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Abstract:

Normative debate about the extent to which university education should serve industry is an important consideration for institutions of higher learning in a transforming South Africa, and particularly for those sections whose business is the teaching of would-be journalists. This issue can, however, also be interpreted within the current framework of the SA education authorities who argue that the quality of higher education institutions should be measured in terms of their “fit for purpose” to their missions and thence to the needs of the country. This criterion for quality assessment tends to focus on the educative processes within a university, but it can be argued that it ought to extend into the examination of the output consequences of journalism teaching. In other words, a case can be made for assessing quality by also going into impact assessment. Against this background, the “final” fit for purpose can then be assessed through devising appropriate indicators and a corresponding practical methodology to track the impact of the educational process on the industry and society. The results would be a key contributor to measuring the quality of university education of entry-level journalists.
1. Introduction

Unlike a number of academic fields, journalism practice as a subject at the tertiary educational level tends to have a particular industrial point of reference. Indeed, the setting up of journalism teaching at universities in the USA was done on the initiation of professionals from within the industry (see Mirando, 1995; Boylan, 2003; Missouri 2005: Dickson, 1999). Although this was not the historical experience in the UK (see Aldridge and Evetts, 2003), it is nonetheless evident that many contemporary departments in that country do nowadays define themselves in relation to preparing graduates for careers in industry (see Section 4 below). At Rhodes itself, an English academic was the initiator of this university’s journalism school, but even here the industry was also consulted before the facility’s establishment in 1970 (Giffard, 2004). 
For these reasons of relationship to a profession – and not least one that includes craft skills in an industrial setting, the general debate between whether university activities should be “administrative” or “critical” in character is especially intense as regards journalism schools. One could suggest accordingly that there is probably an endemic tension concerning degree of match or a mismatch between university-level journalism teaching and the media industry. Unsurprisingly, there are typically different perspectives emanating from the two different institutions entailed, with university-based journalism schools usually reserving the right to be critical and autonomous of industry, and on the other hand media personnel seeking graduates who can simply meet the staffing needs as defined by the newsrooms themselves (see Steenveld, 2002; Berger, 1996; 2004; French and Richards, 1994). 
This is an important debate, and yet for the purposes of this paper, it also needs to be set against the bigger issue of what constitutes the “best” contribution to society. In a transforming South Africa, for example, what do our needs and challenges require of both media and higher education, and to what extent is each sector responding appropriately? Several levels of answer are possible here. 
First, there is the question of relevance: for example, is the media promoting promiscuity more than the (less populist) engagement with HIV-AIDs, and, then, what are the journalism schools doing as regards the capacity (knowledge, understanding and skill) of entry-level media workers in regard to such subject matter? Second, there are also different institutional interests at stake which can well affect the extent to which each institution sees its way clear to focusing on HIV-AIDS. Much of the media, including even parts of SABC, are interested in maximising money as a priority over the rendition of public service; and there is often a disconnect between what the industry sees as “real world imperatives”, and the lofty idealism of journalism which universities are “free” to teach. Third, assuming – in the same example - that there not only should, but also could, be a significant focus by both sectors on HIV-AIDS, does South Africa need journalists who are critical (of government policies, corporations pricing, and male attitudes that lead to unsafe sex), more than it needs those who are educational, inspirational, developmental? 
Besides such issues of principle concerning the media and university relations to society, there is also a matter of the empirical situation, concerning the practical connect between the two institutions. It stands to reason that the tensions discussed above are most apparent in regard to when graduates are actually taken up by the industry, and more of a moot issue where this does not happen. In the USA, an estimated 71% of journalists are products of that country’s media workers (Medsger, 1996:7). Similar figures are not available for South Africa, but the Sanef skills audit (2005) does indicate that most newsroom occupants do have at least a generic higher education qualification. What is needed therefore is a methodology to establish more thoroughly the extent to which South African journalism graduates do go into the media industry in the first instance, and then what they do there in the second. For those working in the “supply side” therefore, who often hope to produce critical journalism graduates who will make “a difference” in the industry, it is essential to find answers to these questions. The significance of this is pertinent to the next section of this paper. In short, it means that the quality

(and quantity) of graduates functioning in the media should be factored into an assessment of “fit for purpose”. This purpose cannot only be gauged as to whether a university journalism school produces competent (and critical) graduates; this enterprise also needs to be assessed in terms of its social significance as regards the media. 
It is readily apparent that the answers to such an assessment may reflect multiple and complicated factors at stake. It is far from being as simple as conceiving teaching institutions as a “cause” and media personnel and products as “effect”. Many journalism graduates may not join the industry because they do not wish to, or because of more competitive salary conditions in other careers. Many may wish to join, but not succeed in finding employment opportunities for various reasons (including racial redress ones). It is also necessary to investigate what is meant by “join” - in the sense of the varying amounts of time spent in the media industry, and at what level of influence and authority therein. Further, whatever the duration or level of employ, those who successfully “join” up, may yet find it unfeasible, and perhaps even undesirable, to recall and maintain a critical approach, or to put certain of their practical competencies into action. Naturally, a number of graduates who do become media workers may never have “bought into” nor fathomed the critical dimension in the first place. In short, not all of these outcomes can, of course, be laid at the door of the teaching institutions. Indeed, even the most acclaimed performers in the media who have come through a journalism school may have been more impacted upon by their experiences working on student media, rather than by attending formal classes. On the other hand, it does remain the case that assessing the trajectory of graduates can provide pointers to the relevance and success of a given institution in regard to its mission of teaching journalists. 
2. The context of South Africa’s university journalism schools. 
The discussion above can be instructively located in relation to the unfolding quality “audit” process of universities in South Africa. This development is being driven by the Department of Education’s special-purpose vehicle set up in 1997, the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC)
.  The institution was founded to promote quality assurance standards and systems at universities in South Africa. 
For the HEQC, quality is defined largely (but not exclusively) as being “fit for purpose”, and this directs each institution, and its sub-parts, to take stock of its performance in relation to a (partially) self-defined purpose. The council says it takes “the institution’s own specification of mission and objectives as a starting point for both the self-evaluation report and the external audit” (HEQC 2002). As will be discussed later, this is not an easy exercise, because “purpose” is typically defined rather broadly in terms of a mission statement, and indicators need to be developed if there is to be any assessment as to how practical activities and consequences relate to such purpose. 
The discussion of quality standards in the media itself also has a bearing on the topic of this paper. A small, but growing, movement has been examining the issue of quality definitions in the industry. The writer of this paper has himself also argued that media companies should report a “fourth bottom line” – i.e. not just on the quality of their financial, environmental and social investment performances, but on the quality of contribution that their editorial has made to society. Other concerns with media quality are evident in the World Editors Forum website which has an ongoing discussion section titled: “From editorial quality to editorial measurement”.  One analyst, Chisholm (2004), has further broken the subject down into the areas of media efficiency, effectiveness, economy and enterprise. In yet another initiative, the certimedia.org group has been developing international quality criteria for assessing broadcasting and newspapers, along the lines of ISO standards. Their system is not based on assessing actual content, but on the quality of systems and processes that underpin editorial output. What all these developments signal therefore is strong interest in taking rigorous stock of performance within the media industry. They thus mirror similar processes unfolding in higher education, and indeed in other sectors of society. 
To return to the specific context of higher education, South Africa’s institutions of higher learning as a whole have been coming to grips with the “quality” assessment issue against the backdrop of challenges to their histories and indeed even to how they conceive their core business. For example, for the HEQC, “quality” assessment of universities should encompass not just classic liberal teaching-learning and research, but also the criterion of community service. While the latter is an important aspect of valuing South African universities, for reasons of space it will not be investigated in this paper.
 
The inclusion of community service as an area for quality measurement is indicative of the way the very character of the university in South African conditions is also being challenged in the current historical period. For example, Mokadi (2004) writes: “The time has come for the higher education fraternity to shift focus from a preoccupation with their ivory towers, to showing concern for the needs and aspirations of the communities around us”. The author contrasts this with a view that universities are simply “educating students for unemployment”. Indeed, engagement with holistic transformation challenges is, according to Makgoba (2004), a project that bears upon “issues such as curriculum content, language of instruction, relevance and appropriateness of the institution in terms of national objectives and societal needs, the capacity of the institution to grow its own wood in the form of young black academics and intellectuals, the development of an institutional culture and identity that is not alienating to those who choose to study and work within it – the list could go on...”. Makgoba also argues that in order to be an “African university”, a tertiary institution should become “actively involved in the reclamation and promotion of indigenous knowledge systems and the deconstruction of colonial discourses”. Further, “the South African university is an institution that obviously understands the need for economic development and skills development” and which also “makes a visible and constructive contribution to public debate and influences public policy through its research findings”. 
In other words, there are calls by various academics that South African universities should (re-) define their missions very specifically to be relevant to post-apartheid reconstruction and the African renaissance. Quality assessments of institutions would then be measured against such a reference point. I return to this issue later. 
A further point to consider is that the promotion of quality management at South African universities also comes in the context of changes in the thrust of funding higher education. The aim has been to “seek to synchronise numbers of students with the various knowledge areas” which in turn would be identified according to a set of prioritised public needs (Stumpf, 2004).  In this context, centres of excellence (for achieving given purposes) would be fostered and resourced, while others would go out of business. All this means a challenge for the South African university to balance institutional autonomy and academic freedom with legitimate demands for more public accountability (Du Toit, 2004). Thus, it is in this complex political context that definitions of “quality” are being proposed and an institution assessed in relation to these. The kinds of “transformational quality” discussed above place little emphasis on the actual impact of graduates on industry (let alone society). But this should logically be included if there is to be a comprehensive evaluation of the “fit for purpose” of journalism schools at South African universities. 
3.  Defining quality. 
Historically, the ‘quality’ of university education was assessed by the reputation of its graduates, and assured by means of comment from peers and the use of external examiners. But as Ross (1996) argues, this “provided no means for judging the appropriateness of the institutional missions and objectives by reference to which quality was assessed”. Significantly, there were also “growing complaints from employers” about the quality of graduates at the same time as more students were gaining good marks.
In South Africa, the move away from this traditional system has been linked to the rise of customer-oriented thinking from the business world, and the quest for accountability in the framework of South Africa’s new democracy. Customer-thinking has often assumed that students should be the beacon in terms of whom quality should be defined. In this perspective, Smout (2002) writes: “Much of what the university provides has the quality characteristics associated with the provision of a service with the student as the primary customer. In short, a high quality university is one that fully plays its role in delivering on its promises in terms of the range of services, facilities and opportunities it offers to its students”. 
However, alongside the students, and as a major contributor to the costs of tertiary education, the new democratic State has also seen itself as entitled to see certain results. One can also further point to the place of industry as an indirect customer (purchaser of graduate skills), and therefore having a legitimate interest in a specific quality of outcomes from the universities.
 Critique can be made of this whole paradigm (see below) – here the point is simply that this kind of thinking has contributed to the concerns about quality assessment and quality assurance. 
The accountability issue, reflecting the concern with a democratic culture in the post-apartheid South Africa, is a related ethos contributing to the quality focus. 
Reflecting some of this confluence of concerns, the Founding Document of the HEQC (CHE, 2000) states that: “The demand for greater accountability and efficiency in respect of public financing, trends towards mass participation in the face of shrinking resources, and greater stakeholder scrutiny of education and training processes and outcomes have led to the increasing implementation of formal quality assurance arrangements within higher education institutions and

systems”.
Against this backdrop, Botha (2000) argues that the Report of the National Commission on Higher Education (NCHE 1996) and the Draft Education White Paper (White Paper 3, 1997) indicate a strong emphasis on quality as value for money – value for various customers and stakeholders. Linked to this, is an equation of quality with ‘fitness for purpose’ in the final report of the NCHE (1996). In other words, whether universities are fit in terms of delivering value to stakeholders. This interpretation of quality represents a thrust to make universities more “responsive to the country’s development needs” (Smout 2002) - in a word, to be more accountable. 
In contrast to this orientation, the universities themselves have been working a more inward interpretation of quality as “fit for purpose”. Thus, in 1995, their vice-chancellors set up a Quality Promotion Unit which was meant to “…assist universities to conduct productive institutional self-evaluation at different levels…” (Smout, 2002). The thrust was one of evaluating institutions against their own mission statements rather than uniform standards, and also of avoiding linking the results to state funding.  Thus, for the universities, “fitness for purpose” was the principal term of reference, understood in the first instance in a self-referential, rather than societal referential, way.
The notion of “fit for purpose”, therefore lends itself to different emphases. To explore this, it is helpful to compare it to other senses of “quality”. The following are some of the variations (see Botha, 2000; Smout, 2002): 
Quality as meeting particular standards
Here, the focus is on zero flaws: i.e. “quality” designates conformance to a specification. The International Standards Office thus defines quality as “a complete set of features and characteristics of a product or service …”. In this sense, quality is “the ‘absence of defects,’ not the ‘surpassing of high standards’” (Botha 2000). Quality in this sense can “be attained by all”, and there is no need for it to be higher than the designated specification. This approach seems suited to technical manufacturing or the running of a laboratory, but the approach is less easy to apply to university education or its graduates (Smout, 2002).
Quality as excellence (surpassing standards)
This view deems “quality” as a state of achievement that amounts to excelling. As Botha (2000) points out, this leans on the connotations of superiority and exclusiveness often associated with “quality” as a word. In this outlook, quality is by definition, only attainable by a few, and the notion is clearly elitist in reference to a university system as a whole. 

Quality as value for money

In this view, quality refers to the way that output goods or services are related to economic investment. It is a perspective that entails efficiency and effectiveness measures. However, as Smout (2002) points out, “good” value for money is relative to the level of quality, in that a poor quality service that is cheap can still be considered good value for money. The view therefore does not give insight into comparative quality in relation to absolute standards. 

Another angle to this definition of quality (though one that is also sometimes conflated with other definitions) relates to the issue of value for whom, and is linked to the customer/stakeholder perspectives discussed above. But assessing “for whom” raises at least three complications. Firstly, as Botha (2000) points out, students are not customers so much as participants: “Education is not a service for a customer but an ongoing process of the transformation of the participant”. In other words, the value a student obtains is also a function of the commitment he or she puts in to maximizing the learning opportunity.  Secondly, there is an argument that “(s)tudents are not in a position to specify what they require or need in relation to learning, and that their requirements may be in conflict with those of other stakeholders such as academics, employers and government”(McDowell and Sambell). Thirdly, Botha (2000), writing in a different context, makes the following comment: 
Can and does ‘the customer’ really determine the specifications and purpose of any enterprise? Should a university simply try to meet the (idealised) needs of its customers or should it pro-actively anticipate and even create those needs?  Is the student as service user in a position to specify exactly what he or she needs? Or are the parents, employers, government (those who pay for the service) in a position to determine and specify what is required? Are academics acting in isolation in a position to determine and create the requirements and needs of all these different groups and stakeholders? 
These points indicate the problems of trying to compute “quality” as value for money by looking at outputs to stakeholders, and in relation to resources consumed. They are compounded by consideration of the appropriate time frame for any such assessment (the value of a university education, to whom, over what duration – a lifetime?).  Most of all, this perspective suggests that a university should follow, rather than lead, the market – let alone critique the market!
It is partially because of the limitations of the definitions cited above, that that the notion of quality as “fitness for purpose” seems to be embraced in South Africa in regard to higher education. Thus, quality is seen as “the achievement of objectives previously specified for a particular activity” (http://www.liv.ac.uk/commsec/glossary.htm). According to this approach, in general if something ‘does the job’ it is designed for, then it is a quality product or service. “If something produces perfect results but the results do not fit the purpose of the institution or organisation, its perfection will be irrelevant” (Botha, 2000). 

Working with a “fitness for purpose” definition does, however, raise the issue of fitness of that particular purpose. “If the vision and mission of an institution is inappropriate to the wider society, or if an institution set its sights very low, then fitness for purpose has little value” (Smout, 2002). This in turn raises the question of “fit for whose purpose”, indicating that the quality question is ultimately a political one.
 As Botha (2000) observes: “It is one thing to expect from higher education institutions to define their missions and objectives and to take measures to ensure that they accomplish those objectives, that is, to ensure that they are fit for those purposes. However, it is quite another thing to enquire whether those very missions or objectives are suitable and appropriate for a particular context. The South African society, government, students and parents, however, might quite legitimately want to ask whether such a purpose fits the needs of South Africa today.”
It precisely for these reasons that the HEQC has been adamant that – contrary to the self-referential aspect of the Vice Chancellors’ Quality Promotion Unit - quality has to be coupled with equity and redress issues, rather than treated as an independent question. Accordingly this body qualifies the self-referential interpretation of “fit for purpose” by disavowing that universities might be free to set their objectives in the splendid isolation of the ivory tower. Thus, the HEQC writes: “It is assumed that institutional missions have taken national imperatives into account as articulated in the Higher Education Act, the National Plan for Higher Education, the Human Resource Development Strategy and other policy frameworks.” (HEQC 2002). It is vital to keep this proviso in mind when the HEQC states that “with due allowance for mission differentiation and diversity, institutional audits assess whether institutions manage the quality of their core academic activities in a manner that is fit for purpose.., addresses transformational changes…and provides value for money” (VC Net 2004).
The logics in this HEQC interpretation merge a number of definitional emphases of quality. However, an argument can be made that the HEQC could have done well to go further and also incorporate other definitions of quality as well. This is the position of Botha (2000), who notes that although universities are not factories, this is not an excuse for “slack administration or financial management or unreliable technology delivery systems”. In other words, the standards and perfection argument have applicability. Further, “customer” satisfaction as a criterion of quality is surely a component of “value for money” for stakeholders whose needs should be part of the purpose of the university, with the important proviso that this should not necessarily be at the expense of the institution’s autonomy and capacity to experiment or to be critical. Finally, excellence – a reference to surpassing universal standards – can be a valuable benchmark and aspiration. In this regard, Botha (2000) gives the example of assessing this dimension of quality through the numbers of A-rated award winning staff or having state of the art facilities. 

The excellence definition depends on the existence of standards that are surpassed, and to this extent introduces the aspect of elitism in that institutions can be graded in comparison to each other in terms of external benchmarks. Interestingly, although the HEQC sees universities as mainly measuring their systems’ adequacies in relation to their mission, it does say that these institutions are also expected to engage in regular external benchmarking against suitable peers. In addition, according to Smout (2002), “(i)f quality is defined as fitness for purpose, then quality assurance is ‘assessing the level of fitness for purpose’”. These notions of “benchmarks” and “levels” of quality cannot but imply assessment in terms of the “excellence” definition of quality, although this is different to the primary “fit for purpose” thrust. 
A further point by Smout (2002) is that “(q)uality assurance should be understood as a measure of the value of what we do …”. This issue can be broken down into various components of what is done in and by the educational process, as the University of Cape Town does for assessing the quality of each of its departments. Thus, UCT (2000) lists for quality assessment: 

• Contributions to fulfilment of strategic goals (department, faculty, institutional and national) 

• Research productivity and quality 

• Postgraduate supervision 

• Academic leadership 
• Academic development and provision for student support 

• Professional development of academic staff (research, education and leadership capacity development) 

• Relationships between teaching and research 

• Relationships outside the university (community, government and industry) 

• Administrative capacity (and its development) 

• Responses to previous evaluations 

The University thus requires of its departments that they report on fitness-for-purpose in terms of:
• access (including the profiles of cohorts in terms of race, gender, preparedness, etc.), 
• curriculum design and coherence (including alternative pathways), 
validity and reliability of assessment, 
• attainment profiles, 
• the educational management and self-review procedures, 
• as well as any fitness-of-purpose issues that may be appropriate for the context under review. 

What needs to be added to these is a set of criteria by which degrees of quality can be assessed. In addition, an important question is whether any of these are more significant than others from the point of view of assessing quality. Smout (2002) makes a relevant point here, arguing that overall quality can be fatally undermined by a lack of quality in one critical area: thus “those responsible for quality assurance in our universities have a duty to ensure that the weakest link meets certain minimum standards”. This directs us to looking at the entire chain as regards journalism education, and assessing the contribution of each component to what ultimately counts. In this regard, Perry (1994:35) also makes a valuable point: “It cannot be said too often that the real quality of higher education must be measured in terms of what students know, understand and can do at the end of their higher education experience. These are unquestionably the criteria used by employers and by society at large” (cited in Klassen and Drummond, 2000). A similar point, though made in a different context, by Hall (2000) affirms that “if a quality assurance system is not designed to measure the effects and benefits of academic development, then it is likely to reward approaches to education that perpetuate the status quo”. 
It is in the light of these arguments that this paper argues that what becomes important for assessing a journalism school is not only its educational processes, but also what effects these have. If the mission of a university journalism school is to make a critical contribution to the media industry, and its graduates are not doing this, then the whole chain of quality is undermined. But this needs to be established on the ground. In this regard, it is interesting to note that the HEQC recommends that quality assurance exercises should also include both impact studies and surveys to provide feedback on performance – and this includes feedback from not only students, but also graduate and employers. 
Drawing out the lessons from this section, quality assessment of South African university journalism schools like that at Rhodes could profitably draw from the various interpretations of what is meant by “quality”. “Fit-for-purpose” should be in relation to a South Africa transformation-informed mission statement, plus value for money and stakeholder satisfaction. In addition, it should also be in relation to standards and excellence. But importantly, it further needs to take account of the actual impact it has on graduates and in turn that they have on the industry. However, part of the reference points for evaluating the “quality” of a university journalism school needs to be not just these areas, but also the condition of the media industry itself. This entails analysis about what the industry should be doing in this era of South African history, and thence establishing what contribution, if any, journalism graduates are making to such a project. Fit for purpose would then include being fit for actually achieving purpose. 
4. Reviewing experience in the UK and USA.  
By way of contrast to the argument concluded above, it is salutary to take a brief look at some quality assessments at UK and USA. The findings indicate a mixed bag of systems, but overall they all fall short of what is being advocated in this paper. 
In 2003, the UK’s Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education conducted a quality assessment of the journalism facility at Trinity and All Saints College in Gloucester. Its audit examined issues like 
institutional mssion; internal approval, monitoring and

review processes; external participation in internal review processes; 
external examiners and their reports; and student representation and feedback. The report notes that the College sees its journalism programmes as “vocational and profession-orientated with a strong theoretical underpinning, and stressed the importance placed on the integration of theory and practice which was recognised by external examiners”. While its process did include looking at “Feedback from students, graduates and employers”, it does not seem to give much weight to this in its report apart from internships.
 Nor did it examine anything about the integration of theory and practice as applied by graduates in the industry. 
In its audit, the Sheffield College Art and Design, Communications, Media, Film and Television Studies, reviewed in 2003-04, gets chided for weaknesses in tracking students, even although there is “a high level of informal knowledge through staff-student contacts”. The facility is also cited for having few black students, although the report notes that an action plan is in place to address this. 

A different review of the journalism school at the University of Westminster in 1998 said the mission of the whole institution was embraced by the school’s “pioneering teaching programmes in a number of specialist areas”. According to the School, “The industries we serve encompass media and music …. Our aims are to provide students with … education for professional life in the press, broadcasting industry, the music business and the emerging multimedia…”. It continued: “In addition we aim to serve the media industries by: 1 providing professionals who are equipped to shape the future of the communication and media environment and, 2 undertaking, as appropriate, positive action to secure fair representation of minorities”. The review report concludes that “(e)mployers and work-placement hosts confirm that students bring a range of marketable skills to the workplace; in particular, they praise their realism”.  There is no indication of a critical aspect of quality in this case. 
A quality assessment report was also done for the University of Leicester’s Department of Communication and Media Studies in 1997. This report gives approval to the quality of education there, saying that “all aspects make an acceptable contribution to the attainment of the stated objectives and the aims are met”. However, there is no reference in the department’s objectives to industry service, and also no evaluation thereof. 

Leeds University runs a BA in Broadcasting Studies, Bachelor of Broadcasting and a BA in Broadcast Journalism. The report on its quality says that these qualifications “are clearly vocationally focused and well designed for progression to specific employment within these professional areas”. The report also states that there is a BA in Communications which is “well designed to enable students to follow a career in the media industries as more broadly defined or to progress to further study.” It adds that the overall aim is to produce “skilled, versatile, responsible and professional persons sought by employers” and to cater to students seeking a “career pattern of director-producer-management in television broadcasting, or to pursue a career as a bi-media journalist”. Surprisingly, however, there is no evidence that the review process in this case investigated actual industry effect.  

At the University of Central Lancashire, the department that teaches  journalism there describes its mission as being “(t)o create opportunities for students to acquire essential vocational skills which will prepare them for employment in the media industries … and to develop industry links in the interests of curriculum development and employment of students.” Besides aiming to encourage critical thought, the mission also states that graduates should be able to “move confidently from course to career” and have “had opportunities to spend time in relevant workplaces to consolidate their learning” as well as have had “contact with senior figures from media industries”. The aim is that graduates should be “able to meet the pre-entry requirements of the relevant industries as laid down by the accrediting professional bodies.”

According to the quality review, “(e)mployers and former students confirmed that the programmes produce graduates and diplomates with a relevant range of subject-specific and transferable skills…”. The review records that what it calls graduate destination data provide “impressive evidence of the excellent levels of employment achieved”. The report continues: “(T)he vocational nature of all the programmes is ably demonstrated by the very high numbers finding permanent employment. The Department of Journalism is rightly proud of its remarkable record of success in achieving one of its most important aims – employability.” However, the review is less complementary in other quality measures: “(T)he assessors … are rather less convinced …  of the extent to which academic aims and objectives are always being achieved, for example in terms of critical analysis or reflection”.
City University is another UK university that has undergone a quality audit of its journalism department. The resulting report says that the department provides “education for students who wish to enter journalism, with continuing reference to the needs of employment in the media”. The aim is that graduates should be capable of entering employment as professional journalists or in electronic publishing. What the audit found here was that:  

Employers clearly value the level of attainment reached by graduates and diplomates. Progression to relevant employment in the print and broadcasting industries by students on the diploma courses is very impressive, averaging 95 per cent. A significant number of students obtain positions on national newspapers. Student destination rates into employment are also good for the MA in International Journalism …  although it is acknowledged that monitoring students who return to their country of origin is a more difficult task. The high rate of success in obtaining employment is a major reason for the continuing strong demand for places on the postgraduate courses. Employment for graduates of the BA course shows an encouraging improvement year by year. … This aspect makes a substantial contribution to the attainment of the stated objectives; however, there is scope for improvement. The aims set by the subject provider are met.
Little elaboration is given to “scope for improvement”. There is no assessment of the department’s aims which seem to exclude a critical component, and this omission is continued through into the other parts of the review. 

Bournemouth University’s Communication and Media Studies Department was reviewed in 1998.  The University's mission commits to vocational courses. Accordingly, the department’s programme offering is “vocational in character, and is linked with the relevant industries locally, regionally and nationally.” Reports the review: “Work placements are a prominent and well-integrated feature… Employer reports give a very positive picture of student performance on placement, and the employers who met the assessors confirmed this”. It continues: 
Rates of graduate employment are a particularly impressive feature of the provision, with 100 per cent of BAPR graduates and 88 per cent of BAMMJ graduates in employment six months after completing their courses in 1997. A high percentage are in employment directly related to their degree specialisation, and employers spoke highly of the qualities of Bournemouth students. On BACOM, 62 per cent of the 1997 cohort were in employment six months after graduation. 
The verdict of the audit: “The aims set by the subject provider are met.” Again, there is the absence of a critical component. 
From these reviews, it appears that the final outcome of the process of journalism education – i.e. the entry into the media industry by graduates - is not consistently assessed for every institution. In part this relates to whether the vision/mission statement specifies this as an objective; in part it is sometimes an omission on the part of the audit team. But what is also not assessed in these is efficiency (i.e. at what cost in time and money have the outcomes been achieved?). Instead the focus is on how the outcomes contribute to the attainment of the objectives – i.e. effectiveness. However, quite how the graduates (even where the mission stresses a critical component) have impacted on the industry is not investigated. There is also no evidence that any of the UK schools’ missions specify community service or that this is evaluated in the quality audits. Arguably, South African conditions require that all these lacunae should be addressed in assessing the worth of our journalism schools. 
The USA has voluntary system of peer review resulting in accreditation, with more than 108 journalism schools having been accredited by 2000. The work is done by the Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism and Mass Communications (ACEJMC), a body consisting of eminent figures in the media industry and the journalism schools. The accredition is based on an assessment of quality, and this in turn is based on the expectation that schools “fulfil the expectations they set for themselves” as well as 12 universal standards (ACEJMC, 2000:13). 
The objectives of an accreditation process are described as “quality assessment and quality enhancement” (2002:29), in that the process should yield both a judgement of current quality and recommendations for improvement. The criteria for quality include good governance of the facility, adequate budget to carry out the mission, as well as standards for student record keeping, staff-student ratios and staff qualifications.  Of direct interest to this paper, there are also criteria for assessing the quality of curriculum which “should teach students to communicate in a diverse and democratic society” (2000:44). This is echoed in another of the 12 criteria, which is diversity. Accordingly, there should be a demonstrated commitment by the journalism school to “increased diversity and inclusivity in their student populations and faculties…”. (2000:60). 
Unlike the British examples cited above, attention is given in the USA to community service. This is in a criterion designated as “Public Service” and is interpreted as whether a school provides “coherent, creative service to the journalism and mass communications profession, to journalism and mass communications education and to the public (2000:57). But while there is attention to quality standards regarding internships, and to alumni relations, the system does not take cognisance of whether graduates join the media industry or what they might be doing there.  

What appears to be the case in all these experiences, is that they are insufficient for South African efforts to assess quality. It is appropriate to look at formative quality control systems (such as external examiners, course evaluations, diversity, governance, internships, and alumni relations, as important as all these are. What is also needed is a measure of where past graduates have gone, how long they have stayed, and how they have performed. Quality of education is likely to be rendered meaningless if graduates are not actually becoming journalists, and even then, the question also needs to be answered: journalists with what effect on the industry?
5. Impact assessment methodology.
To investigate these issues raised thus far requires that quality assessment needs to go beyond most of the conventional quality areas discussed above. In particular, one can recommend that what is but a mention by the South African HEQC of “impact studies” should be elevated and elaborated as a vital part of quality assessment. 

Impact studies are complex projects, which need to distinguishing between impact goals, i.e. what is to be assessed; and impact indicators – how these goals are to be assessed. The goals may be both broad or narrow, but the key point about the indicators is that they need to be observable even if not measurable (Angheli-Zaicenco, 2003). As indicated earlier, visions and missions of institutions are typically broad, whereas impact assessment has to elaborate more empirically accessible ways to investigate whether these institutional purposes are being achieved. Drawing from various sources, Angheli-Zaicenco (2003) recommends that indicators should be:
1. valid - measure what they are intended to measure and capture effects due to the program intervention rather than external factors; 

2. reliable - verifiable and objective so that if measured at different times or places or with different people, the conclusions would be the same; 

3. relevant - directly linked to the objectives of the program intervention; 
4. technically feasible - capable of being assessed and measured; 

5. usable - the indicator should be understandable and ideally provide useful information to assess program performance and for decision-making; 

6. sensitive - capable of demonstrating changes and capturing change in the outcome of interest (national per capita income 
is unlikely to be sensitive to the effects of a single intervention); 

7. timely - possible to collect relatively quickly; 

8. cost-effective - the information provided by the indicator is worth the cost to collect, process, and analyse; and 

9. ethical - collection and use of the indicator is acceptable to those providing the information. 

Such indicators can also be linked to benchmarks – which the HEQC also briefly mentions in its audit methodology. Benchmarks are reference points drawn from comparable (and even competitive) situations so that a standard of “best practice” can be identified. The same method is the key to assessing comparative levels of practice – i.e. rating the degree of quality achieved. Benchmarking can be done on a collaborative basis with partnerships with other institutions in the same sector. According to Smout (2002), “benchmarking should be used on an ongoing systematic basis. It should not be a once-off operation.” Further, in the case of this paper, the focus would be on “output benchmarking”, as distinct from process benchmarking (Angheli-Zaicenco, 2003). Impact studies can be done through a participatory process with the actors concerned (Jallov, 2004). All these points would be important to developing a methodology to research impact in South Africa. 
The findings of an impact assessment need themselves to be assessed in terms of their relevance to the original objectives and priorities, in this case those of the university journalism teaching facility. However, impact assessment also needs to look at unintended impact. An earlier paper by this author (Berger, 2003) argues that “impact assessment” refers to the evaluation of significant and potentially enduring effects of a given activity. These effects may be intentional, or unintended, and they may work to either reinforce and consolidate things ( or to change and disrupt them. A further issue is who the stakeholders are for doing an impact assessment, and why such would be of value for them.  The “for whom” and “why” of impact assessment have a major bearing on what specific impacts get assessed and on what happens to the findings (Berger, 2003). 

Impact in addition can be assessed at the level of the head, the hands and the heart, i.e. (a) knowledge and intellectual skills; (b) practice and behavioural skills; and (c) attitudes.  Further, it covers four bases:  reaction, learning, application, pay-off. Reaction would refer to the attitudes of the graduates to their earlier education; learning would be an index of what they really learnt; application would be whether they are using the learning; and pay-off would cover to what difference (or reinforcement) they make. These bases also need to be applied to individual trainees and their employers, the wider newsroom and then journalistic practices and editorial output. 
An indicator of individual attitudinal change might be researched through a Likert-scale of Agree, strongly-agree, neutral, etc. with regard to a statement (eg. “journalists should be critical of journalistic practices that contradict journalistic ethics”). Similarly, with regard to individual learning, one could test with a specific question like “Is it ethical to accept freebies from sources?”. Pay-off could be tested with questions like “do you yourself reject freebies when offered?” and “have you been able to persuade the newsroom do adopt this kind of policy more generally?”
Duration is an issue in impact assessment. Soon after graduation is a stage at which impact can be assessed, but there is also no reason why this should not be continued thereafter.  The highest quality benchmark here would be, presumably, a lifetime of working in the media industry, (and a sister indicator would be the level of influence and authority to which the graduate rises). A complication is that impact ought really to be evaluated in terms of baseline data – i.e. what existed before the graduate joined the media. Where such information does not exist, it may be possible to retrospectively identify this by extrapolating about what trends lie behind the impact being recorded. This does raise an interesting issue in how one approaches the whole study. A linear approach to impact assessment would be to see what difference (or not) graduates have made, or in a reverse method to look at the quality of media output and then track back to how this is related to the graduates. In this way, quality assessment of media has a bearing on quality assessment of journalism education. 
Lastly, important considerations to take on board at the outset are: 

· Who should conduct the impact assessment?

· To whom should the findings be communicated? 

· Who should apply the findings?

It is a self-limiting situation to assume that impact assessment is the lonely business of the journalism school, or that it is of interest only to that facility. Instead, graduates and employers can all be enlisted in various ways to conduct, communicate and use the findings. 

6. Alumni surveys.

Actual research into impact can be done through simple methods like interviews with “customers” – graduates and employers; unsolicited responses and comments. However, to see what change (or inhibition of change) has actually occurred, i.e. actual pay-off impact, one may need more research intensive methods such as focus groups. 

While it may be relevant to assess impact from the employers’ and peers’ points of view, it is fairly common to have alumni surveys. A cursory analysis of general alumni surveys reveals some interesting points. A University of Washington study conducted in 1998 investigated alumni five and ten years after their graduation.  The rationale was that this group had had time to apply the skills and knowledge gained at university to work and life in general, more so than alumni who were only one year out of college. The rationale was also that the target group had had more time to reflect on the value of their higher education experience. The study investigated what the students perceived as having learnt while at college and its relevance to their current lives and their view of the University’s contribution to their skill development. The alumni were also asked about their contribution to society.
  The response rate was approximately one third. Another alumni survey by the University of New Mexico also received a response rate of about one third.
 A low response figure, however, does raise the unanswerable question about the extent to which those responding are representative of the whole. The value of such studies, nonetheless, is evident in the University of New Mexico case, where it was discovered that the institution should raise the quality of its career advice and academic advice sections, because there was a shortfall in the numbers of alumni who said they were satisfied with how these services had operated for them. 
It would seem from the above that alumni surveys may yield interesting information that has a bearing on evaluating the quality of a journalism education. However, these would need to be complemented with other research methods, and also with investigating employers and peers (or in the case of community service, community representatives). In addition, one would want to develop indicators about what actual impact on the media they were making (if any). 
7. Conclusion

This paper has investigated the issue of tracking the value, via the quality, of journalism education. In turn this was focused on via the production of graduates vis-à-vis their impact within (and on) the media. It has located this enterprise within the normative debate about whether journalism education should be administrative or critical in character, and also raised the issue of assessing whether the South African media industry operates at an appropriate level of “quality” to meet the challenges in a changing country, and argued that quality journalism education should be assessed in this context. 
In addition, the paper has examined the current context where South African higher education authorities are requiring quality assessment processes to be implemented by universities. An analysis has been made of the prevalent notion of “fit for purpose”, which thrust focuses on what systems are in place to give support to contemporary transformation-oriented mission statements of a given institution. It has been argued that further quality dimensions are relevant, such as standards, “value for customers” which include industry, and the issue of a critical objective as well. A review is made of experience in the UK and USA. Running through all this, a case has been made to assess the quality of final “output” – i.e. the impact that graduates may have on the media industry. Finally, the paper has touched on some of the methodological issues around impact assessment and alumni surveys. All this is essential background that needs to inform any comprehensive evaluation of the quality of a university journalism school in South Africa. As indicated, what is also needed is an assessment of the “quality” (in the fit-for-South-African-purpose sense) of the media industry, in order to register the contribution, or otherwise, of journalism graduates to this important sector of society. 
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� The specific functions of the HEQC include being to:


• Promote quality assurance in higher education;


• Audit the quality assurance mechanisms of institutions of higher education (CHE: 2004). An interim HEQC was established in April 1999 and the committee was formally set up in May 2001. A Founding Document for the HEQC was published in October 2000 (Smout, 2002).








� Smout (2002) says that quality assurance of Community service remains problematic because “there is no generally accepted understanding of what activities constitute ‘community


service’.” He points out that the concept can mean the local community, or the regional, or example. Within the ambit of this paper, one could also legitimately ask whether it could not also include service to a community of journalists (eg. the SA National Editors Forum - Sanef, the National Community Radio Forum, etc). 


 





� This thinking can be extended even further: “A university has a range of ‘customers’ or rather, interested groups/parties, including students, parents, industry and the world of work at large, government, society in general, specific communities, and very importantly, I believe, also including the academic community itself.” (Botha, 2000).  





� As Woodhouse (1994) notes in regard to assessing quality: “Audit is not neutral. Audits do as much to construct definitions of quality and performance as to monitor them”.








� The existence of professional attachments was reported as being seen by staff and students as an opportunity to put theory into practice. Thus, “both students and employers spoke very positively of the value of the attachments which frequently resulted in further placement and other employment opportunities, and providers generally found students to be of a high calibre.”


� All questions save one were closed-ended, forced-choice items, with the exception of written responses provided by respondents listing their current job and employer, or institution of continuing education.


� Telephone surveys of alumni might appear to generate a higher response rate. In the case of the Americorps Leader Programme, this method was 90% successful. 








�Cred ca aici ne-ar trebui un alt exemplu…








