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			Foreword

			Universities function within multiple, and not necessarily congruent, contexts: their own history and missions; national political and funding regimes; dynamic, even unpredictable, international developments. Across the world, however, universities that aim to be centres of academic excellence are confronting a range of similar challenges and opportunities. One of the most pressing is curriculum change, as universities increasingly need to respond to shifting expectations of employers and students and to dramatic movements in access to knowledge and its dissemination.

			Curriculum change has usually happened by accretion and review; it is far more challenging when general and sweeping. Across the globe, universities are re-examining curriculum structures in the light of changing perceptions of twenty-first-century needs and challenges from other national education systems. They have found that the stakes are high if shared objectives in refreshing the curriculum spill over into internal curriculum ‘wars’ or if understandable professional conservatism undermines the necessary shifts in university culture.

			Across its first 150 years, the University of Melbourne had developed about one hundred undergraduate programs, many of them double degrees, and many hundreds of postgraduate ‘professional development’ programs alongside research higher degrees. Programs involving professional accreditation were, following the British model, mostly at undergraduate level. The challenge a new vice-chancellor, Glyn Davis, brought to the University in 2005 was whether such an academic structure was the best way to fulfil its stated aim of being one of the finest universities in the world. The exemplary consultation process he oversaw in 2005 was pivotal to the achievements that followed. My task of chairing the subsequent Curriculum Commission in 2006, then overseeing the planning and implementation of its recommendations in 2007 to 2009, was underpinned by the broad support for change to academic structures secured during those consultations in 2005.

			This book details the University’s response to the challenge of curriculum renewal. Mary Emison is the ideal author, having been closely associated with every step of the process and having had, since her retirement, the opportunity to reflect on what was achieved – and what was not. Her deep knowledge of higher education policies and practices – nationally as well as within the University – made her an invaluable colleague during years of change. So too was my project officer Gioconda di Lorenzo, whose meticulous documentation, courtesy and commitment was integral to the confidence colleagues across the University came to feel in the objectives and process of change.

			The magnitude of the change was vast: the undergraduate program was consolidated into six ‘new generation’ degrees, and professional programs – both for accreditation and career development – shifted to graduate level. All of them needed radical internal rethinking about content and delivery. Research higher degree programs were to be enriched by embedded options of specialist seminars and skills development. The ‘Melbourne Model’, as it was soon dubbed in the media, required a radical change in the focus of course advising, since the graduate school model could only work if undergraduate course advisers were careful to outline all options: that, for example, a Bachelor of Science student had options ranging from a PhD or a graduate medical degree to law, teaching and engineering.

			These curriculum changes were sweeping and ultimately were to require or enable change in every other dimension of the University’s life, from space planning and student services to marketing and planning. They could not have been achieved without some of the steps highlighted in this book: the Commonwealth’s flexibility on the transfer of HECS places to graduate programs; pivotal internal moments when particular deans provided persuasive leadership for their colleagues in trying circumstances; and the University Council’s substantial underwriting of the costs through a ‘Growing Esteem Transition Fund’. The latter enabled faculties to support the sweeping curriculum review and redrafting under the leadership of the chairs of course standing committees, who demonstrated remarkable leadership. The establishment of the fund was only one of numerous occasions when the bold thinking of Senior Vice-Principal Ian Marshman proved crucially important.

			The emphases of the model were on discipline depth in undergraduate courses but with adequate breadth through electives, and with multiple options built in for as long as possible for pathways to future study and career choices. The wider goals of the Growing Esteem strategy were to be met through an emphasis on research encounters and community engagement. Graduate schools were to offer state-of-the-art professional programs in distinctive, attractive physical spaces. Research students were to have enriched possibilities for broader academic and career development.

			Other necessary changes were less obvious at the outset, but no less important. The development of graduate schools, with a goal of offering a distinctive student experience, generated debate and rich outcomes where once postgraduate coursework programs had been the poor relation in terms of curriculum structure and the wider student experience. A corollary was that exciting options were generated for teaching and learning spaces, led by Peter Jamieson, our adviser on space design. If the University was now to offer ‘new generation’ degrees and real graduate schools, what would twenty-first-century classrooms, social areas and study spaces look like? What new spaces should the library provide? The answers are everywhere to be seen across the University.

			Other major elements of the model were resolved in unforeseen ways, and not always to the satisfaction of their proponents. The sharp reduction in undergraduate options – generating the principle that these were now ‘university’ rather than ‘faculty’ courses – led to a highly useful but short-lived Board of Under-graduate Studies. Ultimately, faculties argued successfully that they should retain ‘ownership’ of courses in the interests of securing the requisite ‘buy-in’ of staff. The same argument held against the proposition that, as it was more important than ever that students experienced ‘seamless’ and consistent advice and policies, there should be only a few, large student centres. Instead, faculties have developed their own centres, characterised though they are by a far greater consistency than before in student-related policies and procedures.

			Mary Emison’s detailed, insightful account of the making of the Melbourne Model highlights the processes and achievements; to her credit, she also reflects on lessons to be learnt from mistakes made in terms of some over-elaborate structures and shortcomings in internal communication. The changes were vast and required attention to external communities of alumni, prospective students and employers. The changes were also controversial and generated public debate, not always favourable or well informed. In the end, however, the most important lesson of this extraordinary story is the importance of creating a whole-of-university approach to fundamental change. From the consultative beginnings led by the Vice-Chancellor to the assiduous work of course planning and implementation, those who take the greatest credit are the thousands of academic and professional staff who made generous commitments of time, energy and reflection to ensuring that radical change in their university would also ensure, in the words of the University’s motto, that it would earn the esteem of future generations.

			Peter McPhee AM Professorial Fellow University of Melbourne
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			Introduction

			Transforming Academic Structures in the University of Melbourne

			What triggers change in a large, long-established university? How are reforms decided upon and how are they put in place? How does transformation happen and how is it managed? Often, it is the appointment of a new vice-chancellor that heralds a revised or new direction for a university, within the context of its existing objectives. In the selection process, the body responsible for appointing a new vice-chancellor – the university council – will have identified the directions in which applicants may wish to lead the university. It is most likely that the successful candidate will favour directions that are consistent with the overall objectives and profile of the institution, in learning and teaching, research and interaction with the community – even if they differ in style and appearance. This is the situation that prevailed when Glyn Davis was appointed Vice-Chancellor of the University of Melbourne. 

			In July of 2005, Professor Davis’ first year as Vice-Chancellor, he released a discussion paper to the University community, which set out the strategic options available to the University for the next three to five years. In the paper, Davis argued that higher education was changing; that all universities now had to contend with diminishing government funding, the expanded relevance of international rankings and increasing global competition. As one of Australia’s leading universities, Melbourne was in a strong and sound position, but it could not ignore events at the national and international levels. The proposals put forward in the discussion paper were discussed, debated and refined throughout the rest of 2005, through a number of committees and working groups. The end product was the Growing Esteem strategy, a plan that encompassed objectives and directions for learning and teaching, research, and knowledge transfer (later referred to as ‘engagement’).1 University Council approved the Growing Esteem strategy in December 2005. The plan set out objectives for the three major areas, with further review and development to be undertaken by a series of taskforces. In recognition of the close interconnectedness of these main activities of learning and teaching, research and community engagement (or knowledge transfer), they were referred to in the strategy as a ‘triple helix’.2 The Growing Esteem: The University of Melbourne Strategic Plan 2006 (hereafter Growing Esteem: Strategic Plan 2006), which set out how the new objectives were to be achieved, was approved by University Council early in 2006. 

			The central objective of the learning and teaching component of the triple helix was a curriculum review, to be held in the context of the University moving to a graduate school model. This is what led to what was soon dubbed the ‘Melbourne Model’ (see Chapter 2). How the Melbourne Model was conceived, designed and built – and the processes, committees and people involved – is detailed this book.

			What is the Melbourne Model?

			Driving the change to the University’s strategy was a recognition that if Melbourne was to be seen as one of the finest universities in the world, it would need to consider global competition and international movements in higher education more closely than it had previously. Because of this, three higher education models from around the world were considered as templates. These were:

			
					
•	the European Union ‘Bologna Process’ (a 3+2+3 model of three years undergraduate, two years masters and three years professional or doctoral level studies)

					
•	the US graduate school model (with a four-year Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science and all professional qualifications reached at a graduate level)

					
•	a subset of the US model that required all students to study specified ‘general education’ subjects and/or study disciplines from a range of options.

			

			In the end, the Melbourne Model did not conform closely to any of these models. None were exactly right for the University of Melbourne, although they were frequently referred to in the discussions that led to the model that was adopted. The final structure as introduced in 2008 incorporated a number of aspects from all three options. These included:

			
					
•	six bachelor degrees each of three years duration with the option of studying a fourth year honours program. Each of the six degrees require completion of a ‘breadth component’, which is generally about 25 per cent of the total degree

					
•	masters or doctoral level professional or specialist programs of two or more years, which are designed to meet accreditation requirements in various disciplines

					
•	research higher degree programs in which students develop advanced research and professional development skills.

			

			Choice and flexibility at the undergraduate level, together with diversity and applicability at the graduate level, are at the heart of the Melbourne Model, which offers considerable advantages for students over the previously existing curriculum structures. 

			Before the Melbourne Model

			In 2006, the year in which the curriculum review occurred, and for around one hundred and fifty years before that, the University of Melbourne offered a curriculum in the traditional mode of the Australian system, which was very much based on the English model. A large number (about one hundred) and a wide range of individual undergraduate degrees were offered, including the Bachelor of Arts and the Bachelor of Science (each providing a significant range of disciplines from which students could select their preferences), as well as professional degrees in law, medicine, dentistry and engineering, among others. Further study was available through diplomas for graduates who wished to change to a new discipline, postgraduate diplomas and masters degrees for those wishing to enhance the discipline of their undergraduate studies, and masters and doctorates for those interested in pursuing research in their disciplines. Melbourne offered an extensive range of undergraduate combined degrees through which students would frequently study a professional course in conjunction with a more general one (such as Arts/Law or Science/Commerce). These combined courses tended to attract the highest achieving secondary school students with whom they were exceptionally popular. Graduates of these combined degrees were also very attractive to employers.

			Given the success of Melbourne’s courses and its graduates in gaining employment or going on to further study, the suggestion of a major curriculum change from the traditional to a significantly different model initially beggared belief in the opinion of some, including many of the then students and staff of the University, the parents and teachers of potential students and the employers of graduates. Regardless of whether the University elected the Bologna or the US graduate school model, the proposed curriculum changes would require two or more years of study (and additional costs) beyond a three-year bachelors degree for graduates to achieve qualifications of a professional standard equal to those existing in 2006. In general, the new model required one more year of study than previously. There was great concern that the extended time required to achieve a professional qualification would endanger the University’s reputation and result in the loss of high-achieving students to competitor universities. 

			On the other hand, there was strong support for a new curriculum that was consistent with global movements in higher education and which would better prepare the University’s graduates for a changing world. The opportunity to contribute to the design and development of a new curriculum was an attractive challenge to many in the academic community.

			Timelines, participation and stakeholders

			The University had never before conducted such a wide-ranging review of its curriculum. It would have an impact on all components of the institution’s core activity of learning and teaching. It was also expected to be completed in a very short period of time. There was an initial – and short-lived – suggestion that the review, and subsequent development of new courses, could be completed in time for the new model to be introduced early in 2007. By February 2006, a somewhat more realistic, though still very tight, schedule was agreed to, with the ‘new generation’ undergraduate courses to be introduced under the Melbourne Model in the 2008 academic year. This schedule also took into account the University’s obligations to advise prospective students of the requirements for its courses early enough for them to complete any prerequisite subjects in their high school program.

			These changes were for the long term: as stated in Growing Esteem: Strategic Plan 2006, this was a ten-year project. The introduction of new three-year bachelors degrees in 2008 would be followed by new professional degrees of two or more years. Some of these were available from 2009 while the medical and health based courses began in 2011 and were therefore available for the first graduates of the Melbourne Model degrees as well as graduates of other universities. At the same time, the University needed to meet its obligations to students who had enrolled in 2006 and 2007, or earlier, and allow them to complete their courses in accordance with the conditions given to them when they began.

			The Curriculum Commission was established as one of several taskforces when the Growing Esteem: Strategic Plan 2006 was adopted in February 2006 and was the main body responsible for developing the new undergraduate course structures. The commission, under the chairmanship of then Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) Professor Peter McPhee and with representation from each of the faculties, and from student and other groups, held 25 meetings between February and September 2006. The commission’s final report, containing the broad outline of and requirements for the new model of six bachelors degrees and professional as well as research studies at the graduate level, was endorsed by the University’s Academic Board and Council in the remaining months of 2006. But this was just the beginning. The detailed work of designing new courses that met the requirements of the Melbourne Model would be undertaken throughout 2007 by six course standing committees, one for each of the six new bachelor’s degrees, and by faculty curriculum groups for the new graduate professional degrees. In addition to the academic developments that were integral to the Melbourne Model, there were numerous operational and structural, as well as budgetary, matters that would have to be reviewed. These reviews were undertaken by varied groups made up of representatives of academic units and administrative and professional units who were overseen and directed by ‘taskforces’ responsible for implementation of the Melbourne Model – especially the Towards the Melbourne Model 2008 (or MM08) Taskforce and its successor, the Melbourne Model Implementation Taskforce (or MMIT) but including many others.

			In addition to these committees and groups, a great many individuals participated in the changes and developments, from members of the University Council through to the Vice-Chancellor and others from the University executive group, deans and general managers of faculties, the academic staff members of the course standing committees, professional staff in the numerous administrative units including, eventually, the front-line staff who would be involved in answering questions about the new courses from prospective students, schools and parents. The University also consulted prospective students, their parents and schools, professional and accreditation bodies, alumni, employers of its graduates and relevant government departments. The concerns and views of these people and individuals were all taken into account in developing the new curriculum.3 

			The most intense period of development was in 2006 and 2007. During this time the Curriculum Commission, course standing committees and the MM08 and MMIT with their various subgroups completed their work. Although this story concludes with the introduction of the Melbourne Model early in 2008, the developments continued and are ongoing. Now, however, they are part of the routine fabric of the University’s well-developed cycles of planning and review, rather than a significant and unique project of change involving all sectors of the university, which sometimes involved suddenly imposed, urgent and unfamiliar tasks.

			The Curriculum Commission and the subsequent committees and groups responsible for putting the Melbourne Model in place encountered a number of difficult moments. Professor McPhee was diligent in keeping the University community informed and involved in the developments, but there was some concern among academic staff that the Melbourne Model would result in the loss of students, damage the University’s reputation and take away from its research profile. At times, the debate became heated, if not hostile, and included personal attacks against Professor McPhee. At the same time, some professional accreditation agencies initially opposed the changes – although others were pleased with the proposed initiatives. Some faculties or segments within them argued that the proposed changes were excellent in general but would not be necessary to their own programs, which were already of a high standard.

			As well as inspiring opposition of this sort, the workload involved was very heavy for a great number of people and, frequently, many of these had to be involved in each phase of the new developments while continuing the University’s normal operations. The frustrations were many – and understandable. The process extracted a considerable personal cost from some participants. But once the University had announced that the new curriculum would be introduced at the beginning of 2008, there was no way the process could be slowed. Even so, there was criticism of the University for the delay in announcing the new courses – even while the number and names of these had yet to be determined.

			It is a credit to the large numbers of people involved in the work of the Curriculum Commission and the subsequent implementation groups, especially the course standing committees, that the new courses did have their first intakes in early 2008. It should also be noted that some of those who had been sceptical or hostile during the early developments initiated proposals on alternative approaches for their faculties that resulted in attractive programs consistent with the Melbourne Model.

			A story worth telling

			The University’s website shows little evidence of the hum that existed in 2006 and 2007 over the development, adoption and eventual introduction of the Melbourne Model. The VCE students of those years who were selected to enrol in a Melbourne Model undergraduate degree in 2008 could have completed a bachelor degree in 2010 and may have enrolled in a professional graduate program or in a research degree from 2011. The University has continued on with its normal activities and many staff who began working at the University after 2008 will not be very much aware of the frenzied activity of 2006 and 2007. The University’s focus for future directions is currently on its research activities. A discussion paper Research at Melbourne: Charting the Course to 2025 was released in November 2011 with a strategy to be finalised by August 2012 setting out the objectives and a course of action – which will no doubt follow similar processes to those used for some stages of the Melbourne Model.

			But, without doubt, the changes introduced with the Melbourne Model have not only transformed the University’s course and curriculum structures but also brought many associated developments: faculty administrative structures, budget policies and processes, graduation ceremonies and committee structures, among other things, have all been affected. A number of initiatives have been introduced, including the establishment of the position and office of the Provost, the development of student learning centres and increased opportunities for students to undertake volunteer work. There are still those who doubt the Melbourne Model was the best way for the University to go. So far, however, measurable outcomes such as numbers of students who have completed their new generation Melbourne Model bachelor degree or numbers and standard of graduates who have proceeded to professional or research graduate programs, are very strong. The University’s equity program is greatly enhanced, giving expanded opportunities for students from a more diverse range of economic and cultural backgrounds to be successful in their studies. On the other hand, the median Australian Tertiary Admission Rank (ATAR) in 2011 was 93.10 compared with 94.30 in 2006, in large part because of school leavers who prefer to study clinical and engineering sciences at undergraduate level in other universities.4 But it is still early days. A more realistic assessment of the success of the Melbourne Model will be possible in another two or three years. 

			When I started work as the director of the Melbourne Curriculum Project, I reviewed some basic information about change management, the usual steps involved, the expected outcomes, problems to watch out for, and so on.5 I found several excellent summaries of the outcomes of curriculum reviews undertaken by other universities, especially in the United States. But these summaries and reports were about the policy and pedagogical outcomes; that is, the content of the new or revised curriculum. There was scant information on how these other institutions had conducted the review, what worked for them and what did not. Given the scale and scope of the changes proposed in the Growing Esteem strategy and the first comprehensive curriculum review in the University’s more than 150-year history, it seemed important that there be a record of how the University managed and conducted the changes. Few would argue that some aspects of the review could have been better managed. For example, although communication was extensive and mostly of a high standard, there were still too many existing students and staff who did not feel as though their interests were understood or were being taken into account in the deliberations. In this sense, there may be messages that will help current staff learn from this story about the Melbourne Model and improve review processes used for future activities. Nonetheless, it is important to understand that methods and processes that worked for the University of Melbourne will not necessarily be useful for other institutions. Any change processes and management, and consequent policies, must be attuned to the individual organisation’s structure and climate.

			Another question, of course, is why should I be the one to tell the story of the Melbourne Model. It’s what I asked myself when Professor McPhee invited me to write this book in November 2008. The brief, devised by the Vice-Chancellor, was for ‘an objective, informed study of curriculum change at the university, which can be published … as a record of a significant period in the life of the institution’. I was more than a little surprised – by that time, I was into my retirement and enjoying a more leisurely pace than that experienced in full-time employment. I was also not entirely convinced I was the best person to write the change management story. But there was some logic in my selection as someone who could be relatively objective. All my education had been in the United States; I had worked closely with the Curriculum Commission as director of the Melbourne Curriculum Project; I had considerable knowledge of the University through my various professional appointments; and had not been involved in the implementation of the commission’s recommendations. My own role in the Melbourne Model was as something of a ‘Jill of all trades’ who got things done as needed. My tasks included supporting Professor McPhee in his role as chair of the Curriculum Commission; thinking of issues needing attention or resolution and alerting Professor McPhee and others to these; liaising with faculties, administrative departments and individuals; organising and managing activities relating to the introduction of the model; writing and reviewing discussion, policy and operational papers. I was then closely involved in the processes of developing the model, without having any emotional connection to the elements being transformed. I was deeply familiar with the trajectory of the changes, but also in a position to be objective – which I have aimed to be as much as possible while writing this account. There are some matters on which I have expressed a personal view, but I have included these only after a close review of notes of discussions or consultation with colleagues to ensure the validity of my opinions.

			The implementation of the Melbourne Model was multifaceted, with various aspects emerging from developments and discussions at different times and in different ways. In retrospect, one could argue that the implementation was linear, although it did not always seem so at the time. My primary focus here is on the curriculum developments, even though many other organisational matters were in flux at the time. This situation highlights the complexity of the changes, and their interconnections, that were being introduced into the University. My approach may not do justice to the interconnections and relationships between the various groups and the timing of developments, but I hope it does give a sense of the complexity of the changes. As a way of ordering the information, the book has been divided into three parts. The first, Origins, follows the development of the Melbourne Model from the appointment of Glyn Davis as Vice-Chancellor in 2004 to approval of the Growing Esteem strategy in December 2005. Part II, Design, focuses on the work of the Curriculum Commission as it developed the new degrees with the faculties, and explores the commission’s impact on various operational matters. Part III, Transition, takes the story through 2007, from the approval of the Curriculum Commission’s final report through the launch of the Melbourne Model and the importance of market research to the development of the Melbourne Student Services Model. 

			The story told here ends with the first student intake into the Melbourne Model degrees in 2008. It has yet to be seen how the changes involved in introducing the model will alter the face of the University, and what their impact at the national and international levels in the longer term might be.6 The process of fully implementing the Melbourne Model and associated structural changes will take several more years, especially as these have been complicated by the impact on the University of the global financial crisis in the late 2000s and any number of internal and other external factors. For now, I hope this book answers many questions about how academic structures in a large university can be transformed – and about how the Melbourne Model was made.

		

	
		
			 

			Part I Origins 2004–05

		

	
		
			 

		

	
		
			1

			The Birth of the Melbourne Model

			The origins of the Melbourne Model can be found in 2004 when Melbourne University appointed a new vice-chancellor, Professor Glyn Davis. His role in developing a proposal to make significant changes to the course and curriculum structure of the University of Melbourne was crucial. The first part of this book traces how the proposal to review and revise the curriculum grew from a discussion paper – Growing Esteem: Choices for the University of Melbourne – released in July 2005 to become an integral and primary part of a new strategic plan. Growing Esteem: The University of Melbourne Strategic Plan 2006 was published in February 2006 and endorsed by the University Council in March 2006. In less than a year after taking up his post, Professor Davis had proposed a radical change to how courses might be offered at the University of Melbourne and this proposal had been discussed by the University community, fleshed out by working groups and taskforces and endorsed by the University Council. In a move that introduced similarities to higher education structures in the United States and Bologna, the many existing undergraduate degrees would be reduced to six generalist degrees and professional qualifications offered only at graduate level. At the same time, adminis-trative structures and student service provision would be reviewed for improvement.

			There had been some discussion during the 1980s and 1990s, and occasionally before, about the university changing its profile to include a higher proportion of postgraduate students, but there had been nothing suggested along the lines of an extensive, University-wide move to a completely different model. But that’s what the Growing Esteem papers did, in inspiring what would come to be called the Melbourne Model. What follows is the story of how this model was conceived, designed and put into place.

			A new vice-chancellor: 2003

			In July 2003 the serving vice-chancellor, Professor Alan Gilbert, tendered his resignation from the University of Melbourne to become Vice-Chancellor of the University of Manchester. His resignation was to take effect from January 2004. On 11 August 2003, the University Council agreed to establish a selection committee for the position of vice-chancellor, with a decision to take place early the following year.1

			Professor Davis, then vice-chancellor at Griffith University, was interviewed for the position on 16 January 2004. His memories of that interview are less than perfect, but he does recollect arguing in broad terms that the University of Melbourne had an opportunity to offer a distinctive form of education, with a focus on graduate training in professions. He continued:

			This nods toward – but is a long way from – details of what became ‘the Melbourne Model’. My aim was simply to signal a view that Melbourne occupied a unique position in Australian higher education, and should use this to break out of the existing institutional mould.2 

			Council adopted the selection committee’s recommendation for the appointment of Professor Davis as vice-chancellor on 23 January 2004.3 Professor Davis remained at Griffith until he took up his appointment at Melbourne in January 2005. Professor Kwong Lee Dow was appointed vice-chancellor for 2004.

			The appointment was pivotal. Professor Davis would arrive at the University with clear ideas about what the University community expected of him and a sense of how he would go about helping shape its future. He brought a distinctive, US university, presidential-style approach to developing strategies for the University that contrasted significantly with how such tasks had been undertaken in the past. He engaged consultants from outside the University – and the higher education system – to write about possible future directions for the institution, and chose people to discuss the issues and work with him in developing strategies on the basis of their fresh eyes and approach rather than their deep personal experience of the University. That is not to say he went out on his own. There was wide consultation with the University community during the planning process and the widely publicised opportunity for submissions in response to the discussion paper. The University’s structures and well-developed planning and accountability framework provided a range of opportunities for the Vice-Chancellor to feed his ideas into the annual cycle of activities. These included the 2005 February Deans and Heads Conference and the Council Planning Conference, the annual performance reviews of the budget divisions in May 2005, and other components of the University’s normal operations and activities at that time.

			Getting to know the University of Melbourne: 2004

			In May 2004, Vice-Chancellor Elect Professor Davis, after discussion with Professor Lee Dow and Senior Vice-Principal Ian Marshman, commissioned three reviews as a due diligence exercise. These reviews were to provide an independent stocktake of three key activities of the University: administration and finances; teaching and learning; and research and research training. They were conducted independently of each other, by people or agencies outside the University: Phillips KPA for administration and finance; Professor Gregor Ramsey for teaching and learning; and Professor Vicki Sara for research and research training.4 The reviewers were well known within higher education circles at the time. Professor Sara had recently retired (on 30 June 2004) as CEO of the Australian Research Council (ARC), and had previous experience as Dean of Science at Queensland University of Technology. David Phillips and Peter Wade are experienced directors of Phillips KPA Consultancy, which provides services to the education and training sectors. Dr Ramsey was at that time an independent consultant who had previously held posts with federal and state governments, including as managing director of the NSW TAFE Commission.

			The Office of the Senior Vice-Principal managed these reviews. A large volume of background documentation was provided for each by relevant sections of the University, and significant numbers of staff and students were interviewed. The three final reports were presented to the University in October 2004. The ‘Report on Due Diligence Reviews’ was circulated as background reading for the February 2005 Deans and Heads Conference. The accompanying paper stated, ‘the reviewers were to report on the status quo; they were not asked to make recommendations for change or improvements’.5 Nevertheless, a number of issues were raised that needed attention and or debate and some recommendations were made.

			The review of teaching and learning activities was particularly noteworthy for the issues raised rather than conclusions drawn. These included: 

			How should the University position itself in relation to the balance between undergraduate and graduate students ... is the aim of the University to become increasingly a research-focused graduate university?

			and

			The University has developed a set of ‘attributes of the Melbourne Graduate’ ... should the first years of undergraduate programs be a common program, which aims to provide a general education developing those graduate attributes?6

			These questions were particularly pertinent to the University’s subsequent decision to undertake an extensive review of its entire curriculum. The report on research and research training activities also raised the question that would become central to that curriculum review: ‘What is the University’s preferred balance between graduate and undergraduate load?’7

			February 2005

			Deans and Heads Conference

			An abbreviated version of the ‘Report on Due Diligence Reviews’ had been circulated as background reading for the 2005 Deans and Heads Conference, which took place from 7 to 9 February.8 Since its origins when Professor David Penington was vice-chancellor, the annual February Deans and Heads Conference, originally held in the seaside town of Lorne, has been a popular and important event in the University’s strategic planning and accountability program.9 It provides an opportunity early in the year for the University’s academic and professional leaders to come together as colleagues in an informal setting to consider major issues for the University and to share their experiences. The 2005 conference theme was ‘Realising the Vision: Positioning Melbourne for a Changing Higher Education Environment’. It was an appropriate event at which to introduce the ideas that would lead to such significant changes at the University.

			For Glyn Davis, starting his vice-chancellorship in the first few months of the year had certain advantages. One was that the February conference provided him with an early opportunity to meet and interact with a significant population of the University. The University Council had agreed with Vice-Chancellor Lee Dow’s recommendation in 2004 that the University would continue with the ‘Melbourne Agenda’ (the strategic policy adopted by the University in 1996, during Alan Gilbert’s first year as vice-chancellor) as its blueprint for 2005, and an operational plan for the year had been finalised on that basis. The strategic plan and budget for the year had also been determined before the end of the previous year. This allowed Professor Davis to take up his position, accepting operations as they were without any immediate need for major statements about the changes and new directions he may have believed were appropriate.

			This does not mean he hadn’t been considering the possibilities deeply. Professor Davis recalls that 2004, the interim year during which he was vice-chancellor elect, had ‘provided an extensive period for reflection, so I arrived with a reasonably developed set of thoughts about possible future directions’.10 The reports on the due diligence reviews, mostly favourable to the University’s overall operations and key activities, had also provided a great deal of material to consider.

			Professor Davis has reported that he ‘quietly tested the possible future directions for the University with a range of colleagues’ as he sought to understand the University better during the first six months of 2005.11 The February conference provided him with an excellent opportunity to put some of his ideas to a preliminary test while he mingled with University leaders over the three days, as well as through his formal presentations.

			Vice-Chancellor Davis’ first presentation to the conference was a comprehensive report on the key findings of the due diligence reviews. His second presentation, ‘The Melbourne Agenda: Early Observations’, was delivered at the end of the conference. It drew on some of the findings from the due diligence reviews and other observations Professor Davis had made or gleaned from readings and conversations during his brief time in the University.

			This second presentation represented the new vice-chancellor’s own ‘stocktake’ of the University, encompassing the positive and the not-so-positive aspects, and an outline of what was needed to keep the Melbourne Agenda moving. Professor Davis touched on governance and management, teaching and learning, research and commercialisation, and resources, including people. He also referred to how the Melbourne Agenda had progressed over the past five years, with an argument that the wider context of higher education had changed since 1996 and, therefore, a fresh strategy was needed. He raised two particular questions: ‘What is the Melbourne Experience and how does it work?’12 and ‘How does the University define being one of the “finest” universities?’ Of the University’s student profile, Professor Davis commented: ‘Our student mix across the Uni is uneven. Need the right mix of local and international, postgrad and undergrad, socio-economic.’

			The presentation’s conclusion listed action to be taken: 

			Over the next three months the University community will be invited to reflect on what it means to be ‘one of the finest’, what we mean by ‘the Melbourne Experience’ and what our longer-term strategies should be. There will be a discussion paper and consultation meetings, with a report to Council proposing the next iteration of the Melbourne Agenda.13 

			This was a clear indication that the way forward would contain the opportunity for significant change. Professor McPhee recollects the impact of the conference thus: 

			The new Vice-Chancellor had both unsettled and challenged us. Any complacency we had that our hard work had us on track to be ‘one of the finest universities in the world’ was pricked by his courteous but incisive commentary on our shortcomings.14

			University Council Planning Conference

			In 1996, about ten years after the Deans and Heads Conference had become an annual event, the University Council, at the initiative of Vice-Chancellor Gilbert, established its own annual conference planning meetings, usually held around two weeks after the Deans and Heads Conference.15 Where as the deans and heads discussions range from the strategic level down to grassroots issues, the council’s are mostly at the strategic and determining level. Proposals that survive from the Deans and Heads Conference to the Council Conference are likely to carry through into the strategic plan.

			In 2005, the University Council Conference took place on 18 and 19 February.16 The Deans and Heads Conference had been provided with an abbreviated summary of the due diligence review outcomes, while the Council Conference participants received the full, comprehensive reports prepared by the consultants.

			A series of presentations on the findings of the reviews were made. The Vice-Chancellor spoke on major issues arising from the reviews; Professor Skene (then president of the Academic Board) on the reactions from the Deans and Heads Conference; the deputy vice-chancellors on research (Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) Professor Frank Larkins) and teaching and learning (Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) Professor Peter McPhee); the senior vice-principal Ian Marshman on administration; and the chief financial officer David Percival on finances.

			Professor Ramsey’s ‘Report on Teaching and Learning’ included the following pertinent statements in its summary:

			Unimelb is also moving steadily in the direction of increased numbers of graduate courses, the under-graduate program is increasingly cross-faculty in nature… 

			If Melbourne sees an emphasis on graduate and research programs as its future direction, it could well re-think its undergraduate program in terms of how the general education that provides the foundation for the development of more specific professional skills is organised and delivered. The question … is when should general education end and when should the focus be specifically on the profession.17

			Towards the end of the conference, Professor Davis made a presentation on ‘The Way Forward’ in which he identified nine major actions for attention in 2005. These included questions that had been mooted at the earlier Deans and Heads Conference, such as progressing to the next phase of the Melbourne Agenda (for which there would be a period of consultation with discussion on what it means to be ‘one of the finest universities’) and how to define and make the ‘Melbourne Experience’ central to the University’s teaching and learning. Action would also be taken in the realms of commercialisation and knowledge transfer, internationalisation, advancement, and public outreach, among others. Again, Professor Davis concluded with a commitment to provide a report to the University Council proposing the next iteration of the Melbourne Agenda.

			Maureen O’Keefe, then director of the Vice-Chancellor’s Office, prepared a proposal dated 23 February 2005 that set out plans for a consultation process around the Melbourne Agenda, although it is not clear whether this plan was reviewed by any individual or group other than the Vice-Chancellor. The proposal explained that Professor Davis wished to ‘test’ the Melbourne Agenda, which was then in its sixth year of operation. The vision of the Melbourne Agenda at this time was that the University would be a research-led institution; a learning institution; a liberal institution (where, among other things, academic freedom was protected); an independent institution; an international university and a Melbourne institution. The proposal included that an issues paper be prepared by the end of February, followed by three months of consultations which would cover the level of commitment within the University to this vision and the Melb-ourne Agenda overall as a strategy; encourage reflection on the Melbourne Agenda; gather information on strengths and weaknesses of the Melbourne Agenda; and identify gaps in the goals and strategies. It was anticipated that a draft strategic plan would be available for consideration by council in July 2005.

			This process was followed almost to the letter, although the timetable was out by around three months. The discussion paper was made available in June 2005 when it was distributed to those attending the Planning and Budget Committee Conference, and the consultation period was curtailed slightly for a report to be ready for council in October 2005.

			There was a sense of enthusiasm and quiet excitement among participants at the end of this first series of conferences. While there is no doubt that, as Professor McPhee noted, complacency had been shaken, there was also a general view in favour of change and anticipation at the opportunity to contribute to the changes through the consultation process. These opportunities were soon realised, as movements towards change picked up speed.

			April 2005

			Vice-Chancellor’s key performance indicators

			At the March 2005 meeting of the University Council, the Chancellor, Mr Ian Renard, had proposed a draft set of key performance indicators (KPIs) for the Vice-Chancellor. The draft indicators were revised in consultation with the Vice-Chancellor and the final KPIs agreed at the April council meeting. The first indicator was agreement on the next phase of the Melbourne Agenda with outcomes of: a) key performance criteria to be adopted by council; b) the alignment of structures with the goals of the University. To achieve these outcomes a discussion paper was to be prepared by April 2005, followed by consultation meetings. It was proposed that council consider the discussion paper by July 2005 after which a stable set of University performance indicators would be specified.18 

			The second KPI was to make the Melbourne Experience central to decision-making within the University and to develop a five-year strategy to ensure that Melbourne was among the best performing Group of 8 (Go8) universities in teaching and student support.19 This was to be achieved through taking action to:

			
					
•	establish a Melbourne Experience Taskforce 

					
•	investigate closer links between teaching outcomes and budget, staff profile and institutional innovation

					
•	pay attention to University performance in CEQ and PREQ surveys20 

					
•	work with student and sports organisations on consequences of the implementation of the voluntary student unionism policy.

			

			These KPIs are significant to the development of the new curriculum model in two ways. There is no doubt that the Vice-Chancellor’s KPIs were linked to the directions in which he wished to take the University – leading eventually to the Melbourne Model. But it is also important to note that the KPIs were linked closely to the University strategic plan and to the University’s accountability obligations at all levels.

			Management structures under scrutiny

			The Vice-Chancellor’s first steps towards change were within the context of management structures. At the April 2005 Planning and Budget Committee meeting, Professor Davis reported that changes had been made to the Senior Executive. A Vice-Chancellor’s Advisory Group (VCAG) had been established with a membership of the (then) two deputy vice-chancellors, the president of the Academic Board, the Senior Vice-Principal, and two deans who would also attend Senior Executive meetings.21 The group was to meet fortnightly and, as the name implies, would advise the Vice-Chancellor.22 

			The 2004 due diligence review of the University administration had implied that membership of the existing Senior Executive was unbalanced. It had around seven vice-principals (professional staff) and four academic staff: the Vice-Chancellor, two deputy vice-chancellors and the president of the Academic Board. It had become reasonably obvious to members of the Senior Executive in early 2005 that the group’s composition and operations may not fit with the new Vice-Chancellor’s management preferences, although the Vice-Chancellor’s concerns were, most likely, more broadly based in management style than the issue of balance.

			Professor Davis had already established a ‘Matins’ group early in 2005, which met for around thirty minutes two or three times each week.23 Its purpose was to ensure senior managers had an opportunity to discuss the ‘hot’ issues they were managing and to avoid overlap or lack of knowledge among the group about their work. 

			After VCAG had been established, the (then) Senior Executive Group, with the addition of two deans, met fortnightly in the alternate weeks from VCAG. There was also a Vice-Chancellor and Deans Group that met fortnightly on the same day, just before the Senior Executive Group. By including two deans as members of VCAG, Professor Davis was perhaps responding to another suggestion from the due diligence review, that effective mechanisms needed to be established to ‘ensure cohesion between the senior executive group and the Deans of Faculty and for Deans to contribute effectively in executive decision-making’.24

			So, what was the significance of the 2005 VCAG, Vice-Chancellor and Deans and Senior Executive groups in the development of the new strategic plan, now more widely known as ‘Growing Esteem’ and becoming more clearly distinguished from the ‘Melbourne Agenda’? It is difficult to fully quantify. Between June and December 2005, the VCAG agendas list items related to Growing Esteem on five occasions, more than occurred for the Senior Executive and the Vice-Chancellor and Deans groups. The record of these meetings consisted of an action sheet, but there were no such sheets for VCAG until the September meeting. Thereafter, they appeared only occasionally. None of the action sheets for the 2005 meetings of VCAG, Vice-Chancellor and Deans Group and the Senior Executive Group includes items related to the Growing Esteem matters that appeared on the agendas. The nature or content of discussions of Growing Esteem issues by any of these three groups at this stage is therefore not available. Over the following two years, however, these groups were among several that had an important role in high-level oversight of the strategy, as is discussed further in Chapter 6. There have since been further changes to the governance and management structures of the University, including those made in 2007 when the position of Provost was established and in mid-2008 when the former Planning and Budget Committee was dissolved in favour of a senior executive ‘committee’. Some of these changes are relevant to the development of the Melbourne Model and are discussed in later chapters.

			June 2005: Planning and Budget Committee Conference

			The University’s Planning and Budget Committee was established in 1996, Alan Gilbert’s first year as vice-chancellor. The Planning and Budget Committee, with membership from the University’s academic and professional senior executives and the deans, was responsible for policy and budget matters that had previously been dealt with separately by two committees of the University Council. In its first year of operation, the Planning and Budget Committee agreed to hold an annual conference that would give preliminary consideration to the budget and operational plan and priorities for the following year, taking into account major internal and external policy issues. This conference provides an opportunity for the University’s budget divisions to make proposals for consideration and to discuss, collectively, major projects and matters likely to have an impact on the University budget in the coming year. The conference ends with a formal meeting of the committee, which usually includes approving a draft budget for the next year. The June 2005 Planning and Budget Committee Conference saw significant discussion of Growing Esteem.

			The first session of the conference had the theme ‘Taking the Melbourne Agenda to the Next Stage’. This session included a draft of the discussion paper ‘Growing Esteem: Choices for the University of Melbourne’. The paper had been included in documents distributed to participants just before the conference. Session 5 is listed as dealing with ‘Updating the Melbourne Agenda: Confirming the Priorities’; however, there was no paper circulated for this session and no record of any discussion of the topic as part of the conference proceedings.25

			Session 4 of the conference consisted of small group discussions on the issues and strategies to be proposed to the Academic Board and University Council in relation to taking the Melbourne Agenda to the next stage. Two of the deputy vice-chancellors at that time, Professor McPhee and Professor John McKenzie, were in the same group, with Professor McKenzie as convener. Both, in independent interviews, have referred to discussion within their group of a theoretical scenario involving a graduate school model with consequential effects on undergraduate programs.26 Professor McPhee also recalls that Professor Ruth Fincher (then Dean of Architecture, Building and Planning) was in the group and had reported on her faculty’s discussions about how a graduate school model along the lines of those in US universities would work. Likewise, Professor Michael Crommelin, then Dean of Law, commented on his faculty’s recent introduction of the professional graduate-entry Juris Doctor program.

			Professor McKenzie recalls that meetings involving the deans held after the conference included further discussion of the graduate school model, with consensus being reached for the University to investigate this option in the context of the Bologna model.27

			The Vice-Chancellor advised the conference that the final version of the ‘Growing Esteem: Choices for the University of Melbourne’ paper would be made available to the University community in July, after which there would be a period of consultation and opportunity for submissions to be made up to late August. The Vice-Chancellor also announced this course of action in his regular column in Uninews, the University’s fortnightly newspaper at that time.28 As a committee, the Planning and Budget Committee had no further involvement in the discussion and development of the Growing Esteem strategy or the consultation process, but, as will become clear in later chapters, it had a significant role in the implementation phase, especially in relation to the recommendations of the Curriculum Commission.

			July 2005: Growing Esteem: Choices

			Growing Esteem: Choices for the University of Melbourne: A Discussion Paper that Invites Involvement and Response (hereafter, Growing Esteem: Choices) was released to the wider University community in July 2005, having been endorsed by the University Council on 11 July 2005 as the basis for consultation. Professor Davis had prepared the paper with Geoff Sharrock. According to its acknowledgements, it ‘benefited from interviews with many senior members of the University, and from comments and contributions from Michael Beaton-Wells, Andrew Norton, Neville Buch, Richard James, David Penington, Maureen O’Keefe and Silvia Dropulich’.29 Other than Richard James and David Penington, the people named are or were professional staff, mostly within the Office of the Vice-Chancellor. When Professor Davis was asked why these seven were specifically identified, he explained that this was the group who had worked most closely with him and Geoff Sharrock to write the discussion paper. He also indicated that in developing the strategies he thought the University should pursue, he was keen to have advice from people with a ‘fresh eye’, a preference also apparent in the appointments of relative outsiders Geoff Sharrock and, later, Jane-Frances Kelly.30

			From February 2005 to February 2006, Geoff Sharrock worked as an adviser in the Office of the Vice-Chancellor with responsibility for writing a discussion paper on the University’s options for future directions. Geoff is a graduate of Melbourne University who in 2005 was completing a PhD at RMIT University (he submitted his thesis in August of that year). His main occupation at the time was as a consultant working primarily in the areas of public sector policy, strategy and management development.

			Professor Davis did not know Geoff before accepting the vice-chancellorship of the University of Melbourne. In August 2004, Geoff had published a review in Policy, the journal of the Centre for Independent Studies, of the Cain and Hewitt book Off Course about the University of Melbourne and the establishment of Melbourne University Private during Alan Gilbert’s vice-chancellorship.31 Geoff had received a note from Professor Davis about this article.32

			After Professor Davis arrived in Melbourne, he asked Geoff to meet him. According to Geoff, it was in this meeting that Professor Davis invited him to write a paper on policy setting in universities – with a focus on Melbourne. Geoff agreed to work on a half-time basis given his other responsibilities. The paper eventually developed into Growing Esteem: Choices – a crucial document in arriving at the Melbourne Model, and one that made clear distinctions between the Melbourne Agenda and Growing Esteem.33

			The discussion paper, its introduction states, ‘outlines key challenges and opportunities facing the University, and asks how we might respond. It asks what the University already does well and should keep doing, what needs improvement, what to create and perhaps what to relinquish.’ It does so following a structure typical of such documents. A historical perspective, based on the question ‘what is a university for?’, is followed by an analysis of the changing Australian higher education system. A snapshot of one university is given in the historical section on the defining aim of a university:

			In Paris, the university took an early interest in the professions. Students enrolled for general undergraduate studies in the faculty of philosophy (later to branch into arts and sciences) followed by specialist courses in theology, law or medicine. Graduates would then go out into the world, certified as having the ability and authority (the faculty) to administer to the spiritual, civic and physical needs of the populace.

			Around half the paper is devoted to a critique of the Melbourne Agenda as a blueprint for the University. It considers the Melbourne Agenda vision and then each of its five objectives individually. The next section comments on issues seen as missing from the Melbourne Agenda: intellectual leadership; sustainability, including the optimal size and mix of the student body and the best profile of its programs; commercialisation; and organising and managing.

			A final section on summary outlook and strategic dilemmas sets out a series of questions, under the subheadings of the five objectives of the Melbourne Agenda, with sustainability and commercialisation added to resources, and the addition of subheadings for intellectual leadership and organising and managing.

			The following questions appear under the headings of ‘Research Performance’ and ‘Attracting Scholars’:

			5. If research contribution is the main basis for the University’s international profile, should the University’s postgraduate cohort change to include more research students and less coursework students? Overall, what is the optimum profile for the University’s academic programs in teaching and research?

			6. Are there discipline areas where it makes more sense for all academic staff to combine undergraduate teaching and research roles, and others where it makes more operational sense to separate them? If so, how should this be reflected in program design, and staffing policies?

			…

			14. Are there too many postgraduate coursework programs, with too few students, occupying too much staff time? If a subject or course is ‘non-core’ for the discipline, attracting too few students, or available elsewhere in Victoria or online, should it be dropped?34

			Overall, the paper made it clear that fundamental issues in the University’s strategies were being opened for discussion. The strengths of the Melbourne Agenda were recognised, but so too were its weaknesses in the current higher education environment, particularly in terms of curriculum and management structures. The shift in emphasis from the Melbourne Agenda to Growing Esteem was to be far greater than just a change in name.
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