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2. OVERVIEW

Descriptive Title:
Supporting the implementation of the Quality Assurance Framework in Ontario Universities

Intended Outcomes:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Associate directors and directors of the teaching and learning centres at three medical-doctoral universities, three comprehensive universities, and four primarily undergraduate universities will be invited to participate in telephone interviews.  The goal of these interviews will be to determine:
· how the directors or associate directors of teaching and learning centres conceptualize and define quality as it pertains to undergraduate education at their institutions
· how teaching and learning centres and their staff are responding to the Quality Assurance Framework with respect to the supports that they are now offering or may offer in the future to support the implementation of the QAF

Proposed timeline of events and tasks:

	Date
	Task

	August 2011
	Prepare ethics application for Brock University
Construct interview guide

	September 2011
	Prepare and submit ethics applications for other universities involved

	October 2011
	Pilot interview guide, obtain feedback, revise

	November-December 2011
	Schedule 10 interviews with TLC directors or associate directors (phone interviews, estimated 1 hour in duration)

	January 2012

	Prepare Interim Report, submit by February 1
Transcribe interview tapes (estimated 10 hours of tape)

	February-May 2012
	Review transcripts, member-checking, initial data coding and analysis

	June-August 2012
	Data analysis and conclusions; reporting and preparation for dissemination

	September – October 2012
	Prepare Final Report, submit by October 23



Rationale:

In an effort to enhance critical reflection, inquiry, and communication about the educational development practices that revolve around or in some way support the implementation of Ontario universities’ new Quality Assurance Framework, funding is being sought to help with the interview stage of one portion of a larger research project.

The Australian and European literature is suggesting that there are vast differences in how students, educators, educational developers, and administrators conceptualize quality of post-secondary education.  These differences were also seen at a session at the Opportunities and New Directions conference in Waterloo this past spring.  I am interested in following up with this finding to determine how quality is being defined and conceptualized by different stakeholder groups in Ontario at the onset of the implementation of the Quality Assurance Framework.  I’m also interested in determining what support services and resources are being offered by educational development centers within Ontario universities, and whether any additional support services or resources are being offered to provide assistance with the implementation of the QAF.  

Results from this study will elucidate the current practices of educational development centres with respect to the extent to which they are supporting the implementation of the QAF. As results are disseminated, new ideas and directions may be identified and shared for educational developers to consider, ideally enhancing communication and reciprocity among educational development professionals.

Scholarship:

Over the past two decades, the world of academia has seen an emerging priority being placed on the quality of education that students receive from a university. Quality assurance processes, policies, and frameworks are becoming more common in academia. But what exactly is meant by the term quality within the context of postsecondary education?  What are universities doing to support the implementation of new quality assurance frameworks?

Not only is its definition vague or absent from the very documents and policies that purport to assure its existence, quality is also a term that takes on different meanings to different groups of people. While some work has been done (Harvey & Green, 1993; Harvey & Knight, 1996, Newton, 2010) to determine how quality is defined and conceptualized in Europe and Australia, there appears to be little from a Canadian context and even less that represents Ontario. Newton (2010) suggested that as quality assurance policies were implemented overseas through the 1990s, it became possible to trace the career of the concept of quality, and to contrast the earlier formal meanings of quality with the situated meanings that began to emerge (Newton, 2002). With Ontario just now implementing a new Quality Assurance Framework [QAF] (Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance, 2010), it is an interesting time to determine how quality is defined and conceptualized both in formal policy documents and in situated contexts among students and educators, or those that Newton (2002) refers to as “on the ground”. Since the QAF itself does not offer a clear definition of quality, it is up to each Ontario University to do so within its Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP). 

With implementation of the QAF and IQAPs rolling out this year, it would be interesting to ascertain how Ontario university students, educators, educational developers, and senior administrators are conceptualizing quality in an effort to someday be able to trace the evolution of the concept of quality. Comparing the definitions of quality to definitions held by other groups of people, including students, teaching assistants, support staff, faculty, management would not only be of interest but may also involve more stakeholders in accepting the QAF as a framework that allows for quality enhancement rather than dismissing it as a method that is imposed for accountability purposes. Cheng (2011) has started some of this work by interviewing 17 teaching award winners and eight graduate students to determine how quality and quality enhancement are defined in England. In this case study, he found that the award winning instructors tended to define quality in terms of its outcomes on students’ learning.  His results support Harvey and Knight’s (1996) definition of quality as transformation and fit Finnie and Usher’s (2005) conceptual model that value-added involves the difference from beginning characteristics and inputs to learning and final outcomes. At a recent conference in Southern Ontario, Goff and Nicholson (2011) found that university educators and educational developers in attendance provided working definitions of quality that represented the concept of quality as transformative or adds value in ways that align with the institutions’ purpose and mission.

Gaining an understanding of how quality is conceptualized by educational developers and how they feel quality is being conceptualized on their campuses may relate to some of the service and resource provisions that are offered by the centers.  Literature is scant on how educational development centers have responded to implementing quality assurance processes, especially within a Canadian context. 

Dissemination:

This proposed research comprises a portion of a larger research project.  It is anticipated that results from the interviews with directors and associate directors of teaching and learning centres in Ontario will be presented at conferences in Ontario and submitted for publication.  Results are expected to shed light upon the current perspectives and conceptualizations of quality that held by educational developers and the current support services and resources that educational development centres are offering to assist with the implementation of the QAF. Similarities, differences, new ideas, and new directions may be identified for educational developers to consider.  Possible local conferences include McMaster University’s Research on Teaching and Learning annual conference, Waterloo’s Opportunities and New Directions conference, or similar Ontario conferences.  It would also be my intent to present any resulting findings at EDC and/or STLHE.  Possible publications outlets might include:  Canadian Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, Journal of Teaching and Learning, or the Canadian Journal of Higher Education.

3. BUDGET

Funding for this project is being sought to help cover only the costs of transcribing the interview tapes into text.  

Funding is not being sought for other expenses associated with this project (e.g. time and resources to prepare ethics applications and interview guides, to conduct interviews, to analyze data, to check with participants, or to write or disseminate the findings).

	Items
	Cost

	Transcription costs
· $140/hr of tape x 15 hrs of tape
	$2,100

	Total amount requested from EDC Grant Program
	$2,100
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