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Section 2.2.1 listed the following as institutional practices that are natural
consequences of the value position that teaching and learning are primary functions
of Hong Kong’s tertiary institutions:

1. Public statements are made by institutional leaders promulgating this view,
together with published statements in official university materials, on Web
sites, etc.

2. Rewards and resource allocations are significantly dependent upon the extent to
which there are appropriate attempts to assure and improve the quality of teaching
and learning. Rewards and resource allocations would be at the (a) unit (budget
allocation) and (b) individual (appointment, substantiation and promotion)
levels.

3. There are teaching excellence awards for outstanding teachers and/or examples
of teaching.

4. Internal awards, in the form of teaching development grants or similar awards,
are made in support of worthy teaching initiatives and developments, together
with arrangements to ensure that these are allocated in ways that are maximally
effective and that the outcomes of projects are utilised and rewarded appropriately
across campus.

5. Strategic planning takes place to continually monitor, assure and enhance the
quality of teaching and learning. The broad practical arrangements could include
any or all of the following:
• Committees, working parties, etc.
• Departmental assessments or reviews on a periodic basis.
• Quality or education quality work reviews at the institutional or faculty level.

The remainder of this chapter is organised according to these five practices. However,
it is obvious that there is overlap among these practices and that it is impossible to
draw a sharp boundary between them. This leads to a consideration of the extent to
which these practices are consistent with one another; the matter of coherence will
be addressed where appropriate.

3.1 Promulgation of the view that teaching and learning are
primary functions

All tertiary institutions in Hong Kong promote the view that teaching and learning
are primary functions. Teaching and learning are seen as forming one of the three legs
of the base on which the institutional mission stands, the other two legs being research
and community service.12  This view is expressed in every institutional mission
statement and strategic plan and is clearly articulated by the head of every institution.

12 As discussed in the final section of Chapter 1, however, different institutions are likely to differ significantly
in the emphasis they place upon each of these three legs.
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It is interesting to look at the specificity and richness of the material that supports and
gives substance to this belief that teaching and learning are primary functions, in
order to enquire into what is seen as characterising exemplary teaching and learning
and to investigate how this informs strategic developments, rewards, etc.

A number of institutions in Hong Kong have published extensive and explicit
descriptions relating to quality teaching and learning, and the four cases that are
outlined later in this section demonstrate the approaches that have been taken. In
order to place these descriptions, and the uses to which they are put, into a conceptual
context, some initial discussion of the following two issues is useful:

• How is it decided what constitutes good teaching?

• Is good teaching conceptually distinct from excellent teaching?

3.1.1 How is it decided what constitutes good/excellent teaching?

One approach is to carry out a series of investigations into different teaching methods
or teachers in an attempt to link these with student learning outcomes (usually as
determined by examination results). However, the very extensive history of such
attempts has failed to demonstrate any conclusive or systematic link between teaching
methods or teachers and student learning. This reflects the difficulty of linking
specific practices with outcomes, as mentioned in the Preamble to Part 2 of this
Handbook. The following are some of the specific difficulties involved:

• It is very difficult to delineate and measure the factors that constitute the very
complex activity of “teaching”. It is similarly difficult to describe and quantify the
host of factors that constitute a “teacher”.

• It is difficult to determine and quantify what students have learned: examination
results are only a rough indication.

• It is not possible (other than in trivial and artificial circumstances) to set up a
scientific arrangement for the comparison of one class of students (subject to
teacher/teaching method X) with another class of students (subject to teacher/
teaching method Y) – unlike laboratory experiments, in which environments can
be strictly controlled.

A second approach is to ask the opinions of stakeholders; usually academic staff
and students. This is the approach that most universities in Hong Kong have taken,
using various processes of consultation that draw on, refine and consolidate
representative views (e.g. University A below).

A third approach involves studying the winners of university teaching excellence
awards (see Section 3.3) in order to ascertain their distinctive characteristics. This is
essentially identical with the second approach, as award winners are chosen by their
peers using criteria usually derived according to the second approach (e.g. University
D below, has adopted this method).
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3.1.2 Is good teaching conceptually distinct from excellent teaching?

If the answer to this question is no, then excellent teaching is simply a matter of
“more of the same” vis-à-vis good teaching. If the answer is yes, then the question is
what distinguishes good and excellent teachers.

Universities in Hong Kong have different stances on this issue, either implicitly or
explicitly, as judged from their practices and associated documentation. For example,
Universities A and B below explicitly subscribe to the perspective that good and
excellent teaching are different, while Universities C and D seem to subscribe to the
“more of the same” view.13

Documentation from all four universities suggests that good teaching is characterised
by performance under the following categories:

• Preparation and organisation for teaching.

• Use of a variety of teaching approaches to fit particular contexts and objectives.

• Student-centred approaches that stress student-student and staff-student
interaction.

• Appropriate assessment and feedback to students.

• Emphasis on important concepts and ideas rather than details.

• Ability to motivate students, especially through modelling enthusiasm for the
subject.

• Ongoing teaching development.

Where Universities A and B describe excellent teaching as distinct from good teaching,
the elements in excellent teaching relate mainly to the following:

• The promotion and development of environments for the promotion of effective
learning.

• The assumption of leadership roles in influencing departmental and institutional
policies and practices relating to the creation of appropriate learning environments.

The distinction between good teaching and good learning environments run
throughout the Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review (TLQPR) Reports
and will figure in later sections of this Handbook.

The aim of summarising these institutions’ thoughts on good and excellent teaching
is not to pronounce on which are correct, but rather to illustrate how tertiary
institutions have grappled with the issue as part of their commitment to ensuring
that teaching and learning are primary functions. The next sections outline some of
the particular approaches in these universities.

13 This differentiation is not strong, and the distinction may well be one of degree rather than of kind.
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3.1.3 Examples of good practices

University A
University A has developed a Statement on Quality Teaching through a consultative
process that involved extensive input from staff and students before it was endorsed
first by the University Committee on Teaching and Learning Quality and
subsequently by the senate. It is an official policy document of the university, and
has been printed as a pamphlet in addition to existing in electronic form on the
university Web site. A noteworthy aspect of the document is that it defines the
expectations for effective teachers (which all members of the permanent teaching
staff are expected to satisfy), then describes how these might be exceeded by excellent
teachers “who win teaching awards [and] aspire to such recognition”.

There are some dozen elements in the document that describe an effective teacher,
essentially to do with preparation and organisation, variety of teaching and
assessment approaches to suit the context, and effective communication. Ten
statements relating to excellent teaching have a theme of student-centredness running
through them, with an emphasis on the structuring of environments that promote
desirable student learning. Enthusiasm and the ability to motivate students are also
seen to be important.

University B
The approach of conceptualising and describing different levels of teaching
attainment has also been adopted by University B, which has two separate policy
documents relating to teaching and learning. The first of these is entitled The
University’s Philosophy on Learning and Teaching, and was developed in a widely
consultative manner under the auspices of the Learning and Teaching Committee
before formal adoption by the senate. Initially, this document outlines five values
that guide the practices associated with desirable teaching and learning:

1. The all-round development of students beyond the professional context (by
appreciating “a broader context of learning including the historical, cultural,
economic and political contexts within which communities develop”).

2. Student-centred learning and a caring and supportive learning environment.

3. The importance of good teaching.

4. Technology as a tool for the enhancement of learning and teaching.

5. Partnership with professionals and the community.

Suggestions are provided as to the means by which these five values might be given
practical life. For example, the fifth value has the following bullet points associated
with it:
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• Provision of structured learning experiences by incorporating practicum such
as workplace placements and service learning in the curriculum.

• Professionals invited as guest lecturers or to participate in curriculum reviews
and developments.

• Mechanisms and activities to solicit feedback from employers for curriculum
improvement.

A further document relating to teaching and learning at University B, developed
some time ago under the auspices of the Learning and Teaching Committee and
recently updated, is Some Suggestions on the Criteria for Basic, Good and Outstanding
Levels of Teaching. This document describes what teaching consists of under four
headings:

1. Preparation for teaching.
2. Interacting with students.
3. Assessing students’ work and giving feedback on it.
4. “Other activities” (administrative tasks, professional development, etc.).

Following this, the document suggests that the quality of teaching may be thought
of in terms of three categories: basic competence in teaching, good teaching, and
outstanding teaching. It is interesting that the descriptions of basic competence that
are given are broadly consistent with those from University A relating to effective
teachers. Beyond basic competence, the descriptors for good and excellent teaching
focus more on aspects of leadership and proactivity in promoting innovations
designed to enhance student learning.

University C
In 2000, the Senior Management Group of University C established a Task Force on
Quality Teaching and Learning. After a series of meetings, surveys and studies that
were contributed to by a broad range of staff, a Report on Quality Teaching and
Learning was published a year later. This is an extensive document that clearly
articulates the primacy of teaching and learning within the institutional mission,
and goes into significant detail about the values, strategies and practices that could
most usefully inform the push to continually enhance teaching and learning. The
document explicates best practices under the following broad headings:

1. Frequent student-faculty interaction.
2. Frequent student-student interaction.
3. Student-oriented support services.
4. Diversity in teaching and learning.
5. Interdisciplinary and broad-based curriculum.
6. Assessment practices and student research for ... education.
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The somewhat different emphasis of this structure is a result of the particular culture
and mission of University C. However, the general trend of the detail under these
headings is broadly consistent with the perspectives of Universities A and B.

University D
University D has always stressed the importance of teaching through statements,
including reference to providing students with “the best education in the specialist
subjects and in general education”. More recently, there have been significant moves
to describe more clearly how this aim might be operationalised through the
promotion of specific teaching activities and the construction of appropriate learning
environments. In common with other universities in Hong Kong, University D
operates a teaching excellence award scheme (see Section 3.3). Recently, a research
project has focused on a number of awardees, and through interviews with them
has derived a set of dimensions that have been proposed as “principles of excellent
teaching”. These are as follows (under the first heading the full set of sub-descriptors
has been given, but these are omitted for the other headings):

A. Planning teaching and courses

1. Planning for teaching includes articulating expected learning outcomes,
selecting learning activities and seeking feedback evaluation from students,
as well as determining content.

2. When planning a course it is necessary to anticipate the needs of the
students.

3. Teachers should make a detailed plan of each lesson including learning
activities, but then be prepared to flexibly adapt this plan in the light of
students’ responses.

B. What is taught

C. How it is taught

D.Motivating students

E. Development as a teacher

3.2 Issuance of rewards and resource allocations
To promote teaching and learning as primary functions, there should be rewards
and resource allocations that are significantly dependent upon appropriate attempts
to assure and improve the quality of teaching and learning. It is possible to think of
rewards as being issued at one of at least two levels: (1) the unit (e.g. department or
faculty), and (2) the individual. There are examples of rewards at both levels in
Hong Kong.
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3.2.1 Rewards to units

Across the tertiary institutions in Hong Kong, budgets have been allocated on a
quantitative basis, driven by student headcount, with no qualitative considerations
relating to the efficacy of teaching and learning arrangements. There are good
arguments for this. At the same time there is also a compelling argument that if
teaching and learning are primary functions of the institution, some significant
additional reward should accrue to units that have the most efficacious teaching
and learning arrangements. The Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review
(TLQPR) Panel was of this view, and in the case of most institutional reports there
is a recommendation that a thin top slice of the block budget should be used to
differentially reward units on the basis of their arrangements for the assurance and
improvement of teaching and learning. Case studies for three universities indicate
how they have implemented or are currently implementing such arrangements.

Conceptually, the systems in place in the three universities can be divided into two
categories. Both have their advantages, and an institution might fruitfully adopt
both.

Universities A14  and B have systems which determine funding for all units on the
basis of performance. This is analogous to performance related salary for an
individual, and all units are affected directly. University C adopts a different system,
in which a relatively small number of departments are identified as particularly
meritorious (i.e. they are the “winners”) and are rewarded accordingly. The analogy
here is with teaching excellence awards for individuals (as described in Section 3.3).

University A
University A has recently implemented a new funding methodology, in recognition
of the fact that “the weaknesses [of a heavily student-number driven] resourcing
model became apparent as it left little room for development of new initiatives and
was not properly conducive to quality teaching and education nor of interdisciplinary
endeavour”.

The basis of the new funding methodology is as follows:

The fundamental philosophy of the new funding methodology is to embrace
predictability and stability and at the same time provide for a greater degree of
flexibility for strategic planning and academic developments by shifting 5%
per year of the budget towards performance-based funding. This 5% top slice
will be retained in a central pool. Faculties will then negotiate additional funds
from the central pool on the basis of performance and the strategic development
priorities of the faculties. It should be pointed out that the funds in the central
pool will all be allocated to faculties, and will not be used for other purposes.

14 This University A is not the same institution as the University A in the previous section. Institutions will
be designated in alphabetic order as they are referred to in each new section to help preserve anonymity.
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The allocation of the top-slice funds to faculties is carried out in line with a
performance profile derived from a set of four parameters (where each faculty is
allowed to elect a weighting for each parameter against which they are assessed):

1. Effective use and deployment of resources.
2. Academic.
3. Research.
4. Community and professional interactions and impact.

In turn, under each of these parameters there is an extensive subset of indicators. As
an example, a partial set for the second parameter, “Academic”, is given below. Four
priorities are listed under this heading. As an example, the full statement is given for
the second priority:

Academic

Priority: To maintain the highest standards of student admissions
to University A

...

Priority: To ensure that the teaching and learning process at
University A is of the highest quality

Desired outcome: University A should aim to deliver courses and degree
programmes that are of the highest quality, where course
content is up-to-date, relevant to goals and community
needs and informed by current research. There should be
appropriate consideration of and innovation in curriculum
design, pedagogy and assessment, appropriate to goals and
taking into account feedback from students and other
sources. Education at University A should be related to and
enhanced by the research excellence of the institution. Due
consideration should be given to horizontal and vertical
integration of course material to achieve appropriate
progressive development of students’ abilities. Overlap with
other parts of the university should be minimized through
coordination and cooperation. Students should receive
valuable and timely formative and summative feedback and
have reasonable access to teaching staff.

Evaluated by: External Examiner’s reports (e.g. comments on the inter-
relationships between a department’s research activities and
its teaching could be taken into account) ... Faculty Review
reports, benchmarking results (if carried out)

Profile indicators:

1. Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) score (average).
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2. Number of internal staff teaching awards (number per unit staff).

3. Number of staff with recognised teaching qualifications (number per unit staff).

4. EQW [education quality work] reports on achievements and QA [quality
assurance] processes in teaching and learning (externally assessed).

5. Staff-student ratios (ratio).

6. Class sizes (including lectures, labs, tutorials) (median).

7. Number of one-on-one student hours (hours per unit student).

8. Proportion of classes taught in English (% hours).

9. Hours of oral presentation (hours per unit student).

10. Web-supported courses (%).

11. Credit units taken by students in other faculties (number).

12. Credit units offered to students in another faculty (number).

13. Credits which can be taken by any one student outside the home faculty
(maximum % of total graduation credit units).

14. Individual courses have stated generic and specific objectives for learning
and assessment (%).

15. Student workload is realistic (average SET scores for this question).

16. Number of workshops, seminars on enhancement of T&L attended
(number per staff member).

17. External accreditation sought (Yes, No).

18. Evidence of benchmarking or external review (Yes, No).

19. Uniqueness of programmes in Hong Kong (peer rated).

Priority: To produce graduates of the highest quality
...

Priority: To enhance scholarly activity and scholarly commitment in relation
to teaching

...

The information under the four parameters for each faculty is forwarded to a Budget
and Resources Committee that oversees the determination of the top slice and its
reallocation. The reallocation is informed by all of the information available, but there
is no mechanistic or formulaic allocation, and the committee engages in evidence-
based judgments made in the light of discussion and negotiation with the faculties.

University B
University B has plans to adopt a model that is conceptually similar to the system at
University A, though the details of the planned implementation are different. The
proposal revolves around regular programme reviews: once every six years every
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programme will be subjected to an in-depth external review, following prior self-
evaluation in terms of the following elements:

a. Subject content

b. Learning outcomes

c. Learning activities

d. The assessment scheme

e. The training and evaluation of teaching assistants, and the use of evaluation
results to fine-tune the assignments of teaching assistants

f. A summary of changes and improvements already decided and/or
implemented since the last review ...

g. An action plan in the light of reflection on (a)-(f), in each case supported by
relevant sources of feedback

In the interim, between the external reviews, each department will submit an annual
progress report in line with elements (a)-(g).

While most institutions in Hong Kong have similar review programmes in place,
University B plans to use these reviews to inform funding, as follows:

Starting from 2006-07, 5% of the total allocation to all teaching departments
will be informed by the results of the programme reviews once every 6 years
and through the annual progress reports in alternate years.

Similar to University A, the plan is to redistribute across departments a top slice
(5%) of the total available funding according to judgments about performance. While
the frameworks within which judgments will be made are rather different, the
philosophies are identical.

University C
University C adopts a different approach. Awards are made to departments that
have implemented collective efforts to “maximize student learning”. A selection panel
bases its decision on four categories of evidence:

1. Evidence of high quality teaching, e.g.:
• Teaching evaluations.
• Peer review of teaching.
• Activities to stimulate students’ curiosity.
• Staff ’s participation in teaching development courses/seminars/workshops.
• etc.

2. Thoughtful curriculum design, e.g.:
• Flexibility allowing students to make real choices about what they want to

study.
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• Opportunity for active/collaborative problem-based learning.
• Emphasis on relevant professional development (e.g. internship, sandwich

course).
• Well-articulated attributes of an ideal graduate and overall assessment

strategy that is consistent with this philosophy.
• etc.

3. Meaningful student-student and student-staff interaction, e.g.:
• Use of senior students as mentors to junior students.
• Participation of staff in mentoring schemes and student activities.
• Department initiated social activities for both staff and students.
• Feedback of current and former students through comments, focus group

discussions or surveys.
• etc.

4. Proactive out-of-class experiences, e.g.:
• Support of departmental student society.
• Admission of students with non-academic talents.
• Offer of work and research opportunities within the department.
• Participation of students in activities offered by [the student office].
• etc.

Decisions are made by the selection panel through their detailed review of the annual
reports from each academic department. Each panel member gives an individual
rating for each department, after which a short list is drawn up by the panel as a
whole. Students from each short-listed department are interviewed by panel
members in order to learn about their perspectives in terms of the four categories of
evidence listed above. Following these interviews, the panel selects departments to
receive awards. Awards are made once every two years, with a total of HK$15 million
awarded on each occasion to five departments (HK$3 million each).

The total of HK$15 million can be thought of as a top slice, however, this is not
reallocated across all departments but is given as a prize to a favoured few. While
the principle of rewarding good performance is the same as that at Universities A
and B, the philosophy differs somewhat from the philosophies underpinning the
systems in the two universities.

3.2.2 Rewards to individuals

(Rewards to individuals in the form of teaching excellence awards are covered in
Section 3.3.)

The main rewards for academic staff relate to appointment, substantiation/contract
renewal and promotion. Given that teaching is a primary function of tertiary
institutions, it follows that these personnel decisions should be linked with teaching
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competence – and further that perspectives on teaching competence should be linked
with institutional statements relating to good teaching (see Section 3.1). All tertiary
institutions in Hong Kong have policies which make it clear that personnel decisions
in relation to academic staff are based on competence in three areas: teaching,
research, and contributions to the university and the community. The implication
is that teaching competence will be judged on the basis of the criteria that form part
of the university’s philosophy/mission vis-à-vis teaching. It is very important that
there is coherence across various quality assessment and improvement activities so
that staff do not receive mixed messages. University A, described in the next
paragraphs, provides an example where the issue of coherence is explicitly addressed
within the context of appraisal of and reward for individual performance.

While the coherence and documentation of the procedures at University A are
especially clear, its procedures are conceptually typical of institutions. The keystone
procedure is regular staff appraisal, developed in collaboration with external
consultants, with the following main features:

• The scheme is primarily summative, and will normally follow a three-year
cycle.

• No staff member will go longer than three years without undergoing a regular
staff appraisal.

• The appraisal will become an integral part of the institutional personnel
decision-making process by linking the appraisal outcome directly with
promotion, reappointment, substantiation and retention considerations.

• A Departmental Review Committee will undertake the review of the staff
member.

The performance of the staff member is assessed with reference to four domains:
teaching, research and scholarly activities, academic service to the university, and
professional and community contributions. Various dimensions and criteria are used
to establish levels of performance in each of these domains.

In relation to the domain of teaching, each staff member is required to produce a
teaching portfolio, with evidence relating to a number of areas:

• Teaching performance – innovations in teaching.

• Teaching performance – student evaluation.

• Teaching performance – observation of teaching.

• Supervision of student professional placements.

• Scholarship of teaching and learning.

• Professional and pastoral care to students.

• Ongoing evaluation and improvement for the modules taught.
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For each of these areas there is a description of possible sources of evidence for
inclusion in the portfolio, together with a scoring key that is used to gauge
performance and allocate that performance to one of four levels. Two examples
from the seven areas bullet-pointed above will illustrate the approach:

Teaching performance – student evaluation

Possible sources of evidence may include:
• The standard items in Part A of the Evaluation of Teaching Questionnaire.
• Additional items added by staff members in Part B of the Evaluation of

Teaching Questionnaire.

Level 0:Overall Mean Score below 2.5

Level 1:Overall Mean Score from 2.5 to 3.0 (No item less than 1.5)

Level 2:Overall Mean Score from 3.01 to 3.2 (No item less than 2.0)

Level 3:Overall Mean Score from 3.21 and above (No item less than 2.5)

Professional and pastoral care to students

(E.g., relations with students, genuine care and support for students, sensitivity
to needs of students, a demonstrated ability to make oneself available for
consultation to students and to assist individual students in times of need,
ability to interact with and inspire students, encourage students to enquire
and search for ideas/information in other venues, e.g., library, etc.)

Possible sources of evidence may include:
• Involvement in Personal Tutorial scheme or similar scheme.
• Feedback from students.
• Feedback from colleagues/department heads.

Level 0: No satisfactory involvement in any of these activities.

Level 1: Active involvement in one professional and pastoral care activity, e.g.
personal tutorial system, working with student affairs office, etc.

Level 2: Active involvement in a number of professional and pastoral care
activities, e.g. personal tutorial system, working with student affairs
office, etc.

Level 3: Substantial involvement in a number of professional and pastoral care
activities, e.g. personal tutorial system, working with student affairs
office, etc.

Performance in each of the seven areas for the domain of teaching is then converted
into a percentage score according to the following model:

0–20%: More than four “Level 0”

21%–40%: No more than four “Level 1” or above

41%–60%: At least five “Level 1” and above
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61%–80%: At least two “Level 3” and no more than two “Level 1” or below

81%–100%: At least five “Level 3” and no “Level 0”

Similar scoring procedures are in place for each of the other three domains (research
and scholarly activities, academic service to the university, and professional and
community contributions). In arriving at an overall appraisal, each appraisee is
allowed to nominate the weightings to be applied to each domain within limits that
are specified for particular academic rankings (lecturer, etc.). This generates an
overall percentage score for each staff member that allows a case-strength (for
promotion, substantiation, etc.) descriptor to be generated, as follows:

0%–20%: Very Weak to Weak

21%–40%: Weak to Marginal

41%–60%: Marginal to Satisfactory

61%–80%: Satisfactory to Strong

81%–100%: Strong to Very Strong

As suggested earlier, all of the tertiary institutions in Hong Kong utilise similar
considerations and criteria in arriving at personnel decisions, though usually in a
more intuitive fashion. The advantage of the system in University A is that it is
completely transparent, with criteria clearly specified, and includes a model that
generates an indicator of the strength of the individual case that is being made.
(There is, of course, still room for appropriate professional judgments on the part
of decision makers.)

3.3 Provision of teaching excellence awards
All universities in Hong Kong have put in place procedures for regular appraisal of
staff performance, including a component relating to teaching. This represents a
proper discharge of institutional responsibility for ensuring the following:

• Staff are teaching at a level of competence/professionalism that is at least minimally
acceptable.

• There is a performance baseline that serves as a benchmark for subsequent efforts
to improve teaching.

In principle, these staff appraisals could be used in determining financial rewards to
staff (performance-based pay) on a systematic basis analogous to the rewards to
units described in Section 3.2.1 for Universities A and B. While this is not the case,
there is a situation for staff rewards that is analogous to the rewards to units at
University C described in Section 3.2.1. All universities in Hong Kong now have
teaching excellence awards, for which exemplary teachers are selected through a
formalised set of procedures to receive a reward (usually in cash). While the basic
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philosophy of the schemes is the same – the recognition, reward and celebration of
good teaching – the procedures vary considerably from one institution to another.
It is worth mentioning that an implied subtext of teaching excellence awards is their
potential for quality improvement. Some of the mechanisms via which such
improvement might occur include:

• Modelling of good teaching by award winners.

• Benchmarking of performance goals to which other teachers might aspire.

• Post-award responsibilities of award winners in promoting excellent teaching in
the institution.

These mechanisms are relatively undeveloped in Hong Kong, though at least one
institution (University B below) is beginning to systematically address the matter.

The next section outlines some of the common issues that institutions have had to
deal with in developing award procedures. Following this is a description of the
system that is in place at one university. While its system is not necessarily a model
that all others should follow, it has been in place for a considerable time and
undergone a series of evaluations and modifications. Finally, there are descriptions
of two interesting initiatives in two other universities.

3.3.1 Procedural issues to be addressed in relation to teaching
excellence award schemes

What are the criteria according to which excellence is judged?
Criteria are indicated with varying degrees of clarity in different institutions. In
some cases criteria are very explicitly documented, and in others less so. In some
cases there is little or no indication of any framework within which judgments should
be made.

At what level are individual awards made? Institutional? Faculty? Departmental?
All Hong Kong tertiary institutions have institutional-level awards. In addition some
have faculty and/or departmental awards. In one case, the best teachers at the faculty
level are considered for institutional awards.

Who nominates teachers for awards?
There is great variation across campuses, with some or all of the following
arrangements in place:
• Self nomination.
• Dean/department head.
• Colleagues.
• Students (sometimes with a requirement for a certain number of individuals or

classes).



Education Quality Work: The Hong Kong Experience 45

Who can be nominated?
It is usually stipulated that nominees should be permanent, full-time academic staff
members. Normally only individual staff members can be nominated. One
institution allows the nomination of course or subject teams.

What evidence is used to make decisions?
The norm is that nominees are asked to forward a portfolio of evidence relating to
their teaching, usually according to a pro forma and within a specified total page
limit. Student evaluations of teaching are mandatory items, and so usually are
evaluations of courses taught by the nominee. In some cases nominees are
interviewed by the selection panel, and classroom observation may also be used.

Who makes the decisions?
A selection panel is especially established, usually with representation from the
following groups: senior management, staff from the educational development unit,
members of the university teaching and learning committee (or similar body), past
winners of awards and students.

What rewards do awardees receive?
Usually a cash award of ~ HK$10,000, often with the proviso that this must be spent
on approved items (books, conference travel, etc.). In addition, winners are usually
added to a roll of honour that is displayed somewhere on campus. Presentations are
made at public ceremonies – sometimes graduation ceremonies. In one university
the cash award (HK$20,000) is split between the awardee and his/her department.
This is to acknowledge the importance of departmental support for the work of
individual staff members.

What responsibilities do awardees have?
Usually little in any formal sense, though there is sometimes a general expectation
that they will act as resource people in workshops and seminars organised by
educational development units (see the earlier discussion and the case of University
B below).

3.3.2 Examples of the system of teaching excellence awards

University A
University A has had a teaching excellence award procedure in place for more than
a decade. A condensed version of the official university description follows:

Administration of the awards

The awards are conferred at an institutional level and administered centrally
by the Quality Assurance Committee. Each award has a value of HK$15,000.
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Award winners are presented at the annual Degrees Congregation and their
names are added to a permanently displayed register to recognise their excellent
teaching.

One or more awards are available each year. The awards are undifferentiated,
with no internal ranking.

Criteria

In determining excellence, the Selection Panel will seek to identify outstanding
practitioners who are able to provide, over a variety of teaching situations and
for a sustained period of time, evidence of their performance under some or
all of the criteria noted below. The Panel will bear in mind that candidates are
not necessarily excellent across all the criteria.

A high level of competency in the skills necessary to motivate and facilitate
student learning, including, e.g.:

• Classroom skills.

• Effective application of strategies which encourage independent learning by
students.

• Ability to stimulate curiosity and interest in learning among students.

A constructive contribution to the University’s teaching culture/performance,
as demonstrated by, e.g.:

• Active promotion of the scholarship of teaching.

• Interest and involvement in promoting excellence in teaching among
colleagues.

• Effective participation in curriculum design and development.

Bringing to students up-to-date knowledge and expertise in the subject area,
including:

• Linkage of scholarly activities and research to teaching.

• Involvement with professional bodies.

• Linkage of activities in the community to teaching.

Interest in the improvement of teaching and the development of teaching
innovations as demonstrated by:

• A reflective self-critical attitude to teaching.

• A willingness to seek and act on feedback from stakeholders (including
students and peers) in the teaching/learning process.

• Professional development activities related to teaching/learning.

Nomination procedures

All academic staff members including demonstrators with a minimum of two
years full-time teaching experience at University A at the time of the nomination
are eligible for nomination.
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Nominations may be made by:

1. Any group of at least five students, who may include undergraduates,
postgraduates, and/or alumni.

2. Student organisations, e.g. Students’ Union, departmental student societies,
University A Postgraduate Association, Alumni Association.

3. Programme committees.

Nominations must have the consent of the nominee. Previous winners are
ineligible for nomination for five academic years after winning an award.

Submission of documents

All nominees will be invited to submit the following documents:

1. A Summary Information Sheet which summarizes the case and emphasizes
key items in the supporting documents.

2. A teaching portfolio which is free form. It should be in two parts: a written
part (a brief) of no more than 6 pages which makes the case for excellence,
and the second part of up to 10 pages of supporting documents as appendices.
The appendices provide “evidence” to support the argument made in the
brief.

3. Teaching Evaluation scores for the last five years.

Selection Panel

The constitution of the Selection Panel will be as follows:

• Up to two external members (invited from local/overseas institutes).

• Two student representatives nominated by the Students’ Union.

• Deans/Provost or nominees (one from each faculty/school and the college).

• One most recent recipient of the award (invited by the QAC [quality assurance
committee] chair).

• Three nominees invited by the QAC chair (one nominee will serve as the
chair of the Selection Panel).

The Selection Panel will be responsible for the final selection, which includes
classroom observation of teaching, a presentation by the candidate to the Panel,
and an interview.

University B
For several years, University B has had in place a teaching excellence award
scheme that is essentially similar to those in other universities in Hong Kong.
Recently however, a discussion document has suggested some modifications to
the scheme: some of the suggestions relate to matters of administrative detail,
clarification of criteria, etc. However, there are other suggestions that, if adopted,
would lead to a conceptual and practical extension relating to the post-award
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potential of utilising award winners in activities designed for general quality
improvement of teaching.

Essentially, the suggestions revolve around a designation of award recipients as
teaching fellows, with specific responsibilities consequent upon the receipt of awards.
The major role of teaching fellows would be to model the “scholarship of teaching”
and promote this notion within the university, acting in collaboration with the
institutional educational development unit. Potentially, this is an important
development in that it visualises the awards as the first stage in a programme of
ongoing development, rather than simply as prizes for achievement.

University C

University C has in place the usual kind of teaching excellence award scheme,
but also an additional interesting variant in the form of a Teaching Innovation
Award scheme. These awards are given for innovative approaches to teaching,
assessment, course structure, etc., and are not necessarily associated with
individuals or even excellent teaching as commonly characterised by the criteria
for teaching excellence awards. If a teaching excellence award can be likened to
an Oscar for best actor, then a teaching innovation award represents the Oscar
for best film. The selection process as described in university material is outlined
below, in a slightly edited form.

Eligibility for awards

The awards are open to all current full-time faculty members and instructors
at the university. To be eligible for an award, an innovation must have been
used in a course or courses that the instructor or team has taught, or is currently
teaching, or have made a contribution to the educational work of peers outside
the university.

Examples of teaching innovations

• A new framework or paradigm on which the organization of a course is based.

• An innovative use of a learning technique or methodology.

• The use of original cases or other course materials designed by the instructor.

• An innovation in group learning or problem-solving.

• Use of the Action Research paradigm to systematically enhance the quality of
student learning.

• Innovative uses of technology in teaching.

Nomination procedures

Nominations for awards may be made by one or more members of the
university community who can be heads of departments, peers, or students.
Nominees will be invited to elaborate on their teaching, including but not



Education Quality Work: The Hong Kong Experience 49

limited to, innovative teaching approaches, teaching philosophy and
contributions to their teaching profession.

Selection criteria

The following criteria will be taken into account in the selection process:

• The extent to which the innovation has resulted in practical outcomes that
have improved teaching, learning, curriculum design, and/or assessment.

• Evidence that the innovation could be successfully integrated into the total
learning process for the relevant course of study.

• Evidence of peer support for the innovation.

• The potential for the innovation to be applied to related or different fields of
study.

• The extent to which the innovation makes effective and efficient use of
resources.

The committee recognizes that not all criteria will apply to all innovations,
but it is anticipated that a substantial subset of criteria will be applicable in
each case.

Selection process

All nominations will be considered by the Selection Committee, consisting of
the following members:

• Convener and member:
Associate Vice-President of Academic Affairs

• Members:
One faculty representative from each school nominated by the Dean
One representative from the Language Centre nominated by the Director
One student representative nominated by the Students’ Union

The nominees will be interviewed by the Committee Secretariat and may be
asked to present evidence to support the success of their innovations.

This last description relates to an interesting initiative: a total teaching context/
learning environment. This is significant because teachers are inevitably directed
and constrained by the context of expectations and norms – the culture – in which
they work. It may be that student learning would be better enhanced by changing
those constraints (changing and challenging the learning environment), rather than
by working to improve conventional teaching skills within established constraints.

3.4 Internal allocation of teaching development grants
As described in Chapter 1, the UGC’s establishment and distribution of teaching
development grants (TDGs) has had a significant impact upon the development of
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new and useful teaching and learning initiatives. In parallel with this UGC funding,
most institutions have established internal TDG funding arrangements from their
block grants. This is important both in lending credence to statements concerning the
primacy of teaching, and in providing practical support for worthy initiatives. Amounts
available as TDGs vary across institutions – not least as a result of the different sizes of
institutions. For the larger institutions an annual sum of ~ HK$5 million is typical.

The different sizes and missions of the tertiary institutions have led to different
internal administrative practices in awarding, monitoring and reporting on TDGs.
It is difficult to prescribe a best practice in connection with internal TDG funding
beyond noting that regular internal TDG funding is beneficial. Questions that
institutions need to address, and which have been answered in different ways, are
covered in the following section.

3.4.1 Issues to be addressed in relation to allocation of teaching
development grants

What are the foci for preferred TDG projects, and how is the TDG fund divided?
Several models have been used by different institutions at different campuses at
various times, as follows:

• Preference is given to projects in specified areas (e.g. technology in teaching) to
individuals, groups or departments.

• There is a roughly proportional distribution of funds across faculties, subject to
some threshold acceptability of proposed projects for the fund.

• The fund is distributed on the basis of competitive bids, with or without
specification of preferred project foci.

• The fund is distributed using some combination of the above methods.

University A

University A provides a good example of the range of funding mechanisms that
may exist in an institution. It has three separate categories of TDG funding:

• A fraction of the available funding is given to faculties/schools that then redistribute
the money to departments or other units in support of projects that are judged to
be strategically beneficial at this level.

• A further fraction is distributed in response to competitive bids that are of a
collaborative nature, across schools or faculties.

• The remainder of the fund is disbursed to support institution-wide projects that
are of strategic significance.

University B

The following statement from University B is typical, and indicates factors that are
commonly considered when awarding TDGs:
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1. The key criterion for the allocation of funds is that projects produce
demonstrable, direct teaching and learning benefits. The proposal should
do the following:

• Support the University’s strategic goals for education.

• Clearly identify outcomes likely to have a beneficial effect on learning and
teaching at University B.

• Maximize the transferability of benefits emerging from the project to a
wider constituency within the university, and possibly beyond.

• Show how the results will be evaluated.

2. The project should be feasible in terms of the resources, budget and time-
scale.

3. Pilot projects incorporating innovative ideas or methodology are encouraged,
including innovation in approaches to student learning and assessment.

4. Partial funding of projects by (faculties and departments) is encouraged,
and required for group projects seeking a higher funding level.

How are bids evaluated and funds awarded?
In all cases a representative panel, under the aegis of the university teaching and
learning committee (or similar body) is established to oversee the evaluation of
bids and award of project funds. In some cases, selections are made on the basis of
written submissions; in other cases project proposers may also be interviewed.

How large are the grants that are awarded internally by institutions?
This varies somewhat across institutions. Normally for any single project there is an
upper limit of approximately 5% of the total funding available, and usually the upper
limit for departmental/faculty bids is larger than for individual/group bids. Some
institutions also specify a lower limit for bids.

How often are TDGs awarded?
Three models exist and all seem to function efficiently:

• Grants are awarded annually (the most usual situation).

• Grant applications and awards occur at more than one point in the year.

• Applications may be submitted at any time during the year (with one institution
having set up an online system for this purpose).

There is normally an expectation that projects will be completed within a maximum
period of two years from receipt of the grant.

How are monitoring and reporting requirements organised?
Monitoring of progress and reporting on project outcomes fall under the final
purview of the institutional teaching and learning committee. In one institution,
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departmental teaching and learning committees also have a role to play. In other
institutions, faculty committees play an intermediary role.

Institutions invariably require annual (and sometimes more frequent) reports from
project teams together with a formal final report. It is now the norm for institutions
to have Web sites that give full details of projects in progress and final reports on
project outcomes. In addition, the following activities are variously required/
encouraged on different campuses:

• An annual mini-conference that showcases the outcomes from projects that have
been completed in the previous year.

• Publication of an internal journal containing descriptions of completed projects
(sometimes in conjunction with a mini-conference).

• Seminar presentations, at either the faculty or institutional level from teams who
have completed projects.

Internal TDGs may be thought of as differential funding based on a very thin top
slice of the institutional block grant and subject to the same kinds of conceptual
perspectives as those discussed in Section 3.2.

3.5 Strategic planning to continually monitor, assure and
enhance the quality of teaching and learning

Quality in teaching and learning cannot be left to chance. Given its primacy, there is
a need for a management infrastructure that ensures that quality assurance (QA)
and quality improvement (QI) are part of the regular business of the institution. As
suggested in Chapter 2, the infrastructure might manifest itself through a range of
different management elements that include the following, among others:
• Committees, working parties, etc.
• Departmental assessments or reviews on a periodic basis.
• Quality or education quality work (EQW) reviews at the institutional (or faculty)

level.

Initially it might be worth drawing a distinction between QA and QI, though the
two overlap.

QA emphasises and focuses upon the achievement of minimum acceptable levels of
quality in relation to academic programmes, graduate competence, academic
standards, teaching and learning, etc.

Q1 is concerned with an ongoing emphasis on doing things better.

Thus QA procedures can result in practices that are applied periodically in response
to particular demands (e.g. programme accreditation or validation), while QI
demands a more continuous set of practices that are akin to cultural elements.
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One of the central concepts guiding the last Teaching and Learning Quality Process
Reviews (TLQPRs) was that of EQW, which relates essentially to QI. EQW refers to
the set of practices that seek to enhance the quality of day-to-day practices vis-à-vis
teaching and learning. EQW is not the day-to-day practices themselves or any
judgment upon them. For example, “classroom teaching” denotes a set of practices
(lecturing, small-group work, questioning, student-student discussion, etc.) that
can be judged to be more or less successful within a framework of criteria and
standards. EQW in relation to classroom teaching refers to the set of practices that
might be implemented in order to enhance the worth of the totality of activities
that make up classroom teaching: acting upon student feedback, searching the
educational literature for more appropriate practices, colleague review of practices,
benchmarking against practices in a sister institution, reflective practice, etc.

The management of teaching and learning needs to ensure that both QA and QI are
in place. Integral to and underpinning the most recent set of TLQPR Reports was a
set of principles in relation to good practices for the management infrastructures
that guide quality assurance and improvement (QA&I) in an institution. These
principles are briefly outlined below, followed by descriptions of the particular
practices in two institutions that are very largely consistent with these principles.

3.5.1 Some principles regarding effective management infrastructures for
quality in teaching and learning

Embededness
QA and QI procedures should be viewed as integral to the normal day-to-day business
of teaching and learning, and not as an add-on that is largely bureaucratic/
administrative. This is especially the case with respect to QI activities that are
associated with EQW. Essentially, EQW becomes part of the institutional culture, a
part of teaching and learning that is taken for granted.15

Efficiency and economy of effort
We have the following paradox: It is possible for system quality requirements (for
QA in particular) to expand to the point where the QA&I activities leave less time
for the teaching and learning activities to the extent that their quality suffers. The
general principle is that the set of formalised QA&I activities should represent a
minimum sufficiency for the achievement of the desired state of affairs, though it is
difficult to achieve and recognise this state in practice.

Campus-wide commitment
Most of the TLQPR Reports refer to variation across academic units in their
engagement with EQW and the associated culture of improvement. The principle
of campus-wide commitment means that all units should be engaged to a similar

15 “Taken for granted” does not imply “not reflected upon”.
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extent, though the nature of that engagement can and should vary from one unit to
another. There should be no “falling through the cracks” of management
infrastructures when it comes to QA&I.

Devolution and ownership
The preceding principle, campus-wide commitment, implies that there should be
metapractices driven by higher levels of management within an institution, to ensure
that these metapractices exist. However, this does not imply uniformity or
standardisation of these metapractices. In fact the reverse is the case, as the front-
end responsibility for developing the details of a process should be devolved as far
down (to the programme, section or department levels) as is consistent with the
fundamental aims of that process. For example, while there is an institutional
requirement for regular student feedback on teaching and courses, it is not necessary
for the details of the process to be determined at the institutional level, though
perhaps some elements of it need to be.

Coherence and consistency
Table 1 in Chapter 2 is an attempt at portraying some of the complexity of the
procedures that exist on every campus relating to quality in teaching and learning.
It is of fundamental importance that these procedures are mutually supportive and
are derived from a common set of concepts, descriptors, criteria and standards
relating to teaching and learning. Mixed messages deriving from different
aspects of the QA&I framework are not conducive to the generation of a culture of
quality.

3.5.2 Examples of institutional infrastructure for quality assurance and
improvement

Below, the elements of two institutional infrastructures are outlined, both of which
have mature emphases on QA&I. Then some potentially useful QA&I elements from
other institutions are briefly described.

University A: A wide range of formalised structural elements
At the institutional level there is a series of committees that oversee various aspects
of QA&I, the most significant of which are the following:

• A Learning and Teaching Committee that is responsible for “developing policies
and procedures relating to the promotion of quality learning and teaching, and
also for facilitating and monitoring the implementation of policies and procedures
which impact directly on learning and teaching issues ... The Committee is
supported, at an operational level, by Departmental Learning and Teaching
Committees ... and this has ensured that institutional policies are well-integrated
with, and take account of, front-line teaching experience”.
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• A Quality Assurance Committee (Academic Departments) “is responsible for drawing
up (and refining) the institution-wide QA system, and overseeing its
implementation at faculty and departmental levels ... Each department is required
to compile a QA system document. This defines its QA goals and how they are to
be achieved, taking into account the nature of the disciplines and any special
circumstances and developmental stages of a department. The QA document
reflects a self-conviction by departments to strive for and implement quality, rather
than having an entirely standardized mechanism imposed”.

All of the tertiary institutions have a committee that has QA&I in learning and
teaching as a focus; in some cases these committees also have other responsibilities
within their terms of reference. The fact that the committee in University A is solely
concerned with learning and teaching quality signals the importance of the activities.
The fact that all departments also have such committees helps to promote the last
three principles, and possibly also the first, listed in Section 3.5.1. Having departments
develop the details of their QA system – according to a broad overall template under
the overview of a centralised QA committee – helps to promote the principles
outlined above.

At the faculty and departmental levels there are three key QA&I processes (in italics
in the following paragraphs) that operate according to different time frames.

There is an annual requirement for the following:

• A QA Report/Business Plan that is subject to the overview of the Quality Assurance
Committee, as described above. The business plan is a strategic document that
outlines the departmental aims for the coming three-year period, while the QA
report is a self-critique on departmental activities, procedures and achievements
for the previous year, together with specific documented plans for improvements
to be implemented. These documents are considered by faculty boards and deans,
first for comment and then approval, before a consolidated Faculty Report is
submitted to the overall Quality Assurance Committee for further comments,
endorsement and specification of follow-up actions. (Faculty deans also include
an assessment of the performance of each department, based on a comm  on set of
performance indicators.) Finally, the deans’ reports and the comments of the
institutional Quality Assurance Committee are considered by the Senior
Management Committee, which gives feedback to faculties and departments as
appropriate.

• An external departmental academic adviser appointed for each department in order
to carry out an annual holistic review of a department’s work, based on a week-
long visit. The work of this academic adviser is complementary to the QA Report/
Business Plan, and the adviser’s report is considered in conjunction with these
documents.
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The emphasis of these annual exercises (deriving from ongoing activity and
discussion) is QI. The devolution of responsibility and detailed activity to
departments and faculties, as part of a broad requirement, helps to ensure that the
principles outlined above are adhered to.

Once every five years (on a rolling basis) a departmental assessment is carried out for
all departments. This is an in-depth exercise, involving internal and external peer
review that covers all aspects of a department’s activities, including teaching and
learning. The major focus is QA, although departments are required to respond to
the recommendations of the assessment panel and indicate what changes they will
put in place.

At the programme level, there is a mature system for the validation/review of all
programmes involving a panel of external and internal peer reviewers (all universities
have similar systems).

University B: Emphasis on student learning outcomes
University B, in its approaches to QA&I, has put significant emphasis upon the
achievement of desirable student learning outcomes, and has framed its policies in
broad terms consistent with these outcomes. A Quality Assurance Committee has
the overall responsibility for internal quality audit and QA policy. In practice though,
the work of QA&I is devolved to departments and faculties within a broad set of
guidelines. The statement in respect of departments is as follows:

Departmental activities to assure and improve the quality of education

1. Departments are asked to assure and improve the quality of education across
the following areas of responsibility:

a. Design and delivery of the academic curriculum for discipline areas and
professional specialisms under the management of the department,
including the approach to teaching and learning, the assessment of
students, and maintenance of academic standards.

b. Design and delivery of an out-of-class educational experience for the
department’s students, including: orientation; mentoring; developmental
and skill-building activities; and placement.

2. Departments are asked to establish for these areas of responsibility a
mechanism for maintaining and assuring quality that has the following
features:

a. Forums for academic staff to engage in discussion about the design and
delivery of education in the department, encouraging a sense of collective
responsibility for quality, innovation and out-of-the-box thinking, and
the use of the department’s own professional resources to support the
development of staff in their teaching role.
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b. Peer review of the design and delivery of academic programmes by
academics and practitioners, to assist in the calibration of Students’ grades
and academic standards against international norms, the transmission of
good practice, and benchmarking.

c. Consultation with stakeholders, including other academic units, students,
employers, alumni and professional bodies.

d. Assessment of learning outcomes as a means to evaluate and improve the
department’s performance.

e. An orientation to improvement by the development of concrete action
plans, with a well-identified assignment of responsibility and timelines,
and a commitment to the evaluation of the impact of actions taken.

3. Departments should report annually to their faculty board / equivalent body
on the courses and programmes under their responsibility, and on their
implementation of systems to assure and improve quality and academic
standards.

A further interesting and useful aspect of the overall QA&I system is the publication
of two sets of checklists for QA policies and practices for departments and faculties.
Sample items from these checklists are as follows:

Department (sample of items only)

• The department has in place committees or equivalent forums to monitor
and review:
a. The academic programmes of the department.
b. Departmental service and out-of-discipline courses.
c. The out-of-class educational experiences for the department’s students.

• The role of committees and individuals is clearly assigned within a system
that aims to maintain and improve quality.

• Committees or equivalent groups operate to:
a. Provide for a range of views to be expressed.
b. Determine agendas for action.
c. Follow up on planned actions.

• Teaching performance of staff is evaluated in line with faculty requirements.

• Where staff are having difficulties in the classroom ... this is followed up.

• The department benefits from the input of students:
a. There are regular opportunities for students/student representatives to meet

with staff responsible for their programmes.
b. Students can freely express their views.
c. Actions are decided to address suggestions made.
d. Students are informed about the follow-up from these actions.
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• The department provides an adequate annual report to the faculty accounting
for its education work.

Faculty (sample of items only)

• The faculty has in place committees or equivalent forums for the design,
development and approval of proposals for curriculum changes. These
arrangements at department and faculty level are established with regard to
the University’s “Process for Curriculum Development”.

• The faculty has in place arrangements for devising, implementing and
maintaining a system for the evaluation of teaching performance. These
arrangements are consistent with University policies for “the Evaluation of
Teaching” and Senate Guidelines for the Evaluation of Teaching.

• The faculty clearly documents and approves departmental arrangements for
benchmarking academic standards against international norms. This approval
is on the basis of University policy for “Student assessment and Academic
standards”.

• The role of committees and staff is clearly assigned within a system that aims
to maintain and improve quality.

• The faculty works to share good practice and support departmental activities
to maintain and improve quality.

It is clear from the above paragraphs that there is an emphasis on QI, with the
intention of creating an appropriate culture for this through the devolution of the
details of quality activities to the faculty/department levels within a broad overall
framework. Hence, there is significant compliance with the principles that have been
outlined above.

In addition, the TLQPR Panel characterised quality activity in University B as that
of a “culture of evidence”. This forms the basis of the first manifestation of the
second value position that is the focus of Chapter 4.

University C and University D: Ad hoc working parties established for specific
purposes
Finally it is worth mentioning the valuable role that has been played on occasion by
the establishment and work of ad hoc working parties with a specific brief. Two
examples will illustrate this.

Some time ago, University C established a Task Force on Quality Teaching and
Learning, with the brief of working on issues and developing policies pertinent to
the promotion of excellence in teaching and learning. The task force embarked upon
a significant set of studies, surveys, forums and discussion sessions over a period of
more than a year, before publishing a comprehensive report on its work, together
with recommendations. Two special senate meetings were devoted to a discussion
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of the task force report. Many of the recommendations were endorsed, resulting in
a significant development of the overall teaching, learning and QA&I arrangements
in the institution.

More recently, University D developed an Integrated Framework for Curriculum
Development and Review that has its roots in a “university think tank” session carried
out some years ago. The activity resulting from the recommendations of that think
tank yielded a “piloted and experimental approach ... in several disciplines to enable
different methods to be studied, in order to provide the basis upon which a more
uniform and integrated framework could be designed, implemented and most
importantly, embraced”. The resultant document, published recently, plots a course
for the university that very significantly extends, develops and integrates its QA&I
processes.

3.6 Conclusion
To conclude this chapter it is pertinent to return to the distinction between QA and
QI. Traditionally in universities there has been a much heavier emphasis on QA,
with the laudable objective of ensuring that the quality of institutional outputs was
compatible with international standards. This emphasis continues, but it has been
joined by the emerging perspective that QI is an integral part of QA, and that a
proper professional approach to intellectual activity of all kinds – including teaching
and learning – demands that practices that aim to improve quality must be embedded
within institutional policies and practices. Ongoing efforts to improve educational
outputs should be an integral part of the institutional culture – regardless of where
they stand at the moment.

However, effectiveness (and efforts to improve) have to be balanced against efficiency
and available resources. EQW cannot be expanded indefinitely, and the difficult
professional judgments are those that are made in relation to the resources to be
devoted to improvement from within a finite pool – especially when that pool is
shrinking.



60 Education Quality Work: The Hong Kong Experience


	Chapter 3 Teaching and learning as the primary functions of Hong Kong's tertiary institutions
	3.1 Promulgation of the view that teaching and learning are primary functions
	3.2 Issuance of rewards and resource allocations
	3.3 Provision of teaching excellence awards
	3.4 Internal allocation of teaching development grants
	3.5 Strategic planning to continually monitor, assure and enhance the quality of teaching and learning
	3.6 Conclusion



