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ABSTRACT

Ore of theresponsesto the 1997 Academic Audit of Massey University was the creation of aLearning
and Teaching Plan (LTP). The Plan acts as aninterface between the strategi c context and intert of the
University as represented in University’ s Charter and Srategic Plan 2020, aswell as the Education
Amendment Act and Functions and Procedures Manual of the Committee on University Academic
Programmes (CUAP), and the practice of learning and teaching at Massey University. TheLTPwas
developed in 1998 using extensi ve consultation with University staff and students and is an overarching
framework of objectivesfrom whichanumber of new initiatives have been instigated.

Implementation of the LTP involved the development of a corresponding Operationa Plan (LTOP). The
LTOP has evolved in 1999 as the qudity assurance mechanismfor the LTP. Discussions with staff and
students considered pivotal to the achievement of LTP objectives resulted inthe identification of
appropriateindicators, areasfor further investigation and additional efforts required for the monitoring
and implementation of the LTP.

Theintroduction of LTP and LTOP has assisted the Universty to consolidatea set of shared objectives
related to learning and teaching. Another benefit has been the creation of a network for information
gathering. Thenext stepin the process is deved oping appropriate processes to disseminateinformation
from the LTOP to staff and sudents of the Universty. A web-based goproachto reporting is currently
under invedtigation.

At thisearly stage, it would be premaureto s targets or goals for thelearning and teaching obj ectives.
Ingead, a period of information gatheringis required to examine where the University isin relationto the
objectives, in addition to whether we are gathering the correct information for the correct purpose.



A QUALITY ASSURANCE APPROACH TO
THE PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A LEARNING AND TEACHING STRATEGY
FOR MULTI-CAMPUS, MULTI-MODAL UNIVERSITY

INTRODUCTION

New Zed and tertiary inditutions are operating in an environment that ischanging rgpidly. At atime
when universities must respond to increasng sudent numbers and decreasi ng government funding, the
public concernfor accountability and qudity in tertiary education isgrowing (Woodhouse 1999). The
release of documents describing the devel opment of the Qudity Assurance Authority of New Zed and
(QAANZ) and assodiated Qudity Vdidation Bodies (QV Bs) (White Paper, 1998, QAANZ Pre-
establishment Team, 1999) are evidence that the importance of quality in education cannot be understated.

Maintaining and i mproving academic qudity is an organisationd problem requiring asystemic and
systematic approachin order to identify solutions. Variousforms of Quality Management have been
proposed and tested as asol ution, but the diverse experiences of the United States of America, United
Kingdom, Australiaand €l sewhere have demonstrated limitationsinthemodels. International experiences
have shown tha peer review and government inspection, eval uation and regul ation are insufficent for
ensuring academic quality (Harman, 1998). Similarly, the trand ocation of manufacturing-based quality
asaurance modd s and the use of immature Total Quality Management paradigmsin educationa settings
have not been entirdy successful (Koch and Fisher, 1998). This can be attributed, in part, to the absence
of asuitable definition of academic quality and academic quality improvement in higher education.

The White Paper (1998) destribes quality in education as “fitness for purpose” thereby encouraging
tertiary institutions to focus on the deve opment of outcome-oriented sysems that adequately cater to the
needs of all stakeholders For example, graduate profiles are now arequirement for al new university
programmes (CUAP, 1998) and the specification of graduae attributesand learning outcomes are
becoming more preval en.

Specifying outcomes and objectives of aninstitution, programme or paper isessential for facilitating clear
communi cation between theinstitution and externd stekehol ders such as government, community interest
groupsandindustry. Of equal importance arethe systemsin place to ensurethe quality of educational
ddivery to students as informed consumers and paying clients of theuniversity.

For a multi-campus, multi-modal Univerdty such as Massey, quality assurance systemsfor learning and
teaching assume greater importance. Distinctive campuses mug retai n enough autonomy to respond to

regiond demands. However, if the Universityisto remainan integrated organizetion all divisions must
share the vision, mission and ethos of theinstitution.

CLARIFYING UNIVERSITY GOALS—REVISITING FIRST PRINCIPLESAND FILLING THE
GAPS

Therole of theuniversity is ‘critic and conscience of society’, acting asa‘ repository of expertise’
concerned with * advanced learning’ where * research and teaching are closely interdependent’ (Education
Amendment Ad, 1990). These key functionsof the univergty are often simplified to three activities that
aremore quantifiable — research, teaching and community service.

Inan environment oriented toward outcomes, achievement of the simplified university functions has been
easly reported. Research outputs are counted, community service activities described and teaching
occurs However, revisiting the Education Amendment Act of 1990 it is apparent that broader thinking is
required if we are to ascertain whether the universitiesare fulfilling their defined roles. For example, what
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ismeart by ‘ advanced learning’ ? How do universitiesensure that research and teaching are ‘ d osdy
interdependent’? Moreimportantly, how can universities hopeto report their achievement of these gods
if thereareno dear definitions of the concepts?

The New Zed and Universities etablished an Academic Audit Unit (AAU) in 1994. The AAU was
charged with the repong bility of “ reviewing each university’ s mechani sms for monitoring and enhancing
academic quaity and standards, and to comment onther effectivenessinreldionto theinstitution's stated
aimsand goals’ (AAU, 1996). Thus, the AAU checks that the quality systems support the university
goals, but if thegod's are not operationally defined, it isimpossbleto effectively investigate whether
appropriate qudity systems and quality assurance mechanisms aeinplace.

The AAU conducted thefirst Academic Audit of Massey Universityin 1997. The Audit Panel observed
that “the concept of learning was not well addressed” and “therewas no systematic approach inplace for
the Univerdty or Department improvement of learning” (Massey University Audit Report, p.19). The
Audit Report also stated that “ an Academic Plan for teaching, course and assessment strategieswill be
critical to success’ (p.16).

During 1998 and 1999, M assey University has attempted to addressthe percaved gapin its strategic
direction by the deve opment of aQuality Advancement Programme (1999) that included the creation of
an Academic Plan. Cognisart that research and community service functions are unpacked into various
categories that enable somemeasure of their qudity to be established, we have endeavoured to identify
learning and teaching goals that embody the key roles, as wel asthe academic direction of the University.
Accompanying the learning and teaching god sare a variety of qudlitative and quantitative i ndi cators that
will assist in mapping our progress toward the objectives.

DEVELOPMENT OF A LEARNING AND TEACHING PLAN FOR MASSEY UNIVERSITY

The Massey Universty Learning and Teaching Plan (LTP) was initidly developed by asmall workgroup
and revised in consultation with many staff and students. The LTP was then subject to the Univergty
pathways for policy approval and officialy adoptedin the letter part of 1998.

The LTP ads asan interface between Massey University' s Charter and Strategic Plan 2020, as well asthe
Education Amendment Act (1990) and the New Zed and Vice Chancellors Committee on Univerdty
Academic Programmes - Functions and Procedures, and the practi ce of learning and teaching at Massey
University. In other words, the LTP outlines the key areas of learning and teaching that M assey
University is committed to enhancing through quality assurance. Specificdly, the Plan indudes
statementsof intent withregard to Inditutiond, Staff and Sudent Responsibilities, Educationd
Programmes, Support Services and Fecilities and the Interdependence of Research, Learning and
Teaching.

Duringtheinitial stagesof the LTP development, therewas general agreemernt that the University could
not progress thelearning and teaching goal swithout generating, distributing and embedding a vari ety of
support proceduresthroughout the Institution. Accordingly, an overall Academic Plan that indicated
future devd opmentsin support of the LTP was outlined. For example, Codes of Practice for Curriculum
Development and Assesament were deemed essential for the Univergty to promote consigency in two
areas fundamental to teaching practice. The Codeswere devel oped concurrently withthe LTP, aswas a
proposal for the systematic review of academic programmes

The LTP emphasi sesthat |earning and teaching at the University invol vesthe active participation of both
steff and students and consequently, the responsibility to ensurethat |earning and teaching occur inthe
most efficient and effective manner is shared. Animportant part of theLTPistheincluson of statements
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regarding the rights and responsihilities of the Institution and its staff and students inthe learning process.
Arguably, this has been the first step toward clarifying the dynamic relationships that exist between the
University, staff, students and externd stakehol ders.

Sirvand (1996) describes the rel @i onship between students and the university asavery complex one
because many aspects generdly assod ated with customers do not gpply to students. For example,
students do not normally pay thefull pricefor the service received and are required to prove merit and
digibility. Based upon these criteria, studentsdo not fit the classicd understanding of a customer.

At times, students may play acombination of rolesin relation to theinstitution by being both customers
and co-producers. Throughout their association with the institution, the student is the customer of services
such asadmissions, enrolment, library and student services. Asthey becomemoreinvolved inresearch,
they can be co-producers of knowledge and more active contributors to the learning process.

Lindsay (1993) proposed tha students arejust one of many stakeholderswho all may have dfferent needs
and expectations of the education system. Satisfying the important sakehol ders requires the organisation
to havewdl| defined processes and provide the resources and environment wherever possible.

Adding to the complexity of the university-staff-student-externd stakehol der relaionshipis the concept
that the situation may changeover time. For example, the undergraduate student is largely lead and
controlled as a recipient of educationa services and isperhaps doser to being a customer in the
conventional sense. Thepost graduate student, however, could actually be co-produding research for a
third party who is an external cusomer of the University. In this case, the student is digned more dosdy
with the role of asupplier.

The Plan expliditly reflects aview of |earning as acooperative process with saff and studentsas co-
producers of learning and knowledge. Theview isaso reflectedin thetitle of the plan with the focus on
‘learning and teaching’ to endorse learning asthe outcome supported by teaching as aprocess.

STAGE TWO: THE LEARNING AND TEACHING OPERATIONAL PLAN

Inorder to ensure that the quality principles stated in the LTP were supported by quality assurance
mechani sms, a Learning and Teaching Operational Plan (LTOP) followed devel opmernt of the LTPas a
means of eval uating progresstoward goals.

The LTOP began asa set of basicindicators roughly aigned to the goas of the LTP and known to be
available from University reportsand central databases However, much of theinformation required to
adequaely evaluate progresstoward LTP goals was not readily avail able and a network of information
sources was identified. Conaultationwith the network resulted in some additiond indicators but overdl,
was more useful for identifying where information could be found.

Theintention isto publish LTOP reports biannual ly so that areas of good practice can be identifiedin
addition to areas for targeted improvemert. At this early stage of development, it would be prematureto
set targets in relation to the learning and teaching objectives. Instead, a period of information gatheringis
required to examinewhere we arein relation to the objectives, in addition to whether we are gathering the
correct information for the correct purpose Armed with the knowledge that the information sought is
appropriate, sufficient and accurate, Massey University can proceed with theidentification of targets and
theimplementation of action plansto achieve set goals.
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CURRENT STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT

The approva of the LTP and LTOP signified the beginning of acontinud cyd e toward quality
improvement. Implementation of the LTP is dready underway with many new initiativessuch asthe
Codesof Practice and a Teaching Skills Development Programme. It was originally thought that a 1998
LTOP report would have been completed by this time but the process has been hindered by deficienciesin
the Univergty information systems.

A significant amount of the datarequiredis not readily availablefrom the central database. Infact, alot
of time has been spent finding pathways to generate theinformation. For example, prior to the LTOP
there was no method of determining sudent progression and attrition rates at the University level and
interrogating the database to yiel d thisinformation has been a complicated exercise. Another problem is
that some of theinformation sourcesdo not report their progress at regular intervals, instead the
information must be sifted from meeting minutes and ad hoc reviews

However, we are now at the stage where we can begin the generation of the 1998 and 1999 L TOP reports.
Consigent withthe M assey University Quality Advancemert Programme principle of full disdosure, itis
proposed that the reports are published on the Massey University Website so theinformationis accessible
to all gaff and sudents of the University and can be browsead by external stakeholders.

VISIONS OF THE FUTURE

The LTP informs and directsthe University learning and teaching activities and through the common
stendards thet will be devel oped in accordance with the Plan, the Universty hopesto produce cond stent
learning and teachi ng outcomes irrespective of the delivery mode or Campuslocaion.

The LTOP Reports are expected to be ava uableinformation source for staff, studentsand external
stekehol ders providing amechanism for identifying and sharing good practice aswell as ameansto target
areas for improvement. The LTOP also signifies the devel opment of a system for institutional research,
targeting an area tha has previously been undirected at M assey University.
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