




































































































































































































































































Budgetary cost estimates for the above are as follows:

8 x 1 KW stations at £136,000 each:

1 x Central Station antenna system:

7 x Outstation antenna system
@ £38,000 each

TOTAL FOR COSTS

NETWORK CONTROL

£1,088,000

23,000

266,000

£1,377,000

14. Several options are available for effecting co-ordination/control ofthe network.
These include:

(a) Configuration 1

i Star networks centred around a PABX

ii Data are switched separately from voice, ie. voice and data are treated
as separate circuits.

iii SVD 2400 Multiplexer combines voice and data into one voice fre­
quency signal for transmission over radio.

IV SVD 2400has a built-in interface that allows it to be connected directly
tothePABX.

15. The advantages of this configuration include:

Simultaneous voice and data

11 Voice conferencing

iii Data speed of 1200/2400 bps.

This system would be unable to support point/multipoint data transfer.
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(b) Configuration 2

16. i Star networks centered around a PABX

ii Voice/data switched through the PABX as a voice signal

iii Voice-to-modem allows point to multipoint half-duplex data simulta­
neously with full duplex voice.

17. The advantages of this configuration include:

i Simultaneous voice and data

ii Data/voice point to multipoint.

(c) Configuration 3

18. i Star networks around a bridge

ii Dial-up lines required for bridge. However, built-in equipment fea­
tures eliminate the need for a telephone switch.

iii Conference set up and controlled by an operator who could be either
at the bridge site or remote from the bridge.

iv Conference bridge can support up to seventy-two ports in increments
of four ports.
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APPENDIX II

The Review Methodology

When an institution opens itself to an outside review it does so in the expectation that
a fresh perspective will help it in some way. When the members of an outside review
team accept the invitation they do so in the hope that they will indeed prove to have
something useful to contribute to that institution. Yet the evidence of many well­
intentioned consultants' reports shows that these expectations and hopes are by no
means always fulfilled. It was thus with a proper sense of caution that The Common­
wealth of Learning began to think about ways of giving practical expression to the
function of "undertaking ... evaluation and applied research in distance education."(l)

When the President of The Commonwealth of Learning, Dr James Maraj and I
considered possible approaches we concluded that, suitably modified, the review
process used by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
held promise for the institutional reviews and appraisals that The Commonwealth of
Learning might wish to make.

The essence of the OECD process is its consultative nature. The purpose of the review,
the sorts of people who might do it, and the terms of reference are first worked out
between the member country and the OECD secretariat. The country then prepares its
own reportwhich, addressing the terms ofreference, provides its own appraisal ofwhere
it stands, its achievements and problems, where it thinks it should be heading in future,
and how it plans to get there. The reviewers visit the country and, taking the country's
paper as their starting point, visit educational institutions, talk to policy makers,
educationists, members of political parties, educational organisations, and to employer
organisations and trades unions and others,with aview to forming their own understand­
ing ofwhat is going on in education in that countryand howit relates to the government's
own statement of the issues it faces. The reviewers then write a draft report as their
response to the order of reference in the light of their visit and send it to the country,
inviting its comment.

The OECD process is intended to be of assistance to all its members as well as the
country being reviewed. So the two reports - the country statement and the reviewers'
draft report - are sent to members of the OECD Education Committee and become an
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item on the agenda of one of its meetings. There the reviewers and representatives of
the country being reviewed face each other across the table, discuss their perceptions,
question each other and respond to questions and comments from members of the
committee. Typically, the representatives of the country value the opportunity to have
their own understandings tested bythe reviewers andbyan informedjury. Typically, too,
the reviewers discover in the course of the discussion that some of their initial interpre­
tations should be modified and others might be wide of the mark.

In the light of the discussion the reviewers reconsider what they have written and write
their final report. The OECD secretariat writes an account of the discussion in
committee. The country report, the reviewers' report and the account of the discussion
that took place in the Education Committee are then published.

It was the spirit of this approach rather than its detail that appealed. We did not think
it realistic to ask distance education institutions to find the time, as a first step, to prepare
a self-appraisal. Nor did we think it practicable (or even desirable) to involve anyone
other than an institution and a review team in a process by which they would compare
perceptions they had separately formed of each other. What was important was the
possibility that a review process could set up the conditions that would enable an
institution and a review team to develop, in the course of time, some shared understand­
ings of what the institution's real concerns were and how it might go about answering
them.

That suggested the following model:

1. A Commonwealth institution would be identified which, for its own reasons,
wished to review its responsibilities for distance education.

2. Terms of reference would be worked out in consultation between the executive
head ofthe institution and the President ofThe Commonwealth ofLeaming, and
theywould discuss the kind ofexpertise to be sought in the other members of the
reviewteam, and the timing ofvisits by the review teamwouldbe generally agreed
upon.

3. The senior consultant would visit the institution and, using the terms ofreference
as a starting point, consult widely inside it and outside with a view to ascertaining
the views ofa cross section ofpeoplewhose responsibilities or interestswere such
that they had points of view relevant to the terms of reference. He (the male
pronoun was appropriate in this context)would thenwrite a briefing paperwhich
would then be sent to the people he had interviewed, to others in the institution,
and to the othermembers ofthe review team. The briefingpaperwould set down
his initial understanding of the issues that key people in the institution thought to
be entailed by the terms of reference.
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4. Copies of the briefing paper would be sent to people inside and outside the
institution, who would be asked to make their comments on it available to the
review team before they visited the institution.

5. The review team would visit the institution to become acquainted with what the
institution was doing, its achievements and problems, where it thought it was
going, and how it expected to get there. They would use the terms of reference,
the briefing paper, and responses to it, as a basis for discussion to find out to what
extent the initial impressions were recognised, shared, confirmed or questioned
by men and women closely associated with the life of the institution itself.

6. The review team would address the terms ofreference and write a working draft
of their report. This would be sent to the institution and circulated widely so that
those who had been interviewed, and others if they wanted to, could respond to
it with comment and criticisms.

7. The review team would meet, consider responses to the working draft, modify it
as necessary and, in the form of their draft report and recommendations, send it
back to the institution to be used as the basis for the review team's final visit.

8. The review team would re-visit the institution, hold further discussions with key
people and groups, reflect on their draft in the light ofthese discussions, and then
go firm on their report proper.

9. The report would be submitted to the President of The Commonwealth of
Learning, who would send it to the executive head of the institution and, if it was
acceptable to him/her it would be formally transmitted to the institution for its
further consideration.

10. The report would be published for the information of other Commonwealth
institutions engaged in distance education.

The decision to review distance education at the University of the South Pacific resulted
from conversationswhich DrMaraj hadwith the Vice Chancellor ofthe University ofthe
South Pacific, Geoffrey Caston, during 1989. The Vice Chancellor and his senior
colleagues had concluded that the time had come to review USP's distance education;
and they had also decided that such a review should be carried out by people from
outside the University. As a former Vice Chancellor ofthe University himself, Dr Maraj
had been closely involved in its pioneering use of telecommunications in distance
education. He knew that the USP experience in that field alone offered a case study that
had lessons for other Commonwealth universities engaged in distance education. And
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he also thought that the University of the South Pacific would be a good place to try out
the review methodology he and I had in mind.

The terms of reference that were worked up for the review thus reflect a dual interest.
The Universitywas looking for guidance for the future. But its experience during its first
twentyyears - its problems as well as its achievements - added up to a valuable case study
which, by being recorded, would also provide some guidance for other universities and
colleges in the Commonwealth that have more recently become providers of distance
education. And the reviewwas also to be used to develop 'a review methodology', as the
terms of reference put it, "which may be used by The Commonwealth of Learning in its
association with other institutions in the Commonwealth".

The review followed the steps outlined above. I made a ten-day visit to Tonga, Fiji and
Vanuatu in February 1990, where I talked to the ministers of education and senior
officials, to the centre directors and, on the Laucala campus, to the Vice Chancellor and
many other men and women involved in the University's distance education activities.
Altogether I had 70 interviews. The Premier of the Cook Islands had earlier granted me
an interview when he was visiting Wellington and that allowed me to be aware ofsome
Cook Island perspectives. I then wrote the Briefing Paper and sent it to the University
and others in the region for comment, to Dr Shale, Professor St Clair King, and to Mr
Peter McMechan, Director, Pacific Programmes, our professional associate from The
Commonwealth of Learning.

The review team visited the University and several ofits member countries inApril, each
member spending between ten days and a fortnight in the region. The University has
eleven far flung members. Niue proved to be too difficult to reach and it was not visited.
One or more members of the review made short visits to the university centre and the
department ofeducation in all the other countries except Tokelau (The Tokelau centre
and Department ofEducation are located in Apia, Western Samoa.) I made a separate,
three day visit to Rarotonga in June and this included a day on Mangaia. During May,
June and July, members of the review team wrote first drafts of various parts of our
report, circulated them for comment, and I then prepared a Working Draft which I sent
to the University for comment in early September. Comments were asked for by 19
October.

The review team met for three days in late October to revise the WorkingDraftin the light
of the comments we had received and to clear our minds on what we should say in our
Draft Report.

The Draft Report was delivered to the University in the first week of December, just
before the end of the academic year. Members of the University were invited to study
it in preparationfor the returnvisit of the review in the thirdweek ofFebruary 1991. The
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review team returned to the Laucala campus for three days ofmeetings and discussions
arrangedbythe Vice Chancellor. Thenwe deliberated among ourselves for a further day
and settled the text of our Report.

The Report was transmitted to the President, The Commonwealth of Learning, who
referred it to the Vice Chancellorfor his final consideration. With his concurrence, itwas
published by The Commonwealth of Learning. Within the University itself the Report
will be considered first by Senate and then by Council. The expectation is that Council
will be asked to make decisions on its recommendations at its meeting in October 1991.

It is not for me to evaluate the methodology that the review team, with the full
cooperation of the University, pioneered for this initial Commonwealth of Learning
review. Allowing, however, for my own close personal involvement, I have formed a
number of impressions which are perhaps worth recording. The over-riding aim of the
review process was to reach a meeting ofminds between the key decision makers in the
University and the review team about policies that the University should follow for
future developments in distance education. My impression is that the review process
went a long way to achieving that. To the extent that that happened it was a product of
the consultative approach at the heart of the review. I made three concentrated visits
to the University region and my colleagues two each. We circulated three papers - the
BrlefingPaper, the WorldngDraft, and theDraftReport - to the key people involved in the
management, organisation and teaching of distance education - and we received many
responses to them.

This dialogue between members of the University and the review team set two inter­
related processes in motion. It brought the various operating problems of distance
education into sharper focus in the minds of the senior members of staffwith responsi­
bilities for it, because our successive papers invited them to compare their own
understanding ofwhat was happening - and, more important, what ought to be happen­
ing - with the understandings that we were forming as outside reviewers. It was equally
challenging to the members of the review team. We came to see that one of the main
recommendations in our Draft Report for the management of distance education was
misconceived. From their different positions in the University, the Vice Chancellor and
a long-serving professor cast serious doubts on the wisdom of what we were proposing.
We accordingly used our final round ofmeetings and discussions with University staff to
probe the issue further. We then concluded that we should change our line. No less
important, we were able to draw on the discussions we had had to discuss the issue and
shape our recommendations in ways that reflect the strategy we think the University
should adopt but (we hope) in ways they should be able to follow.

If the review process has produced some shared perceptions, this is to a large extent
attributable to the duration ofthe review itself. The review took a year to complete. That
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allowed time for the fact that distance education was under scrutiny to become part of
the consciousness of the large numbers of men and women who are involved in the
activity in the University's dispersed units. The fact that we kept forcing ourselves into
their consciousness through our papers, by inviting their comment, and by returning to
talk to them began to shape a context within which further discussion then went on, not
only between members of the University and ourselves but among themselves.

But we cannot claim this for ourselves alone. We had what proved to be an influential
ally in the course of the review. The University Grants Committee was preparing its
report to the University Council for the funding triennium 1991-3 during our first visit in
April 1990. When, later, we saw the UGC report we found that its recommendations
were very much in line with what we had decided we would say ourselves. The
University's response to our Working Draft was strongly influenced by the UGC report.

The review process also benefited from another very important factor over which we
could have no control. When we began our work the University was in the grip of a
financial siege that had lasted since 1983. There seemed to be no prospect of the gloom
disappearing in the coming triennium, and manyofthe peoplewe interviewed during our
first visit were sceptical of the practical usefulness of the review itself. But at its meeting
in October 1990, the University Council, following decisions ofits membergovernments,
was able to announce a budgetwhich will allow for some qualitative improvements in its
various teaching and supporting responsibilities. From being a review destined for a
pigeon hole, it become one that might be able to give advice that the University would
have the means to act on if it had a mind to.

There were some aspects ofthe reviewthatwewould have handled differently ifwe were
doing it again. We would prefer less detailed terms of reference. We underestimated
the complications of travelling around the South Pacific when we planned our first visit.
We should have spent longer in the region andwe should have allowed time for members
of the review team to deliberate together before we dispersed. The deadlines we set
ourselves for completing our Working Draft, sending it to the University, and giving
people time to respond, proved to be too tight and not all those who commented were
able to keep our initial deadline.

We could not have managed the review in the way we did ifwe were not living in an age
of telecommunications. In the course of the review there were hundreds of communi­
cations between myself in Wellington, Douglas Shale in Calgary, St. Clair King in
Trinidad, Peter McMechan in Vancouver and Geoffrey Caston and Claire Matthewson
in Suva. Without facsimile machines we could not have contemplated such a complex,
highly consultative review process.

One final comment. All members of the review team received comments which
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underlined the value that members of the University placed on the way we carried out
the review. Itwas in their experience unusual- perhaps unique -for a team ofconsultants
to give them the opportunity to comment on the consultants' understandings as they
were being formed. Their usual experience was to be interviewed by some visiting
consultant and then, some time later, to find a report among their papers for Senate.
Because we had thought it important enough for our purposes to invite them to give us
the benefit oftheir thoughts onour thoughts about theirown situation they felt they owed
it to themselves as well as to us to do so. It is, as I have said above, for others to form their
judgements on the value of our report and the usefulness of the process we used to
complete it. But itwas our aim to explore the possibilities ofa consultative, participatory
way ofworking, andDistance Education at the University ofthe South Pacific is the result.

William Renwick
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