaluation  

	
— 
	
peer recognition: head of department or other staff  

	
— 
	
teaching awards  

	
— 
	
role as course leader  

	
— 
	
member of teaching or related Committees  

	
4.2  
	
External to institution  
	
— 
	
membership of professional groups (subject based and teaching specific)  

	
— 
	
invitations to act as member of professional bodies and subject groups  

	
— 
	
invitations to lecture in other institutions, to conferences, for keynote addresses  

	
— 
	
invitations to act as external examiner or consultant or adviser  

	
— 
	
publications related to teaching books, papers as editor (international, national or local journals)  

	
— 
	
referee for publications on teaching or for grants for teaching  

	
— 
	
receipt of teaching grants or teaching awards 
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possible to develop a fourth column, by combining 2 and 3, to give an indication of the way in which the individual’s teaching is rated quantitatively according to the criteria established. A possible fifth column could comprise an evaluation by peers, or appraiser, or head of department, leading to an overall evaluation. These last two developments are further addressed at the end of this chapter and in chapter 12. 

Elton and Partington (1993) suggested that whilst portfolios have been advocated several times in the published literature, they can be unwieldy to accumulate and difficult to interpret (p. 13). For this reason, they argued in favour of a teaching log which is annually updated. However, the use of teaching logs does not readily facilitate comparison between individuals or draw attention to the characteristic features of an individual teaching profile in such a way as to distinguish the strongest elements. The approach proposed in table 11.1 may provide the basis for moving towards such a construct of wide applicability; comments upon it, and outcomes of its trial use, would be very welcome. 

Results from Discussion Groups 

The contents of table 11.1 were circulated to participants in advance of the conference. On the day, each participant was assigned to one of five discussion groups, and each group was invited to focus on one particular aspect of the Table. After the discussions, group conveners reported the results recorded below: 

Ken Gregory I wonder if the easiest thing, as far as the feedback is concerned, without any introductions, is just to go from group 1 through to group 5 and then to take general comments at the end. When group 5 has reported, Wayne Phillips will say something about IBM’s experience in relation to the Baldrige approach: which might form an interesting contrast, certainly based upon what I know of the discussion that took place in group 5. 

David Buckingham reported on the discussion in group 1, which focused on the approach to teaching set out in table 11.1, Section B1. In group 1 our brief was to look at the approach to teaching. We looked at many things, some of which were to do with approach to teaching. As a group of academics, we found it very difficult to arrive at any positive conclusions. We saw lots of problems and difficulties, but I think we can see perhaps the beginnings of certain ways ahead. First of all, we thought that any device that was going to be used ought to be clearly focused on the notion of student learning, not just teaching. It needs to focus on student learning, but we recognize that this is actually very difficult to access directly, particularly if you get into the notion of value added. But we think any vehicle that is used should take that as its starting point. 

If academics are going to develop portfolios, we thought it was important to distinguish between the two quite different uses that portfolios could be put to. One was for professional development on an ongoing basis, which to some extent conflicts with the other use, for promotion decisions. I think we agreed that those two 
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actually needed to be separated: the developmental portfolio is not the same as the portfolio used for any promotion decisions. They are obviously connected, but they should be kept separate. In both cases, there is the danger of them just becoming mounds of paper—unless there is some kind of reflective narrative which explains what is going on, and justifies what are good achievements; and it is writing that narrative that is quite difficult. We do not think any of this will happen unless the culture of the institution, or, more specifically, that of the department, actually supports this. It will not happen in an institution or a department where lip service is paid to the importance of teaching, because people are not going to go through all the necessary effort. Again the point was made that the role of heads of departments is particularly crucial in this regard. If you have a head of department who attaches importance to, and is enthusiastic about, teaching, many of the necessary things will go ahead despite the difficulties. If you have a head of department who is not enthusiastic and not interested in teaching, the systems will not achieve anything, however elaborate they are. 

We started to look at some of the specific items included in the teaching profile: I am not entirely sure about this, but I think that the view of the group was that a simple listing of points in this way was not particularly helpful. More specific prompts are needed to enable teachers to develop an account of their particular teaching in their particular institution. That may require work on the components listed in table 11.1, or it may require a slightly different approach. If we start off with what is in the profile at present, it was suggested there are actually two types of items included, some of which are bland and judgement-free, such as ‘materials being given to students’, whilst others had some kind of value element to them, such as ‘clarity of aims and objectives’. But we also had a debate about whether the clarity of aims and objectives was actually the right dimension to be measuring. Some people in the group, I think, were not happy with the idea of the profile in this way at all and suggested that what people actually need are some prompts to enable them to write the account of their teaching and to support that account with the right documentation. 

We began to look at what these prompts might be to produce the required documentation, and it was quickly pointed out that these already exist, and that we actually had an example quoted today, which is recording teaching accomplishment, from Canada. I think it comes on disk and can be tailored to specific situations. It was suggested in our group that you could start by buying existing materials like this and then tailor them to your particular purposes. Of course, that makes the whole task more difficult. But we did think that it was unrealistic to expect that you could actually transfer the same profile, or profiling device, from one institution to another without modifying it to reflect the environment or the mission. To tailor it, we think that each department would probably need to start by defining what it thinks good teaching and effective learning are. 

So I would summarize by saying that we do not think that the tailor-made profile would work; we think it is possible to make progress with profiling work, and that there are things that already exist to help departments and individuals to do this; but that the things have actually got to be tailored to their specific situation. 
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Priscilla Chadwick reported on the discussion in group 2, which had as its focus the delivery of teaching, table 11.1, B2. I am sure by being second, let alone fifth, everything has already been said in advance. Perhaps two really important things our group initially focused on were in fact exactly what was just said by David Buckingham. We started looking at teaching and immediately wanted to move to learning, and, after some very interesting discussion on this very point, we thought that it might be more effective to have a title that says something like the promotion and management of student learning. It seemed to us that this was the approach we should start with, and out of that would emerge the teaching process; we could then focus on what it is to teach effectively, and then we could look at the diversity of teaching and the delivery of teaching after that. 

We also picked up a second vital point: it is crucial to have a developmental model, picking up things like good lecture practice and other aspects of good academic teaching. And as group 1 said, there can be a barrier between this developmental model and the sort of promotional checklist which in a sense is what we started with. And whether we should be trying to keep these two things in focus with each other, even if held separate, or whether we should actually just say they are totally separate and have absolutely nothing to do with each other is an important issue. I think we raised that as a question rather than answering it. 

One thing we did add, perhaps, to what was said in the first group, is that one particular member of our group suggested—and there was a lot of agreement with this—that the HEFC template might be worth bearing in mind. Since there are other things like that, we might try to ensure that we have some kind of common system, because (again, if you are anything like me, and I suspect many people in this room are in a similar position) you do end up looking at lots of different kinds of criteria lists for this, that and the other, all bearing some relation to each other, but obviously not being quite the same. So, we need to have some kind of common pattern. If we are doing these sort of assessments, they could be useable perhaps in different contexts, or if they are not transferable, we could be quite clear why they are not. 

Going to the list itself: on the delivery of teaching, we had some initial discussion under 2.1 about the take-up, in terms of an option course, by the students, and there was a lot of debate about that being entirely misleading in many instances. Was the course compulsory as part of accreditation, was it self-selecting? You certainly could not apply this criterion for one year only: it would need to be for a period of years, where perhaps the dropout rate would be more significant than the take-up rate. Under 2.2, we found the word ‘efficacy’ of teaching rather strange. Really we found ourselves pulling it apart, almost, and saying that this section should be about criteria of engagement and that this should be separated from the evaluation of what was actually going on. Section 2.2 should almost be talking about clarity of communication or criteria of engagement, but then there would be other areas which didn’t fit in, like the relation to the world of work, which did not seem to fit in with the rest of the list. 

We kept stumbling over some items on the list: 2.4, ‘availability to students’, 
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seemed crude—you might be available and the students do not want to take it up, for example. We did make one other important reflection, I think, which was about assessment, as opposed to promotion. We were looking over our shoulders at the competency level assessments that are being put forward in our teacher training, and some of those may well be relevant to higher education teaching; they will be different, but they will still be relevant, we think, in many instances. 

We raised two useful issues at the end, which perhaps I will use to end my report. If this list was not about promotion, would we look at a different list; and secondly, if it was actually about identifying incompetent teachers—presumably leading to dismissal—would we also have a different list? 

Brian Chiplin presented a report from group 3, discussing the outcomes of teaching, table 11.1, B3. Well, the other groups seem to have got on rather better than I did in managing their colleagues. I have to say, I think that the group eventually decided that we should tear up this slide. I think we found it more confusing than helpful, some of us in particular found it difficult to decide what the word ‘assessment’ actually meant, and to whom it applied, both of student assessment, teaching assessment, course assessment or whatever. So we ended up, I think, throwing it away and saying it was not terribly comfortable. What we decided this issue is about is how we know whether we have achieved our objectives. And we thought that broke down into two areas: one of which is probably the more important of the two, that is, the way we actually teach, or what goes on in the classroom, and the actual learning outcome. And as I said, and as my other colleagues pointed out earlier, learning about learning outcomes. I think we probably agreed with Lewis Elton (see chapter 5). We thought it was actually not difficult to come up with competence, but, if you are looking at the individual, we recognize that of course in promotion terms it is a very small proportion of our staff who are going to get promoted in any one year. We hope that 95–99 per cent of our staff are competent, what we are looking for, in the promotion context, are the excellent, or the really good. The group found that, on the individual level, it is enormously difficult to think of a way in which we could define excellence. The consensus of the argument was that the informal mechanisms, that hardly anybody talked about this morning, are often far more reliable than the so-called formal mechanisms: particularly, I think, in identifying bad teaching, but also, we thought, in identifying the good. The problem with informality is, of course, that you have no evidence when it comes to teaching quality assessment, academic audit, promotions procedures or, if you go to the other extreme, dismissal. Informal evidence is not reliable in a legal sense, if that is the right word, but it certainly does inform heads of departments and colleagues; it is actually a very effective mechanism. 

One of my colleagues raised the interesting issue, which again might be useful for some sort of research, of the worrying aspects about using students’ views as evidence, and talking to students, because we thought for various reasons there was pressure on students not to tell us the truth. One colleague pointed out, and I concur from my own experience, that there is actually only one group of students who really tell us what is wrong, and that is the part-time mature students who are 
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paying for their education. If you want to use value for money criteria, they are actually a terribly effective voice telling you whether they think they are getting value for money. We thought this was something that could be made more use of. 

So, we rambled around a bit because of this confusion about assessment. We certainly thought that the assessment of learning has to be appropriate to the learning objectives; and of course much of the assessment taking place on more innovative teaching is not subject to our normal sorts of quality control procedures, to external examiners and so on. One particular problem with this in mind, and again in a sense it came up this morning, is the notion of this thing called education as being to do with human capital. What bothers me about learning outcomes is that I do not think it is the learning outcome in the classroom that counts, it is what happens in the students’ lifetime: they are investing in their life time, the outcome is therefore something over their lifetime. We all know that the majority of our students probably do not stay within their subject discipline, so education is no use if they have not got the right outcomes to know how to deal with the real world. We can only find that out, really, when they are actually out there, and I think that is a fundamental problem about this sort of assessment. 

To go back a bit, one of my group said he had had a hard day and that he was beginning to go off profiling, since you need a wheelbarrow to carry the evidence that is required to do it. Although there was a lot of sympathy for this, somebody said—and we all agreed—that might be true, but we have to find a way, because there is no doubt that we should be concerned about the quality of the learning experience of our students and that this should have higher priority than maybe it has had in some of the institutions in the past. And when commenting on the list that Ken Gregory put up this morning, we thought there was perhaps too much focus on promotion and not enough on the learning outcome for the students. We have to decide what we are trying to do in looking at the outcomes, and I think I was struck, as were some of my colleagues, with the thought that maybe we need to focus on a few criteria. You do need a wheelbarrow if you put everything down. Again, some of us thought that if you went back ten years and started to do the research assessment exercise from scratch, you would end up with a list that was a mile long. In reality, the panels, whether we like it or not, have come down to very few criteria, and they do not require masses of evidence. They have actually focused on a few criteria, and I think that is the way forward that we ought to think about and it is going to be impossible to make progress if we do not sort out something. 

As I said, we stressed the importance of learning outcomes. We also think it is terribly important to identify—and this is where we had a real difficulty—the individual academic as distinct from the course, since there are dangers in mixing those up. A lot of us thought it would be easier to assess the learning outcomes of the course rather than to assess those achieved by an individual, and some of us were struck by the comments of Roy Haines-Young about having to get a mix: you can have a wonderful course that gives you good ratings, but if everybody does one, the whole thing just does not work. It is like three hour total participatory classes: maybe they work, but something with a sense of participation, and a sense of didactic summing up may be a much better way. It needs a mixture. 
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So that is a course issue. We then raised a range of issues, but looked closely at one thing—value added—because we did not know what it meant and we could not measure it; but value added seemed to us important. 

Patricia Broadfoot, convened group 4, which looked at recognition of the individual academic, table 11.1, B4. Well, I am just going to change the mode, just to make for a bit of variety, and to demonstrate how not to set out a transparency. I think the benefit of putting it on the screen for you is to reinforce the very general points which have come up in a number of the group feedbacks, and that is surely the lesson for us: that there has been some consensus emerging from the day. 

To go through the points that we had: the issue of the purpose for which we are looking for these performance indicators, which was our job, is absolutely fundamental, and clearly the distinction was drawn between the obvious one of somebody trying to make a case for promotion, or a case for promotion being made for them, and the quite different sort of things that one would do in constructing the basis of an appraisal dialogue in which you might want to highlight your weaknesses in a much more open-ended fashion. No one set of performance indicators can be used without that kind of interpretive context. 

The other fundamental question which relates to that, of course, is who is preparing the description in the light of these indicators, because that will affect it very much, too. And a third general, and fundamental, point is that we felt that the department or the institution or the course team, whoever is appropriate, needs to be clear not only about the teaching goals, the learning objectives of a particular unit of work, but actually the more general baseline values that inform practice in a particular department. You cannot reasonably expect either the individual or somebody else to construct a claim to quality or performance unless you know what it is they are assessing themselves against in terms of the values which are relevant. 

So then we turned our attention to the more specific questions of what kinds of recognition within the institution would be appropriate, and we tackled first this very controversial question, it emerged, of the student evaluation. I think we were agreed, but colleagues will correct me if I am wrong, that it is fine and indeed necessary, even inevitable, to use it in a diagnostic mode to inform the individual and to facilitate that individual’s reflection upon their own practice. We also, I think, recognize that where it is used in more summative modes, especially in numerical form, it rapidly becomes very dangerous in that even if you choose not to use it, say, for promotion cases, then somebody is going to ask the question why you have not used it. And so in that kind of high stakes mode it can be both very dangerous, because people will start trying to manipulate matters to achieve a higher score which is not necessarily to do with quality. And also the numbers themselves might be very misleading. The point was made that students do not always like their coach, but if you have commitment in the department or the course to a mode of teaching in which the teacher is a facilitator, then that is what you are committed to; and if the students do not like it, that is their hard luck. 

In general, the other points we wanted to make about this are points that have already come up, I think: that the informal networks of evaluation are often the 
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most revealing (what I have put down here is ‘staffroom chat’); and another, perhaps not directly related point, which runs through all of these forms of recognition, is that they are very individualistic in character and we felt that if you are thinking about ways of showing your achievements as a teacher then you ought to be able to talk about your performance as part of a team, and indeed your ability to take joint responsibility with others for learning outcomes. And then going back to the point about what the appraisal is for, we considered, and I think this point did come up in an earlier set of comments, that if you were trying to choose some performance indicators for somebody who had a major problem with performance, as opposed to somebody who was trying to claim excellence, would you necessarily choose the same indicators? And we came to the conclusion, as has already been said, that you certainly would not because they would not be available, but it would be relatively easy to identify who was not minimally competent. I suspect that there is a large group in the middle, as there always is, which is much harder to judge, and I suppose in all this conversation about quality we felt that something needed to be said about what to do about people who are fundamentally incompetent. Is it not about time we bit the bullet and did something about them, both hopefully developmental: but if that fails, what then? So that needs to be taken into the equation. 

And then, briefly, in relation to these external criteria, we did not disagree with them especially, but we felt that generally speaking they were not going to make much impact on the whole agenda that we are discussing; that in themselves, they would not act formatively, to raise the quality of teaching, and they would not be likely to provide a good indicator of somebody’s individual teaching excellence, although they are not unrelated. But for many people who might be wanting to assess themselves as teachers in terms of a teaching profile, the criteria would not be appropriate because many apply to somebody at a much more senior level than, say, somebody just starting on their teaching career. 

So, to conclude: we wanted to share these particular themes of our discussion. First of all that when we are thinking about forms of recognition, we need to choose those indicators which will be dynamic in the sense of helping to enhance teaching quality; and to recognize that whoever is producing this profile, whether it is the individual themselves or somebody else, it will be done as part of a social situation in which the account is written in the light of what they perceive to be the values of the people doing the assessment; and to recognize there is no absolute reality in terms of how you describe performance. But having said that, we felt that these performance indicators are at least part of the answer; they do provide part of the answer to those questions raised by Lewis Elton this morning, when he said that we do not know how to assess teaching quality. We have here quite a few ideas which we thought made a good start. 

Wayne Phillips, reported on the group which looked at the approach of table 11.1 as a whole. As we lacked a proforma sheet on which to write our answers, and I knew where the acetate was held, I was able to create something from scratch: perhaps we have had an advantage. I hope that this is congruent both 
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with the discussion as remembered by the people in the group and also with what has been said by the previous four, as this indeed seeks to be an overview to the background. 

There was a lot of discussion of teaching as part of promotion and advancement, and how that fitted in with other elements within the role of an academic, in terms of the contribution to the university in an administrative sense, and the contribution in terms of a research base. There was a view proposed that performance-related payments, of course, are an element which falls into this category in terms of quality of assessment of a teacher; and there was debate as to whether that was using the assessment of quality as a mechanism for distributing performance-related pay: which, from what I understood of the debate, was certainly something that was on the horizon. 

Moving into the requirement to encourage diversity and to recognize the existence of individual student’s goals, we spent some time discussing which was more important: the fact that the student enjoyed the lectures and thought that the teacher was good teacher, or whether they were able to pass the exams at the end of term, and whether those two things necessarily correlated; and that there is a requirement to recognize that individual students have individual goals. The point was also raised about self-funded students offering a very vocal view of teaching quality, and offering a keener arbitration, perhaps, on the quality of the teaching that they receive. But those two points together, presented some difficulty, as the group expressed it, in terms of fitting together in the process of peer reviewing from the point of view of the development of the individual. And so did the use of measurements and metrics and performance indicators and targets, and quite how one related those things to the diversity of student goals; and also a divergence in the competence and excellence factors, and quite how one turned that into something measurable. Then we got on to talk about the impositional approach versus the motivational approach; and this was quite an interesting discussion in itself, which I am sure could have taken up the session, because the major question here is: what motivates? And there did not seem to be any specific conclusion that one was able to draw from that, other than it was difficult to understand what motivates people, and what one could present as a carrot to encourage greater excellence. But beneath all of that was an imperative to identify the individual skills in terms of profile and in terms of developing either a list or a wheelbarrow, depending on which view one adopts as to the size and the importance of that kind of profiling which helps to develop the strengths, and which helps to build on the individual skills. 

And the final conclusion, I suppose, of this is that assessment and review is a bottom up approach and that it has to be developed from within, and it has to be developed in a framework which is supportive and one which is adopted—rather than imposed—by the people with whom it is being worked out and for whom it is there. 

Professor Gregory Thank you. I think it would be useful if you could just say a little about Baldrige to conclude the session. 
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Wayne Phillips I am not sure whether it would be useful but I shall say it anyway and I realize that the clocks are ticking away as I speak, so I shall be as speedy as possible. It was interesting, in the group that I was listening to and helping to write up the notes on, that the notion of quality management (as applied in commerce and in other areas of industry and indeed also the public sector) provoked a diversity of views and indeed that there was a hostility perhaps towards language that surrounds traditional or indeed universal quality management approaches. It was not felt to be appropriate to the environment of universities and the history of and practice of academia. 

But let me just mention Baldrige as a mechanism for market-driven quality management, or whatever the phrase that one cares to use, and just tell you a little bit about why for an organization like ours (IBM) and other organizations we have seen it as being useful: maybe not necessarily done at the individual level, but at an organizational level and as a management approach. Baldrige, as an approach, focuses on seven areas which are to do with operational effectiveness and organizational efficiency, from leadership to things like human resource management skills, rather than process management operational results, if this is a commercial organization, or the goals which one sets in terms of quality objectives. Baldrige is fundamentally customer focused; it provides a framework which assigns value to the seven areas in question; it is descriptive in the sense that it comes in three very large volumes which explain its process. But essentially, it gives you a score, and in fact the scores you see in front of you are self-assessment scores of a particular organization which we were involved with assessing just recently. Baldrige has three main plateaus of achievement, if you like, which is striving towards world class, world class being scored out of 1750 points on this scale. The bronze award, which is the entry level with Baldrige, equates to 500 points. You can see that this particular organization has attained these self-assessment scores over a period of a year or so: and this was their external assessment of their position when assessed by Baldrige assessors. 

This approach to quality management has been adopted on a wide scale within the US where the Baldrige awards originated. In the last two years or so the European Foundation for Quality Management has made some awards for European quality. Within the first six months of this year, this practice has been adopted by the British Quality Award and they use a very similar approach to the measurement process. I would suggest that it would be worth higher education institutions considering Baldrige, not specifically in the context of teaching excellence and teaching profiling, but in terms of organizational effectiveness and organizational efficiency. 

Perhaps if this is of interest, then I will certainly be able to talk a little bit more about it in the reception. To sum up, Baldrige is essentially a mechanism for doing some of the things that have been described as being difficult in terms of putting frameworks together and putting measurements and value systems together. 

Professor Gregory Thank you very much indeed for that contribution. In view of the time, unless there are any urgent questions or comments, could I do two things finally. First of all, to thank a large number of people: all of you as participants; 
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the speakers who have contributed today for the contributions that they have made; the people from Goldsmiths College who have done a lot towards the organization of today’s event, which is very much appreciated; and last but not least to thank IBM, and particularly Wayne Phillips, who has done so much to make the day feasible. And I hope everyone has enjoyed it. Could I say secondly, we did consider how we should conclude events today. One possibility was a questionnaire that you all have—and have to fill in before you leave—the other possibility was to do what Brian referred to as the informal method. And so we thought that a glass of wine would be the appropriate focus for informal reactions you have to today and any further comments that you wish to make. So can I thank you very much again, and can we congratulate and thank all of today’s speakers. 

Results of the Discussion 

With the contents of table 11.1 being circulated to participants in advance of the conference, discussion groups were able to consider by then familiar proposals. The discussions summarized by group facilitators contained a number of very useful suggestions and ideas which provided a yet wider context in which to move forward the construction of a model for shaping the teaching profile. Essentially, two major points emerged from the groups. 

The first of these points focused on the suitability and applicability of the profiling approach as exemplified in table 11.1. Profiling certainly has one potential drawback, expressed during group discussion in the idea that one might eventually need a wheelbarrow to convey all the paperwork required; but when the table was being compiled it was accepted that not all of the items included would be relevant to a particular individual or a specific institution. The table as it stood prior to the conference was offered as a list of key components which might be drawn on, allowing latitude for choosing which ones were most appropriate for particular situations. A related suggestion emerged during discussion, namely, that some indicators might be more significant than others, and that it might be possible for the individual (or an institution shaping its profiling policy) to extract from the relatively long list of items in the table those not only most relevant but also most significant for a particular individual academic in a specific institution. This, however, presents risks in terms of comparability, since there is no guarantee that the same key indicators, or a core of indicators, will be selected and be properly applicable in all situations. In the case of the 1992 Research Assessment Exercise it has been shown as a result of a statistical analysis, undertaken for all seventy-two subject categories defined, that a high proportion of the variation in research ratings between institutions is accounted for by only a handful of explanatory variables (Taylor, 1995). However, the major explanatory variables may not be the same ones in, for example, physical sciences or engineering as those in the creative and performing arts. In the same way the key variables from the list in table 11.1 may vary according to the individual academic, and his/her discipline and institution. 

The second major point emerging from the discussion was a questioning of 
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Table 11.2: Components of Teaching Profile adapted to take account of discussion 

	
A  
	
BACKGROUND  

	
  
	
Institutional Character  

	
  
	
Institution  
	
— 
	
size  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
approach to teaching and excellence  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
motivation and encouragement of teachers and learners; approach to staff development  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
recognition of teaching  

	
  
	
Department or unit  
	
— 
	
staff-student ratio  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
entry qualifications of students  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
types of courses  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
research standing  

	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
teaching rating (Quality Assessment) 



	
B  
	
INDIVIDUAL ACADEMIC  

	
  
	
1  
	
Approach to Teaching and Learning  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
Judgement free  
	
  
	
Value element associated  

	
  
	
  
	
1.1  
	
Course construction, design and content  
	
— 
	
clarity of aims and objectives  
	
— 
	
incorporation of scholarship and research  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
awareness of the world of work, industry  
	
— 
	
use of appropriate assessment techniques  

	
  
	
  
	
1.2  
	
Choice of teaching and learning styles and methods  
	
— 
	
materials given to students  
	
— 
	
availability to students  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
learning support  
	
— 
	
learning experience  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
monitoring of student workload  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
1.3  
	
Selection of methods for assessment of students  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
appropriate methods  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
fairness of methods  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
quality of feedback to students  

	
  
	
  
	
 1.4  
	
Course management  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
1.5 
	
Approach to postgraduate supervision  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
2  
	
promotion and Management of Student Learning  

	
  
	
  
	
2.1  
	
Take up of course or option by students  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
enthusiasm for subject matter  

	
  
	
  
	
2.2  
	
clarity of communication  
	
— 
	
use of examples  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
explanation of difficult concepts  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
structure of sessions, maintenance of interest  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
— 
	
content, including relation to the world of work 
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2.3  
	
Evaluation of delivery or learning outcome—student evaluation  
	
—by questionnaires  
	
—by discussion and individual responses 

—self assessment

—peer evaluation (inc. HOD)  

	
  
	
2.4  
	
Availability to students—to advise on learning if required  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
2.5  
	
Acknowledgment of and taking issues from, feedback in earlier years  
	
  
	
  

	
3  
	
Outcomes of Teaching and Learning: Extent to which teaching and learning objectives achieved  

	
  
	
3.1  
	
Types of assessment of students and student learning  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
3.2  
	
Student learning and achievement  
	
  
	
   

	
  
	
3.3  
	
Assessment results: standard 

: value added  
	
—degree results 

—numerical comparisons  
	
—descriptive analysis 

—description  

	
  
	
3.4  
	
Evaluation of assessment  
	
  
	
—peer judgment 

—external examiners 

—accrediting body  

	
  
	
3.5  
	
  
	
—Feedback from experience in earlier years  
	
  

	
4  
	
Recognition  

	
  
	
4.1  
	
Internal to institution—student evaluation  
	
—member of teaching or related committees 

—membership of professional groups (subject based, teaching specific)  
	
—peer recognition head of department or other staff 

—teaching awards 

—role as course leader  

	
  
	
4.2  
	
External to institution  
	
—invitations to act as member of: professional bodies, subject groups 

—invitations to lecture: in other institutions to conferences, as keynote speaker 

—invitations to act as external examiner, as consultant, or as adviser 

—publications related to teaching, books, papers as editor (international, national or local journals). 

—referee for publications on teaching or for grants on teaching 

—receipt of teaching grants or teaching awards  
	
   

	
For summative approach select from B1, B2, B3, B4 with the content of A 

For formative approach select from B1, B2, B3 
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whether the sort of single approach represented by the list in table 11.1 could properly provide the basis for a summative approach, related particularly to promotion, and at the same time for a formative approach, related to staff development. This genuine problem might be resolved, however, by proposing that a list of the kind contained in table 11.1 is indeed required, that the variables extracted will depend upon the individual academic and his/her discipline and institution, but that the way in which the variables are grouped will be determined according to whether the purpose is summative or formative. 

A number of specific issues raised in the discussions recorded in section 11.2 relate to ways in which the contents of the table could be adapted. This adaptation has been attempted in table 11.2 by modifying the original list and the arrangement of the contents: the new version could be employed as a master list from which components could be selected as required. Many contributors to the discussion groups recognized the value of such a basic list or construct and table 11.2 is accordingly offered as a provisional starting point from which individual adaptations might emerge in the course of time. This would indeed prevent every institution needing to invent the same wheel. 

In the UK there was considerable debate and discussion arising from the first Research Assessment Exercise undertaken by the UGC in 1985. As subsequent exercises have proceeded with greater transparency (in 1989 and 1992) and have taken on board the results of discussion, comment and constructive debate, there has emerged a considerable degree of acceptance of the way in which the exercise operates. Although the evaluation of teaching performance has been the focus for much more recent attention, it may well emerge, in ten years time, that some of the concerns raised by the five discussion groups have been addressed and answered. 

Reference 

TAYLOR, J. (1995) ‘A statistical analysis of the 1992 Research Assessment Exercise’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, (a) 158, Part 2, pp. 241–61. 
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12
The Prospect 

Bob Aylett and Ken Gregory 

The conference from which this volume derives was first conceived in late 1993 and took place in May 1994. In identifying the future prospect it is pertinent to consider how relevant the aims of the conference are now; to identify recent changes in the higher education climate; and to summarize what has been learned and to chart what developments have occurred since May 1994. This will lead to a consideration of how the prospect may be identified. 

The Raison D’etre 

In chapter 1 it was suggested that there were three basic reasons which might prompt the production of a teaching profile for an individual academic. These were identified as deriving from issues surrounding promotion (the summative approach); issues relating to staff development (the formative approach); and the question of accountability. There can be no doubt that over the last two years the pressure for accountability, both within individual institutions and externally across the sector as a whole, has intensified. Similarly, the desirability of developing a formative staff profile has become greater in recent years, with an increased emphasis upon, and recognition of the need for, staff development within institutions. These trends have led to significantly greater provision of national and international courses and conferences acting as vehicles for staff development. Less overt, but of no less significance, has been the increasing recognition of the need, for summative reasons, for the development of a teaching profile: concern about promotion prospects among academics, and how to capitalize on teaching strengths as part of the promotion bid, has certainly become more evident of late. In the United Kingdom, the greater mobility associated with differences in level of funding between institutions means that if more sophisticated and reliable ways can be devised of expressing an individual’s teaching profile, and evaluating the teaching-related contribution of the individual to the institution, thereby complementing the sort of information which can be derived from scrutiny of the individual’s research profile, then the individual teaching profile could become a very valuable commodity, for the individual and also for the institution. 

There is now, perhaps, less distinction between the formative and the summative approaches than was the case in 1990. This might be demonstrated, for example, by analyzing the way in which appraisal schemes have progressively become more 
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closely linked to promotion systems, whereas in the 1980s, when appraisal was first developed, it tended deliberately to be divorced from promotion or reward considerations. The development of teaching profiles for the future will necessarily have to take this development into account, whether it is seen as welcome or otherwise. Ironically, one of the most effective indicators of the relevance of a teaching profile is the proliferation in the number of conferences since 1992, including a significant number of national events, dedicated to the subject of effective teaching, particularly to its recording and assessment and to associated rewards. If any individuals were to attend all such conferences, they would indeed have little time left for teaching. 

Changes in Academic Climate 

In recent years, a number of significant developments have affected aspects of the academic climate in higher education in the UK, and far from demoting quality concerns they have tended to place them even higher on the sector’s agenda. The most sweeping change was heralded in December 1994, when the Secretary of State announced a review of higher education in which quality was a major element. The issue of academic standards is now firmly established at the forefront of institutional consciousness across the sector; and the current debate about the desirability of creating a single quality assurance and assessment body, and whether this should be based on the HEFCE or the HEQC model, promises to have deeply significant outcomes. Meanwhile, further work is being done in elaborating national vocational qualifications (NVQs). 

The academic climate in the UK has changed significantly since the conference was held in May 1994 and the concerns about the involvement of two organizations, as Eric Ash indicates in chapter two, have continued to generate debate. However, this debate has not in any way diminished the need for an evaluation of the profile of an individual academic. On the contrary, it may be now even more important because, whatever the outcome of the discussions in the UK about quality, there will be a distinctive role for each institution and its procedures, so that the development of appropriate profiles for individual staff must be an integral part of the way in which institutions develop their quality portfolio. In 1995, the Secretary of State agreed that there should be a joint planning group to take forward discussions on quality; this group involves representatives from the Funding Council and from the CVCP, and the discussions have attracted submissions such as those from CVCP (1995). 

It should be kept in mind that the identity of the Secretary of State has changed since the conference was held in 1994, and that the Department for Education has become the Department for Education and Employment. Bringing together education and employment more closely might in itself engender a greater requirement for knowledge of the teaching profile of individual academics. Most recently, on the 19th February 1996, the Secretary of State announced a review of higher education, chaired by Sir Ron Dearing, which will be a national enquiry into higher education, required to make recommendations on how the shape, structure, size and 
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funding of higher education, including support for students should develop to meet the needs of the United Kingdom over the next 20 years; completion is expected by the summer of 1997 and is seen by some as a sequel to the Robbins report which had a major influence on higher education in the UK when it was published in the 1960s. 

At a time of considerable change in academic climate there have been a number of reports produced from within, or associated with, Higher Education, referring to particular aspects: these include the continuing focus on the management of higher education (UK UCoSDA Task Force One, 1994) and discussions about the external examiner system (Silver, Stennett, and Williams, 1995). There have also been relevant contributions from beyond higher education and the importance of objective setting in relation to staff development is being specified more clearly (CIMA, 1995). Other themes which have become increasingly prominent include the importance of links between higher education and other parts of the education and training system, the increasing use of information technology, the different patterns used by three different Funding Councils in the UK, and the increasingly critical funding limitations; the last two are mentioned again below. 

Individual published contributions which promise to have an impact on the current quality and standards debate range from considerations at the macro level to investigation of particular aspects of quality. Of the former variety, and arguing for ways in which higher education as a whole might be improved, Barnett (1992) reviewed the requirements of total quality care. He suggested that institutional ethos is an important consideration, and that the ways in which an individual institution develops and fosters quality in the learning environment, and the student experience, are matters requiring further exploration. One specific example quoted by Barnett concerns the use by a number of institutions of ‘learning weeks’, to encourage staff to use new teaching methods for at least one of their classes during the specified week (ibid.). At the classroom level, analysing the relationship between learning and teaching, Brown (1993, figure 13.4) demonstrated how the need to identify effective teaching underlines the need to delineate more closely the relationship between learning and teaching. Elsewhere, new methods for doing this have been proposed or advocated and, for example, Assiter and Shore (1993) considered records of achievement, and, demonstrating the processes that illuminate teaching and learning styles and the attitude of teachers and students, they suggested that the culture of institutions could usefully develop to the point where a formal ‘learning contract’ is evolved. Learning contracts were exemplified by Stephenson and Laycock (1993), whilst Balla and Boyle (1994) suggested that commitment to the quality of assessment of student performance and to the evaluation of courses and teachers should form a tangible part of the mission of an institution and of its learning environment. A recently circulated paper (DOE, 1995) provided a vision for much greater use of learning outcome profiles, and this has clear relevance to the way in which the personal development of students in higher education can be expressed through indices of value-added. Most contributors to the debate about teaching effectiveness and the assessment of teaching quality have recognized that any evaluation of teaching must take into account its 
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relationship to the learning process and learning outcomes. Thus Caul (1993) argued that in any evaluation exercise it is necessary to incorporate student opinion and evidence from staff/student committees rather than placing too heavy a reliance simply upon ‘teaching-centred’ indicators. A number of institutions have found a variety of ways in which the parameters of teaching and learning nexus can be delineated, and the student learning environment expressed; and these all have relevance for the construction of the teaching profile for an individual academic. It is becoming widely recognized, for example, that some pedagogic developments see greater reliance placed upon student-centred learning and upon mentor schemes; but these innovations can make even greater demands on the ‘teacher’, and require even greater commitment to course development and monitoring on the part of the teachers in exercising effective control on such courses. Teaching may be manifested differently in such circumstances, and different forms of assessment and assessment criteria are required to do justice to teachers following such innovative paths. 

Academic staff in Higher Education in UK may be subject to the quality assessment procedures of one of three Funding Councils. Although the Funding Councils for England, Scotland and Wales have each adopted slightly differing methodologies to carry out their assessments, the primary analysis in each case being based upon self-assessment in the subject, supported by statistical indicators, analysis of the self-assessment by assessors, and by subsequent visits. Initially, each subject area was categorised as excellent, satisfactory or unsatisfactory with the additional category of highly satisfactory used only in Scotland. In the report by the HEFCE (1995) there are many commendations of procedures encountered in different institutions, but it is noted that less than half the reports commended the excellent providers for the quality of their academic management, or for their effectiveness in communicating and developing (across the department, school, or subject concerned) good practice in teaching and learning in that subject. This perhaps reinforces that fact that paying greater attention to the profile of individual academics could augment the very effective procedures already identified in many institutions. This should not be affected in any way by the new developments in quality assessment procedures; in the case of the Funding Council for England, the quality assessment method used from April 1995 onwards (HEFCE Circular 39/94) identifies six aspects of provision which are to be the focus of the assessment of the quality of the student learning experience and student achievement measured against the subject aims and objectives. Those six aspects of provision are: 

	
1  
	
 Curriculum design, content and organization. 

	
2  
	
 Teaching, learning and assessment. 

	
3  
	
 Student progression and achievement. 

	
4  
	
 Student support and guidance. 

	
5  
	
 Learning resources. 

	
6  
	
 Quality assurance and enhancement. 



At least three and possibly four of these aspects (1, 2, 5, 6) could be informed at least in part by the provision of a profile of individual academics. 
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A further element indicative of a change in the academic climate relates to appraisal. As noted above, formative and summative approaches are becoming more closely related, with the use of appraisal being linked more freely to promotion: moreover, Magennis (1993) has demonstrated the contribution that can be made by appraisal schemes to quality in teaching. A number of technical advances has been made in the field of appraisal: although a holistic approach remains desirable (Hager, Gonczi and Athanasou, 1994), specific approaches such as data envelopment analysis can be applied to appraisal (Doyle and Green, 1994) for particular purposes. 

Appraisal represents one way of reviewing the teaching performance of an individual academic, but other approaches have continued to develop. Tate (1993) cites the practice at the University of Chicago, where nine key characteristics of student-centred teaching have been identified. She goes on to suggest that a shift in emphasis from content to process, in relation to teaching and learning, requires a fundamental shift in the attitude to teaching by the teacher and by the university. However one must not, she warns, shift too far and become too divorced from the discipline concerned. Case studies on teaching and learning in higher education are provided by Schwartz and Webb (1993). The question of competences continues to offer an approach which may be pertinent to the description of the teaching profile of an individual academic: the definition of competence given in Ellis (1993) is: ‘A specified repertoire of skills, knowledge, and attitudes deemed sufficient for a particular job or profession (for example, the competence of the university teacher). Alternatively, the particular skills, knowledge and attitudes of an individual.’ This approach to delineating what is required of a good or excellent teacher has been used to good effect in the field of engineering, and a valuable statement concerning the competence approach was produced by the Engineering Council (1995). 

There is very little to differentiate competences from assessment dimensions as used in assessment centres for a considerable period of time (Fletcher, 1993). Whereas competences can provide one basis for the development of qualifications, for example NVQs, some institutions have developed qualifications tailored to the needs of teachers in higher education. The University of Ulster has created a Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching in Higher Education (Dallat and Rae, 1993); others have developed modular Masters programmes. At a national level, SEDA has developed a scheme of accreditation or validation for training programmes developed within universities in the UK. In the development of schemes and qualifications of this kind there continues to be a requirement for explicit reporting and assessment, and Opacic (1994) has advocated that this should be undertaken with full involvement of the students in various ways: in such cases, the teacher becomes the learner, and, at the teaching and learning interface, feeds back ‘customer’ perceptions of teaching quality. 

Lessons Learned 

As the academic climate of higher education has changed in the various ways indicated above, academics have been confronted with considerable challenges, and 
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much has been learned. Some of this learning experience is reflected in the chapters of this volume. 

The agenda for the conference upon which this book is based was that of attempting to suggest a construct for profiling the contribution of the individual academic as a teacher, with a view, perhaps, to moving towards the development of a nationally acceptable core model, flexible enough to be used in a variety of institutions. Given the latter point in particular, it was not surprising that a number of issues promptly emerged surrounding this question of the context of an individual’s contribution. As may be seen from the preceding chapters, nearly all contributors view the influence of the institution, the Head of Department, and the teaching team as being crucial in shaping the way an individual not only develops as a teacher, but would be encouraged to put together a teaching profile describing his/ her teaching-related merits. 

The broadest perspectives on this question of contextualizing the individual contribution come naturally enough from those representing national bodies: whilst promoting somewhat differing approaches to quality evaluation, Roger Brown and Paul Clark both outline issues of assessment of one sort or another against national norms or national best practice. It is perhaps of no great cheer—or may not be to the aspiring young university teacher—to hear from the Chief Executive of the HEQC, reflecting on the outcomes of academic audit to date, that a considerable gulf persists between good and bad practice nationally, as far as matters such as staff appointment, induction, probation, development, promotion, and the evaluation of teaching and learning are concerned; that excellence in teaching is not afforded the same weight as excellence in research; that many universities have not adequately addressed the question of what makes for quality teaching, let alone developed systematic, transparent, and reliable ways of evaluating and assessing the quality of teaching and learning, or establishing clear criteria for gauging effectiveness of teaching. In such an environment, the enthusiasm for developing innovative, high quality teaching could wilt rapidly: all the more reason, perhaps, to develop a personal teaching profile to record progress or the attempt to make progress. In this context, the observation by Sir Eric Ash that top-down initiatives—and perhaps we should recognize top-down lack of initiative as a reality as well—should properly be of an order subordinate to bottom-up initiatives, might provide some comfort: he sees it as the natural aspiration of all academics to excel, in teaching as well as research, and advocates the responsibility for the continuous improvement of teaching quality as resting with the individual teacher and the Head of Department conjointly. Where doubts persist in his mind, they concern the question of who will effect peer review and how: those in a position to assess teaching quality, on promotions panels, or during appraisal—and HEFCE Teaching Quality Assessors are by no means exempt from this criticism—are by no means guaranteed to be those best suited to do so, or those who, as teachers, automatically command the kind of respect accorded to members of Research Assessment Panels, for example, in their capacity as research leaders. 

Paul Clark’s defence of the HEFCE’s still-evolving Teaching Quality Assessment method raises a number of interesting points, and it is notable that a method 
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and an ethos intended to be applied at departmental level might easily be transferred, although not in its entirety, to the individual level, and might prove useful in guiding the construction of, and the evaluation of, teaching profiles. The principles which he identifies as underlying teaching quality assessment (that it is framed by self-assessment, is conducted by academic peers, operates at subject level, is conducted with respect to subject aims and objectives, and can produce publicly accessible reports) do not sit at all uneasily with the concepts underlying individual profiling. The fact that profiling, and the evaluation of individuals’ profiles, like quality assessment, should strive for the proper balance between, on the one hand, respect for individual autonomy and diversity of provision within academic subjects and departments, and, on the other, the clarity of assessment process that allows for reasonable consistency of operation over a broad sector, seems an equally laudable principle. 

With characteristically lateral thinking, Lewis Elton reminds us that in a context crying out for change, where teaching quality and teaching innovation must be fostered, few of those who are both concerned and in a position to effect change have ever conducted research into higher education pedagogy, and, for all their good will, are unlikely to struggle free from traditional thinking. This theme of educational expertise, or the lack of it, is taken up elsewhere by George Gordon, who shares Elton’s underlying concern for the sector to recognize its own shortcomings as a provider of training and guidance for its teachers (in terms of planned induction and preparation for the role, monitoring of performance, dialogue about development, and professional refreshment), and to set realistic quality targets. Elton maintains that the elimination of incompetence should perhaps be given more weight initially than the identification of, and the pursuit of, the elusive quality we call ‘excellence’. Nonetheless, he proposes a set of teaching excellence criteria against which individuals can both measure their contribution to the department, as a team member, and identify elements of their own teaching profile. 

Developing the theme of how to guide colleagues in constructing a teaching portfolio, and how to furnish succinct summaries of evidence which would be easy to interpret and which could be judged with confidence, Graham Gibbs identifies the immediate effect on an institution’s ethos, and on individual aspirations, which the introduction of teaching-based promotions can have. His contribution falls into a general alignment with the practical experiences from a number of institutions which have sought, in various ways, to foster teaching quality, to make explicit a means of recognizing teaching excellence, and to construct a ‘teaching CV’. There is a clear and widespread acceptance of the implications of using evidence in different contexts: David Buckingham outlines a scheme which is pointedly designed for developmental and formative purposes only, whilst others pursue the theme of what might count as ‘hard evidence’ of teaching quality which could be assembled in order to convince a Promotions Panel of an individual’s case for advancement, and what weight should be accorded to particular elements. Dai Hounsell indicates the existence of a potentially rich harvest of evidence which might be brought forward. Haydn Mathias advocates the use of a standardized curriculum vitae which, he contends, guides teachers in preparing their evidence 
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and helps create a more level playing field. He further argues that judgments about teaching performance should essentially be based upon factors under the control of the individual teacher, and that the influence of contextual factors must be properly recognized, whether this is institutional ethos—or lack of it—or software package which consigns the hapless teacher to the unpopular slots in the timetable. 

Whatever the context in which it is proposed that the profile or portfolio be used, there is overwhelming agreement concerning the need to recognize the interrelationship between teaching and learning, and that whilst teaching excellence can manifest itself in many ways, since the conditions under which, or despite which, it emerges can be very diverse, the description and evaluation of successful teaching can never be divorced from considerations of how teaching seeks to promote learning. Hounsell, though, would see this level of classroom activity as forming but one strand of a more complex contribution which the individual teacher makes: the impact on his or her students is vital, but impact on curriculum design, on the qualty of courses and programmes, on teaching at an institutional level, and on the discipline at a national level, are also telling indicators. 

The Prospect 

Where a diverse range of distinguished contributors are in broad harmony, as is the case in this volume, there is real hope that significant progress can be made towards establishing a method for recording an individual’s contribution to a department’s or an institution’s teaching effort. In contemplating a prospect for the future, however, it should be recalled (as quoted by Ramsden, 1992) that: ‘No-one but a fool or a charlatan may presume to tell lecturers…how to teach students better. There are no right answers: there are only methods that may work better or worse for each individual teacher…and each group of students.’ It has to be remembered that students learn in qualitatively different ways, that the outcomes of student learning differ and, in addition, that teachers understand in qualitatively different ways what good teaching is (Gibbs, 1994). Despite this diversity, however, the dialogue between the teacher and the student, which is vital to the learning process, should be encouraged as much as possible and should be enhanced wherever feasible (Laurillard, 1993). 

It is increasingly difficult to discuss developments and requirements in aspects of higher education in isolation from the funding situation. Cuts in funding allocations for higher education in recent years in many countries are beginning to attract greater attention. In the UK in November 1995, the budget statement proposed reductions of 7 per cent for the next academic year, following five years in which efficiency gains have been imposed, leading to a total funding reduction of 15 per cent already achieved. Although it is difficult to develop profiles at a time of increasing financial pressure, nevertheless there could be advantages both within and between institutions once this is achieved. It is probably inappropriate to wait until the funding situation becomes easier: for example, some extrapolations of the present scenario (AUT, 1995) have suggested that, if the changes since 1979 are 
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repeated over the next 15 years, the university system will see student:staff ratios of 30:1. 

The identification of the desirability of constructing a teaching profile, and advocacy of the creation of a core model for such profiles, should not be confused with an attempt to dictate approaches to teaching or to establish standards. Any profiling method must remain as flexible as possible to allow for the variety that Gibbs (1994) acknowledges. It should not encourage a teacher-centred concept of quality, but recognize and indeed facilitate the clear involvement of the student in the dialogue which will contribute to the learning process, and to the teacher’s learning about the teaching process. Peer review is an ingredient which must also play a part: in addition to the dialogue between teacher and student, there needs to be review by the peer group, and this need not be confined to the institutional or even the national dimension. The benefits of international peer review from the experience of Hong Kong have been emphasized by Woodhouse (1994). Moreover, when considering teaching profiles, it is essential to have regard to the relationship between research and teaching. This is reviewed by Barnett (1992) and it is important in the context of higher education to ensure that the awareness of, and the contribution made by, research and scholarship is always maintained. 

No single, commonly accepted model for the creation of a teaching profile exists. In the absence of such a model, it nonetheless remains a commonly held desirable goal to adopt a holistic approach, where all the different possible aspects of what might constitute ‘quality teaching’ are included, so that there is created an agenda from which major elements can be selected by individuals, according to their circumstances, in order to state their case (Hager, Gonczi, and Athanasou, 1994). Inevitably, a comparison is often drawn between the teaching profile and the research profile: and although many difficulties have been identified in relation to the construction of the teaching profile, it could be argued that similar difficulties in the construction of a research profile once existed, but that the ability to profile research activity has long since become part of the received wisdom for academics. 

It is certainly the case that performance indicators for teaching are insufficiently refined, as suggested by Barnett (1992) quoting Sizer (1989). It is quite possible that some approaches to identifying quality of performance will, in the future, find favour in certain contexts but not in others: for example, Penington (1994) argues that a competency-based approach is unsuitable for higher education because it ignores educational process by focusing on measurable, observable and practical outcomes. He therefore argues that, because competency is a behavioural construct related to action, when applied in assessment it can lead to a downgrading of the importance of knowledge in intellectual skills. In any future method of describing and assessing teaching quality it will be important to incorporate the manifest implications of using information technology, reflected not only in teaching performance, but also in teaching process within an institution and across networks of links between institutions, some of which are indicated in Laurillard (1993). It should also be acknowledged that a single approach may not be applicable to absolutely every situation: for example because of gender issues (Amin, 1994). 
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It may be possible to be at one and the same time reductionist, by identifying all the components that could contribute to a teaching profile, and holistic, by attempting to see the various ways in which the teaching profile could have an impact. The simple component approach in table 11.1 (modified into table 11.2 to incorporate the outcomes of the conference) attempts to indicate essential elements that could be employed and combined with the various indicators of outcome that may be selected in a particular institution or a specific context. If the utility of such an approach is generally recognized, it would perhaps be possible, as suggested in chapter 11, to avoid the necessity for all institutions to reinvent the same wheel. By starting from a construct of the kind indicated in table 11.2 and adapting it to their own particular institutional needs, they would have a ready-made approach to identifying, through profiling, the contribution of individual academics to the corporate teaching and learning effort. 
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