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ABSTRACT

This research project investigated the Understanding by Design (UbD)
framework alignment to educator practices and questioned if the UbD stages and
tools could be suitable to capture educator’s key pedagogical design decisions within
the higher education context. The study draws upon the School of Business educator
interviews, Academic Quality Unit professional staff interviews, and an analysis of
the university and governance documentation, within a regional university. A
correlation exists between the UbD stages, educator design practice, TEQSA intent,
and selected Higher Education Threshold Standards. The educators' course design
process identifies elements — learning objectives, assessment, and learning activities
— similar to UbD framework processes stages and intent. A lack of clarity exists
around the university and governance requirements and expectations for course
design. Consequently, educators do not express an obligation or responsibility to
guality standards and providing evidence of course design. This research contributes
to Australian research, exploring UbD or the application to course design in HE. The
findings agree with literature identifying a gap in university course design policy,
procedure and guidance and the influence on educators’ course design practices
and attitude (Zundans-Fraser et al., 2016). Further investigation is required to adapt
the UbD framework and tools to meet needs of the School of Business educators.
However, due to the minimal university course design governance documentation,
implementing a course design framework and tools at the course level requires

further investigation to determine the potential impact on the university educators.
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ABBREVIATIONS

APT: Academic Transformation

AQF: Australian Quality Framework

HESF: Higher Education Standards Framework

HE: higher education

LMS: Learning Management System

OALT: Office of Advancement for Learning and Teaching
TEQSA: Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency
UbD: Understanding by Design

VET: Vocational Education and Training



DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

Australian Quality Framework: the policy for regulated qualifications in the
Australian education and training system. The policy comprises of: AQF level and
gualification type, linkages, learning outcomes and student pathways, specifications
for the accreditation and development of qualifications and for issuing AQF
gualifications and requirements for addition or removal of qualification types in the
AQF, and the definitions of the terminology.

Course: a component of study focused on a particular subject or topic. 150hours in
duration over short period of study during the year. TESQA uses the words unit or
subject undertaken to complete within a program.

Course of study: defined by TEQSA as coherent sequence of units of study leading
to the award of a qualification often called a program.

Educator: used to represent an academic at a university in Higher Education
Higher Education Standards Framework (HESF): standards that Australian
providers must meet and continue to meet to be registered to operate as a higher
education.

higher education (HE): education beyond the secondary level, in reference to
education offered by university in the form of undergraduate and postgraduate
programs of study.

Learning Management System (LMS): a software application that provides the
framework that handles all aspects of course that students access for learning.
Program: a qualification or award received after the successfully completion of a
sequence of units, subject or courses. Programs vary in type and duration.
Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA) is a national regulatory
and quality assurance agency for higher education to ensure quality education for
students.

Understanding by Design (UbD): a student-centred design framework consisting of
a process and tools [templates] to help the educator to plan curriculum to enable
students transfer their understanding.

Unit of study are often referred to as module or subject or course.

Vocational Education and Training (VET): delivers certificate and diploma level
competency-based education and training services for individuals at every stage of

their work life.

Xi



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1.Background

Greater expectations are being placed on university educators to produce and
evidence pedagogically sound courses with quality student learning experiences and
outcomes (Thomson et al., 2017) for the assurance of learning. The Tertiary
Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA) is a national regulatory and quality
assurance agency for higher education to ensure quality education for students.
TEQSA guidance notes provide clarity for universities in interpreting and applying the
standards but are not ‘how to’ guides to develop and assure quality programs or
courses in higher education. It is the university’s responsibility to establish
institutional control and practices to ensure that the characteristics of a program,
including courses, are achieved.

TEQSA does not require a degree in teaching for those teaching in higher
education; however, roles of the position include the design of a unit of work with
sequential learning and aligned assessment as well as pedagogical approaches.
Program and course design activities and designing learning is an assumed and
expected part of academic work (Goodyear, 2013). Where educators are part of a
design team consisting of design specialists, using templates and tools, especially in
large-scale program and course development, the academic’s role and
understanding of online course development and design has been challenged and
almost disenfranchised (White et al., 2020). Higher education (HE) educators
[Academics] felt a “lack of control was distinct from conventional production and
represented an unbundling of their role of ‘creator’ and ‘deliverer’ of courses.” (White
et al., 2020, p. 78).

The feeling of this lack of control and, the challenge to the conventional
approach to course design, HE educators possibly apply a design process with
varying levels of comprehension and lack a design thinking mindset. In this research
project, a design thinking mindset is defined as a set of creative skills to solve
problems that places the human in the centre of the design process. Hence,
educators have been found to revert to learning design taxonomies from their past
experience as a student in a traditional university environment (Goodyear, 2015;
McKenney et al., 2015). Research has identified that there is limited evidence on

how HE educators design courses and what their levels of knowledge and practice



are (Goodyear, 2015; Laurillard, 2012; McKenney et al., 2015). They engage in the
design of teaching, but often do not draw on design models or frameworks to guide
the design process (Bennett et al., 2016).

Both Goodyear’s (2015) and Bennett et al.’s (2016) conclusions remain
relevant: further investigation is required into the development of university
educators' design practice and thinking. As Bennett and colleagues (2011) stated,
the challenge remains “to further develop this emerging understanding of academic’s
design practice, and bring this understanding to bear on the development of tools
and strategies that can support and advance current practice” (p. 165). This research
study investigated Wiggins and McTighe’s (2005) Understanding by Design (UbD)
framework to determine whether the same processes and tools could be used within
the HE context, to assist educators in producing high quality courses.

This chapter outlines the background to the research (section 1.1) as it relates
to the research problem (section 1.2) and explains why the research is needed. The
purpose of the research (section 1.3) outlines the research objectives. Section 1.4
includes the scope of the research to provide clarity on the study and the gap in the

literature. Section 1.5 provides a background of the researcher as a practitioner.

1.2. Statement of the research problem

Some smaller tertiary institutions typically do not use course design
frameworks or software and have limited human resources dedicated to course
design and development. As a consequence, the manual task of evidencing and
documenting course design falls to full-time, part-time and casual staff. Educators
need a course design framework that provides clearly defined processes and tools
for designing courses to ensure quality learning experiences.

Adding to the complexity, courses are offered in multiple modes of delivery,
e.g., online, offline, blended, and on-campus. Therefore, a need exists for a course
design framework, process or tool which is generic, robust, and flexible enough to
accommodate not only the diversity of educator pedagogical decisions but also to
enable building the course in multiple modes of delivery across different disciplines
and schools. The project focussed on identifying whether UbD aligned with
educators’ design practices and could be suitable for use within the HE context to
enable educators to produce quality courses. UbD is a conceptual framework for

planning, consisting of a process and design templates. The template act as a set of



design standards during development, review and quality control. (Wiggins and
McTighe, 2015). The process and templates guide teachers to design and plan in
detail units of curriculum or modules for courses to ensure alignment of curriculum

within the broader context of programs. (Wiggins, 2005)

1.3.Purpose of research

This research project was a qualitative exploratory investigation. The purpose
of the investigation was to identify elements of the UbD framework processes and
tools that aligned with educators’ practices and whether the templated
documentation could capture the educator’s key design decisions, personal
meaning-making, and interpretations of their learning design taxonomy (e.g.,
pedagogical decisions, assessment design, learning activities and resources within
the HE context). The project also set out to determine whether the UbD process and
tools would meet the TEQSA requirements to evidence Higher Education Standards
Framework (HESF) Standard 3.1 Teaching, Course design, section.1- 5 (HESF
Standard 3.1) (Department of Education, Skills and Employment, 2021).

1.4.Scope of research

The research project took place at a regional university in Queensland,
Australia. As an Educational Designer | am employed within the university in which |
have access to the university systems and operations, and business educators.
Currently, the university has no identifiable electronic storage system for course
design documentation that is retrievable to evidence HESF Standard 3.1. Although
on limited budgets and facing strategic changes, the regional university is still
required to deliver quality learning and teaching, continuous improvements to assure
learning, and adhere to external standards for registration. The research project drew
upon educators from the university School of Business. These educators were less
likely to have educational training or qualifications than educators from a School of
Education. Although business educators possibly lack in pedagogical training, they
are still expected to evidence course design. This situation falls upon full/part-time
and casual educators to draw upon their own methods, processes, and tools to fulfil
the expectations. Therefore, research is required to determine a resource-effective

process to support educators in achieving these standards.



The exploratory investigation consisted of two stages. Stage 1 analysed
documentation from the university, TEQSA and HESF. Stage 2 involved semi-
structured interviews with two participant groups. During the life of the project, the
university divisions, from which participant groups were drawn, changed. The School
of Commerce and the School of Management combined to become the School of
Business. The Office for the Advancement of Learning and Teaching (OALT) was
dissolved and replaced by the Academic Transformation Portfolio (ATP). The
interview groups were drawn from the university educators within the School of
Business and the professional staff drawn from the Academic Quality Unit within the
ATP.

1.5.Researcher as practitioner

As an insider/outsider researcher, | bring to this project a range of experience
and insight into learning and teaching theory and praxis. | trained and practiced as a
secondary teacher and Leading Vocational Teacher in the Vocational Education and
Training (VET) sector undertaking significant planning and development of programs
and courses, as well as mentoring and coaching teachers. As a Leading Vocational
Teacher, | was also responsible for the quality assurance of programs and courses to
comply with governing agency and legislative requirements. | now work in the role of
an Educational Designer at the regional university, assisting HE educators to design,
develop, and improve courses and programs. In this position | have gained an
intimate knowledge of the university systems, policy and procedures and apply them
on a regular basis to assist the educator to design courses. | have witnessed first-
hand educator responses and reactions to the university systems, policy, procedures
and expectations. | work collaboratively with HE educators across a number of
schools, but in particular, have been involved heavily with the School of Business
and the various discipline groups. | assist them to design and develop courses with a
focus on student quality outcomes and assurance of learning.

Conducting research while in this position has provided valuable insights into
School of Business educators’ perceptions and attitudes towards course and learning
design, the varying levels of experience and confidence, and the impact of the limited
range of assistance and availability of purposeful tools. | am familiar with the culture
and politics of the School of Business and have established working relationships

with the educators. | am aware of the educators’ prior experiences, predilections, and



knowledge of designing courses. | have seen educators call upon traditional tried and
tested past practices which has given them a sense of security and success.
Therefore, this resulted in the research to further explore the theoretical basis of

School of Business educator praxis and particularly their course design processes.

1.6.Summary

This chapter has briefly introduced the quality agenda driving the HE sector,
the implications to universities and the impact on educators to produce quality
courses. A problem for the university and educators has been identified. The purpose
and scope of the research project address the need to investigate a course design
framework for educators within the context of the regional university. Furthermore,
the position of insider researcher (Yin, 2016) and relationship to the research project

has been acknowledged.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1.Introduction

This chapter presents an overview of the literature, positioning the need for a
course design framework to design quality courses. Section 2.2—Assurance of
learning, provides a broad context of the quality agenda driving program and
consequently course design. Section 2.3 further narrows to the university sector
context, and their responses to the quality agenda for programs. Teacher as
designer (Section 2.4) discusses the shift of the educators’ role to designers of
courses to meet the quality agenda. Finally, Section 2.5 presents Understanding by
Design (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), a framework for planning and designing courses
as a possible solution to address the quality agenda for course design which leads to

Section 2.6. research questions.

2.2.Assurance of learning
TEQSA (2017) and Australian Government (2017) refers to characteristics for

assuring learning and quality through the design of a program or course including
activities such as learning outcomes, assessment, resources content, and learning
activities, and the extent of the student achievement of learning outcomes.

TEQSA assurance of quality focuses on the registration and accreditation of
HE activities i.e., a course of study. At the university a course of study is referred to
as program and units of study as courses and this naming convention is used
throughout the document. TEQSA course design guidance notes (Tertiary Education
Quality and Standards Agency, 2017; Australian Government) provide design
requirements and characteristics for a course of study to comply with HESF Standard
3.1 Teaching, Course design, Section 1-5 (HESF Standard 3.1). Quality Assurance is
achieved through the design of these characteristics: alignment of learning
outcomes; methods of assessment; content; and learning activities can be
demonstrated—whether at program or course level. Laurillard (2012) and Goodyear
(2015) refer to these activities as pedagogical decisions or design patterns used by
educators as designers of teaching and courses of learning.

TEQSA imposes stringent requirements on the tertiary sector to evidence the
HESF Threshold Standards for registration and accreditation, and in particular,

evidencing assurance of quality through continuous improvement of course activities



and assessment. However, under the HESF, there are no mandatory education
gualification requirements for HE educators to initially gain pedagogical knowledge
and practice. Nicole (2012, p. 4) stated “[c]urriculum design in HE is not a formal
activity and there is little support, formal or informal, provided in most HE institutions
to help academics become better at designing learning activities, modules and
courses”. In contrast, secondary teachers require a minimum four-year
undergraduate education degree and educators in the VET sector require a minimum
of a Certificate IV in Training and Assessment. These qualifications provide formal
training in learning and teaching theory and practice, the skills to design and develop
courses, units, or modules of learning. The absence of formal training may explain
why tertiary educators tend to draw upon past experiences as a learner to formulate

their course design approaches (Goodyear, 2015).

2.3.University context

Over the past decade in response to the quality agenda, universities have
explored rapid design processes (White et al., 2020) and the use of software and
collaborative activities to design and develop programs and courses (Alammary et
al., 2017; Thomson et al.,2017; Wijngaard-de Meij & Merx, 2018). Also, universities
have invested in and divested of learning and teaching departments to address and
support program accreditation requirements and educators to design courses.
Amongst these changes, the sector has seen an emergence of design/learning
specialist positions, including Educational Designers, Learning Designers,
Instructional Designers, and dedicated design teams (Slade et al., 2019; Thomson et
al., 2019). These specialists work collaboratively with academics and consult with
industry professionals to document and translate learning designs and produce
guality learning experiences to meet TEQSA requirements (Toetenel & Rienties,
2016). However, even with the assistance of design teams, the responsibility of

undertaking program and course design activities lies with the university educator.

2.4.Educators as designers

The role of the educator in HE is changing into a more complex career,
meeting university research performance expectations and developing a teaching
identity (Debowski, 2022). HE teaching is rapidly evolving, and the traditional

teaching role is no longer simply the exposition of knowledge but involves the



creation of an environment where learning takes place through a variety of activities
to help students learn (Goodyear, 2015). The traditional approach of course design,
where the teacher works in isolation with an emphasis on content rather than the
student, is no longer a viable approach according to some theorists (Reynolds &
Kearn, 2017; Thomson et al., 2019).

University educators, as part of their role, are required to undertake program
and course design activities (The University, 2022). They tend to apply a design
process with varying levels of comprehension and as a result, habitually revert to
traditional teaching (Goodyear, 2015) and design practices. They engage in the
designing of teaching and courses, but often do not draw on design models or
frameworks to guide the design process (Bennett et al., 2016). There is limited
evidence on how teachers design courses, what their level of knowledge and
practices are (Goodyear, 2015; Laurillard 2012; McKenney et al., 2015), what effects
are placed on university teachers’ workload (Sridharan et al., 2015), and how student
performance is assessed (Nguyen et al., 2018). Studies in learning analytics and
course design provide insights into the implications of educators’ pedagogical
choices that inform the course learning design and learning activities and the
influence on student engagement in the Learning Management System (LMS) that
impacts performance (Toetenel & Rienties 2016) and student engagement (Nguyen,
2018) and retention (Olney et al., 2018). Bennett et al. (2016, p. 143), acknowledged
in their study that “significant research and practical applications are needed to
advance design thinking and practice” of teachers. Educators need to develop a
design thinking mind set and skills to innovate curriculum fit for the current
educational challenges students face (Vallis & Redmond, 2021).

Whilst the term design is now applied to course design, the concept of design
and design thinking has been traditionally associated with fields such as engineering,
industrial design, and architecture. Within HE the term design is predominantly used
in literature in conjunction with program curriculum development for the assurance of
learning (Goode et al., 2018; Millear et al., 2017; Thomson et al., 2019). Since the
early 2000s, there has been considerable interest in “teaching as design”, “design of
learning”, and “learning design” (Bennett et al., 2011; Goodyear, 2015; Laurillard,
2012; Konnerup et al., 2019; Toetenel & Rienties, 2016). The notion of teachers as
designers (Asenio-Perez, et al., 2017; Goodyear, 2015; Jordan, 2016; Laurillard,



2012 & Mckenney et al., 2016) and designers of learning design in course design
(Bennett et al., 2011; Mittlemeir et al., 2018) has emerged in literature.

Laurillard (2012) defined teaching as design as a science focusing on the
designing of learning. McAndrew and colleagues (2006) drew upon architect and
design theorist Christopher Alexandria’s notion (1964 ) of design patterns to explain
activities and problems associated with pedagogical design and called upon the use
of a variety of learning theories approaches, processes, practices, and tools. In
relation to universities, Goodyear (2015) discussed teaching as design with specific
design components: good learning task; supportive physical and digital environment;
and social organisation and division of labour.

With the exception of those with an Education degree, educators may not be
equipped with the knowledge and skills to think and plan as designers, but they are
still required to design courses and learning. The lack of a TEQSA requirement for
mandatory qualifications for teaching at a tertiary level may contribute to a limited
sense of the design process, a lack of a design thinking mindset, and a tendency to
revert to learning design taxonomies from past experiences as a student in a
traditional university (Goodyear, 2015; McKenney et al., 2015). As Bennett and
colleagues (2011) stated, the challenge remains “to further develop this emerging
understanding of academic’s design practice and bring this understanding to bear on
the development of tools and strategies that can support and advance current
practice” (p. 165).

Also, both Goodyear (2015) and Bennett et al. (2016) concluded that further
investigation is required into the development of university educators’ design practice
and thinking. Their research also identifies the need for further investigation into the
“‘ways in which other university staff who support student learning engage in design
activities” (Goodyear, 2015, p. 43) and what “appropriate training and supports will
be needed” (Bennett et al., 2016, p. 143) to assist and work collaboratively with
educators to create visual representation of their course design. Therefore, research
is required to develop effective tools and resources that enable educators to
participate in the design process and to realise and document design decisions to

address standards.



2.5.Understanding by design

Wiggins and McTighe’s (2005) Understanding by Design (UbD), also referred
to as backward design, is a design framework that is predominantly utilised in the
primary and secondary education sectors. It is a conceptual framework for curriculum
planning, consisting of a three-stage process and design templates. The set of
design templates align with the three stages in which the educator completes
stimulus questions and sections to document decisions. The process and templates
guide educators to design and plan in detail units of curriculum or modules for units
or courses to ensure alignment of curriculum within the broader context of programs
(Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). “It is a map for how to achieve the ‘output’ of desired
student performance, in which appropriate learning activities and assessment are
suggested to make it more likely that students achieve desired results” (Wiggin &
McTighe, 2005, p6). A detailed review of literature can be found in Chapter 5:
Unpublished Paper literature review discussing: What is Understanding by Design,
theoretical underpinnings of UbD, constructive alignment, quality outcomes for
students, and benefits to educators applying UbD.

Strong parallels exist between UbD (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005, Yurtseven &
Altun, 2017) and Constructive Alignment (Biggs, 1999) such as the theoretical tenets
of student learning and outcomes, teaching conception and curriculum objective and
assessment alignment. Biggs and Tang’s (2011) Constructive Alignment Theory
frequently appear in literature on program or curriculum development or design as
the lens for alignment and mapping, with the incorporation of other learning theories
and design models for assuring learning (Goode et al., 2010; Millear et al., 2017,
Toetenel & Rienties, 2016; Wijngaards-de Meij & Merx, 2018). Although frequently
used for quality learning and teaching outcomes it is not a design framework or
process. Although a parallel exist between UbD and Constructive Alignment
theoretical concepts of learning and teaching, this research project did not
investigate the validity of UbD framework through investigating the theoretical

underpinning and principles aligned to the context of HE.

2.6.Research questions
The purpose of the research project was to investigate if the UbD framework
processes and tools are suitable to design courses within HE. Therefore, the

overarching research question was:
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Which UbD design framework processes and tools (if any), may be suitable for the
development of a course design framework for the University School of Business
disciplines?
The sub research questions were used to breakdown and further explore the main
research question. Research sub-questions:
e (RSQ1) What are the TEQSA requirements and is there an alignment with
UbD design framework processes and tools?
e (RSQ2) What are the university School of Business educators’ course design
practice and perceptions of TEQSA requirements?
e (RSQ3) To what extent does the School of Business educators’ design
practices and TEQSA perceptions align with UbD design framework

processes and tools?

2.7.Summary

This chapter has outlined the literature which highlights a gap and need for a
design framework that will provide the educator with guidance and structure to
design courses and respond to the quality agenda. The following chapter outlines the

methodology to explore the research questions presented in this chapter.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

3.1.Introduction

This chapter outlines the methodology and rationale for the approaches
selected. Following this introduction, a foreward is provided of the wider context of
the university which contributes to the rationale for the chosen research
methodology. Section 3.2 explains the research paradigm adopted for the study,
section 3.3 outlines and explains the research design stages. Sections 3.4 and 3.5
describe the two participant groups and the method and criteria for selection. The
data collection process (section 3.6) and the data analysis reflexive approach
(section 3.7) is described, with explanation of the derivation of emergent themes.
Section 3.8 describes the ethical considerations undertaken to conduct the project.

Recent strategic changes to the wider context of the university have resulted
in significant challenges to the educator participants,’ their learning and teaching
praxis and educator role. The university has undergone strategic changes in
response to TEQSA registration audits and compliance with HESF through the
implementation of the university Academic Plan 2019-2022 (the university, 2020).
This has resulted in program rationalisation, redesign and re/accreditation, the
revision and introduction of new policy and procedures, the introduction of quality
course improvement processes, and learning and teaching initiatives and directives

to ensure quality learning and positive student experiences.

3.2.Research paradigm

A constructivist paradigm of research was adopted for the research project
exploratory investigation. This approach was appropriate as the constructivist
approach constructs meaning with actions and outcomes situated within a specific
context, culture, organisation, and time (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). The rapid
succession of changes to the wider context of the university could influence both
educator and professional participants’ reality, perspectives, and perceptions, and
therefore shaped their interpretations (Creswell, 2009). Being an insider/outsider
researcher, having existing relationships with targeted participants and an in-depth
understanding of the university policies and procedures, has placed me within a
unique position to explore both the educators’ and university’s paradigm of course

design. As the researcher, | explored the interpretations of the educators’
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perceptions of course design within the university context and social construct of the
School of Business. | was able to gain insights into the participants’ subjective
experiences and attitudes toward course design, the university’s wider perceptions
and UbD processes and tools for designing a course to inform the extent in which it
can meet both educator and the university needs (Yin, 2016).

The gqualitative methods of document reviews and semi-structured interviews
are predominant within a constructivist paradigm (Martens, 2019). A review of
documentation, and Academic Quality Unit professional staff [the university wider
context and construct] interpretation of educators’ course design, allowed the
researcher to draw meanings from multiple interpretations for results, rather than on

the assumptions drawn as an insider researcher.

3.3.Research design

A qualitative approach to the research project’s exploratory investigation
aligned with the constructivist paradigm as it enabled the university educator and
professional staff participants to draw and construct meaning from their learning,
prior experience, and knowledge (Churchill, 2013). The use of semi-structured
interviews and open-ended questions provided the opportunity for both participant
groups to reflect on their worlds, lived experiences, and opinions (Denzin & Lincoln,
2018). Also, the conversational mode of the semi-structured interviews allowed the
researcher to follow up on responses important to the participant and the direction of
the project, which structured interview questions and a prescribed place and time
schedule cannot afford (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018).

The research design consisted of two stages, as outlined in Figure 1.

13



Figure 1

Conceptual Diagram of Research Design

Stage 1 Methods

document analysis

refinement of group 1 interview quesions interview questions testing

Stage 2 Method

group 1 and 2 semi-structured interviews thematic analysis

A 4

Findings

The Stage 1 investigation consisted of an analysis of documentation

authored and endorsed by the University and available through the official Policy
Library. A search was conducted of the University Policy Library [category Programs
and courses], including University policies, procedures, schedules, and definitions.
The search terms included: course, course design, curriculum, curriculum design
with cross references to development, processes, tools or guidelines, which rendered
a number of results. Also relevant TEQSA documentation, as well as the HESF,
which informs the University's learning and teaching and influences the participants’
operating environment, were identified. Other authorised learning and teaching
university documents were identified that were not in the Policy Library. The
examination and interpretation of the university policies and procedures, along with
learning and teaching documentation, TEQSA guidelines and resources, and HESF
threshold Standards provided insight into university and governing bodies
perspective of course design requirements and expectations (Bowen, 2009). The
insights garnered from the document analysis enabled the researcher to refine the
interview questions for the participant groups (Yin, 2016) in Stage 2. Further, the
review and evaluation of the documentation confirmed generalised themes that were

compared with the participants' responses (Creswell, 2018).
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Stage 2 consisted of semi-structured interviews for two groups and a reflexive
thematic analysis. The two interview groups were the university educators of the
School of Business [Group 1] and the university Academic quality unit professional
staff [Group 2]. Prior to conducting educator interviews, a pilot of the questions was
conducted to ensure validity and rigour (Mikuska, 2016). This pilot group of two Law
educators provided feedback on the question construction and interpretation. The
feedback was used to refine the semi-structured interview questions further for use in
Stage 2.

The university educator interviews were conducted first, which provided
insight into university educators’ level of knowledge and interpretation of course
design and explored their awareness and knowledge of the UbD framework
principles and processes, the university expectations, TEQSA requirements, and
HESF Standards to identify similarities and differences. A reflexive thematic
approach (Braun & Clarke, 2019) was applied to the analysis of the educator
interview responses. The researcher utilised the insights gained from the knowledge
generated through the educator responses and used this information to re-focus and
refine the interview questions for the professional staff (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). The
professional staff interviews provided insights into the university’s interpretation of
the course design requirements and the expectations and perceptions of educators’
course design practices. A separate reflexive analysis of the interview responses
was conducted to identify the emergent themes.

The themes resulting from the thematic analysis of the Group 1 and Group 2
responses were collated and compared. From the comparison, the overall emerging

themes were identified that responded to the research questions.

3.4.Group 1—university educator participants

Five participants from the School of Business were interviewed. | had deep
knowledge of the school context and an established working relationship with some
staff in the school. Also, | was aware that for a high number of School of Business
educators, English was their second or third language. Therefore, for the educators
that participated in the project, it may have bearing on the expression used in their
responses and influence the interpretation of the data. As an insider researcher, |

was aware that this could influence the participants’ responses and the integrity of
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the study (Yin, 2016). The participants who were identified and invited satisfied the
preferred inclusion criteria:
e Each educator came from a different disciplinary group within the School.
e The researcher had no or very little prior interaction with the participant in
designing or redesigning a course.

Participants were drawn from the Finance, Politics, Computer Information
Systems, Management, and Marketing disciplines. Drawing university educator
participants from a variety of disciplinary groups provided diverse insights into
meaning-making and decisions in course design, and their interpretation of HESF
compliance. It was anticipated that participants drawn from the School of Business
would possibly not have formal graduate or post -graduate education qualifications
like that of the School of Education. From the interview responses, it was found that
one participant had postgraduate formal training in course design, one had no formal
training, and the three others had extensive years of teaching within the University

sector only.

3.5.Group 2—university professional participants

Two university professional staff from the Academic Quality Unit, within the
Academic Transformation Portfolio were interviewed. These participant’s duties
focused on course improvement conducted through curriculum conversation
activities to ensure compliance with the TEQSA improvement requirements.
Curriculum conversations were conducted with educators to address student
feedback flagging issues arising from student feedback regarding anything within the
course, such as assessment, content navigation, teaching, etc. The participants were
able to provide an organisational perspective of educator expectations and
responsibilities to fulfil compliance requirements for course design and the
University’s expectations and documentation requirements.

These patrticipants were recommended by the Director of Academic Quality
due to the correlation between the project intent and professional staff work focus
across various schools, educators, and courses. Although recommended by the
Director, participants were invited to voluntarily participate in the project. Participants
were made aware that their interviews were conducted after the educator interviews,

and all information was confidential and de-identified.
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3.6.Data collection

The following step of data collection was undertaken to gain insights into the

suitability of the UbD framework for use in the HE context. Figure 2 outlines the data

collection process for Stage 2 research design.

Figure 2
Conceptual Diagram of Data Collection Process Stage 2 Research Design

eSeek approval from Head of School to invite educator (group one)
oSeek approval of Director of Quality Unit to invite professional staff (group two)

e Group 1 conduct interviews, recorded and manually transcribed.

eGroup 1 analyse data to identify themes in relation to the UbD stages, expectations and quality
perceptions.

eGroup 1 data interpretation of results

eGroup 2 conduct interviews, recorded and manually transcribed.

eGroup 2 analyse data to identify theme related to University and TESQA requirement and expectations.

eGroup 2 data interpretation of results

- C-C-C-C-C- - o

After gaining relevant approvals for the research project, the two participant
groups were interviewed. For participants in both Group 1 and Group 2, individual
one-hour semi-structured interviews were conducted online at a time and day
nominated by the participant, with the interviews both audio and video recorded.

Group 1 interview questions were framed around the three stages of UbD:

1. Have you heard of Understanding by Design? Or backward mapping? If yes —

Can you describe what it is?
2. How do you go about designing/planning your course/curriculum? What
documentation do you keep when you design or redesign your curriculum?
3. How do you decide what the student will need to achieve as outcomes from

the course?

17



. What type of assessment evidence do you collect to document and validate

student learning and achievement? How do you determine the type of
assessment evidence used in the modules/topic for the course?

Do you have learning activities? If yes — How do you select learning activities
to use for the modules/topics in the course?

What documentation do you keep of your designing/planning of the course?

7. Have you heard of TEQSA? If yes — what are the requirements for course

design?

Group 2 interview questions were:

1.

At the course level of curriculum design, what are the requirements or
expectations from TEQSA?

What type of documents or evidence are academics expected to keep for
course curriculum design work? Either by the university or to satisfy TEQSA?
What does the University expect academics to know or do about TEQSA and
HESF?

Does the university use any frameworks, tools, or systems that is used to

evidence TEQSA standard around course design?

3.7.Ethical considerations

The researcher acted in accordance with the Australian Code for the

Responsible Conduct of Research (2018) and the National Statement of Ethical

Conduct in Human Research (2018). Institutional ethical approval was obtained from
the university Human Ethics Committee (H20REA313) (see Appendix A) before

commencement of the project.

After approval was granted, the researcher recruited participants for the Group

1 [educators] and Group 2 [professional] interviews. Group-specific Project

Information Sheets and Consent Forms were sent to each participant (see Appendix

B). The Group 1 Participant Information Sheet addressed the perceived

psychological risk in disclosing aspects of their experience and attitudes to course

design and course evaluation for performance purposes and identified the

opportunity for the participant to verify and edit interview transcripts and meeting

documentation. Immediately after the interviews, transcripts were generated. The

transcripts were sent to the participants, who were given two weeks for verification,

prior to the data being analysed. In accordance with ethics requirements, the data
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was not shared or made openly or publicly available to the University or school staff
to assure participant’s confidentiality and privacy.

The Group 2 Participant Information Sheet addressed the psychological risk of
disclosing information of specific courses and educators’ practices (see Appendix C).
The data had the potential to contain details and evaluative information that could
directly identify both the educator and professional participant, in conjunction with the
course and interview data. To ensure confidentiality, participants were provided with
the opportunity to verify and edit interview transcripts. Immediately after the
interviews, transcripts were generated. The transcripts were sent to the participants
and given two weeks for verification. During the interview introduction, the
participants were made aware that any educator names and course codes within the
transcripts would be de-identified or substituted with a non-identifying code.

Both participant groups were advised that they could leave the project at any
time prior to conducting the interviews, but withdrawal after interviews would
compromise the data. Group 1 and Group 2 participant data were de-identified for
protection and privacy. Both participant groups Participant Information Sheets and
Consent forms are stored in data storage and security in accordance with the Human

Ethics Data Management Procedure (The university, 2020).

3.8.Data analysis

The researcher used a reflexive thematic approach (Braun & Clarke, 2019) to
analyse data for both interview group data sets. This approach was suited to the
constructivist research paradigm and included both deductive and inductive
analytical methods of data analysis (Braun & Clarke 2020). It could also encompass
both a semiotic level of thematic development, i.e., looking at surface meanings of
data, evolving from description and latent level that identifies as well as examine the
underlying ideas and conceptions that form the semiotic data content (Braun &
Clarke 2006).

The data analysis broadly followed the process as outlined by Braun and
Clarke (2006):

1. Data familiarising

2. Generating initial codes
3. Searching for themes
4. Reviewing themes
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5. Defining and naming themes
6. Producing the report

The same approach to data familiarisation of the interview data set was taken
for both interview groups. The first pass of familiarisation began with the transcribing
of the individual interview data, each of the individual data was read and reread,
noting any initial similarities or common ideas, categories, or similar, that arose. In
the second pass of familiarisation, the individual interview data was separated and
collated under the relevant questions. Again, data was read and reread, noting
commonalities and differences that arose.

The researcher applied both an inductive and deductive approach to the initial
analysis of both interview group data sets to generate codes and develop broad
patterns and themes (Creswell, 2018). During this process, each group’s data set
was categorised, colour-coded, and relevant data extracted. Each interview group's
data set was initially analysed independently.

Both an inductive and deductive approach was initially taken to the interview
group one data set. A deductive approach was taken to questions 2- 5. These
guestions were based on the UbD stages: 1) identify desired results, 2) determine
acceptable evidence, and 3) plan learning experiences and instruction. These UbD
stages functioned as preconceived codes against which the data was analysed. An
inductive approach was taken to questions 1, 6 and 7. These questions were discrete
and each with a unique focus and no preconceived codes to test or compare
responses against (Creswell, 2018). After the initial coding of group data sets, the
themes were generated and collated. The themes from questions 2 — 5 were
generated and collated under the UbD stages. For questions 1, 6 and 7, the themes
were collectively identified. Relevant data extracts were then collated under the

themes. See Figure 3 for an example of generating the initial codes and themes.
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Figure 3

Example of Generating Initial Codes and Searching for Themes.
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An inductive approach was only used for the Group 2 interview data set.
These questions were discrete, with each having a unique focus, and there were no
preconceived codes against which to test or compare responses. As Group 2
interview questions differed from those used in Group 1, separate themes were
generated and collated.

The themes generated for both Group 1 and Group 2 interviews were
reviewed and verified in relation to the coded extracts, and also to the entire data set.
A conceptual map synthesising the codes across Group 1 interview questions was
produced to identify the relationships that align with the UbD stages and contribute to
themes (see Appendix B). Ongoing refinements were made to narrow and refine the
themes. The Group 1 themes and data extracts were continuously compared against
the UbD stages and specific process stages to refine the themes. A conceptual map
for the Group 2 themes was not produced as the themes were distinct and discretely
derived from the questions within the data set analysis.

On completion of the reflexive thematic analysis, the generated themes and
selected data extracts from both groups were compared and collated to identify

overlapping coherent themes in order to justify overall emergent research themes
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that responded to the research questions (Creswell, 2018). Throughout the data
analysis the insider research was aware of the bias due to the familiarity and close
proximity to the participants. To reduce the potential bias of the finding the insider
researcher compared the data and findings against other data sources such are
research projects. She also checked for alternative finding explanations through

discussion with fellow researcher peers.

3.9.Summary

This chapter outlined the methodological approach to generate emergent
themes to answer the research question. An account of the qualitative approach is
described to investigate the UbD framework processes and tools, educator practices
and if the templated documentation could capture the educator’s key course design
decisions. From the data collection method, the document analysis and the
interviews, the research set out to determine whether the UbD process and tools
would satisfy TEQSA, HESF, and University requirements. The following chapter
outlines the findings of the data collection.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

4.1.Introduction

This chapter presents the document analysis including an introduction to the
sub sections and a summary of findings (Section 4.2). Section 4.3 introduces the
Semi-structured interview and presents the findings and themes of Group 1 (Section
4.3.1) and Group 2 (Section 4.3.2).

4.2.Document analysis findings
4.2.1. Introduction

A document analysis was conducted across three different document sources.
The researcher gained insight into university and governing bodies perspectives of
course design requirements and expectations. Section 4.2.2 identifies the university
documentation drawn from the Policies Library, Learning and Teaching sites, and
documentation focusing on related ‘course’ terminology. Section 4.2.3 identifies the
relationship of course to TEQSA documentation of guidance notes and program
characteristics. Section 4.2.4.—HESF Standards identifies the relevant standards

based on the program intent and characteristics that align to the UbD stages.

4.2.2. The university documentation

A search was conducted of the university Policy Library [category Programs
and courses], including University policies, procedures, schedules, and definitions.
The search terms included: course, course design, curriculum, curriculum design
with cross references to development, processes, tools or guidelines, which rendered
a number of results. In the university Policy library, course is defined as a discrete
element of a program. The only reference to course design is included in the
definition of curriculum design as “intentionally crafting the architecture of the entire
suite of learning activities and experiences to successfully complete a program,
courses or study component to achieve the stated learning outcomes.” (The
university, 2021. n.p)
Table 1 identifies these policies, procedures, and schedules and describes the
content in relationship to search terms. Note: The university Policy Library does not

contain guidelines.
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Table 1

Policies, Procedures, and Schedules Related to Course.

Policies, Procedures, Schedules Relationship
Academic Programs and Courses Quality Standards underpinning the
Policy development, accreditation and

guality assurance of Academic
Programs and Courses

Course Definition overview

Course Management Procedure Administration, codification and
Course Nomenclature and Coding Schedule systematisation of the course
Course Specifications Requirements

Schedule
Coursework Curriculum Design and Structure  Curriculum design structure

Procedure related to programs
Coursework Curriculum Design and Structure requirements to meet

Schedule accreditation
Coursework Curriculum Design Policy Relationship to program structure,

clustering, course type, unit
value, conditions
Coursework Quality Assurance - Evaluation Curriculum quality assurance

Procedure framework and initiative for
program assurance

Program Accreditation Procedure Course outline and synopsis as
part of program accreditation

Program Development Team Schedule Roles identified to assist in course

curriculum development

Little official and current university Learning and Teaching documentation
was found. No single Hub site storing documentation related to course, course
design, development, processes, tools, or guidelines was found. A single internal
Learning and Teaching Intranet SharePoint site Academic Development was
identified. Though the site contained various links, the university Learning and
Teaching priorities document directed related to course: 11 Minimum Requirements
for online learning and teaching. This document identifies the good practice elements
present for online courses but not a process, guideline or tool for the design or
development of a course.

As an insider researcher, | had the advantage of accessing and sourcing
documentation from legacy learning and teaching sites that educators had access to
previously. The learning and teaching documents appraised did not address the

designing of courses or learning, but administrative information to enact program
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characteristics, policies and the university learning and teaching directives, and the
associated elements of learning and teaching such as assessment design, rubrics
development, and LMS ‘how to’ documents. No processes, guidelines or tool for
course design or a framework for development were found. From the documentation
examined, a generalised theme emerged: There are no specific university process,

guidelines or tools for course design and development to guide the educator.

4.2.3. TEQSA documentation

TEQSA provides guidance notes and other resources to universities. The
guidance notes express the nature of the topic, the underlying intent of those
standards, the risks to the quality of education and the evidence that TEQSA is likely
to look for. In the TEQSA documentation, course is referenced as a unit of study
within the program to ensure program quality. Table 2 identifies TEQSA guidance

notes and program characteristics translatable to course [unit of study].

Table 2
Identification of TEQSA Guidance Notes and Program Characteristics Translatable to
Course.
Guidance Notes Relationship to Course*
Guidance note: Course Characteristics of a program
design (including learning e content, duration and sequencing of the
outcomes and elements (units) of a course study.
assessment) e detail on the nature of the content required
of a HE course
e address accreditation of the course of study
by a professional body,
e specify the learning outcomes for a course
e Methods of assessment also need to
provide students with timely feedback on
their progress towards achieving course
learning outcome standards
Guidance note: Staffing, Quality of learning resources to be:
learning resources and e relevant to the expected learning outcomes
educational support e appropriate to the level of study; and

e authoritative, and up to date.

Note: *Course as defined by TEQSA as a unit of study
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4.2.4. HESF standards

The HESF Standards were compared against the three stages of the UbD
framework. The program-related characteristics of the standards were mapped to the
details unpacked in the UbD stages process. The two standards identified as directly
related to course were Standard 3.1— Course Design, and Standard 1.4—Student

Participation and Attainment. Table 3 identifies the alignment of UbD stages to HESF
Standards.
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Table 3
UbD Stages Alignment to HESF Standards

UbD Stages HESF Standards
1. Determining desired HESF 1 Student participation and attainment—1.4
outcomes Assessment and outcomes no. 1 and 2 expected and

specific learning outcomes to course
HESF 3 Teaching—3.1 course design, no.2 and no.3

pertaining to teaching, content and learning activities
and no.5 professional accreditation of a course of
study

2. Determine HESF 1 Student participation and attainment-1.4

acceptable evidence Assessment and outcomes no 3. methods of

assessment and no 4. demonstrate the learning

outcomes
3. Plan learning HESF 3 Teaching—3.1 course design, no.3 pertaining to
experiences teaching and learning activities and no 4. achievement

of expected learning outcomes

4.3.Interview findings
The following section presents the findings and themes of the group 1 and
group 2 semi-structured interview. Samples of all interview data extracts can be

found within Appendix 3: Emergent themes.

4.3.1. Group 1—university educator interviews

A detailed summary of the findings from the Group One interview questions
2—75 data set thematic analysis category and the resultant themes can be found in
Chapter 5: Unpublished Paper. Other themes that emerged from the Group 1
interview questions 1, 6 and 7 were: 1) university imposing or dictating learning and
teaching, and 2) a lack of knowledge of and responsibility to TEQSA and HESF.

Participants expressed a strong reaction to the university environment and its

impact on them as educators. One participant expressed annoyance at the University

dictating and imposing guidelines.

that people who try to dictate step by step [course design] what to do to,
academics don’t understand that, you couldn't dictate step by step; It's, it's just
insane. It's, it's, it's dictated by people haven’t designed anything in their lives. It's

dictated by people who think everything can be mapped exactly (P1)
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Two participants commented on difficulty with the University’s processes and
procedures: "my difficulty at [the university]. It's not a complaint, it’s the level of

approval that is needed for us to make any changes” (P2); and:

I do find quite a lot of limitation in terms of the technology. | know [the university]
has a lot of technology but allocation of that and, and time to develop activities is
difficult also. in the last couple of years...that structure of, the discipline has

almost been completely taken away from us. (P4)

The second theme emerged around the educators’ knowledge or awareness
of TEQSA and the HESF. Participants demonstrated a varying level of awareness
and perception of TEQSA as a governance agency and the HESF Standards. One
participant expressed a vagueness about TEQSA and the HESF. "Yeah, I've heard
of them, to satisfy some internal pilots, um, they need to add quality, but yeah, no,
um, but | really don’t understand what they do really” (P3). A participant was aware of
TEQSA but did not perceive it as an imposition: “Well, TEQSA is just the
government, the government imposing what they believe is minimum required

standards and they've got every right to.” (P1)

Participants confused TEQSA with the Australian Qualification Framework
(AQF): “Are you talking about that, AQF levels thing? [shakes head to indicate no] ...

| seen those words, those acronym” (P2); and

Well, the, the TEQSA one you talk. Hang on a second. You're not talking about
AQF? ... no, sorry that | was getting that confused. No not as totally familiar with
the TEQSA one and the other one then in that sense. | had been using the AQF

[Australian Qualification Framework] levels. (P5)

Participants expressed vagueness of the HESF: “I'm, I'm aware of them
[HESF], ... Just heard about them, but not a lot, probably very little.” (P5); “Yes,
that's ah, |1 don't understand. I, I'm sorry. I'm not familiar with the actual details. |
know the overall, yep” (P1). When asked for further details the participant stated:
“Not currently no because... wasn't it updated recently or didn't it get revamped?”
(P1).
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Participants expressed a lack of obligation or responsibility towards both
TEQSA and the HESF. “l don't feel any particular responsibility to them [TEQSA], |
don’t feel any responsibility to that, | just making sure students do well” (P3); and “So
| think, I think things like TEQSA and the HES framework, that they're admirable, you
know, they're necessary. | think the operationalisation of that at our level [the

university] is really poor.” (P4)

4.3.2. Group 2—university professional interviews

The analysis of interview data of the professional staff revealed the following
themes: 1) TEQSA/HESF expectations and requirements are vague, 2) the
University expectations or requirements are vague, 3) educators have little
knowledge of or sense of responsibility towards TEQSA/HESF, and 4) a lack of

expectations or tools to evidence course design.

This first theme addressed TEQSA’s and the University’s expectations and
requirements. Participants agreed that the TEQSA expectations and requirements
are vague: “I find the threshold standards and all of the TEQSA guidance notes just
far too vague and | don't know why they feel like they need to be so vague.” (P7);

and

threshold standards, they're not that extensive really. And they're not, they’re kind
of more high level ... they aren't meant to be kind of, overly prescriptive and that

they do want universities to have a certain amount of leeway in terms of how they,
implement things or not. And So | think, in terms of what does TEQSA expect? it's

hard to say, really, at that course level. (P6)

Participants expressed ambiguity around the documentation that determined
the University expectations or requirements: “referring back to those overall values of
the, you know, respect integrity, excellence as well. ..., the minimum requirements

[the university online requirements]” (P7); and

Whatever policy document is in vogue at the time around, learning and teaching,
that's to me what would be encapsulating the university's perspective so or

expectations...the Academic Plan. ... first year experience, embedding those
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principles into curriculum, workplace integrated learning and employability
principles. ... assessment policy and procedures in place at the time in terms ...1
feel like the University's expectations, ... tend to be articulated in those types of
documents. (P6)

One participant expressed a lack of university clarity of course expectations: “I think
that things like what does the University expect at that level [course] is pretty badly
articulated.” (P6)

The third theme addressed educators’ knowledge of or responsibility towards
TEQSA and HESF as communicated by the University. Both participants were in
agreement that educators had little awareness of TEQSA, and they felt no sense of
responsibility to enact the requirements. “I don't think that they [educators] see that

connection”, ”...people just don't understand the bigger context.” (P7); and

People [educators] have no idea about that stuff. In the main, | would say that
most people have, you know, absolutely no clue, about...even like the basic, like |
guess, they might have some inkling that HE is regulated, like some kind of

inkling, but how that is relevant to what they do know - no idea. (P6)

Both participants expressed their perception about the educators’ awareness
of TEQSA and HESF expectations and requirements: “the vast majority think they're,

you know, they're being interrogated by the police.”, “the vast majority of people

consider it an enormous waste of their time.” (P7); and

And they see a lot of the initiatives, to kind of move in that direction as being the
university, being overly prescriptive or taking away their freedom to be creative in
their own courses or whatever.... you start using words like quality or, you know,
the regulator or whatever, people think that it's like talking about a performance or
whatever. (P6)

A participant commented on the educators’ discontent with the university imposing
expectations and requirements: “... we've [educators] got all this stuff suddenly we

have to do. And it's more like, no, no, these are the minimum requirements. This is
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what is minimally expected, like most people [educators], should be going well and
truly above this.” (P7)

Both participants identified that the University could offer capacity building to
increase educator awareness of TEQSA and the HESF: “But | think there's a very
large kind of educative piece that is missing as well and, um...kind of really
developing staffs capacity to understand and execute, um, good curriculum design”
(P6); and “it wouldn't be an unreasonable expectation that, you know, some sort of
little, you know, online course on that wouldn't be out of the ordinary.” (P7)

The fourth theme was around expectations or tools to evidence course design
documentation kept by educators for course curriculum design work. Both
participants agreed that TEQSA requirements around course design are not clear.
“TEQSA are not actually specific in what they require in that area, and | would say
none.” (P7) Also, requirements that are prescribed at the program level: ‘Well, my
understanding of that threshold standards are, that they talk about course design, but
of course...l mean program design. Yes. So | don't think they go down, to what we
call the course level.” (P6)

One participant expressed doubt regarding course curriculum documentation
existence: “I would say most people would have no idea, what's expected of them,
and people just make it up. And in terms of actually documenting decisions, the
decision-making process would be seriously surprised if people did that.” (P6) But
both participants agreed that clarity of expectation of evidencing is more likely around

the institute and program level and, is strongly driven by TEQSA requirements.

but we've been quite specific in terms of what we [the university] require. Mostly
because of the TEQSA accreditation ... that was pointed out in our conditional
registration that we needed more evidence around curriculum change ... [HESF
iImprovement or maintenance standards] | would argue that that's probably at the

program level. (P7)
“I still think this is framed as being at the program level”, ‘All | can really go on is

what's in the threshold standards and | guess like the guidance notes, but again a

lot of those guidance notes are more institutional level.” (P6)

31



Both participants acknowledged that the university has no software,
framework or tools that could be used to capture program or course design work to
evidence TEQSA requirements. “I think they're [frameworks or tools or systems]

coming” (P7), and

There's not really like a systematic approach to that as far as I'm aware...a kind
of template or something to fill out. And | think as we move towards a curriculum
management system and, um, I'm talking more here about core specifications

rather than like really putting the meat on the bones to courses. (P6)

One participant commented on the reliance of people to fill the systems gap.

we do have resources in the form of people. ... currently what we have around
curriculum design is more that we have people rather than systems who can help
with that. So, the Ed. designers is, to me, are key folk in that picture. (P6)

4.4, Summary

This chapter presented the findings of the research methods. Across the
individual data sets similar themes have been generated. As a result of the
examination of all themes generated across the data sets of the analysis, four
themes emerged. In later chapters, these emergent themes are discussed and

addressed in relation to the research questions.
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CHAPTER 5: UNPUBLISHED PAPER EQUIPPING
ACADEMICS WITH TOOLS FOR DESIGNING COURSES
AND LEARNING

5.1.Introduction

This chapter presents the unpublished paper that addresses the research sub
guestion (RSQ3): To what extent does the School of Business educators’ design
practices and TEQSA perceptions align with UbD design framework processes and
tools? The unpublished paper particularly discussed the findings of the educator
interview findings regarding the course design practice alignment to the UbD stages
and processes.

The unpublished paper was submitted on 21 June 2021 to the Journal of
University Learning and Teaching Practice. A confirmation of the submission can be
found in Appendix 4 Unpublished Paper Submission confirmation. Embedded below

is a copy of the Unpublished paper as submitted to the publisher.
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Equipping Academics with Tools for Designing Courses and Learning

Abstract

This study explores the alignment of academics course design practice and documentation to
Understanding by Design (UbD) process and tools, within higher education. UbD is a student-centred
design framework consisting of three stage process and templates for academics to design and plan
courses or modules for student learning. COVID has highlighted the challenge to academics to adjust
learning and teaching practices, identifying a gap in course and learning design capabilities in responding
to assuring quality outcomes. Compared to other Australian educational sectors, the majority of
academics are equipped with little or no pedagogical training and have no certification requirement to
teach, design and plan courses. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with academics from
different disciplines to discuss course design process, assessment, learning activities and
documentation. A reflective thematic analysis was conducted comparing their design process and
documentation to UbD process and tools to identify any alignment. The analysis found that the
academics’ course design process were not dissimilar to aspects of UbD process stages, but little
documentary evidence or tools for designing were identified. Notably academics exhibited a content-
centred design focus, particularly of assessment and learning activities rather than a student-centred
focus. Based on the findings, further investigation into the UbD design framework is needed to equip
higher education academics to plan and design learning experiences for students and capture
pedagogical decisions to ensure quality outcomes.

Practitioner Notes

1. Understanding by Design (UbD) is a process and set of templates, that provides guidance
for planning and designing learning for courses and modules that could ensure alignment
of curriculum.

2. The UbD templates can act as a set of design standards during development, review, and
quality control of new and existing course.

3. UbD has reported positive effects on student behaviour, increased alignment with desired
outcomes, rigour of the assessment, student engagement and participation and, effect
students’ perceptions and understandings of knowledge.

4. The application of UbD process can, facilitate a shift from content-centred to student-
centred course design, increase confidence in course planning, deepen understanding of
learning activities, and enhance the role as the facilitator of knowledge.

5. Academics’ course design processes are not dissimilar to the UbD processes, applying
the UbD framewaork will require a shift to thinking like a designer, but may present
challenges to current academic design practices.

Keywords
Understanding by Design, course design, learning design, academics, higher education
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Introduction

Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA) places stringent requirements on
universities to evidence the Higher Education Standards Framework (HESF) threshold standards.
Greater expectations are being placed on Australian academics to produce and evidence
pedagogically sound courses and learning designs with student learning experiences and
outcomes (Thomson et al., 2017) for the assurance of quality learning ( Tertiary Education Quality
and Standards Agency Act 2011 (Cth)). Teaching is no longer simply the exposition of knowledge
but the creation of an environment where learning takes place through a variety of activities to
help students learn (Goodyear, 2015). Furthermore, the coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19) swift
switch to the online learning environment has exacerbated problems faced by universities to
remain viable in an ever-increasingly competitive market (EDUCAUSE, 2021). This new context
has highlighted issues of academics’ ability to adapt to the significant use and integration of
technology and the reconfiguration of student learning (Karam, 2021). The challenge to
recalibrate learning and teaching practices highlights gaps in course and learning design
capabilities that have left academics grappling with assuring quality outcomes (EDUCAUSE,
2021).

There is clearly a need to further understand this academics’ course and learning design practice.
An exploratory study was undertaken to investigate using the Understanding by Design (UbD)
framework (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), the three-stage process and tools, for planning and
designing learning for course modules and topics within the higher education sector. Could the
UbD framework be utilised in such a way that alignment with TEQSA requirements was
documented, while still fore fronting both the learner’s journey and needs in a course within a
larger program?

Empirical research on the application of UbD to course planning and designing learning has been
predominately conducted in K-12 schools in America (Florian & Zimmerman, 2015; Kantorski et,
al., 2019), and internationally in the primary and secondary school sectors (Acar et al., 2019). A
growing body of international research has recently been conducted in the higher education sector
applying UbD to the course design level (Joe & Lee, 2020; Lumbreras & Rupley, 2020; Michael
& Librakin, 2016; Minbiole, 2016; Reynolds & Kearn, 2017). Although in Australia, the application
of UbD has become widespread within the F-12 education sector for unit planning, the uptake in
the higher education sector has been slow. A paucity of literature exists around research projects
applying UbD to course design and planning of learning in Australian universities.

As a result, there is a clear need in the higher education sector for more alignment to required
standards at a course level, not just a program level, and an exploratory study to be undertaken,
considering the overarching research questions:

How do university academics’ practices align to UbD processes? and

What tools are used in the higher education context?
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Literature

Course Design

Learning design research has emerged since 2000 in response to the discourse within learning
and teaching, as well as the need to produce quality experiences for students to assure quality
outcomes in the changing higher education environment (Lockyer et al., 2013). A theme of
learning design research explores the theoretical basis of the teacher as designer (Goodyear,
2015) and the science of design - the pedagogical pattern, and learning patterns (Laurillard, 2012)
with the focus on quality teaching as a design activity to create effective learning. The second
theme of existing research are studies focused on practice and the process of course design
using software technology as a tool to design courses, as well as to map programs in conjunction
with collaborative systematic approaches (Alammary et al., 2017; Thomson et al., 2017;
Wijngaard-de Meij & Merx, 2018). But there is a scarcity of research investigating and theorising
academics’ practice within the learning design space (Goodyear, 2020), identifying processes,
frameworks, and tools (Bennett et al., 2011), as well as what as designers of learning actually do
(Goodyear, 2020).

The way academics design their courses for learning has an influence on the time students spend
in the virtual learning environment (Nguyen et al., 2018). In the past decade, research into learning
analytics and learning design has emerged to address the changing university environment and,
to respond to the growing need for data to assurance quality learning. Learning analytics
highlights the key role of academic learning design in influencing student outcomes (Rienties &
Toetenel, 2016). By capturing online data in real time and context of student interaction within the
Learning Management System (LMS), the acdemics can evaluate pedagogical intent and the
success of learning activities (Lockyer et al., 2013). Such studies have provided insight into
academic learning design practices, student engagement and retention (Olney et al., 2018) in the
LMS and impact on student performance (Nguyen et al., 2018; Rienties & Toetenel, 2016).

Understanding by Design

Since the 2000s, Understanding by Design (UbD) by Wiggins and McTighe, also known as
Backward Design, has been used as a conceptual framework for planning, consisting of a process
and design templates. The templates act as a set of design standards during the development,
review, and quality control phases (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005). The process and associated
templates guide teachers in designing and planning in detail, units of curriculum or modules for
courses to ensure alignment of curriculum within the broader context of whole programs (Wiggins
and McTighe, 2005). The framework consists of three stages: Stage One — Identifying desired
results, Stage Two — Determine assessment evidence and Stage Three — Plan learning
experience and instructions (see Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1

Understanding by Design: Stages of Backward Design (p. 18)

https://ro.uow eduaw/jutlp
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I 1. ldentify
desired
results.

2. Detarmine
acceptable
evidence.

| 3, Plan learning
experiences
and instruction.

Note. (Wiggins & McTighe, 2015, p.18)

“Backward Design is goal directed” (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005, p. 56). Stage One identifies the
key ideas and concepts for the student to understand. These concepts are reframed into either
questions or outcomes, which will be demonstrated at the end of the course of learning as
evidence of their understanding. Stage Two focuses on how the student will evidence these
desired understandings. This allows for an alignment of ‘valid, reliable, fair, authentic and flexible
assessment methods (Brownlie et al., 2023) to demonstrate student understanding of Stage One.
In a higher education context, Stage One would include course objectives, (understandings),
topics (key concepts) already prescribed on the course specification document and possibly other
university or professional accreditation standards or requirements. For Stage Two, this would be
the course assessment details (summative) also prescribed on the course specification
document, as well as formative or diagnostic assessment. Finally, Stage Three focuses on the
designing and planning of learning activites and lessons aligned with Stage One key
understandings, as well as Stage Two demonstration of these understandings through
assessment. Within Stage Three, the educator determines and identifies the scope of knowledge,
skills and processes and developing engaging and effective learning experiences. In a higher
education context, this would be a list of course topics or module books with key theories,
concepts and processes, readings, resources, tasks, and textbook content and activities.

Theoretical underpinnings of UbD

Backward design as an effective curriculum planning process has been supported by the
curriculum design theories of Gagne (1977), Mager (1988) and Tyler's (1948) theories and ideas
of curriculum and instruction. McTighe and Seif (n.d) identified that the UbD principles and
processes, theoretical underpinnings to learning, have been grounded in cognitive psychology
and validated by studies on student achievement. Wiggins and McTighe (2005) drew upon
Bruner's (1972) ideas around transferability as learning and Dewey’s (1933) work on the ideas
and concepts of understanding, by students constructing meaning. “The goal of student
understanding” is central to Backward Design (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005, p. 8), and” UbD
instructional approaches call for the student to construct meaning through disciplinary inquiry” (p.
308).

[oe)
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A determination of the validity and suitability of UbD for learning and teaching within the Australian
higher education sector has not been found, due to a paucity of literature examining the UbD in
practice across sectors and, falls outside the scope of this paper. It is important to note, however,
that the conceptual framework UbD, also referred to as Backward Design, strongly correlates to
Biggs and Tang's (2011) constructive alignment theoretical framework and principles. The
constructive alignment theoretical framework has been applied as a lens in higher education for
alignment and mapping for assuring learning, although predominantly in the areas of design and
development at the program, rather than course, level (Goode et al., 2018; Millear et al., 2017;
Toetenel & Rienties, 2016; Wijngaards-de Meij & Merx, 2018). Acknowledging that strong
parallels exist between UbD (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005; Yurtseven & Altun, 2017) and
constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 2011), based on student learning and outcomes, teaching
conception and curriculum objective, and assessment alignment suggests a suitability for
Australian higher education application to course design.

Quality outcomes for students

International studies applying the three stages of UbD to design a course and modules have
reported positive effects on student behaviour and achievement (Minbole, 2016; Ozyurt et al.,
2021; Shaker & Nathan, 2018; Yurtseven & Altun, 2017). By modifying lectures and rewriting
exams to align with desired outcomes, Minbole (2016) experienced an increase in student exam
success, despite the increased rigour of the assessment. In addition, engagement in class activity
increased and from evaluations, students felt that the instruction fostered engagement. Yurtseven
and Altun’s (2017) study of secondary pre-service teachers applying the UbD process stated that
identifying big ideas piqued student interest and increased participation in lessons and identified
a correlation to increased achievement. Shaker and Nathan's case study (2018) reported several
positive results. The identification of intended results and the intentional planning of the modules
were associated with student improvement and achievement of the learning objectives. By the
end of the course, students’ perceptions and understandings of the subject were nuanced and
broadened, and they were challenged to think critically. In addition, the variety of assessments
aligned with learning objectives met with positive student feedback and contributed to their
success. Students also responded positively to the organisation of authentic learning experiences
and instruction aligned to learning objectives and comment on the benefit to the course. Could
the introduction of UbD into Australian academic design practice meet the need for recalibration
of learning and teaching practices to assure quality outcomes for the student (EDUCAUSE,
2021)?

In international case studies applying Backward Design or the UbD process in course design, a
number of positive outcomes were identified to the preservice educators’ practice, as well as a
shift of focus from teacher-centred design to student-centred learning (Lumbreras & Rupley, 2020;
Michael & Librakin, 2016; Minbiole, 2016; Shaker & Nathan, 2018; Yurtseven & Altun, 2017).
These could benefit university acdemics if trained in UbD. One study identified that by mentoring
and training new instructors (postdoctoral fellow) through the three stages of Backward Design
provided them with confidence in course planning, and the knowledge of developing a student’s
journey to achieve the desired goals (Michael & Librakin, 2016). In Lumbreras & Rupley’ (2020)
study of preservice K-12 teachers’ training, a deeper understanding of the intentional manipulation
of learning activities to increase student cognitive engagement was reported. In addition, a shift

https://ro.uow eduaw/jutlp
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in the participants’ understanding of the role of transmitter of facts to facilitator of knowledge was
reported. Yurtseven and Altun’s study (2017) investigated professional training of secondary
preservice teachers and found that the UbD process of designing units supported the desire to
improve and use different methods and techniques, as well as to renew teaching practices from
the traditional teaching practices. Overall, the Backward Design approach to learning had
improved college instructors’ facilitative authority and planning processes Reynolds & Kearns
(2017) and teacher’s professional development (Ulucinar, 2021).

The benefits identified to course design practice and the mind shift to student-centred learning
and teaching suggest that there is a clear need to investigate the UbD design framework for
academics within the Australian higher education.

Method

This exploratory study investigated university academics’ course design practice and the
alignment to the Understand by Design (UbD) framework, in an attempt to answer the research
guestions: How do university academics’ practices align with UbD processes, and what tools do
they use in the higher education context? The constructivist approach to the investigation sought
to understand University academics’ meaning-making and decisions in course design, and their
design practice alignment to UbD. The researcher acknowledges that this relationship and
circumstance had the potential to influence and therefore shape the participants’ interpretations
(Creswell, 2009) and that the school context, university learning and teaching culture,
organisational change, and time of the study (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018) may influence participants’
construction and reality of course design. At the time of the study, the university initiated
widespread strategic change, resulting in significant program structure rationalisation, redesign
and re/accreditation, course design and development changes which may have affected
academics’ course design perceptions.

The study took place at a university in Australia. Participants were invited from the School of
Business. The recruitment drew on academics from different discipline groups and possibly
possessed minimal, if any, formal teaching or educational training. The participant selection was
purposive, based on the limited contact with the researcher, who is also the Educational Designer
for the School. The Educational Designer’s role is to provide theoretical and pedagogical support
and instruction in designing and developing courses. Prospective participants were provided with
a research information sheet and consent form. Consent was obtained prior to conducting and
recording the 40 — 60 minute semi-structured interviews.

In the interviews, each participant was asked a set of questions about their course design process,
course outcomes, assessment and designing learning activities. These questions were aligned
with the UbD framework'’s three stages. Prior to conducting interviews, a pilot of the questions
was conducted with a group of Law academics to gain feedback on the question construction and
interpretation to ensure validity and rigour (Mikuska, 2016). The interview questions were open-
ended to encourage participant discourse. The researcher hoped to gain insights into participants’
subjective experiences and attitudes, as well as to take advantage of potential knowledge
generated through the dialogue and other information that could have arisen and be related to
the study (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018).
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Aninitial reflexive thematic analysis broadly following the process as outlined by Braun and Clarke
(2019) was conducted by hand of the responses. An inductive and deductive approach to the
analysis of the interview data was applied to generate codes and develop broad patterns and
themes (Creswell, 2009).

Results

The participant responses were compared with UbD’s three stages as outlined by Wiggins and
McTighe (2005). The predominate themes from coding the interviews were divided into two parts:
1) alignment to UbD stages and 2) course design.

Alignment to UbD stages

The study interview questions were framed around the three stages of UbD. The analysis of
interview data on academic design practices resulted in the responses identified in the categories
and themes in Table 1. Categories 1—3 were intentionally aligned with the three stages of the
UbD process.

Table 1

Interview Categories and Themes

Stage Category Theme

1 Identify desired results Course objective and learning outcomes
as standards
Content and skills as the focus
Defined student understandings

2 Determine acceptable Objectives as evidence for student
evidence achievement
Varied comprehension of formative
summative
3 Plan learning experiences  Purpose of learning activities
and instruction Student cohort consideration

UbD Stage 1—ldentifying desired results

Participants were asked how they decided what the students needed to achieve as outcomes for
the course modules and topics. Topics are defined at the University as the broad overarching
themes that can consist of multiple modules. Three themes emerged: 1) course objectives and
learning outcomes as standards, 2) content and skills as the focus; and 3) defined student
understanding.

In relation to unpacking standards,[course objectives, learning outcomes] participants focused on
the course objectives or the course learning outcomes to determine student outcomes: “But |

https://ro.uow eduaw/jutlp
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guess it's a process of just thinking about what the overall course objective are” (P3); “I'll start
with the course objectives ... the course specification ... course objectives and the rationale and
synopsis ...” (P5) and also, the course learning outcomes; “Well, it gets back to the learning,
learning outcomes really specifically. So, you know, the learning outcomes say reflect and apply
some kind of knowledge to particular case” (P5); So that would be the number one thing because
... that | suppose what we are saying is the learning outcomes” (P4).

All participants use the term ‘content’ as the primary focus for determining student achievement,
and this term reoccurred in the descriptions of participants' curriculum course design process:
“First, to content theme [sic] of the course, the knowledge that content being adopted rather that
the academic skills.” (P3); “What is specific content, knowledge .... And then sometimes | will
work backwards and say, right, | will, here's the content that | think is must have here. Here are
the different components of content.” (P5); “let's go down and actually see the content and what
content do we need to satisfy all these [program, discipline, course objectives], not the other way
round.” (P1).

Participants did, however, acknowledge ‘skills and attributes’ in determining student achievement:
“But then in terms of those graduate skills and attributes” and "I definitely think about the academic
skills we want to develop” (P3); “technical skills that we do need to get them to learn, and
sometimes they cover very abstract concepts.” and “that would be very, very useful transferable
skills [teamwork] that they have.” (P2); “and trying to achieve some sort of key skills, adaptability,
communication, whatever.” (P1).

One participant defined ‘understandings’ from the learning outcomes identifying Bloom's
Taxonomy's (Bloom, 1956) cognitive verbs to determine student outcomes to modules and guided
the creation of learning activities: “I often go back to Bloom's Taxonomy, ... knowledge,
comprehension, you know, the [sic] kind of stuff, application...” and “... module one scaffolding
knowledge related to the course learning outcomes so that if learning outcome one is defined and
explained ... than objective two and three starts talk about apply and develop a different
leadership theories or change management theories.” (P5).

UbD Stage 2—Determining acceptable evidence

Participants were asked how the educator determined the type of assessment items they would
use to collect and validate the student achievement from the course modules or topics. Two
themes emerged: 1) learning/course? objectives as evidence for student achievement and 2) a
varied comprehension was demonstrated of formative and summative assessment. Three
participants identified that objectives determined student achievement but did not address the
depth or breadth of assessment such as types, weighting, marks, or alignment to objectives:
“because obviously the assessment has to fit into the objectives” (P1); “But the challenge would
be to work on the assessment [developing assessment] so we can achieve the outcome.” (P2);
“the assessment then is designed specifically to be able to address this [module content], course
outcomes as well." (P5).

There appeared to be varying participant comprehension of the difference between formative and
summative assessment when determining assessment types. The formative and summative
assessment was mentioned in relation to content not student achievement: “So | basically just
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make a call on, on this particular component of the content would be ideal, for formative
assessment. This particular component would be ideal for summative, you know, and not ideal
for formative because it's a bit more complex and it needs to be teased out more.” (P5); “And then
having sort of an earlier summative assessment item ... now we're down into a specific sort of an
analysis of a particular reading or something along those lines. ... formative assessment
throughout the course in terms of a low short stakes, weekly activities throughout the course as
well." (P3); “And then the big part [learning outcomes] and, which is the problem solving and
summative.” (P2).

UbD Stage 3—Planning learning experiences and instruction

Participants were asked about learning activities in the course and what guided their selection of
learning activities for modules or topics. Within each module should be learning activities or tasks
that engage students in learning to achieve intended outcomes. Two themes emerged: 1) purpose
of learning activities and 2) student cohort consideration. Interestingly, when responding to the
question, only one participant referred to the different types of tasks as learning activities: “reading
activities”, “revision questions and tutorial activities”, “summarising a piece of research and
reading research paper”, "outlining an argument”. The other participants did not refer to tasks but
used ‘learning activities’ as a generic term and claimed they were a part of the course: (P3); “I
have a lot of learning activities all through the modules.” (P5); “The learning activities is an integral
part of the R.E.A.D approach [module structure].” (P1); “which is to have all of those learning
activities, just be the assessment.” (P4).

Participants’ selection of learning activities was based on a number of purposes: 1) enhance
learning; 2) develop assessment; and 3) develop knowledge and skills. The first purpose was to
enhanced student learning: “The assessment [A of R.E.A.D module structure] is, that's where the
learning activities go, that should actually be enhancing the learning of the students.” (P1). The
second purpose to develop assessment: “the learning activities as a whole, are doing that link
[with assessment] and if they are, that's the focus of them.” (P1); “which | think are going to
develop those skills and the design [learning activities] that will help them [students] with those
assessment items.” (P3). The third purpose to develop knowledge: “what things I'd like them to
know about knowledge and what things I'd like them to know about comprehension, and the other
aspects of that taxonomy [Blooms].” (P5); “which [learing activity] is normally directed at specific,
you know, academic skill as well, like tasks and academic skills and scope of the content for the
week?” (P2).

Participants expanded on the learning design structures incorporated within the course design
rather than describing the selection:

And that R.E.A.D file, is listed to every module, which is Read [R]- that tells you what your
readings are for the module ... The extra [E] [extra readings] means where it supplements
the readings with extra material that | think is relevant ... The assessment is [A], that's
where the learning activities go, that should actually be enhancing the learning of the
students and the ‘Digest’ [D] is basically where | asked students to review the concepts
that were done and to tick how they are going through that course topic. (P1)
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workbook activities every week that they fill out [sic]. But then at the end, so assignment
one, an assignment two are those workbook activities. So, assignment one is the first
three weeks of work. And assignment two is that the second three weeks of those activities
that they do along the way. ... what they were working on is clearly and explicitly the
assessment. (P4)

Participants did identify the student cohort characteristics of learning style and employment
needs, as considerations to select learning activities. Two participants identified a relationship of
the cohort characteristics to the course: “And | also look at the cohort, ... it can be a very hands-
on technical programme [course] or it can be a more on the management side ... and that's [also]
for programs. (P3); “We have such a varied profile of students and how a school leaver, for
example, wants to interact with your material is hugely different than how an executive wants to
interact with your material.” (P4)

Two participants referred to student learning styles: ‘I believe it's what the cohort need and what
they [sic] used to, what they, ... their learning style is. And for me, | think | try to be as flexible and
adapt, adapt to their learning style.” (P3); “And so, | try to mix and match the kind of activities that
| think would be suitable for: a) different learners and how they learn” (P5)

For one participant the students’ future work skills and technology needs was a strong
consideration: “They want to learn something like write a programme collaboratively and | get
them to use the tools to help them to get their work done.” (P2)

Course design

Participants were then asked about their course design process and perception of UbD. The first
theme related to the participants’ knowledge of the terms UbD or Backward Design. Three
participants claimed to have not heard of either term UbD or Backward Design. Two participants
had heard of the terms from other sources: “the information sheet you sent around, the first time
| came across that term.” (P1). One participant described Backward Design in general terms as:
‘Well backwards design | assume means that you started from that essentially ... overriding
objectives, statements ... and you work backwards and design the course around that” (P1). One
participant referred to the more conventional way of designing courses to fit all in: “I definitely
think about the academic skills we want to develop and sort of backwards map ... assessment
tasks ... thinking about the particular readings ... that we'd need from there. Um, ... specific
knowledge that we can use to a specific content ... just a more conventional course design of
finding a way to fit it [specific knowledge or content] in, | guess.” (P3)

The second theme related to the documentation or templating of the participants' design process,
to evidence of the designing process or decision-making. No participant provided evidence of
concrete documentation or use of templates for the course curriculum design. The most common
location was in “the head”: “The records are kept here [points to head]” (P1) and “I would say
mostly up in my head.” (P2). One participant cited whiteboard visualisation was used as a result
of the educator’s iterative course curriculum design conceptualisation: “| do maps on whiteboards
... Until I'rub it out ... | don't take a picture of the whiteboard, | don't, | don't copy down.” (P1).

Two participants stated reasons for the lack of documentation: “No, ... that's not how | tend to do
things. ... it's sort of something that I've discovered ... through trial and error. So, if it works and
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learning from other people you know.” (P3) and “No. ... I'm actually a qualified teacher, ... | kind
of do it almost naturally. ... | honestly just jot it down. | got knowledge, | guess, from previous
learnings and stuff like that.” (P5).

Discussion

Academic knowledge of UbD

From the varying responses of the participants, the study revealed several insights. Firstly, from
participants’ responses and literature, it is suggested that there is a need for a greater focus on
expanding academics’ knowledge of frameworks, processes and tools to enable quality course
level design. Most participants had not heard of the UbD framework. The interpretation offered by
participants of Backward Design had similarities to UbD but lacked details of the stages or the
intent of the process. It seems more likely that they were referring to the principles of constructive
alignment (Biggs and Tang, 2011). In the higher education sector, these principles are widely
known and accepted, and they are applied to the development and design of program-level
curriculum (Goode et al., 2018; Millear et al., 2017; Wijingaard-de Meij & Merx, 2018). In addition,
academics would be more familiar with constructive alignment principles as these are embedded
within the learning and teaching culture (Kandlbinder, 2014), driven by program accreditation, and
reinforced through TEQSA guidelines and principles to ensure quality student outcomes ( Tertiary
Education Quality and Standards Agency Act 2011 (Cth)).

Shifting from content-centred to student-centred design approach

Secondly, other course design frameworks, theories or models were not mentioned, apart from
the recognition of, or defaulted to, the “conventional”, “traditional" curriculum alignment, content-
centred approach to course design. Curriculum alignment privileges the design of the curriculum
elements: assessment, objectives, content, and learning activities over the student learning. By
aligning these curriculum elements, the academic can ensure the student has achieved the
planned learning and fulfill the objectives evidenced by the assessment (Anderson, 2002, Crowell
& Tissot, 1986) and to justify “a more conventional course design of finding a way to fit it [specific
knowledge or content] in, | guess.” (P3). UbD student-centred approach places the student at the
centre of the design process, focusing on the student understanding, what the student needs to
learn and demonstrate to validate the understandings and achievement. Objectives are clarified,
unpacked, and give explicit meaning to determine the required content and coverage. The
selection of teaching and learning activities are devised to engage students in the cognitive level
of the objectives, and the objectives are aligned to assessment for the academic to determine if
the students' learning has been successful.

Academics are challenged to make the shift from content-centred to student-centred learning
design. In Minbiole's (2016) study, college instructors struggled to transition from “content expert
disseminating knowledge” to student-centred learning and held the belief that everything in the
course was important and that their job as an educator was to address every topic. This traditional
approach to course design, where the academic works in isolation with an emphasis on content
rather than the student, is no longer a viable approach (Reynolds & Kearn, 2017; Thomson et al.,
2017). The views of the participants aligned with literature, indicating that academics tend to revert
to learning design taxonomies from past experiences as a student in a traditional university,
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content-focused environment (Goodyear, 2015; McKenney et al., 2015). Alternative student-
centred design frameworks, processes, and tools like UbD need to be made available to
academics to enable course designing and planning of course to ensure student learning and
outcomes (Davis et al., 2021) for the assurance of quality learning.

Shifting assessment comprehension

Thirdly, responses suggest a varying comprehension of assessment purpose and types, when
determining assessment to evidence student learning. The main focus of assessment appears to
be evidencing the mastery of content rather than student learning. Summative assessment
evidence the outcomes of the course, with planning the learning sequence to ensure content and
its coverage for assessment. This notion appears to align with curriculum alignment rather than
UbD. UbD Stage 2 calls for the educator to create learner-centred summative assessment, and
design evidence for the transferability of student understanding to be demonstrated. The student
demonstrates the capability to transfer knowledge learning and to apply learning to diverse
contexts and within situated problems and not to solely evidence course outcomes, objectives or
content. UbD requires the academic to think like an assessor and determine assessment tools
that gather evidence focusing on student transferability of learning, not simply the recall of content
(Wiggins and McTighe, 2005).

Shifting focus of learning activities

Participants appear to have varying comprehension of the purpose of learning activities and the
planning process. No participants offered evidence of planning of modules, topics, learning
activities, or the use of planning tools to evidence designing or planning processes. Activities for
learning were seen as separate or detached from the planning process and student learning and
understanding but attached to content skills and knowledge achievement. The “focus of teaching
is to optimise student learning of what is worthy -not just 'cover’ the book, nor to ‘teach, test and
hope for the best’ irrespective of results’ (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005, p. 314). For university
academics, course design activities and designing of learning is an assumed and expected part
of academic work (Goodyear, 2013). Research has identified that there is limited evidence on
how academics design courses, and what their level of knowledge and practices are (Goodyear,
2015; Laurillard, 2012; McKenney et al., 2015). It remains clear that further research in academic
course design practice and professional development in applying design frameworks like UbD is
required.

Lack of pedagogical training

One can only posit another possible reason for participants varying comprehension or knowledge
could be explained by Australian academics in higher education are initially equipped with little or
no pedagogical training and no certification requirement to teach (Higher Education Standards
Framework (Threshold Standards) 2021 (Cth)), compared to secondary teachers, who require an
undergraduate education degree (QCT, n.d) or Vocational Education and Training (VET)
teachers, who must hold a minimum of a Certificate 1V in Training and Assessment (Standards
for VET Regulators 2015 (Cth)). Course development and assessment creation are amongst the
most complex responsibilities of a teacher in their role (Fives & Barnes, 2020). In fact, three out
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of the seven Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (Australian Institute for Teaching
and School Leadership, 2011) are devoted to planning, aligning curriculum and assessment. It is
therefore, completely understandable that those teaching in higher education without a teaching
degree would struggle without support and explicit instruction in this area. Although course
design, assessment design and planning of modules and topics are not required by TEQSA for
accreditation, it is a common expectation of universities to facilitate transparency and evidence
alignment of program objectives down to the course level.

TEQSA assumption of knowledge and skills of academics without a teaching degree, clearly
suggests a need to rethink training and certification requirements, or university professional
development activities focused on course design frameworks, processes, or tools like UbD to
meet the greater expectation for pedagogically sound courses and learning designs with student
learning experiences and outcomes (Thomson et al., 2017) for the assurance of quality learning
(Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency Act 2011 (Cth)).

Conclusion

The exploratory study set out to identify if academics’ course curriculum design practice alignment
to Understand by Design (UbD) framework within the higher education context. The results of the
interviews revealed some interesting themes which can be used as a basis for future studies
implementing.

It is acknowledged that there are limitations to this study. This was an exploratory study sampling
a small number of participants, of which the researcher has a previous working relationship, and
these constraints could affect the reliability of the data and results. If other educators were
interviewed and the sample size was larger, the results may have been different. This exploratory
study only focused on one School within one university, investigating UbD processes and tools
for Australian academics to use for course design within a university context.

Overall, academic course design practices are not dissimilar to the UbD design framework
processes and stages. As Bennett et al. (2011) stated: “to further develop this emerging
understanding of academic’s design practice and bring this understanding to bear on the
development of tools and strategies that can support and advance current practice” (p. 165). This
challenge remains relevant today. Research is needed into Australian educator design practices
and further investigation in applying UbD design framework to recalibrate learning and teaching
practices to enable academics to design courses to assure quality outcomes for the student.
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5.2.Summary

This section presented the Unpublished paper which only addressed
Research Sub-question 3—Identifying a need to investigate educator course design
practice and UbD as possible solution to meet this need. In the following chapter, the
other research sub question and main research question are discussed, addressing

the emergent themes.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION

6.1.Introduction

This chapter presents the emergent themes (Section 6.2) generated across
the data sets. Section 6.3 presents the discussion of the three research sub-
guestions (Subsections 6.3.1., 6.3.2., and 6.3.3.). The sub-questions seek to clarify
and contribute to the main research question. The final sub-section 6.3.4 presents a

summary of key discussions to answer the research question.

6.2.Emergent themes
The themes that addressed the overall research, the document analysis and
the two interview groups were collated (see Appendix B). The examination of the
themes across the data sets resulted in four major themes. The emergent themes
are addressed with the discussion of the main research question and sub-questions:
RSQ1, RSQ2, and RSQ3. The four themes that emerged from the research project
were:
1. An alignment exists between UbD stages and the Higher Education
Threshold Standards.
2. Educator design practices exhibit similarities to UbD processes.
3. There seems to be a lack of clarity around requirements, expectations, and
obligations.
4. No evidence or documentation exists or seems to be required for course

design.

6.3.Discussion
6.3.1. Research sub-question 1

This discussion addresses the research sub question: What are the TEQSA
requirements, and is there an alignment with UbD design framework processes and
tools?

Technically no alignment exists between the TEQSA requirements and UbD
design framework as they address two different levels of outcome. The UbD
framework articulates processes or tools (set of templates) targeted at the course
level to design and plan modules. TEQSA requirements and intent target the design

of a program to ensure quality of student outcomes and to protect Australian
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universities reputations. Guidance notes and resources provide advice and
characteristics to inform systems, policies and procedures and are not intended
specifically to address the individual course level. In general, the Guidance notes
express the intent for a program, not a course, and provide no processes or tools.

If the program elements and characteristics expressed in the TEQSA
Guidance notes are taken into consideration, a relationship can be identified between
the two. UbD could be seen as actions and processes of these conceptualisations
enacted through the templates to guide the course design. Wiggins and McTighe
(2005) also identify a relationship and purport that the overarching elements of the
framework could be applied to the level of programs and courses to serve as a
blueprint for alignment.

Breaking this view down further, according to TEQSA (2017), program content
and learning activities should be at the level and fit for HE and discipline. UbD ideas
of level and fitness places the student cohort at the centre of: determining the extent
and level of curriculum; prioritising content and learning; and considering the choice
of resources and activities to evidence outcomes (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005). The
nature, quality, and level of learning outcomes fit and assessed at the course level
appropriate to the program (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency, 2017,
Australian Government). When compared, the UbD Stage 1 and template requires
standards, usually overarching, such as course objectives, graduate outcomes etc. to
be demonstrated through summative assessment. These need to be identified and
provides a framework to determine teaching and learning priorities and guide design
of learning activities, content and assessment (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005)
appropriate to the course.

TEQSA (2017) and Australian Government (2017) and UbD agree that all
methods of assessment should include measures of validity, appropriateness, fitness
for purpose and effectiveness (Wiggins and McTighe, 2005.). UbD achieves this
through the Assessment task blueprint [UbD template], by anchoring assessment to
the learning outcomes and curriculum, authentic performance-based task, identifying
product, performance and outcomes. Assessment is also evidenced through the use
of rubrics and exemplars and to ensure reliability and validity for fairness (Wiggins
and McTighe, 2005). It is evident that these important TEQSA program elements and
characteristics are echoed in the intent of UbD and achieved through the process

and tools to ensure quality content, learning activities and assessment.
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6.3.2. Research sub-question 2

This discussion addresses the research sub question: What are the university
School of Business educators’ course design practice and perceptions of TEQSA?

The educator’s design process tended to be similar to a curriculum alignment
approach, which privileges the design of the course elements over the student
learning (Anderson, 2002). Educators mentioned the ‘traditional approach’ or
‘conventional approach’ which focuses on content-centred design. In curriculum
alignment, student learning is the result of the design of the course elements, rather
than the driver for designing and aligning of the course elements (Anderson, 2002).
The curriculum alignment approach ensures knowledge [disciplinary], skills and
module outcomes are aligned directly to course specification, rationale, and
synopsis. Educators expressed the importance of ensuring student acquisition of
knowledge and “...to be able to address this [module content], [and] course
outcomes as well.” (P5) is reflective of what students achieved as an outcome of
studying the course. The design of course elements such as content, assessment,
and course objectives were the educators’ main driver to evidence student learning
and outcomes rather than placing the students’ learning as the starting point for
designing the course elements.

Summative assessment of learning arose as the dominant paradigm
(Harrison, et al., 2017) that synthesised and validated course content and as an
outcome student competence reinforcing a content-centred approach to course
design. Assessment was devoid of student learning but designed “to satisfy a) the
programme objectives and b) the course objectives” (P1) to ensure the fulfilment of
educators’ responsibility to stay consistent with program objectives and university
course specifications. The final assessment was designed to validate content
acquisition and validated students’ or graduates’ competence of course materials
and content, so the assessment,” actually provided them [educator] with evidence
that they [student] had, in fact, achieved in that area or mastered that skill or learnt
that content.” (P4) Assessment provided the evidenced that “...a graduate or a
person who that leaves the course, is actually competent in that course.” (P1)

Educators struggled with the notion of formative assessment (Bennett et al.,
2011; Schellekens, et al., 2021), presenting mixed ideas. Assessment for learning

(formative assessment) activities focused mainly on building students’ underpinning
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skills to scaffold content for summative assessment, rather than monitoring student
progress to improve student learning outcomes and achievement (Ninomiya, 2016;
Poortman, 2016). Educators confused graded assessment, as final evidence of
student learning, with formative assessment as a tool for the students to improve the
learning process (Dann, 2014). Formative assessment which assessed content
[marked or graded], was low stakes and consisted of weekly activities throughout the
course. Further discussion of the educators’ varying comprehension of assessment
purpose and types can be found in Chapter 5: Unpublished Paper.

The role of learning activities in the course design was not clear and possibly
a consequence of minimal university learning and teaching direction, or policy and
guidelines associated with course design available. Learning activity was mainly
expressed as assessable items that contribute and form part of, or as the summative
assessment at the end of the course. Learning activities focused on developing and
scaffolding skills for the assessment rather than learning activities that were active,
constructive, or interactive (Chi, 2009) enhancing student learning (Streveler &
Menekse, 2017). Further discussion of the educators’ purpose of learning activities
within course design process can be found in Chapter 5.

Perhaps the minimal requirements of TEQSA teaching qualifications for the
HE sector contributes to the diverse course design knowledge and practices. Further
discussion of this point can be found in Chapter 5 Discussion, highlighting the
disparity of pedagogical training of HE educators (Michael & Librakin, 2016; Ulucinar,
2021) and perspectives of training and professional development requirements.

University procedures, guidelines, design framework or supporting tools
establish educator expectations or sense of responsibilities for implementing course
design (Zundans-Fraser et al., 2016) or evidencing of the process or outcome of the
activity. Perhaps the unclear university expectations and guidance of course design
has contributed to educators’ attitudes to the university. When “whatever policy
document is in vogue at the time around, [for] learning and teaching,” (P5) in
response to TEQSA intent and program characteristic are implemented, educators
perceived the university as hindering creative course design, unresponsive to
implement change, and restrictive in implement new technologies.

TEQSA provides high level advice for evidencing programs, leaving the
responsibility for the interpretation of this advice to evidence the requirements and

satisfy the governing body for registration to the universities. Educators assign the

57



responsibility of compliance and the operationalisation of TEQSA requirements to the
university to enact through the school or other structures. This absolves the
educators of their responsibility or obligation toward the TEQSA and the HESF
Standards. Participation within these structures equates to fulfilling the requirements
for their job. Possibly this is why educators exhibit a limited comprehension and
perception of TEQSA as minimum standards, imposing, admirable, but necessary. If
the University provided clearer guidance addressing course design, framework, or
tools, this may instigate a change in behaviour or perception of responsibility and
produce a more consistent and coherent course design practice amongst educators
(Zundans-Fraser et al., 2016).

6.3.3. Research sub-question 3

This discussion addresses the research sub question: To what extent does
the univeristy School of Business educators’ design practice and TEQSA perception
align with UbD design framework process and tools?

The discussion of the educators’ interpretation of UbD can be found in
Chapter 5. Further to the discussion in Chapter 5, the results indicated that educator
design practice exhibit similarities to UbD stages but lacked detail and intent of the
process.

Educators’ process of course design and the application of the course element
align with a content focus design approach. UbD design framework and process is a
student-centred approach. Student understanding is the driver that underpins the
content coverage, the design of learning, and the development of assessment and
rubrics. UbD processes and templates focus on capturing the educators’ decisions
and designs, and act as a set of design standards during development, review, and
guality control (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). The lack of concrete documentation or
tools to evidence course mentioned in the educators, interviews reinforce the fact
that “there's not really like a systematic approach to that [evidencing course design]
as far as I'm aware, a kind of template or something to fill out [document]”. (P5) In
absence of expectations and guidance, educators seek out guidance from other
educators and call upon their own personal experiences to design courses
(Goodyear, 2015; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005) they perceive as providing quality
experience for the students.
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Although educators didn’t intentionally cite UbD, elements identified in the
course design process; learning objectives; assessment; learning activities; and
cohort requirements were discussed that are also inherent within the UbD design
process. Although this alignment may have been to UbD, the knowledge and
application of these course design elements can also be identified in constructive
alignment principles and are more likely a result of the University’s acculturation of
constructive alignment principles (Biggs, 1999). These principles underpin TEQSA
intent and requirement for accreditation and program development to ensure quality
programs (Kindlbinder, 2014) rather than design at a granular level of pedagogically
sound courses. The introduction of the UbD framework and process to educators’
design practice will be challenging (Ulucinar, 2021). The application of the process
will be provocative and counterintuitive to their ideas of learning, teaching,
assessment, and planning (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).

The educator may struggle to maintain their hold on the traditional role and
perception of being the sources of all content and knowledge for their discipline
(Reynolds & Kearn, 2017; Thomson et al., 2019, Yurtseven, 2017) as they implement
a student-centred approach based on student learning not the content for course
design. The educators’ idea of teaching the content and ensuring the breath of
coverage for student mastery may also be challenged (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).
This could be especially difficult for courses that heavily rely on textbooks, for the
educator who teaches to the textbook or where the textbook content is the course.
The use of the UbD templates, requires the educator to rethink and clarify course or
discipline content priorities, identify big ideas and core tasks to facilitate student
learning to achieve desired outcomes to address the coverage dilemma. The process
and templates of UbD would provide guidance to support this shift.

Educators will possibly struggle with ownership of assessment and the burden
of ensuring alignment to course learning outcomes as the University course
specifications already define the summative assessment approach and type and
course learning outcomes alignment. Educators already identify an important
characteristic of assessment alignment to ensure quality, an inherent requirement in
the UbD process to determine acceptable evidence of student learning. Applying the
UbD Assessment task blueprint template to assessment development will

incorporate specifications requirements and then further extend educators’ thinking
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of authentic assessment and product and performance evidence and to assess the
reliability and validity of the assessment for fairness.

The use of the UbD Stage 3 Plan Learning Experience template could enable
the educator to adopt a student-centred approach to the design of modules within a
course. The Plan Learning Experience template follows the WHERETO instructional
planning; where and why; hook and hold; equip; rethink, reflect and revise; evaluate;
tailored and organised. It is used to guide the sequencing of teaching and learning
experiences that are both engaging and effective for learning. Adopting a student
learning approach to designing will require the educators to take the role of designer
of learning to create engaging and effective learning environments (Goodyear, 2015;
Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), by considering teaching methods, resources and learning
activities to facilitate student learning to achieve desired outcomes. This Plan
Learning Experience can provide a guideline for not only designing modules but with
adaption, the ideas and concept could be applied to the designing of a course.

Further discussion of design frameworks, theories or models impacting
educator course design practice can be found in Chapter 5: Unpublished Paper,
Discussion. The UbD design tool structure and questions embody all these aspects
and intended “to support educators to produce high-quality designs” (p29) and, focus

and guide the designer thinking mindset (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).

6.3.4. Research question

The sub questions discussion (Sections 6.3.1, 6.3.2, and 6.3.3) sought to
clarify and contribute to the main research question discussion. This discussion
addresses the main research question: Which UbD design framework processes and
tools (if any), may be suitable for the development of a course design framework for
the university School of Business disciplines?

A tangible relationship can be identified between the educators’ design
process and elements, the intent and characteristics of selected TEQSA Guidance
notes and standards statement which suggests that the UbD framework could be
suitable as a course design framework for the School of Business disciplines and
possibly the HE sector.

The description of the educators’ design processes has minimal association
with the UbD processes or templates. Their design process tended to align to a

curriculum alignment, content-centred approach which privileges the design of the
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course elements over the student learning (Anderson, 2002). Educators course
design prioritise the alignment of learning objectives, assessment over learning
activities and student learning. The student and learning are placed at end of the
design process rather than at the beginning, as in a student-centred approach. This
content-centred approach conflicts with UbD design framework and process which
Wiggins and McTighe (2005) advocate as a student-centred approach to design
through UbD. It is possibly a positive point that, the University’s acculturation of
constructive alignment principles (Biggs, 1999) for accreditation and program
development, educators are familiar with the course design elements of assessment
and learning activities. This familiarity can assist in a smoother introduction to UbD
processes and tools to provide a guidance in design student-centre courses.

Upon examination of the educators’ design process, applying the UbD
process and specifically the tools could shift educators from a content approach to
student centred approach to design. Educators may possibly struggle with ownership
of assessment and the burden of ensuring alignment to course learning outcomes
due to university course specifications already defining assessment perimeters.
Summative assessment was the dominant paradigm (Harrison, et al., 2017) focusing
on validating student content acquisition rather than a tool for learning. The
educators struggled with the notion of formative assessment (Bennett, 2011;
Schellekens, et al., 2021) for student learning rather than as a tool to ensure student
acquired knowledge for final assessment. Applying the UbD Assessment task
blueprint template could shift educators’ thinking to focus on the student, to create
assessment that is authentic, effective, valid, reliable and fair.

The role of learning activities in the course design was not clear but related
directly to the ensuring the student development of assessment and validation of
course content learning. The UbD Stage 3 Plan Learning Experience template
follows the WHERETO instructional planning, used to guide the sequencing of
teaching and learning experiences, would require the educator to place the student
at the centre of plan and the module of learning. This tool could also be adapted to
provide guidance to design the course.

TEQSA requires the university to evidence quality programs. As a program
consists of courses, it is logical to conclude that the same expectation of quality
would be applied to courses. The university needs to provide procedures, guidelines,

design frameworks or supporting tools to meet this quality course expectation. In the
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absence of this expectation, educators may tend to relinquish responsibility and
place this responsibility for compliance and the operationalisation of TEQSA
requirements solely upon the university. Without any definitive direction or guidance
educators typically call upon past knowledge, experience, and colleagues to guide
practice in order to fulfil the expectation of their job (Goodyear,2015; Wiggins &
McTighe, 2005). Therefore, consideration should be given to introducing a design
framework with prescribed processes and tools, and embed this within university
policy and procedures. The availability of, direction and guidance, and the assertion
of these expectations could enact in the educators a sense of responsibility for

implementing course design (Zundans-Fraser et al., 2016) for the university.

6.4.Summary

In this chapter a relationship has been established between educator course
design practices, the UbD design framework and TEQSA requirements. Educators
design process and UbD share identifiable key elements of learning outcomes,
assessment and learning activities but the design approach and intent differs.
Overall, TEQSA and UbD share the same characteristics and intent; that learning
outcomes are taught, practised and assessed, (Tertiary Education Quality and
Standards Agency, 2017; Australian Government), or desired output and means
[activities and assessment] are achieved (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005) through
assessment and designing or learning. This relationship presented warrants further
research into UbD as a course design framework which is presented in the next

chapter.

62



CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION

7.1.Introduction

This chapter discusses the limitations to the research project (Section 7.2) and
the triple dividend benefit and contribution of the research project to the organisation,
profession and self as researcher (Section 7.3). Further research recommendations
(Section 7.4) are presented from the project findings. The conclusion (Section7.4)

summarises context and key take aways from the research project.

7.2.Limitations of research

The research project results must be interpreted with caution due to the
limitation of one setting, one school, and limited sample sizes. The research project
study was undertaken with one school from the university and if the study included
several other schools across the university, the interview data may have produced
other results and themes due to the range of educator and learning and teaching
experience. It is acknowledged, as an inside researcher, that working in close
proximity with one school could bias participants’ interview responses and my
interpretation of data. The educators could adjust their responses to meet what they
believe are the expectations of the interviewer or be guarded, being unsure about
giving an incorrect response. Primarily the Academic Quality unit professional staff
were interviewed, but it is acknowledged that other university stakeholders deal with
TEQSA requirements and if interviewed, may have provided different perspectives to
the university operationalisation and educator perception resulting in less generalised
themes.

The sample size of both interview groups consisted of limited numbers. Group
1 educator participants sample size was small, but a richness of diverse responses
was collected and only generalisations to the School of Business context could be
concluded. The diversity of response data aligns with literature that recommends that
further research is required into educator design practice to understand why they do
what they do (Goodyear, 2015). Also, the results from the small sample size of
Group 2, quality unit professional staff cannot be construed as represented of the
wider quality stakeholder community within the university.

Although some aspects of the UbD theoretical underpinnings are identified

within parts of this research project, the investigation focused on the suitability of the
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UbD processes and tools. To validate UbD as a course framework for consideration
to embed within university policy and procedure would require further research
examining the theoretical basis and learning and teaching principles aligned to the

HE sector to ensure quality outcomes.

7.3.Contributions of the study

The purpose of the research project was to investigate the suitability [if any] of
UbD framework processes and tools to design courses within HE. The project
investigated educator design practices aligned with UbD framework processes and
tools [templates] to capture the educator’s key design decisions, personal meaning-
making, and interpretations of their learning design taxonomy.

This research contributes to the growing international body of literature
exploring UbD as a framework to design courses within HE. In particular, it
contributes to Australian research where the uptake of UbD in HE is slow and,
minimal research exists exploring UbD or the application to course design in HE. The
document analysis findings agree with literature identifying a gap in university course
design policy, procedure and guidance. The research substantiates the influence this
gap has on educators’ course design practices and attitude (Zundans-Fraser et al.,
2016), highlighting the gap between the educator course design practices and
university expectations that has resulted in negative educator perceptions or
disinterest in the university needs for compliance to regulatory requirements.

A range of benefits were anticipated as a result of the research project from
the Master of Professional Studies (Research) contributing to the triple dividend to
the organisation, the profession and the individual (Fergusson, et al. 2018). The
following sub sections outline the benefits and contribution addressing the triple
dividend.

7.3.1. Organisation

The project set out to determine whether the UbD could meet the TEQSA
requirements. The research project document analysis identified a gap in the
university policy and procedures library that did not specifically address course
design, guidelines, resources and tools for educators to guide their planning,
designing and evidencing of pedagogical decision for course design. The findings

association between the UbD framework consisting of processes and tools and
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TEQSA intent of the standards and program characteristics had been identified
through this research. This association suggested that UbD could be considered as a
design framework used in HE enacted through policy and procedure as guidelines

and tools to design courses.

7.3.2. Profession

The findings have contributed to the literary discourse highlighting the
changing role of the educators designing courses to meet the quality agenda
(Debowski, 2022) and, the need to investigate educator design practice to
understand what they do (Goodyear, 2015; Laurillard 2012; McKenney et al., 2015)

7.3.3. Individual

Through the Master of Professional studies (Research) program and
conducting the research project, the researcher has gained benefits. The researcher
has gained invaluable skills and knowledge and increased the researcher’s
creditability amongst professional colleagues and educator staff

1. As an outcome of participating in all aspect of the research journey the
researcher has developed the knowledge and skills of rigorous research
approach. Ongoing collaboration and consultation with early and mid-research
educators reinforced this knowledge and skills. During the research project the
opportunity to participate in ongoing research group activity has provided
insight into the nuances of research activities. During the project duration the
researcher has been invited to participate in research project and writing
papers.

2. The acquisition of research knowledge and skills based in the field of study
has enhanced the researchers’ scholarly practice which is applied to the day-
to-day practice working with the educators.

3. Through the research project the researcher has gained a deeper
understanding of UbD and the relationship to TEQSA requirements. This
knowledge has been applied the university program development initiatives
and educators for designing new and existing courses.

4. The researcher has gained greater insight into the nuances of TEQSA
requirement. This insight has been shared with educators to develop quality

program and course.
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7.4.Future research

This research project investigated the Understanding by Design suitability for
the HE context to document educator course design. UbD by Wiggins and McTighe,
is a conceptual framework for planning, consisting of a three-stage process and
design templates. The relationship between the UbD framework processes and
stages and the TEQSA requirements intent of Standard 3 Teaching, no.1 Student
participation and attainment, and educator course design processes suggests a
suitability for use within HE.

It is evident that further investigation is required into a course design
framework to design sound pedagogical courses that contribute to quality programs.
The educators’ inadvertent knowledge and application of the course design elements
aligned to UbD stages, reinforces the recommendation to investigate UbD as that
course design framework and, to investigate adaptation or modification of the UbD
framework (Schwieger & Ladwig, 2021) to meet the needs and purpose of HE, to
advance the quality agenda.

Although the research involved a small sample of participants from a specific
school it is possible that the finding could be indicative of other educators across the
university. Therefore it may be prudent to further explore the impact on educators of
introducing any course design framework consisting of tools for course design and
development. Implementing a framework like UbD is not common in HE institutions
(Michael, 2016). Educator issues, problems (Minbiole, 2016; Yurtseven, et al, 2016)
and impacting external factors (Ulucinar, 2021) will need to be investigated, as the
traditional teacher/content focus driven pedagogy is challenged and behavioural
changes will need to be enabled (Reynold & Kearns 2017; Ulucinar, 2021). Whilst
outside the scope of this project, based on the literature professional development
opportunities focused on UbD could be provided to enhance educators’ pedagogical

practices of teaching and assessment methods (Natkin, 2016).

7.5.Final conclusion

In the past 20 years, within a rapidly changing HE environment educator
design practice has been challenged (Debowski, 2022). In the past three years, the
COVID-19 pandemic has intensified this situation. The environment in which

universities operate is constantly changing. Universities are facing increasing
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pressures to fulfil the Higher Education Threshold Framework Standards and to
satisfy TEQSA regulatory requirements for registration, to assure quality programs
for students. The challenge for educators to recalibrate learning and teaching
practices, highlighted gaps in course and learning design capabilities has left
educators grappling with assuring quality outcomes (EDUCAUSE, 2021). Course
design work is expected in HE but minimal university policy, procedure and
guidelines for course design or development has inadvertently caused a barrier,
resulting in educators’ negative perceptions of university expectations and guidance.
The fact remains universities place expectation on educators to produce and
evidence pedagogically sound courses, with quality student learning experiences and
outcomes (Thomson et al., 2017) for the assurance of learning.

The aim of the research project was to gain insight into educators’
experiences of course design, the alignment to UbD processes and tools and, the
attitude towards governance expectations, to inform the extent to which UbD
processes and tools, if any, could meet both HE educator and organisational needs.
The project has provided insights into educators’ perception of course design
practice and elements, and establishes a tangible relationship to UbD process and
tools that requires further investigation as a possible framework that could address

this gap.
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2.9 Military vetsrans?*
Dves @y

2,10 Pecple who would not usually be condidered vulnerable buk would be considered vulnerable in the conbet of this project?*
Olyes @
Yes = Ho

2,11 Abariginal and/or Tarres Strait Islander peoples?
Dyes ™
Yes 2 Mo

2.12 Hospital patients?*
Cives @y

2.13 People in other countries?®
Oves @y

2.14 Pecgle who weuld consider English t be their second |anguage?®

Cives Wi

Review subtome far 2 i riel] Group.

This guesting & nof answered.

Click the green arrow to go to the next page.

3 Proposed Procedures
Does this project include....

3.1 fny physical, peycholagical, sacial, ecansenic, andjor legal risks greater than incomvenience or discamfont, in either the short or long term, resulting from participation
in, o use of data in this praject?*

Uives @y

3.2 The andfar analysis of sry
|aboratany based ressarch?®

Oives @y

G froen & parsan (5. tisue, bload, uring, spublim, of any defivate of these such as coll lines) in

3.3 Generati athering, collecting, i gEncmi information, or biclogical materials germiine/germ cells or somatic cells) that has
mwumkpﬂﬂﬁﬂhuuﬁﬁuﬂmmﬁmmﬁ&umnmﬂ“ )
Oves @ yg

5.4 Research intended ko study sndjor expose illagal activity?*
Cives @y

3.5 Radicactive substanoes andjor ionising radistion?
{2.9. DXA, Xoray)®
Oives @y

3.6 Sensitive andfor contentious issues? (e, suicids, asting disardars, body image, trauma, viplance, sborbion, efc, )*
Dves Cpo

3.7 Toxins, mutsgens, teratogens or carcinagens?™®
Uives @y

3.8 Dex of partici or covert cbservation?*
Oves @y

3.9 Sesking disslasure of informaticn which may be prejudicial to participants?®

Cives Wi

Review autcome Far 3

This guesting & nof answered.

Click the green arrow to go to the next page.
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4 Dperational Requirements:

Does this project involve...

4.1 eollection or 1=e of information or daka from or sbout USH Students?™

Oves @

4.2 collection or 1=e of information or daka from or sbout USQ Staff?™

Bves Do

If your project sseks to collect or use ANY information or data from o about & US() Staff, endure you have:

& sppropriste authority bo do 5o (i, your role within the Uriversity that may provide acceds to the information ar data about the USQ Staff would also permit your
scoess to the information or data for research purposes);

b. scught and secured the permissicn from the suthorised delegate at the University of Southern Quesnsland to collect, access and uss the information or data

c. refected an the ethical considerations associated with your role as & researcher in the conduct of this ressarch project and your relationship (current, past, and
future) ko the USQ Staff & & participant and identified and managed sny risk of harms.

d. declared and managed any perceived, potential, or actual conflicks of interest,

4.3 International travel for dats collection purposss?

Oives @y

4.4 Callecting data in & rursl and remoke setting?*

Oives @y

4.5 The collection, uze or disclosure of IDENTIFIABLE personal information (eg, names and contact details on consent forme)*

s ho

£.5.1 Wil this IDENTIFIABLE information be eallected ar used WITHOUT the cansant or knowledge of the individusl whiss information is being used?*
C'ves @

4.6 The collection, uze or disdasure of RE-IDENTIFLABLE perscnal infarmation (eg, when identifying details are replaced by codes, pseudonyms, etc)*
Eves THo

£.6.1 Will this RE-IDENTIFIABLE infarmation be eollactsd or isad WITHOUT the cansant o knowlsdge of the individusl whase infarmation is being used?*
Oryves ®ys

4.7 The collection of information by cbserving participants WITHOUT their knowledge?*

Cives By

Review outcome o far & Oy i B

Th's guestiom & nof answered,

Click the grean arrow to go to the next page.

Application Detail

5 Project Title and Summary

Resesrchers are encouraged to resd Chapter 3.1 of the Nationa| Statement of Bthicsl Conduct it Human Research, 2007 (updated 2018). A criticsl feature of good
ressarch is clarity regarding how the research project will mest the ethical requirement that resesrch has merit, as described in paragraph 1.1 of the National Stabement.
The Elements of Research, outlined in this chapter, offer advics and guidance sbout mesting this cbligation and will assist you in completing this application acrass the
following sections:

Elemant 1: Research scape aims, themes, questisns and methads

Elemant 2: Recruitrment

Element 3: Consent

Element 4: Tt 1, USe and of data and information

Element 5: Communication of research findings or results to participants
Element &: Dissemination of research outputs and cutcomes
Element 7: After the preject.

5.1 Project Title®
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Instructions:

Click the grean arrow to go to the next page.
Pre Application
1 Application Type

Ethics categary®
Furnan Research Ethics Application |

1.1 Has this application besn reviewed and approved by anather Human Besesrch Bhics Committes (HREC)?

Selact "Yes" if your project has already been approved by a human research ethics committes (HREC) that is not operated by the University of Southern
wtiawﬂmmrmmwmm ) ) _
Selact "Mo"” if the University of Southern Queensland Human Riesearch Ethics Committes will review and approve your proposed research,

*

Cives @y

1.3 Dives this research preject involve?
Tick all that spply.

L

2| Direct recruitment andlor chsenvation of human participants
| U= andjor disclosure of xisting data ssts and/or archival data
| U= andjor disclosure of existing bicspecimen collections

1 #ry form of genetic testing ar analysis of genetic material

I cirical trial

Review cutcome comments for 1 Application Type.

This guesting & nof answered.

Click the green arrow to go to the next page.

2 Potential Participant Group
Does this project involve (&) the direct recraitment of participants that spacifically tangets, and/or (b) the use of existing data and/or tissue of
participants from a project that specifically targeted...

2.1 Women wha are pregnank, the human foetus, or human fostal Hssue?®
Oives @y

2.2 Children o young people under the age of 18 years?
C'ves @ o

2.3 People with  cognitive impsirment, an intsllsctual disability, or 8 mental iinsss?*
Cives @y

2.4 Peaple considered ko be & farensic or involuntary petient?
Oves @y

2.5 Penpie with impsired cagacity for communication?*
Oves @

2.6 Priscrers ar pespile on parale?
Oves @

2.7 Penpie highly dependent on medical cans, including & person who is Unconscious?*
Oves By

2.8 Military perscanei?*
Oves @
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Assurance of Learning: Investigating UBD principles and processes to develop a course design framewark for educators to evidence pedagogical
Bacisions in higher education. i qualitative exploratory investigation.

5.2 Using plain langusge, provide & succinct description of the background and the pobential significance of the research project.®

Teaching and the role of the university educator i changing. Educators now requine a design thinking mindset and apply design processes to
produce and evidence pedageqically sound courses and to produce quality studert learming experiences, and outcomes for the assurance of
learning. Universities are also under pressure to provide, for registration for TESQA, evidence of HESF (Threshold) Standards cally -
Tesching, pmnﬂmmueummﬁmmj-s,mmmmnpmmmmuw.Hm
limited human ressurces dedicated bo course design and development, no specialist design team, E.g. One educational designer for three
schoals, alss na specific framewark or software bo capture course design. Therefore, full jpart-time and casusl educakors draw upan their cwn
methods, pracesses and tools or ko revert tesching/leaming design fram pest experience as & student in a traditicnal university enviranment. This
research is significant as it aims to address this gap by develop a framework consisting of & process and evidencing tool that university educabors
can uised either individually or collaboratively b evidence course design and assure leaming.

5.3 Clearly state (8) the project aims; and (b) the research questions andfor hypotheses *

The aim of the project is to investigate UBD framework processes and principles, analyse itersture and ]Il TEGSA and HESF documentation,
interviews [N = - o ors, and CALT Pragram and Course Enhancement staff dealing with program
sccreditation and registratian to develog of 8 course desgn framework suitable For higher education bo satisfy the evidencing requirements of
TESQH - HESF (Thresheld) Standard Teaching, part 3.1 Course design, section 31.1- 5.

The research mmﬂhawmmumwmﬂmanﬂ sub questions:

Resaanch

1) Which UIbD design framewerk prindples and processas (i ariy), may be suitsble for the development of & course design framework for [l
Comemearee ar Management and Enterprise interdissiplines?
Ressarch sub-guestions:

&) What are the TESQM, requirements and is thene an slignment with UbD design framewsrk principles and procasses?

b) wikat are [lcommeres o gement and i course design practice snd percep of TESQM requir 2

€T wist extent does the Commetce o Management snd Enberpriss sducstors) design practices and TESQA percaptions slign with USE design
framesark principles, processes, and thearetical underpinnings?

Review outcome comments for 5 Project Tithe and Summary.

This questios i ot answered.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

& Investigators:
6.1 Eniter the Acadamic Organisation Unik (AOU) (six-digit project code) that will be sligned ko this project.
Search for the ADL by entering a portion of your school or centre (.9, eng, health, psy, edu, o) in the bext box, then diicking on the magnifying glass. Choose the
appropriabe A0U code from the list returned and tab out of the text box. Attempt to select ADU that reflect schoal-level units rather than broader faculty-lewel units.
If the Principal Investigater for this preject is NOT affilisted with the University of Southesn Quaensiand, enter "EXTERNAL".
-

Adv of Leaming & Teaching

6.2 Principal Investigator

The Principal Mmrmdmu pmuwmm wummumulman research p\aj&:{.m ammmmmmww
The P musk ensure thak all investigatars involved in the conduct of this research project understand and accept ther roles and responsibilities.
To complete this section...

Click e the hyperiinked irvestigator's name and eomplete all required fislds (indicated with *). Ensure the "Primary Contact” is checked to “Yes”. Click on “0K".
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Order

RIMS Code

0000220814

Principal Trwestigator

Firsk: Mame

Last Mame

Tame

Full Mame

Mes Cathy Tame

Student Researcher?

es

Primary Investigator?

Yes

Primary Contact?

Wes

ORCID I (JF knewin)

D000-0002-BA07-0460

Ernail Address

Cathy Tamefusq. edu.au

Secondary Ernail

Mailing Address
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

SuburbyCity

Contact Phone

Mobile Phane

6.3 Other Investigators

List &l investigators associsted with this project and their role (including supervisars of studert ressarch projects),
To eomplete this saction...

Enker the investigatar's first name in the bext beot and click on tve magnifying glass. Chooss the correct investigatar from the list returned. Repest this step to add all
rrvestigatars,

For each investigater listed, click on the hyperfinked &

Click an OK.

To add an External Collaborator, click on the “Add External Person” button and complets all required fields (indicated with *) and O

bor's name and lete all required felds (indicated with *). Ensure the "Student Researcher” guestion has
been answered and that the Primary Contact is checked bo "No®™.
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Orcder

RIMS Code

0000170820

Last Mame

Student Researcher?

Primary Contact?

Person Type

ORCID I (JF knewin)

Karen Trimmergusg. edu. s

Secondary Ernail

Mailing Address
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

SuburbyCity

Contact Phone

Mobile Phane

RIMS Code

O000165547

Assaciate Supervisce

First Mame

Last Mame

Browmlie

iz Micole Brownlie

Student Researcher?

Primary Contact?

Person Type

ORCID IO (iF knowin)

Ernail Address

Micole Brownliedusg. edu.au

Secondary Ernail

Mailing Address
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

SuburbyCity

Contact Phone

Mokile Phane

Revigw
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.I'&w-hindm

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

7 Benefit and Risk
7.1 Outline the benefits to participants andfor b the community 83 & result of this research being conducted.

The arganisational berefit ko the workplace will be the identification of a course design framework that can be used in collsbaration with
peofessional staff bo assiet participants and other educators in designing eourse. The documentation produced by the educator can be Lsad to
address reguirement of the HESF (Thresheld) Standard Teaching, part 3.1 Course design, section 31.1- 5 by TESQA for registration purposes.
The participants pravided and utilising the framewark to design course would gain insight inte course design and enhancing their learning
teaching practice. The possible flow on benefit is that the participants will share the use of the framework with course team memibers to assure
learriing.

:JMnemms,mmmm:ndmlmuum,amnmnuprm
{e.g. physicai, peychological, socisl, acansmic o lagal risks greabsr than inconvenience or diecomfar)

It is anticipated that there is minimal risk ko perticipants beyond those associated with day-to-day duties, and beyond the inconvenience of
participating in interviews and mestings that would be perceived as part of the normal working process and peactices. The project meets the
desoription for low risk prajects provided in the LBQ!MQ{WJM\«M;Q edu.aufcunrent-students 'academic/higher-degree-by-resaarch-
shudents conducting-research human-ethics/review). The project participation is entirely valuntary and thre are no conssguences associsted
mmuwwmmmmm«mm the weork based project. Mo plrysical, socisl, psychalogical, economic ar legal
risks are ged. Howeaver, may perceive & peychological risk in disclosing aspects of their experience and attitudes to course
M:Mmmmmmmw&uuﬂmﬁdmmwﬁmnmImmullhumlmﬂunmmlm
and it is not expected to cause anyone any stress,

7.3 ire all of thess risks oullinéd in the Participant Information Shest or within the ¥ at the begi of a data collection instrument, and (whena
relevant) on the consent: form?*

' ves Dhio

7.4 Cutline the arrangements planned bo minimise the risks invelved in this praject »

Mo arrangements are in place as there are no risks to participants beyond thase asscciated with day to day living, or the inconvenience of
pearticipating in an interview, In order to minimise the potertial inconvenienoe of participating in the inkerview: 1, Intervisw will take place at &
ﬁrmM'soMumlmtm participants: 2. Efforts will be made ko restrict the interview o masimum one hour in duration, To minimise perceived

participants will have the oppertunity ko verify and edit their inkerview transcripts and meeting documentation before they are
wsed in Itnmrkbmeﬂpmhct Participants will have bwe wesks ko provide feedback on their transtript. IF they do not respend in this pericd,
the transcript will be used as i, Participants will sl be made sware thak they can leave the project prior to conducting the intervievs,
Withdrawal after inkerviews would compromiiss results of the thematic anabysis.

7.5 What willl you do in cases where unexpected events o emergencies occur & a result of participation in this project?
For example, whak faciities of services are svallable bo deal with events such as adverse dnug reaction, revelation of child abuse, illegal activities, participant becomes
distressad during or sfter data collection.®

Tt is rot expected that any daka collection activities will raise ary issues before or sfter a2 & result of participation in the project,

7.6 1s an appropriste list of referral sarvices available within the Farticipant Information Sheet or explanatory statement?
Ohyes ' o @ piot applicable

7.7 Outline the strabegies that you have in place to reduce any risks ko the ressarchers.®

There are no rigks o the ressarchers beyond those associated with day to day living and the regular conduct of cur robes a2 LISQ OALT staff
redmler,

Revigsw oubcome commeants for 7 Banafft amd Risk.

Ths guestion & nof answered.

Click the green arrow bo go bo the next page.

8 Type of Research
Type of research - 1

B.1 five you, as the Principal Irvestigator, & cusrent USQ employes or student?*
®ves Do

B.1.1 Will this project be undertsken predominabely in & student capacity?*
®ves Dhio
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8.1.1.1 Program level:®
1 Homaurs

&) Masters

L Docteral

2 other

8.1.1.2 Program fame:*
Master of Prafessional Stisdies (Ressarch) (MPSR)

8.1.2 Will this project be undertaken as a USQ Course project?*
' ves o

8.2
Type of research - 2

-
Pog
P2
g

Clinical research
Qusalitative

Sucial stience

Other

Epideminlagical

Mental health

Pubilic health and safety
Quantitative

Case study

Clirical trisl | use of drug o therapeutic deviee
Medical research

Cral histary | biographical

Y I I I N O . W

Review outcome comments for 8 Type of Research.

.Ikml:num

Click the grean arrow bo go to the next page.

9 Conflict of Interest

9.1 Do any of the investigatars an this prajsct have an sdhual, percsived, or pobential parsonal or financial conflict of interest in the outcames. of this resesrch, or in any of
the arganisations involved with, ar funding this project?®
Ui ves @o

Review outcome comments for 9 Conflict of Interest.

This guesiion & nof answened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

10 Fureding
10.1 Has funding besn citained for this project?®
Oives ®yo

10.1.1 Are you applying for funding for this project?®
D ves @ho

Reaview autcome commeants for 10 Funding.

This guestion i not ansrened.
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Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

11 Data Access and Security

11. 1M|mmmn|mmmmmanmrmnmwumu.¢upﬂnu,-mz:m-up}mpunil isilise For the duration of your research project
and beyond. Refer bo the University's Research Dats Management Policy and Research Dats Mansgement Procedure to ensure your proposed practics i suitable,®

Data starage and security will be in aceordance with USQ guidelines. Primary data storage will be of one of the LIS recommends of USQ MS
OneDrive, Cloudstor or ReDBank Cloud - USG MS OneDrive for research dats storage as they align with USQ's research data managament policy
wmuulmﬁmumwhmmw:n

11.2 Will ary indlividusl ar srgarisstion extermal ko the University of Southern Quesnaiand (1.2, 8 third party) have sccess ts the Research Data during the conduet of this
ressarch?*

Crves @yo

11.3 Do you plan to mske svailabie (or share) ol o part, of the Research Data v cpen access,restricted access, medisted access or a5 metadata only?
Mote: It is recommended that unless your data can not be shared for ethical, privacy or confidentislity matters, that you incorporate the futlire use of dats in yeur
research design and include & stabement within the participant information sheet/explanatory statement to this effect.

Eyes Omn

11.3.1 Outline the research data to be openly or publicly available and the steategy of how this will be shared (.. open Bcesss, restricted or medisted scosss, metadata
anly).*

Open sccess o data from Semi Structured inkerviews of participants. Mo slements for the thematic analysis and evalustive data should be sble to
identify participanks.

The research may wish to access pre-sxisting secondary data sek [ interviews) genersted from ansther project- ethic application H1GREALTE,

11.4 Are the data access and security arrangements detailed in the Participant Information Shest or explanatory statement?*
Wyas
Yes ' Ho

115 Will the Research Data be securely retained indefinitely for future use?*
Oives g
11,5.2 Dubline the process of how the ressarch data will be confidentially disposad a foer the mirnimum rebention period has elapsed,

Mote: Dlmmmmmuwlmuumu wmm.mpmma.q general research data versus signed infarmed consert
documentation, Refer to the Quesns 2 i & (GROS) for Further information. *

Diata will be retained for 5 years after project completion and consent forms for 15 years per LSQ requirements, Onos we are no longss required
to retain the data, it will be deletad,

Revigs aubtome commeants for 11 Dats Access and Security.

This guestios & nof answened.

Click the green arrow bto go to the next page.

12 Commumication of Research Findings to Participants and Dissemination of Project Dutputs

12.1 Indicate in which format/s the research findings will be communicated to participants and ressarch outputs disseminated
Tick ail that apply.*

| Thesis

| Joumnal article

_| Book | book chapter

] conference

_| Datasst

_| Reparts to participants

| Report o argarisstion

| Report ts community o group
| other

12.2 How will the identity of participants be disclosed in the disssmination of research outputs?®
2] non-identifisble data

| re-ideritifiable data

| individually identifiable data

_1 other
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12.3 Describe how participants and/or other irterested staksholders will be able ko access the research findings andfor request & copy of 8 summary of the results
Note: Provision of a theses/dissertation/exegesis to & participant is not considensd to be timely and appropriste summary of the ressarch findings or results.

*

Tt is intenced to publish journal articlefs on the results of this research and passibly present ak a conference where the findings will also be
acoestibile.

12,48 Will participants be subjerted bn any physislogical ar peyehalegical tasting during tis praject? *
Orves @s

Revigs oubcome commeants for 12 Communication of Research Ouboomes.

This guastion i ROt ancwened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

Mo. of Human Participant Groups

Participant Group Recruitment
PG - How many groups of participanks will you be recruiting andfor abserving for this resesrch project?®
2.00

This question is asking you bs think abaut how many graups of participarts you are likely bo recruit 8¢ part of this preject. The method of participant recruitment and how
they will provide consent may change depending on the participant’s sge and how you proposs to conduct that part of the project.

Far example:
+ Ifyou are conducting an online survey, fallowed by inkerviews with same of the survey participants, it is likely that you will recruit *2* groups. This will be the
*survey group” and the “intendew group™.

* [ you are conducting multiple facus groups with the same fotus group questions, it is likely that you will recruit "1 group, but offer the same conkent multiple
Hirmes This can be canveyed in the rext sactisn.

+ Ifyeu e condusting interviews with different groups, for example, studerts, teachers and school principals, then it is likely that you will recruit *3° groups.

The number of greups of participants you enter here will provide specific quastions in the next section relevant ko that group, That is, Group 1 = G1, Group 2 = G2,
Group 3 = 63, and 2o on.

Sufficient space has been provided for up to five participant groups. I you propase to use mare than five participant groups in your research, contact the Ethics Officer
for further advics.

Reaview autcame comments for Participant Group Recruftment

This guastion i ROt ancwened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

Group 1 - Participant Recruitment and/ or Observation

G1 - Participant Overview
PG1.1 Participant greup 1 weeking title, fe.g. shudent focus groug; teacher survey )
Educakors

PE1.2 Hew many participants are expected kn be recriited in this group™™
5.00

PG1.3 Describe who the participants in this group are,*

I couese examiners |

PG1.4 Where will this group of participants be recrulted fram?*
From either the Schoal of Management and Erterprise or School of Commerce from the Faculty of Business, Education, Law and Arts (BELA) |

PG1.5 Are the participants in this group likely o be under 18 years of age?™
Drves Wy
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PG1.6 [« there a pre-sxisting {unequal) relaticnship bebweaen the participants and aryone involved in recruiting andfor collacting data from this group of particpants?
(e.p. teachars andfor doctors/patients, employers/amployess, afc. ) *

i ves Dhio

PGE1.6.1 Describe the nature of the pre-existing relationship and whom this involves.®

The researcher is & professional staff member in which the Schaol of Managament and Enterprise or School of Commerce falls within the remit of
their eurent . The relationship has been developed through previous educational design sarvices and course support by the researcher
provided within the boundaries of their current position. The ressarcher is familiar with the culture and palitics of the schools and has established
priar and pr of educators and knowledge of courses. Tt was felt that due to the trust and
that the researcher Fas for Bhe Earticipants and vich versa It veeulld EaciliEabs the recritment of participant. Nelther resesarcher or pariEiEARE I8 in
any position of power nor &re they able to influsnce the other party of their decision,

PE1.6.2 Cutlife wihat special precautions have been implemented bo preserde the rights of these participants whe deciing o take part or withdraw from the ressareh
ance the project has baguin.*

with the ressarch by participants is voluntary. Participation in the project will nat affect future wark undertaken as part of * business
25 Usuial' with current position. Participants will be advisad bath verbally and in the Participant informatian stabement that they can withdraw for
the research at any ime prior to data being anslysed, Withdrawal after this point would be difficull a5 it is will be callabed and not allow

of to specific

e

PG1.7 Do these participants have any cultural neads? (a.g., specific consent arrangemants or sensitivites, e J*
Crves @ho

Revies autcome cammeants for G - Particlpant Ovarview.

This guesiion & nof ancwened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

G1 - Recruitment Method

PG1.8 Do you have any criteria for the ssbection, inclusion or exclusion of participants for this group to take part in the research? (ia.g. minimum ape requirements)®
®ves Dhio

PE1.8.1 Describe the criteria for 1, incusien or san and outline why you require this for your ressarch design.®

Intention is to recruitment participants from either the Schoal of Management and Enterprise or School of Commerce from the Faculty of
Business, Education, Law and Arts, It is likely that the participants within these schocls possess minimal, if no, teaching or educational training.
The framesed is intended ko be generic in nature suable for sducalors of varying levels of scholarship in lsarning and teaching and praxis ko
evidence pedagogy design decisians. flsa the fallowing preferred inclusion criteria for participarts will be considered, but are nok exclusive for
invitation to particpate in the investigation: drawn from the same schoal; mmawmwmmﬂmﬁlmndhdmma
newu'nadaﬁgn‘mqammmmhmwﬂummd@ﬂmamnmmmmmammm.

PG1.9 Indicate which method/s you will uss to recruit these participants:*
] Email

] Personal contacts

_l Telephane

Advertisement

Mail cuit

Snowibaling

Participanks fram ansther shudy

Participants approsched in person by resasrch beam

Participants will NOT be actively recruited - they will be chissrved <bswithout their knowledge< fbs
_| other

URLCERLLC

PGE1.10 Indicate how you will obtain the contsct details of these participants.
]

] Fram the participants themselves
_| Fram & publlic domain scurce:

_| Fram & privake or third party source
w] other

PGE1.10.2 Clarify how you will obtain these contact details *

The researcher will mest with the Heads of Schoal to provide details of the esploratory investigation and sesk permission to issue the invitation
to school academic staff. The Head of school may n names of par

PE1.11 Explain wha will invite thess participarts to be invalved in this project.”
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The researcher will contact participants, The nsture of te project will b axplained, invitation issues with & Participant infarmation sheet and
consank form,

PG1.12 Will you be offering payment o any other incentives ko this group of participants?*
Oives g

Review cutcome for @1 - Recruitm

This questios & nof ancwened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

61 - Data Collection Methods
PE1.13 Will pou collect data wia questionnaires | sunieys?®
Oves o

PG1.14 Will you erillect data vis interviews o fociis groups?™
®ves Dhio

PE1.14.1 Provide further detall sbout the interviews or focus groups, including: how many sessians will be held; where and at spproximabely what time (or
Hmeframe) will the sessions be held: who will be present from the research team; how many participants will be present at each session: whe will conduct or faciliate the
session; will there be 8 debrisfing process (and if yes, what will this invelve)?

httach & copy of your intendew or focus group questions (if known) or bread boapics in the document upload section.*

1 semi-structured interdew will be hald with educstors at a time and day of their choice. The interview will be bebween 30 - 45 minubes, Each
interview will be individually conducted by the researcher.

PGE1.14.2 Will your inbarview of fotiis group session be sudio or video recorded 7*

IS TS

PG1.14.3 Will you arrange for transcription of the sudio or video recanding?®
' ves Dhio

PG1.14.3.1 Pravide detail on how you will kandle the transcription proosss of the audio o vides recording, inclisding wha will be irvohed in transcribing the data,
whether the participants will be provided an opportunity to review sndjor edit the transcribed dacument, and how you will safely manage the data transfer process, *

Transeription of the data will be undertakien by the researcher b provide a first draft. Educators will Be provided with the dralt transcriptions for
review and amendiments within teo weeks of recsipt to ensure accurate details of the intenview. The educator will be sent a link via an email link
o & password protecked Folder to view the transeript

PG1.15 Will you crilliect data via chservation?*
Orves W

PG1.16 Will you eallect daka via photngraphy | videsgraphy?*
Orves @s

PG1.17 Will you erillect data via peychological inventaries or any other published, standardised test?*
Drves Wy

PGE1.18 Will you collect data via of human 87
Oives Wy

PE1.19 Will you collect daks vis responses to tasks, stimuli or simulstions?*
O ves g

PGE1.20 Will you colleck data via administration of 8 substance?*
Oiyes @
Yeas ='MNo

PGE1.21 'Will you collect data via any other procedure not cutlined shove?

Oives o

Review cutcome comments for G - Data Collection Methods .

This guesiios & nof answened.
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Click the grean arrow bo go to the next page.

G1 - Data Collection Procedure and Competence

PG1.23 Provide details about what you are asking participants in this greup I do or what is to be done to them. Include & step-by-step description of what participants

will experience IF they ehosose to take part in this project *

1. Participants will be interviewed regarding their knowledge and practice of course design, perceptions of course design, TESQA and HESF
standards.

2. Review and amend interview asccuracy of ranseripls

PG1.24 Howe much time are you asking of participants in this group and when will this time be required? (=g, 30 minutes after class).*

1. 30-45 minutes for intarview anly
2. 30 minutss - time to review and amend accuracy of intendew transeripks

P{E1.25 Where will the data be collected (venue and geographical location)? (e.g. front of 'venue')*

IS0 campus - T ar Spr on the Iacati
The researchar will arganiss a time and day to travel to where the sducater 15

PE1.26 Does the research insclve the administration of any bests or procedures that require particular qualifications?*
Dryes®
Yeas Ha

jon or vides conferencing if participant is net within these |ocations.
Iocated.

PGE1.27 Doss the research involve measures or procedures that are disgnastic or indicative of any medical or dinieal condition, or any other situstion of concarn?

{e.g. anasmia, bulimis, anorexis, anisty, suicidal tandencies, sggrassive behaviours, st )*
Drves W

Revies autcome commeants for G - Dats Colfection @ aind Ci

This guestins & nof answened.

Click the green arrow bo go bo the next page.

61 - Consent Method

PG1.28 fire these par sble ko for & 7
®ves Dhio

PG1.29 Will you L= & written Participant 1 Sheet or v b infarm 15 abok this project?™
®ves Dhio

PG1.30 Will thess participants be fully informed sbout the tris nature of the ressarch?*

Eyes Omn

PG1.31 Indicatie how you will abtain consant from this group of participants. *

2 Implied consent

) consent form <is{must be sttached with this spplication)</is

) Opt-out consent

) other

Consent may be expressed in & number of ways, A signed consent form has traditionally been the accepted method of decumenting & participant’s consent ko
participate in  ressarch project. Where used, information sbout the research praject is generally presented in & participant infarmation shest, explanatory statement, or
simiilar document that & participant retains, The process of communicating informaticn ko participants and seeking their consant should not be merely s matter of satisfying
& formal requirement. The aim is mutual understanding between ressarchers and participants. This sim requires an oppartunity for participants to ask questions and to

digcuss the information and their decisions with others if they wish.

PE1.31.2 Oubline the process by which the participants will give cansent and how they reburn the consant form bo the researchers,®

The Participation Information stabement and consant form will either emailed or handed to the prospective participant. A signature will be
refjuired on the consent form. The signed condent farm will be scanned and sank to the participant for there records and the original retained

snd stored as per the data siorage plan.

Review far &1 - Ci

This guestins & nof answened.

1111172020

Page 14 /19

86



Click the grean arrow bo go to the next page.

Group 2 - Participant Recruitment and/ or Observation

G2 - Participant Overview
PG2.1 Participant group 2 wodking title, (&, studant focus groug,; taacher survey)®
Prafessional staff participants

PE2.2 Hew many participants are expected kn be recriited in this group™
2.00

PG2.3 Describe whe the participants in this group sre,*
Program development consults from the Program and course enhancement bearm (PCE) |

PG2.4 Where will this group of participants be recruited from?
[l c+ice of Advance of Learming and Teaching (OALT), Program and course enhancement team (PCE) |

PG5 Are the participants in this group likely to be under 18 years of age?™
Drves Wy

P26 [= there a pre-existing (unsqual) relaticnship Bebween the participants and aryone imvolved in recruiting and/er collecting data from this group of participants?
[B.g. teachars andior lecturars/shidents, doctors/patients, smployersfamployess, ate ) *

®vas Ohis

PE1.6.1 Describe the nature of the pre-existing relationship and whom this involves.®

The researcher is & professional stalf member of the Program and Course Enhancement taam within the Office of Advancemant of Learring and
Teaching. The prospective participants pasition and remit focusss on program level where as the ressarchers position and remit focuses on
courses, The relationship has been developed thraugh supperting and engaging in program relsted activities within the boundaries of their
current position. Also the research has an existing research rélationship working collaboratively with prospective participants s & meniber of &
current research praject group. Neither researcher or participant is in any position of power RO are they able to influence the other party or
‘their decision.

PGL.6.2 Cutline what special precautions have been implemented to preserve the rights of thoss participants wheo decline to take part or withdraw from the ressarch
once the project has begun.®
Engagemeant with the ressarch by participants is voluntary. Participation in the praject will not affect futline wark Lndertaken as the project
focus does pot st within the remit of their current position. Participants will be advised both verbally and in the Participant infarmation statement

that they can withdraw for the research at any time prior to data being analysed. Withdraw after this point would be difficult as collabed data will
ek allow identification of data bel ko specific participant

PG2.7 Do these participants have any cultural needs? (a.g.. specific consent rangemeants or sensitivites, ste. F*
Crves @yo

Reaview cutcome comments for &2 - Participant Ovarview.

This guastion i ROt ancwened.

Click the grean arrow bo go to the next page.

G2 - Recruitment Method
PG2.8 Do you have sny criteria for the sslection, inclusion or exciusion of participants for this group to take part in the research? (e.0. MiNmUM Sg8 MeQUIrEMents)®
Orves @s

PGS Indicate which method/s you will us2 to recruil these participants:*
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] Email

] Personal contacts

| Tetephone

Addvertisernant

s ut

Snowbaling

Participants from ancther sbudy

Participants approsched in person by ressarch beam

Participants will NOT be actively recruited - they will be chesrved <bowithout their knowledge<b>
Other

CLLrUbDDOO

PG2.10 Indicate how you will obtain the contsct details of these participants.
®

#] From the participants themesives
| Fram s public domain source

#] Fram s private or third party sourcs
1 Other

PG2.10.1 Provide details abouk this source and its terms of use. Plasss nobs that obtaining identifiable parsonsl infarmation Without Sonsent may constituts & brasch of
Q@ Fprivacy legi *

o

The researcher will meet with the fssaciste director of Program and Colrse Bnhancement team to provide details of the exploratory
imvestigation and ssek permission ko issue the invitation. The Assaciate directer may recomemend participants from within the team_

PE2.11 Explain wha will invite thess participarts ts be nvalved in this project.”

The researcher will contact participants, The nature of the project will be explained, invitation issues with & Participant infarmation sheet and
consenk form,

PG2.12 Will you be offering payment or any other incentives ko this group of participants?*
Crves @o

Review outcome comments for 82 - Recriltmant Method,

This guestion i nof answened.

Click the grean arrow bo go to the next page.

G2 - Data Collection Methods
PELA3 Will you collact dats i questionnaires | sureyps?®
Dves Tyo

P&2.14 Will you collect daka via interviews or focus groups?®
Wves Do

P@2.14.1 Provide further detail about the interviews or focus groups, including: how many sessions will be held; where snd at spproximately what time (or
tirmeframe) will the sessions be held: who will be present from the research team; how many participants will be present at each sesion; who will conduct or faciitate the
session; will there be a debriefing process (and if yes, what will this involve)?

Attach & copy of your interview or focus graup questions (if known) or bread topics in the document upload section. *

1 semi-structured intendew will be hald with PCE participant at & tine and day of their cholce. The interdew will be betwesn 30 - 45 minutes,
Each interview will be individually condusdied by the reseancher,

PG2.14.2 Will your interview or Foriis group session be sudio or vides recorded 7
®ves Do

PG2.14.3 Will you arrangs for transcription of the sudia or video recarding?™
®vas Ohis

PE2.14.3.1 Provide detail cn how you will kandle the transeription procsss of the sudio o vides recording, inclisding whe will be irvohed in transcribing the data,
whether the participants will be provided an oppertunity to review sndjor edit the transeribed dacument, and how you will safely manage the data transfer process,®

Transcription of the data will be undertsken by the researcher bo provide a first draft, PCE participant will be provided with the drait
one for review and amendments within bwo weeks of receipt to ensure accurate details of the interview, The particpants will be ssnt &
Jink viss an email link to a pastword protected folder o view the transcript.

PE2ASE Will you collect data via chservation?*
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O ves @ho

PG2.16 Will you eallect daka via photography | videsgraphy?*
Orves @s

PG2.17 Will you exllect data via peychological [nvertories or oy other published, standardissd best?®
O'ves @y

PG2.18 Will you crillect data via collsction of human bicspecimens?*
Drves Wy

P&2.19 Will you collect data via responsss bo basks, stimull or simulations?*
Oives Wy

PGE2.20 Will you collect data via administration of a substance?*

Drves @y

PG2.21 Will you collect data via any ather procedure not outlined shove?
Oives g

Review cutcome comments for &2 - Data Colleckion Mathods .

This guastion i ROt ancwened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

G2 - Data Collection Procedure and Competence
PG2.23 Provide details about what you are asking participants in this group ko do or whet is b be done to Hhem. Include & sten-by-shep description of whak participanks
will experience i they choose to take part in this preject *

1. Participants will be interdiewed regarding their knowledge and application of TSQA, HESF standards pertaining to course design for [
lmwﬂmlmmmﬂm

P{E2.24 Hows much time are you asking of participants in this group and when will this ime be required? {e.g. 30 minotes afer class).*

1. 30 45 minutes for interviesw anly
2. 30 minutes - time to review and amend accuracy of intendew transeripks

PE2.25 Where will the data be collacted (venue and geographical location)? (e.g. frant of 'venue')®

LIS carmpus - Toowoomba andfor vides conferending depending an the PCE member location. The ressarcher will organise & ime and day to
conduct the inbardevws.

PG2.26 Does the research invclve the administration of any tests or procadures that require particular gualifications?*

Dves ©yo

PGE2.IT Doss the ressarch involve measures or procedures that are disgnostic or indicative of any medical or dlinieal condition, or any other situstion of concern?
{e.g. anssmis, bulimis, anorexis, sudety, suiddsl lendancies, sggressive behaviours, ke )*

Oves ®yo

Review cutcome comments for &2 - Dats Collection Procedure and Competence.

This guastion i ROt ancwened.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

G2 - Consent Method
PGE2.28 Are these participants able bo consant for themaslves ™

Eves I

PG2.29 Will you 12 & written Participant Information Shest or Explanatary Statement to inform participants sbout this project?™
®ves Do

PE2.30 Will these partidpants be fully informed about the true nature of the ressarch?®
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' ves Dhio

PE2.31 Indicate hew you will cbtain csnsert From this greup of participants *
) Implied eonsent

W) Consent farm <is{must be attached with this spplication)</i=

) Opt-sut consent

O other

Consent may be expressed in & number of weys, A signed consant form has traditionally been the accepted method of decumenting & participant’s cansent ko
participste in & ressarch project. Where used, information sbout the research project is generally presenibed in & participant infarmation sheet, sxplanatory statemant, or
similar dosument tiat a participant retaing.

The pracess of cammuricating information to participants and seeking their consent should not be merely a matter of satisfying a formal requirement. The aim i mutusl
urlerstanding between researchers and participants. This aim requires an oppeetunity for participants to ask questions and ko discuss the information and their decisions
with others. if they wish.

PE2.31.2 Oubline the process by which the participants will give consant and how they reburn the onsant form b the researchers.®

The Participation Information stabement snd consent form will sither emailed ar handed to the prospective participant. A signature will be
required on the consent farm. The signed consent form will be scanned and sent to the participant for their recards and the sriginal retsined
and stored as per the data storage plan.

Revigw qub s for &2 - C t Mathod.

-Th-qlminilu—-f.

Click the grean arrow bo go to the next page.

Supporting Documentation

Supporting Documents
17

Bedaw it & list of documents that may be required with this application. Upload each appiicable item against the matching document name. If you require mare than ane
document ba be uplaaded per item please use the 'Add New Document’ buttan .

**Nobe* * there are multiple pages in the grid below, use the change page buttons at the bottom of the grid to browse each page.

Allowable file extensions are pdf, doc, docs, xls, xdsx, msg, jpa, ppt, ppb.

Deseription Reference Soft copy Hard copy
Censent farm (as required, for each parkicipant greup) Consank Farm G1E2 dacx «
information sheet inbarview Group 2 Information Sheet Interview Gl dock -

Reaview cub s for Dy b (1)

This guestion & nof anowered.

Reaview for D (2L

This question i nof answered.

Raview far DX 3

}&mium

Revigw outcome comments for Documants (4).

This guestion i nof answered.

Review for Dy (5).
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This question & nof answered.

Click the green arrow bo go to the next page.

Declaration

Declaration

USQ Principal Investigator Declaration
I the undersigned declare thak I:
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APPENDIX B-EXAMPLE PARTICIPANT
INFORMATION SHEET(GROUP TWO)

University of Southern Queensland

UNIVERSITY
2 SOUTHERN
Participant Information for USQ
Research Project
Interview
Project Details

Assurance of Learning: Investigating UbD principles and processes to
Title of Project: dev_el_op a course design fr_amework for educators to evidence pedagogical
decisions in higher education.

Human Research Ethics

Approval Number: H20REA313

Research Team Contact Details

Principal Investigator Details Principle Supervisor

Mrs Hendrika Tame Prof. Karen Trimmer

Email: Cathy.Tame@usg.edu.au Email: Karen. Tnmmer@usg.edu.au
Telephone:+61 74631 1635 Telephone: +61 74631 2371

Mobile: +61 457 126 024
Associate Supervisor
Ms Niccle Brownlie
Email: Mi
Telephone: +61 746312354

Description

This project is being undertaken as part of a Master of Professional Studies (research).

The purpose of this project is to investigate UbD framework processes and principles, analyses
literature and ], TEQSA and HESF documentation to develop a course design framework suitable for
higher education to satisfy the evidencing requirements of TESQA - HESF (Threshold) Standard
Teaching, part 3.1 Course design, section 31.1- 5. The research team reguests your assistance to
understanding course design perception and practices and [JJli] and Higher education Standards
Framework requirements.

The research team requests your assistance. The information collected will assist answer the following:
1) Which UbD design framework principles and processes (if any), may be suitable for the development
of a course design framework for [l Commerce or Management and Enterprise interdisciplines?

a) What are the TESQA reguirements and is there an alignment with UbD design framework principles
and processes?

b) what are [JJll Commerce or Management and Enterprise educators’ course design practice and
perceptions of TESQA requirements?

c)To what extent does the Commerce or Management and Enterprise educators design practices and
TESQA perceptions align with UbD design framework principles, processes, and theoretical
underpinnings?
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Your participation will invelve participation in an interview that will take approximately 60 minutes of
your time.

The interviews will take place at a time and venue that is convenient to you, within a space of three
weeks. The interviews will be undertaken via video conference e.g. Zoom at a date and time that is
convenient to you.

Questions will include:
=  What are the requirements for TESQA and HESF standard for teaching - course design?
« What is - expectations’ for evidencing course design and course curriculum design?

The interviews will be audio recorded.

Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do not wish to take part, you are not
obliged to. If you decide to take part and later change your mind, you are free to withdraw from the
project at any stage. You will be unable to withdraw data collected about yourself after the data has
been analysed. If you do wish to withdraw from this project or withdraw data collected about you,
please contact the Research Team (contact details at the top of this form).

Your decision whether you take part, do not take part, or to take part and then withdraw, will in no
way impact your current or future relationship with the

|

It is expected that this project will directly benefit you and other educator and the organisation will be
the identification of a course design framework that can be used in collaboration with professional staff
to assist educators in designing course. The documentation produced by the educator can be used to
address requirement of the HESF (Threshold) Standard Teaching, part 3.1 Course design, section 31.1-
5 by TESQA for registration purposes. The participants provided and utilising the framework to design
course would gain insight into course design and enhancing their learning teaching practice. The
possible flow on benefit is that the participants will share the use of the framework with course team
members to assure learning.

In participating in the interview, there are no anticipated risks beyond normal day-to-day living.
Should participation in the study raise any issues or concerns you can access the following services:
Employee Assistance Program (EAP) https://assureprograms.com.au/services/ or Queensland
government: Mental health access line: https://www.gld.gov.au/health/mental-health/help-lines/1300-
mh-call

In participating in the interview, all comments and responses will be treated confidentially unless
required by law.

The video conference interviews will be recorded. You will be provided with a copy of the interview
transcription for review and endorsement in the project. You will be given 2 weeks to review and
request any changes to the transcript before the data is included in the project for analysis.

The recording will be not used for any other purpose. The research will have access to the recording
and will transcnbe the recording. It will not be possible to participate in the project without being
recorded.
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In accordance with 2.5.2 of the “Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research” research
data should be made available for use by other researchers unless this is prevented by ethical, privacy
or confidentiality matters. The researcher intends to publish the results of the research in journals
where the findings will be accessible.

Any data collected as a part of this project will be stored securely as per University of Southern
Queensland’sResearch Data Management policy.

We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclesed) to confirm your agreement to
participate in this project. Please return your signed consent form to a member of the Research Team
prior to participating in your interview.

Please refer to the Research Team Contact Details at the top of the form to have any questions
answered or to request further information about this project.

If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project, you may contact the
University of Southern Queensland Manager of Research Integnty and Ethics on +61 7 4631 1839 or
email researchintegrity@usg.edu.au. The Manager of Research Integnty and Ethics is not connected
with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an unbiased manner.

Thank you for taking the time to help with this research project. Please keep this sheet for
your information.
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APPENDIX C-CONCEPTUAL MAP FOR INTERVIEW GROUP ONE THEMES

Alignment to

R

—

objectives | scaffolding
Summative / Design
formative strategy
‘ il benchmark
Alignmentto N
Assessment I | 1
) course content , cohort
b 2
. [ -
Graduate / Discipline focus
outcomes )
Assessment Design
skills considerations Aé&aching ~ ~ \
. - | ———method 7/
- Design B ——
Content \ process g ’d d =N
: tudent nee
focus y Learning \ (\ ,
-—-- Course \ \
design -
purpose / J Alignment to == (fﬁeories 4
objectives { Alignment to \‘ ~. 1
Other | \| content Y Pg—
N P ~Traditional ~
- - =~ - - \
P a\‘\ ~~ . \piagic_e_s_ _7
technology ( cohort ) et — N
~ / — = == Curriculum N\
S -" gtlident N / . 1
mapping .
(achievement . ,’ ==
,I".'_‘s\ \s___ = S = LearningandskiIT‘,
earning
~development _~
(\ structures P / S~ E -
S ———— | Assessment
/[ —
/ “"Achi t
outcomes ( Achievement > Course
« | decisions 7/ consumption
N - -
scaffolding = >




APPENDIX D-EMERGENT THEMES

Emergent Themes No. 1. A correlation exists between UbD stages and higher Education Threshold Standards no.3

UbD Process Stages

Document

—
=y
@
3
®

Sub theme:

Higher Education Standards Framework (Threshold Standards) 2021 (HES Framework)

Identify desired results (Stage 1)

Unpacking standards (Professional
Accreditation bodies/TLOs/
Program objectives/ course specs/
attributes/ Academic plan- FYI/WIL)

HESF 1 Student participation and attainment — 1.4 Assessment and outcomes
1.The expected learning outcomes for each course of study are specified, consistent with the level and field of education of the qualification
awarded, and informed by national and international comparators.
2.The specified learning outcomes for each course of study encompass discipline-related and generic outcomes, including:
a. specific knowledge and skills and their application that characterise the field(s) of education or disciplines involved
b. generic skills and their application in the context of the field(s) of education or disciplines involved
c. knowledge and skills required for employment and further study related to the course of study, including those required to be eligible
to seek registration to practise where applicable, and
d. skills in independent and critical thinking suitable for life-long learning.
HESF 3 Teaching — 3.1 course design
5. Where professional accreditation of a course of study is required for graduates to be eligible to practice, the course of study is accredited

and continues to be accredited by the relevant professional body.

Sub theme:

Clarifying content priorities
identifying big ideas and core tasks
(content/topics/

theories/skills/attributes)

HESF 3 Teaching — 3.1 course design
2. the content and learning activities of each course of student engage with advance knowledge and inquiry consistent with the level of study
and the expected learning outcomes, including:
a. current knowledge and scholarship in relevant academic disciple,
b. study of the underlying theoretical and conceptual framework of the academic disciplines of fields of education or research
represented in the, and,

c. emerging concepts that are informed by recent scholarship, current research findings and, where applicable, advances in practice

Theme 2: Sub theme: HESF 1 Student participation and attainment — 1.4 Assessment and outcomes
Determine Curricular priorities and Assessment | 3. Methods of assessment are consistent with the learning outcomes being assessed, are capable of confirming that all specified learning
acceptable methods alignment outcomes are achieved and that grades awarded reflect the level of student attainment.
evidence Sub theme: HESF 1 Student participation and attainment — 1.4 Assessment and outcomes
(Stage 2) Performance based (assessing 4. On completion of a course of study, students have demonstrated the learning outcomes specified for the course of study, whether
understanding summative and assessed at unit level, course level, or in combination
formative)
Sub theme: HESF 3 Teaching — 3.1 course design
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Theme 3
Plan learning
experiences
(Stage 3)

Designing/planning process (right

experience)

3. Teaching and learning activities are arranged to foster progressive and coherent achievement of expect learning outcomes

throughout each course of study

Sub theme:

Cohort consideration

HESF 3 Teaching — 3.1 course design
4. Each course of study is designed to enable achievement of expected learning outcomes regardless of a student’s place of study or the

mode of deliver
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Emergent theme 2: Educator design practice exhibit similarities to UbD processes

Category/Theme

Data extracts - Group 1 educators

Theme:
Perception of UbD

| haven't heard of those terms, [P1]

No. No, I haven't. / Just a little bit. | attended your seminar and, yeah, | learnt about that in your, in your talk. [P2]

I've heard of backwards design? Not understanding by design? /... the information sheet you sent around. The first time | came across that term. [P3]
No, never heard of that [P5]

... lunderstand that backward design to be... just like you would probably like a business with a strategic plan. What's the end goal? What's my objective here? And
then being able to, as you write the course, always going back to those objectives and those outcomes and say, well, have | just provided that content in, at this
level or is that really focussed on the strategic elevation and strategic thinking that is the undercurrent of the programme. [P1]

Well, it would be designing a course by starting with the learning outcomes and thinking from there, um through the tasks the students are going to need to
complete and then thinking about the materials they need for that task from there. [P3]

| think what you might be implying with design thinking kind of approach is often | will think about where | want the course to be. What is specific content,
knowledge, given my knowledge of theory? And then sometimes | will work backwards and say, right, | will here's here's the content that | think is most have here.
Here are the different components of content. And then I'm and sometimes | will cognitively rather than necessarily writing anything down cognitively frame that in

my mind. It's about what that will look like in terms of modules. [P5]

Category:

Course design alignment to
UbD process

Theme:

Course curriculum design -
Process articulated but
driven by program
objectives curriculum

alignment.

| start off actually with program objectives. | look at the discipline program objectives and then I'll look at the course objective, how that fits in that. And then | start
designing the floor space, to see how it fits to satisfy a) the programme objectives and b) the course objectives. / And then, and then | basically start looking at the
assessment. | actually look at the assessment first and see how that will then filter into the course design, because obviously the assessment has to fit into the
objectives, has to fit into the programme. And then | say, well, now that we've got to that sort of that the, at that level, let's go down and actually see the content and
what, what, what, what content do we need to satisfy all these, / Having said that, | don't try to satisfy all the programme objectives, that's not the purpose. | try to |
try to make sure that the course objectives are consistent with at least some of the programme objectives rather than targeted to the program objectives the course
objectives have to be consistent with some but not all of the program objectives. [P1]

I'm thinking about how I've done it in the past. | definitely think about the academic skills we want to develop and sort of backwards map from there, | guess, um, to
do assessment tasks and then thinking about the particular readings and so on that we'd need from there.

Um, but also just a specific knowledge that we can use to a specific content move that would be just a more conventional course design of finding a way to fititin, |
guess. And that's a combination with the backwards design. [P3]

So if 'm writing a new course. I'll start with the course objectives, obviously start with the course specification and the course objectives and the rationale and
synopsis ... So | will tend to use a modular approach. / So if | have four modules, I'll break it up into module one, two, three, four. So module one scaffolding
knowledge related to the course learning outcomes so that if learning outcome one is defined and explained, then, you know, chap. module one might be referring
mainly to the objective one. And then objective two and three starts talk about apply and develop a different leadership theories or change many theories. Then I'll
start to work up these, those modules to fit them. So | very much. If the writing component, then the module design with the learning outcomes and the rationale
synopsis of the course. / the modules then are reflective of the course, the course content is reflected of what we want to achieve, what do we want to achieve in

that particular course. / And then the assessment then is designed specifically to be able to address this, course outcomes [P5]
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Category:

Course design alignment to
UbD process

Theme:

Other approaches to course

(not the other way round). The old, the old way we design the content. The design is everything after that. So that's long dead. [P1]

... when [ first started teaching probably 30 years ago ... but what | focus, especially in the early stage, is the content, is what | need to present to the student and
help them to understand and help them to learn. So that would be the number one thing because that yeah, that is, that | suppose what we are saying is the learning
outcomes. / But in the past, we never use that term, so um but it's always say, say a syllabus. What are the topics that the students need to learn? And then what |

would do is to look at what other universities are doing. And then look at our own programme and see how they fit in with other courses or subjects. [P2]

design | think it's probably a bit of a combination of that sort of backwards design and sort of more conventional design. (conventional design) starting with, you know, sort
of disciplinary knowledge, area theory knowledge and treating that as what you need to get across to your students, rather than on academic skills? / And um, it's
sort of something that I've discovered sort of, you know by, through trial and error. So if it works and learning from other people you know. [P3]

Theme: Well, again, it all goes back to literally the map. | design a map, which is programme, course assessment. [P1]

Identify desired results
(Stage 1)

Sub theme:

Unpacking standards
(Professional Accreditation
bodies/TLOs/ Program
objectives/ course specs/
attributes/ Academic plan-
FYI/WIL)

So the whole programme objective was actually to, to train people to do research in the future [P2]
we all should be very conscious of that, those AQF levels, | guess, and looking at, you know, what that what those standards are like, so you know it and what we

want to achieve. / ... the volume of learning that you have to compress into half the time is is huge. [P4]

Theme:

Identify desired results
(Stage 1)

Sub theme:

Clarifying content priorities
identifying big ideas and
core tasks (content/topics/

theories/skills/attributes)

So it's not just people telling you, it's not just problem solving. It's got to be, beyond that. So | always have this sort of thinking. /I like my students to have this ability
attitude that they keep learning, keep exploring, keep developing more as a thinker and researcher. Not just in their university, problem-solving, search problems,
but there in their lives their family, everything. [P2]

So, | set, sometimes | design a problems. | will look at whether it is problem solving or finding your problem, or find your problem and find solutions, or just identify
future issues [P2]

I think it's from specific topics. | think it's about thinking about the course as a whole. I'm thinking about the most logical way or the most feasible, practical way of
getting that knowledge across over the course and how | to break it up into modules and you know how we can scaffold, you know, more complex things rather than

simpler things we are on / First, to content theme of the course, the knowledge that content being adopted rather that the academic skills [P3]

Theme:

Identify desired results
(Stage 1)

Sub theme:

Reframing around

understanding (course

But | guess it's a process of just thinking about, um, you know, what the overall course objective are, what the overall, um. [P3]

Well, it gets back to the learning, learning outcomes really specifically. So, you know, the learning outcomes say reflect and apply some kind of knowledge to
particular case. / So, | really do connect with the learning outcomes all the time / They are just really do relate to the outcomes. / Yeah, | do. | often go back to
Bloom's Taxonomy, Learning Taxonomy. So | say, right, you know, knowledge, comprehension, you know, the kind of stuff application and I'll go back and say, well,
| think. [P5]
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objectives/ module learning

outcomes)

Theme: Determine
acceptable evidence (Stage
2)

Sub theme:

Curricular priorities and
Assessment methods

alignment

With that you try to get an overall feel for, for basically what you're trying to achieve. And your trying to achieve competence in the course material and trying to
achieve some sort of key skills, adaptability, communication, whatever. / But you've got to look at the overall picture and sometimes the overall picture is exactly
what you're trying to achieve, which are achieve, a graduate or a person who that leaves the course that is actually competent in that course. / So, the assessment
at the end of the day, you've got to look as, as a big picture. Has the assessment achieved what these overall objectives are rather than. [P1]

So, of course, they need to understand all the basic formative stuff, like vocabulary needed to read, terminology and some of them they are not intellectual
challenges / So they just spend time to learn to understand and that is important. And that is just like language. So, yes, they don't have that skill if they don't have
those vocabularies. They can communicate. They can get things done efficiently. So that is important. /

| think the nature of information systems or I.T. or engineering, so, there’s a big part, which is in application solving problems, designing things. / But the challenge
would be to work on the assessment so we can achieve the outcome because a good piece of a assessment. | think that would really help because like if they
actually going to something that is very useful and they learn a lot, it is because it's not just textbook. [P2]

And | think this is again, what's probably been a refreshing task in the MBA is going back to those outcomes and also having a really good idea of scaffolding. / I'm
conscious of two things: one is, is the content knowledge, but also then the skills, | guess, that they are trying to build [P4]

Well, I normally break down the content. So let's say there are two pieces, two major bits of content in each of those in a particular module. And let's say each of the
content is broken down into, say, three sub parts. [P5]

And for that, it would be simple multiple choice questions or just fill in the blank, short questions, things like that. And usually they don't get too many marks for that.
But | do, if possible, to get them to earn a few marks, so that is to encourage them to actually do it./ And then the big part and, which is the problem solving and
summative. And that is for them to apply what they learn. [P2]

So, | think that having a final, you know, it's resulted in me thinking that having a final task, which is sort of a summing up of some overall theme and sort of critical
analysis, of the course content and sort of a, a, you know, a synthesis of course content is a good final thing. /

And then having sort of an earlier summative assessment item like I'm on, yeah, really, now we're down into a specific sort of an analysis of a particular reading or
something along those lines. And then, also having, | guess, formative assessment throughout the course in terms of a low short stakes, weekly activities
throughout the course as well. / It's just, you know, using that's conventional two essay and an exam sort of thing and sort of learnt over time that um, that It's

doesn’t work particularly well. [P3]
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It would be good for us to feed into a portfolio of evidence at the end of the day where, you know, those, those courses in the assessment for those courses actually
provided them with evidence that they had, in fact, achieved in that area or mastered that skill or learnt that content or whatever it was. [P4]

this particular component of the content would be ideal, for formative assessment. This particular component would be ideal for summative, you know, and not ideal
for formative because it's a bit more complex and it needs to be teased out more, you know. / So | might sort of say it would be for them to look at formative
assessment for sub parts one and two and then maybe sub parts for the two point one and two point two or something and. But the formative assessment, sorry the
summative assessment would then need to pick up the other sub parts because they're the major, major bits and pieces that | think they must have, like must have

knowledge. Must be to demonstrate, sorry, articulate that knowledge in terms of how they apply to a particular problem or something like that. [P5]

Theme: Determine
acceptable evidence (Stage
2)

Sub theme:

Authentic performance

And it's explicit in saying here’s what the, the big concepts are, here’s what that looks like in practise, here’s how you need to maybe reflect on your own practise
and right now would bring it all together, do whatever. So | guess in the assessment it was the same thing. / So we could assess what those big picture things were,
we would assess what you think it looks like in the world, we want to assess how you've experienced it in the world. And so they can see as they're learning that

how that contributes to the evidence, | guess. / So that when they leave, that contributes to them getting jobs. And, and also even in their own course selection, [P4]

Theme:

Plan learning experiences
(Stage 3)

Sub theme:
Designing/planning process

(right experience)

Any learning activities should basically be complimenting the course material. / should be sort of building towards the assessment tasks. So, it's like that big of a link
between the two / But it's the overall picture that if you look at the learning activities as a whole, are they doing that link and if they are that’s the focus of them. [P1]

| think what is important for me is always learn and know about all this new technology and, and try to use them when they are relevant. /

Cause when they go to workforce, they will need that and | will encourage and force them to use Zoom or Slack. Yeah, it just make it, just not technical, the teaching
stuff but everything support what their learning to achieve. [P2]

What | do most of my courses is have revision questions and tutorial activities, which are either answering some question about the course content, which is
normally directed at specific, you know, academic skill as well, like tasks and thing like academic skills and scope of the content for the week? / And perhaps a task
like summarising a piece of research and reading research paper coming up with some paragraphs or something like that, or outlining an argument breaking down
the logical structure in an argument. [P3]

I've been involved in the MBA, which is to have all of those learning activities, just be the assessment. [P4]

So you have a lot of learning activities all through the modules. / And some of them could be reflective pieces, some of them could be small application to
application of knowledge to practise, you know, activities. So, yeah, they're all through all through the modules / It's sort of like what, what, what you know, what

things I'd like them to know about knowledge and what things I'd like them to know about comprehension, and the other aspects of that tax taxonomy. [P5]

Theme:

Plan learning experiences
(Stage 3)

Sub theme:

Cohort consideration

so Microsoft teams, that we are using or Slack's or a Trello. These are great tools. And I tried to get them to use them so they may not be related to their course
thing that they need to learn for getting marks. But these little things, especially like, say, for example, Microsoft team, and that would be very, very useful
transferable skills that they have. / Cause when they go to workforce, they will need that and I will encourage and force them to use Zoom or Slack. Yeah, it just
make it, just not technical, the teaching stuff but everything support what their learning to achieve. [P2]

| need to understand how the younger generation learn? AND | think that is really important. / But | need to acknowledge and understand that, like um, for them, ok,
that may not be the norm. So | need to | need to make their learning easier. / | think from their current stage to the next space of learning style or that that that takes

time. | think we need to be aware of, of their situation, their style, their behaviour. [P2]
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We have such a varied profile of student and how a school leaver, for example, wants to interact with your material is hugely different than how an executive wants
to interact with your material. / So, yeah, in terms of the activities, look, | think what's really difficult also is that students pare everything back to: what do | need to
pass, you know by and large. [P4]

And also learning styles. I'm aware of learning styles that different people, different learning styles which came out of my PHD studies years ago. And so | try to mix
and match the kind of activities that | think would be suitable for: a. different learners and how they learn and b. based on, you know, Bloom's tax, learning

taxonomy, which is pretty? [P5]

Theme:

Plan learning experiences
(Stage 3)

Sub theme:

What to Cover VS not to

cover

They want to learn something like write a programme collaboratively and | get them to use the tools to help them to get their work done. [P2]
| thought about what skills | want them to develop therefore | got the assessment items, which | think are going to develop those skills and the design that will help
them with those assessment items. [P3]

Theme:

Plan learning experiences
(Stage 3)

Sub theme:

Formative assessment —

when, what, how

So, of course, they need to understand all the basic formative stuff, like vocabulary needed to read, terminology and some of them they are not intellectual
challenges [P2]
And then, also having, | guess, formative assessment throughout the course in terms of a low short stakes, weekly activities throughout the course as well. [P3]

this particular component of the content would be ideal, for formative assessment. [P5]

Theme:

Plan learning experiences
(Stage 3)

Sub theme:

Engaging and effective

I think that, what's not, what's not working, which is actually what a lot of us have, is our learning activities, is simply asking them to comment
on things in the discussion board, because they've don't, the realities that they don't. / Mentimeter and things like that a little bit...And I've
actually found that to be, quite, quite enlightening and active and thought provoking, which has been good. And I think something like

Mentimeter because it's anonymous. [P4]
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Emergent theme 3: Lack of clarity around requirements, expectations or obligations

Data extracts - Group 2 Professional Data extracts - Group 1 educators

Theme: Vague standards and TEQSA requirements

threshold standards, they're not that extensive really. And they're not, they’re kind of more high
level / they aren't meant to be ... overly prescriptive and that they do want universities to have
a certain amount of leeway in terms of how they, um, implement things or not. [P6]

the threshold standards and all of the TEQSA guidance notes just far too vague and | don't

know why they feel like they need to be so vague [P7]

Theme: What’s in vogue at the time

university perspective. | think. It's more around. Whatever policy document is in vogue at the
time around, learning and teaching, that's to me what would be encapsulating the university's
perspective so or expectations. So, | guess, at the moment the, that main document would be
the Academic Plan...first year experience, ... workplace integrated learning and employability
principles. / you'd be expected to comply with whatever assessment policy and procedures
So, | feel like the university's expectations, to the extent that they are articulated, arh, tend to
be articulated in those types of documents. [P6]

the overall values of the university and what they're trying to achieve, in that sense. ... each
individual course actually, you know, referring back to those overall values of the, you know,

respect integrity, excellence as well. / the minimum requirements, [P7]

Theme: TEQSA at program/institution/ program/ course level

| still think this is framed as being at the program level / But probably more aimed at the
program level. / All | can really go on is what's in the threshold standards and | guess like the
guidance notes, but again a lot of those guidance notes are more institutional level / So | don't
think they (TEQSA requirements) go down, to what we call the course level, [P6]

TEQSA'’s are not actually specific in what they require in that area (course design), and | would

say none. [P7]

Theme: Lack of clarity of university or institutional expectations or approach

Yeah, well, I don't think that's (university expectations of the academics) very clear at all. / if | think there's two things that are really a problem: one, when you get away from the programme
you are tasked with designing a course. That’'s end product ...l don't think is ever really clearly | level and the discipline level, people just design stuff that might be interesting to them. / | think, |
articulated. / | don't think that academic staff are necessarily given any guidance from think things like TEQSA and the HES framework, that they're admirable, you know, they're
supervisors or heads of school around curriculum designed to be perfectly blunt. / ... | think that | necessary. | think the operationalisation of that at our level is really poor. [P4]

things like what does the university expect at that level is pretty badly articulated, [P6]

Theme: Fixing the problem through building capacity
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there's a very large kind of educative piece that is missing as well and, um...kind of really
developing staffs capacity to understand and execute, um, good curriculum design. / You know,
when we're on boarding staff, when we're even for casual staff like that should be something
around the fact that we work in a regulated sector and that we have certain kind of statutory
obligations that we have to fulfil to remain as a university [P6]

...online course on that wouldn't be out of the ordinary. [P7]

Theme: Institutional barriers to course design

| do find quite a lot of limitation in terms of the technology. | know [JJlij has a lot of technology but
allocation of that and, and time to develop activities is difficult also [P4].

it's the level of approval that is needed for us to make any changes. Like, um. | think that is a
hurdle, have to say a hurdle because. Sometimes changing things... | think if we've got that
flexibility to make changes any time we want, in a way and time, especially.../ But certainly in
terms of the big structure and big thing, | still need lots of approval. / So if that process can be
streamlined, | think that would help. / But | think if we can have more visibility and that might be

easier. [P3]

Theme: Perception of university imposition and dictation

They (university processes) have been perceived as ... quite ... revolutionary and sort of like,
we've got all this stuff suddenly we had to have to do. ...no no, these are the minimum

requirements. This is what is minimally expected, like most people, should be going well and
truly above this. / | think a lot of lecturers are just saying it is, you know, an extra added bit of

workload rather than this is actually a requirement of TEQSA. [P7]

So I find it quite annoying. That | see over and, over, and over again dictation of what should go in
when it's not understanding the creative process. ... what should we be coming from
administration is guidelines. And that's all that should be coming, not dictation. / Which | think is
actually doing the exact opposite of what they hope to do stifling creativity it's killing basically
people's ability to adapt. / ... a terrible section of our admin that every has to be mapped, but it's
not everything. You try and design something on a, on a sort of generic level or a macro level.
And when, and when you get these ridiculous pedantic arguments for: how does this particular
module relate to this particular? / ... people who dictate with this has to fit with this. It doesn't fit.
It's not like a Lego. Things don’t have to fit identically. /... I'm so, so annoyed with this um: you will
have 13 points now, our stupid rules now. /

It's just so restrictive that it doesn't give you creativity, doesn't give you ability. [P1]

And | know the idea is quality and all that, but it's like we're racing to the bottom. We're racing to
the absolute minimum standards. You might be guaranteed the minimum quality. But that's all
your guaranteeing. [P1]

Again, it's it's still part of this mentality that we cannot get away from that every part, of course, of

every assessment of everything has to be mapped to something specific / ...You don’t design a
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course that way because it's so mechanical, it's so ridiculous...And to say but assessment one
that maps to ... and is so restrictive. It's, it's just insane. [P1]

It's, it's, it's dictated by people haven’t design anything in their lives. It's dictated by people who
think everything can be mapped exactly. Again, | don't want to be sort of restricted by saying
every single learning activity, every question and every learning activity must be matched exactly
too. This is that ridiculous admin dictation process. [P1]

Once you start dictating how to paint, you know, then it's not a painting any more is it? It's, it's, it's,
just mechanical reproduction. And that's, that's, the process we've gone down and unfortunately
at [l we've gone down very prescriptive by the numbers, you will do these ten steps and look
your course will be perfect. Um, no it's not, it’s not like that at all. /And we have this mind set in
some insane people on this place that's the way we do, our course design. List the standards,

have them written in front of you and make sure everything matches against the standards. [P1]
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Data extract - Group 2 Professional Data extract - Group 1 Educators

Theme: Academic awareness

People have no idea about that stuff. In the main, | would say that Well, TEQSA is just the government, the government imposing what they believe is minimum required standards and
most people have, you know, absolutely no clue, about...even like the | they've got every right to. / But the bottom line is the government's got every right. And they should have every right to
basic, like | guess, they might have some inkling that higher impose minimum standards. / But the university's response to TEQSA can be sometimes, um, over reactive, can
education is regulated like some kind of inkling, but how that is sometimes be a little bit hysterical / Of course, we've all heard of TEQSA, we've all, all, terrified of being audited by

relevant to what they do know - no idea. / I'm not blaming academics | TEQSA. Aren’t we? / No there guidelines [P1]

for this. | think it's the institution's responsibility to really make sure Yes, that's arh, | don't understand. I, I'm sorry. I'm not familiar with the actual details (HESF). What was more specifically
that everybody is on the same page [P6] (standards related to academics), no. [P1]
| don't think that they see that connection ... Yeah, I've heard it them, to satisfy some internal pilots, um, they need to add quality, but yeah, no, um, but | really don’t

...people (academics) just don't understand the bigger context. / less | understand what they do really. / We have some of these administrative requirements that we need to deal with some time.
than 50 percent (awareness of TEQSA) [P7] But | don't think that's been something that I've really had to come up against, so. / | seen those words, those was
acronyms but I, yeah. / From past experience ...1, | actually work on one of they um application to that, yeah, for a private
university but that was like, um, 2010. [P2]

I'm, I'm aware of them, but | don't know a lot about them because we haven't had. They haven't kind of been. | don't think
so, anyway, | have flowed down to us in academic, at the level of writing programs. ... Not, not a lot. Just heard about

them, but not a lot, probably very little. I've had | haven't used of them in the design of my courses or programmes. [P5]
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Theme: Academic response/ perceptions of TEQSA/ Standards

And they see a lot of the initiatives, to kind of move in that direction as | It's our job as universities and | say ours. It's everyone's job to make sure that we operate within those rights (TEQSA) [P1]

being the university, being overly prescriptive or taking away their | don't feel any particular responsibility to them, | don’t feel any responsibility to that, | just making sure students do well. /
freedom to be creative in their own courses or whatever / you start We have some of these administrative requirements that we need to deal with some time. But | don't think that's been
using words like quality or, you know, the regulator or whatever, something that I've really had to come up against, so. [P3]

people think that it's like talking about a performance or whatever. So | think, I think things like TEQSA and the HES framework, that they're admirable, you know, they're necessary. | think
Massive failing on our part. [P6] the operationalisation of that at our level is really poor. [P4]

the vast majority of people consider it an enormous waste of their Ok, all right, no, no, sorry that | was getting that confused. No not as totally familiar with the TEQSA one and the other one

time. But the vast majority don’t, the vast majority think they're, you then in that sense. | had been using the AQF levels. / | know about TEQSA, | guess | know about, about TEQSA stuff
know, they're being interrogated by the police. [P7] because I've had to work with someone in TEQSA years ago when | was signing of a program. But and | remember
vaguely her sending, she was the head dog of TEQSA at the time, they're sending me some stuff. Think it might have been

when | was rewriting the MBA years ago, but | can't remember much else, [P5]
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Emergent theme 4: No evidence or documentation exist or is required for course design.

Data extract: Group 2 Professional

Group 1 Educators

Theme: no course design documentation

Someone (academic) actually fully outlining the decisions they've made in terms of the
constructive alignment of the course and yeah, | seriously don't think anyone's doing that. / |
would say most people (academic) would have no idea, what's expected of them, and people just
make it up. And in terms of actually documenting decision, the decision making process would be

seriously surprised if people did that. [P6]

The records are kept here. (indicating in the head) / | do maps on whiteboards... No, | don't. |
don't take a picture of the whiteboard, | don't, | don't copy down. Basically, that whiteboard.
[P1]

| would say mostly up in my head. [P2]

No, not really. (gesture pointing to head) / But no, | haven't been systematic about
documenting. / No. You know, I've got the, the actual, the actual structure, you know, appear
on StudyDesk - yeah, but | don’t document the structure — how | actual come to them. [P3]

No (the process) No. | honestly just jot it down. [P5]

Theme: No University documentation for TEQSA requirements for program not course
There's not really like a systematic approach to that as far as I'm aware, like, you know, a kind of
template or something to fill out. And I think as we move towards a curriculum management
system and, um, I'm talking more here about core specifications rather than like really putting the
meat on the bones to courses. [P5]

But we've been quite specific in terms of what we require. Mostly because of the TEQSA
accreditation...the course action plans...when examiners are going to make change or even if
they're not coming to make change after a semester of teaching, it does make sense to write a
few sentences to justify why change was made or to justify why change wasn't made. [P7]

But you know, evidence, some sort of evidence brief would help with that. ...

that was pointed out in our conditional registration that we needed more evidence around

curriculum change ... [P7]

Theme: No university Framework or tools for course design

thinking about re accreditation? You know, that, that's just very poorly and very kind of manually
handled. / terms of that type of regulatory requirement ... | guess ,we need to do a lot better, um,
from a systems perspective to make sure that we have a central point [P6]

There's not really like a systematic approach to that (course design) as far as I'm aware, like, you
know, a kind of template or something to fill out. And I think as we move towards a curriculum
management system and, um, I'm talking more here about core specifications rather than like

really putting the meat on the bones to courses. [P6]

108



Mm hmm. And in terms of program, | know we're going to some sort of software in another year or
so that will evidence the curriculum design and development of a program level, but not

necessarily a course level. [P7]
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