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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Evaluating the impact of funded learning and teaching innovation continues to be of high priority across national
and international educational sectors. While this is mentioned in reviews of funding schemes and continues to
be raised in other fora, undertaking an evaluation of impact at a sector wide level within the Australian context
has not been conducted.
In late 2015 the Office for Learning and Teaching (OLT) funded a ten month, part-time academic secondment to
complete an impact evaluation of key themes funded by the OLT from 2012 – 2016. The key question for this
evaluation was ‘Did anyone pay any attention at all?’ Unlike other evaluations that have been undertaken as part
of individual grants and fellowships, this evaluation was pitched at a sector wide level, as well as understanding
any impact institution wide. Four key themes were agreed by the OLT Expert Panel and these themes were
confirmed by senior leaders in learning and teaching across the sector as priority issues: English Language,
Academic Integrity, Learning Analytics (Student Retention) and Graduate Employability.
The secondment has delivered four significant outcomes:
1.

An approach to impact evaluation of learning and teaching innovation

2.

An analysis of sector-wide views of impact of OLT funded initiatives by senior leaders in
learning and teaching across Australia

3.

Four case-studies of impact for each of the themes (English Language, Academic Integrity,
Learning Analytics (Student Retention) and Graduate Employability)

4.

A social network analysis of funded OLT grants from 2012-2016.

Impact evaluation is a complex and contested concept. There is now a growing body of research on this topic
and many pilots and assessment exercises have analysed research across Australia and the United Kingdom
identifying a range of indicators to measure impact, using various approaches and methodologies.
Drawing on the original remit of the OLT for the purpose of this evaluation, impact was defined in the following
way identifying five domains:

Through a thematic lens, the effect that project/fellowship outcomes have had at a sector-wide level on:
		
1. addressing significant national educational issues
		
2. informing policy development and practice
		
3. promoting and supporting change
		
4. implementing innovation
		
5. developing leadership capabilities
	Ultimately this will include the impact on any improvements to the student experience as it relates to the
specific theme(s).
Using these five domains a set of questions and indicators were identified to measure and report on each of the
four themes to be evaluated. In doing so, a number of factors were taken into consideration including the timelag between the research, dissemination, implementation and impact; links between causality and attribution;
broadening indicators and measures beyond publications and citations; and using a variety of methods to
source and report impact.
Based on the Research Excellence Framework (REF) undertaken in the United Kingdom in 2014 and previous
Australian pilots (ATN and Go8, and ATSE) a case-study methodology was used to report impact across the
four themes identified for this evaluation. The four themes represented a mixture of contemporary and future
focussed higher education issues and were areas funded in the early establishment of the OLT. The impact of
each theme is briefly summarised:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY cont.

English Language: Australian universities continue to have a strong interest in English Language not only
for International students but also for the diverse student population participating in university study. The OLT
funded work under this theme has contributed to policy development and practice by informing a positioning
of English Language support for all students and a greater focus on communication skills. This positioning has
been drawn upon at a sector wide level through government documentation and by professional associations.
Many universities have used the outcomes of the work of these fellowships/projects and the ongoing work of
researchers in this area to inform policy and practice at an institutional wide level.
Academic Integrity: Prior to substantial funding of this theme by the OLT, much of the research on academic
integrity that was conducted in Australia, was small scale and focussed at an individual institutional level. The
funded OLT work has shifted this focus to sector-wide and to institutional policy and practice. The outcomes of
the research are being drawn on directly to inform national standards and institutional policy and practice across
Australia and internationally.
Learning Analytics: Learning and data analytics to support student retention has emerged as a strong field of
interest. Individual Australian universities are at many different stages of development and implementation on
a broad continuum. As a relatively new field, learning analytics has had quick uptake across the sector but an
understanding of the implementation of learning analytics at an institutional level is still emerging. The studies
funded by the OLT have provided much of the evidence based knowledge and practical exemplars to aid uptake
by many Australian universities and international partners as they explore and implement learning analytics at an
institutional level.
Graduate Employability: The graduate employability projects funded by the OLT have delivered a much
stronger focus on disciplines and engagement with industry. Based on evidence based research, resources to
inform and support curriculum development with an employability focus have been widely disseminated across
the sector. These include employability frameworks for renewal of curriculum for employability toolkits and
detailed case studies. A significant number of invited presentations have been delivered and peer-reviewed
journal articles and book chapters published by all team members. This represents an impressive contribution
to a new body of literature, engaging a large number of higher education participants. The outcomes of this
work also represent strong relationships and knowledge development on the topic of employability with national
discipline bodies, disseminating new information and resources across the sector.
Against the five domains defining impact, each case study documents evidence of sector wide and institutional
impact and engagement with outcomes from the nominated fellowships and grants aligned with these themes.
At a sector wide level direct impact from outcomes can be evidenced through Australian government uptake
of findings, informing policy and procedural developments by peak university groups, strong engagement with
national and international professional associations, and industry partners. At an institutional level, outcomes are
drawn upon to inform policy review and development and change practices. Post the completion of the project
or fellowship many of the leaders are continuing to engage and develop their specific topics further through
ongoing consultations and presentations. Across the four themes an extensive peer reviewed publication profile
has been established and continues to be built upon as project leaders and fellowship holders attract future
grants and supervise doctoral students.
Interviews were held with senior leaders in learning and teaching in 85% of Australian universities and with key
people from Australia’s peak university bodies and groups. There was strong endorsement of the work that has
been funded by the OLT. All leaders were able to cite specific examples of how they used OLT funded outcomes
at an institutional level to inform or change practice. Overwhelmingly the strongest endorsement related to the
contribution this has made to lifting and supporting a culture of learning and teaching across Australia and
within their own institutions. It was recognised that a level of expertise and leadership in learning and teaching
has now been established at a sector wide level and the advantages of being able to draw upon that to inform
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY cont.

university practices and change are widely supported.
The OLT and its predecessor the ALTC required that projects are awarded to collaborative partnerships
across multiple institutions. The broad distribution of funding across partners has been documented (Gardner,
2016), but what was unknown was more detail about the nature of the collaborations – how did they play
out in practice? To investigate this a ‘Social Network Analysis’ methodology was applied to all funding of
grants and projects (excluding fellowships) from 2012 – 2016. This network analysis demonstrated that
collaborations between institutions are highly interconnected and they are not controlled by a select few or
dominated by specific university groups. Twenty-six universities (of a possible 41) are core to the network, each
one connecting with a minimum of 20 other universities. This inter-institutional core is a result of cumulative
collaborations on multiple projects with diverse institutions over the time period. Individual researcher
collaborations were also analysed and demonstrated distributed networks of multiple relationships with each
other.
It is acknowledged that there are limitations in the approach taken for the impact evaluation and the
methodologies used for this secondment. These include the diverse roles of interviewees, that the focus was
representative of a small percentage of OLT funding, and the short time frames for dissemination of project
outcomes.
However, in returning to the original question which framed this secondment ‘Did anyone pay any attention
at all?’ to the outcomes from funded OLT fellowships and projects across the identified four key themes, this
impact evaluation clearly demonstrates that ‘yes, they did’. This is well evidenced in the sector and the results of
OLT funded work continues to grow as people further draw upon and build on these outcomes. What has been
established is a body of work, a level of expertise and a culture of learning and teaching that is highly valued and
used at multiple levels across the Australian higher education community.
In summary, the following findings have been made:
•

Funding has been evenly distributed across the sector and has developed a culture of collaborative
activity, development and innovation in higher education learning and teaching. This is evidenced
through a social network analysis of all grant funding.

•

OLT funded activity and its outcomes have resulted in a body of knowledge and set of resources
that are widely drawn upon across all Australian universities.

•

Expertise and leadership have been developed in key areas and this is recognised by the higher
education community.

•

The themes focussed on (for this evaluation) remain key areas of concern for universities – all are
being built on and sustained post the end of project/fellowship.

•

There is substantial evidence of each of the themes having sector wide impact and uptake at an
individual institutional level.

•

Dissemination for key themes has extended post completion of the final report and this is
strengthened when educational researchers publish in peer-review publications and develop
strong links with sector wide and/or international professional organisations.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Australian higher education sector has a long history of funded initiatives to support learning and teaching
in higher education. This has ranged from committees to oversee particular aspects of learning and teaching to
the establishment of organisations (institutes, councils and offices) to develop innovation and reward excellence
in learning and teaching. Many reviews of these different initiatives have been conducted over the last fifteen
years (Hicks, 2004; McKenzie, Alexander, Harper & Anderson, 2005; Dow, 2008; Milbourne, 2015) but what
has eluded these reviews is an evaluation that focuses on ‘impact’.
The Office for Learning and Teaching (OLT) was established in 2012 and like similarly funded schemes, at the
heart of their programs was making a positive impact on learning and teaching. The fellowship program, like
no other program, was about making change across an institution or group of institutions. Similarly, the grant
program which included innovation and development grants, strategic priority commissioned grants, extension
grants and seed grants, has also progressed significant issues in learning and teaching across the sector,
within institutions and at the discipline level. One of the hardest things to accomplish is to make change in
the academy and to persuade a large number of people to make changes. These programs have provided
opportunities for individuals and groups of people to lead change in learning and teaching.
The aim of this secondment was to undertake a sector wide impact evaluation of funded OLT grants, projects
and fellowships against key learning and teaching themes. Specifically, the original purpose of the secondment
was: to develop evaluations of key themes of collaboration for innovation in learning and teaching from OLT
funded projects. The aim of this work is to enable broad access, dissemination and take-up of OLT resources.
The evaluations should indicate the significant work to date, provide a consolidation of findings and key issues,
and describe the impact of OLT funded grants, fellowships and awards1.
In undertaking this evaluation four key activities were conducted.
1.

Defining ‘impact’ and developing a methodology to undertake this evaluation

2.

Conducting interviews with senior staff responsible for teaching and learning within
universities, professional organisations and peak higher education bodies

3.

Developing four thematic case-studies demonstrating impact at sector wide and
institutional levels

4.

Conducting a social network analysis of all funded OLT grants and projects from
January 2012 – June 2016

1 As

stated in the secondment summary (OLT website).
However, after initial consultation with the OLT Expert panel awards were excluded from the evaluation.
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2. BACKGROUND

The OLT was established in January 2012, taking over from the Australian Learning and Teaching Council
(ALTC). It ceased to exist in its established form on 30 June 2016, although its functions (continuing grants and
fellowships, and the Australian Awards for University Teaching) continue under the Australian Government’s
Department of Education and Training. The Australian Government has a long history of funding learning and
teaching going back over 30 years with the Commonwealth Staff Development Fund (CSDF) 1990-1995,
the Committee for the Advancement of University Teaching (CAUT) 1992-1995, the Committee for University
Teaching and Staff Development (CUTSD) 1997 -1999, the Australian Universities Teaching Committee (AUTC)
2000- 2004 and the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education 2004-2011, with a name
change to the Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) in 2008 until 2011.
The following remit was originally published on the OLT’s website:
The Office for Learning and Teaching promotes and supports change in higher education institutions for the
enhancement of learning and teaching.
Its responsibilities include:
•

providing grants to academics and professional staff to explore, develop and implement
innovations in learning and teaching and to develop leadership capabilities

•

commissioning work on issues of strategic significance to the higher education sector to
inform policy development and practice in relation to learning and teaching

•

managing a suite of awards to celebrate, recognise and value teaching excellence and
programs that enhance student learning

•

funding fellowships and secondments for leading educators to address significant
national educational issues

•

disseminating resources on innovations in learning and teaching

•

supporting the development of effective mechanisms for the embedding of good
practice in learning and teaching in Australian higher education

•

encouraging collaboration and sharing of good practice for improved student learning
outcomes and

•

facilitating networking and professional development opportunities for academics
and professional staff.

Over this time the OLT has funded more than $60 million2 across five programs which include: 316 Grants
(Innovation & Development, Seed, Leadership, Extension, Commissioned Work), 56 Fellowships, 7 Networks,
6 Secondments, and the Australian Awards for University Teaching comprising 615 citations and 95 program
and individual awards. This has involved every Table A university in Australia, private providers, independent
organisations and international partners. A large number of individuals have been involved in the grant and
fellowship programs and awards (citations,awards for teaching excellence and program awards) have been
conferred on recipients from all eligible higher education institutions. As such, OLT initiatives have touched a
significant percentage of Australian Higher Education staff in one way or another.

2 This

excludes inkind contributions made by participating institutions.
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BACKGROUND cont.

As part of the grants program, the OLT under the direction of the OLT Expert Panel has identified an extensive
list of priority areas for funding. These have included:
•

Academic Integrity

•

Academic Workforce

•

Access and Equity

•

Assessment and Promotion of Student Learning

•

Curriculum Design and Renewal

•

Educational Administration / Management

•

Employability Skills / Graduate Employability

•

English Language Support

•

Improving Institutional Pathways

•

Improving Indigenous Education

•

Improving Tertiary Pathways

•

Innovative Use of Technology

•

Learning Analytics

•

Internationalisation / Global Perspectives

•

Quality and Standards

•

Research and Research Skills Development

•

Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM)

•

Student Experience & Engagement

•

Work Integrated Learning (WIL)

Across the OLT’s remit, total funding allocation over a four and half year period, areas of strategic priority, and
recognition of excellence in learning and teaching (through awards and citations), the volume of OLT outreach
and influence has been immense. But the question remains as to what actual ‘impact’ has happened. Using a
thematic approach for four key themes, this secondment has addressed and evidenced sector-wide impact of
OLT funding.
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3. IDENTIFICATION OF KEY THEMES

A scan of themes funded by the OLT was conducted. To enable any valid evaluation of impact, a focus was
limited to projects funded and primarily completed in the time period 2012 – 2013.
The following themes were identified and a brief rationale for their choice is provided.
1. English Language
Previous work on English Language Proficiency has centered on International students, but given a widening
and more diverse group of students participating in higher education, it has been strongly argued that any future
work must be inclusive of all students, and with a greater emphasis on discipline integration. Two significant
fellowships and a commissioned grant (a Good Practice Report) have focused on English Language Learning
to provide a deeper understanding of institutional practices to support English Language development for all
students.
2. Academic Integrity
The processes for ensuring the quality of an Australian university qualification are critical. This is of increasing
significance as larger numbers and a more diverse cohort of students enrol in higher education. The ongoing
monitoring of academic integrity is essential for all higher education providers but practices varied between
individual institutions. Four commissioned grants were supported to provide a sector wide understanding of
academic integrity with a focus on policy, practices and pedagogy. An earlier grant funded under the ALTC
and finalised in 2013 examined Academic Integrity standards and specifically reported on aligning policy and
practice in Australian universities.
3. Learning Analytics
Although learning analytics is a new area of investigation and a theme more recently funded by the OLT, the
uptake of and interest in learning analytics across Australian universities has been high. Ultimately institutions
are using learning analytics to improve the quality of the student experience, improving retention and completion
rates. While some of the focus of this approach is on identifying ‘students at risk’, approaches go beyond
this, enhancing all aspects of the learning experience and pedagogical practices. As an emerging area,
commissioned grants have been funded to explore the different uses of learning analytics and their outcomes
across the sector.
4. Graduate Employability
There is a long history of the business community and the higher education sector working together to develop
a greater understanding of the attributes of graduates. Universities have focused on curriculum reforms to
embed graduate attributes and professional competencies into their programs. However, there is still evidence
of employers’ dissatisfaction with graduate readiness. Taking a discipline based approach and with much closer
liaison and consultation with industry and employers, the OLT commissioned a series of grants to articulate
more clearly how universities can best support students to develop generic skills.
At the beginning of the secondment the OLT Expert Panel confirmed these four themes, and they were equally
supported by senior leaders in learning and teaching across the sector as interviews were undertaken.
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4. SCOPING AN IMPACT EVALUATION

Two key sources influenced the directions taken for this evaluation. One was the recent report by Emeritus
Professor Ross Milbourne in August, 2015 (Milbourne, 2015) based on a sector wide consultation for ‘A new
national institute for Learning and Teaching’. One of the major gaps and weaknesses identified by Milbourne
was ‘a lack of systematic process of long term evaluations of impact from the programmes’ (Milbourne, 2015,
p. 9). While it is acknowledged that there has been some commentary on the work of the OLT, what is missing
is ‘an over-arching measure of impact’ (Milbourne, 2015, p. 9). The report also identified that ‘the definition of
impact is not well understood in the sector’. This request echoed others who have similarly highlighted the need
to focus on the impact of ALTC/OLT initiatives (Hicks, 2004; Dow, 2008). Specifically, this secondment was
charged with addressing this gap.
The second source that influenced directions for this secondment was the OLT Expert Panel and their thoughts
on the purpose and scope of the secondment. The panel, who acted as the primary reference group for this
secondment, raised some key parameters to be addressed. These included: consideration of long-term impact,
a focus on a smaller number of projects and fellowships that were funded in the early part of the establishment
of the OLT to obtain a rich insight - so depth, rather than breadth; and taking the review of impact a step beyond
the ‘Impact Management Planning and Evaluation Ladder’ (IMPEL) model developed by Tilly Hinton in 2014 3.
Questions to be addressed included:
•

Did anyone pay attention at all?

•

What was taken up?

•	How have universities engaged with grant outcomes? (both those directly involved in the
grant/fellowship, but also those that were not)
•

What are the best dissemination vectors?

•

What has happened beyond the end of a project/fellowship?

•

Did the outcomes make a measurable impact on students?

•

So what? Who took it up? Why? How?

Key questions
Given the above scope and a review of the literature on impact evaluation (see section below) the following
questions framed this evaluation. More detailed questions were constructed at a thematic level.
1.	Through a thematic lens, what was the impact of programs (grants and fellowships) funded by the
OLT?
2. Have the outcomes had a measurable impact on the student experience?
3. What systems/processes best support successful impact of learning and teaching projects?
4. What issues need to be considered for shaping future developments in learning and teaching?
Ultimately, the question ‘Did any one pay any attention at all?’ drove the impact evaluation.

3 IMPEL

model: https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/impact_resources.pdf
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SCOPING AN IMPACT EVALUATION Cont.

Deliverables
It was agreed with the OLT Expert Panel (11 February 2016) that the following outcomes would be delivered.
1.

An articulated approach to evaluating the impact of key learning and teaching initiatives.

2.

An impact evaluation of the four key learning and teaching themes
a. English Language
b. Academic Integrity
c. Learning Analytics
d. Graduate Employability

3.

Responses from senior leaders in learning and teaching across the sector, and

4.

A social network analysis of all OLT funding from 2012-2016.

Three other considerations also framed the scope of the secondment. Given the direction to focus on depth,
only fellowships and grants were included in the evaluation and not learning and teaching excellence awards
and citations. Secondly, in collecting evidence of impact the time frame focused upon was post the fellowship
or project final report. Achievements, outcomes and publications as recorded in final reports of projects and
fellowships form the basis of significant dissemination activity and are part of the resources which contribute
to the ongoing record of the funding opportunity. Thirdly, to evaluate impact a focus was placed on the stated
findings drawn from each fellowship or project. It must be noted that documented findings can be categorised
into two groups. The first include learnings/observations that are reflective and point to further research and the
second are tangible outcomes that can be used by the sector. In terms of evaluating impact, it is the latter type
of outcomes that were emphasised.
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5. AN APPROACH TO DEFINING IMPACT OF LEARNING AND TEACHING INNOVATION

5(a) Defining impact
To undertake an impact evaluation, it is important to be able to clearly define ‘impact’. Understanding impact
is conceptually complex and contested with multiple views and ongoing debates about what it is and how to
measure it (Hargreaves, 2016; Husbands, 2014; Hinton, 2013). This is particularly problematic in the social
sciences where definitive metrics or indicators are harder to attribute and measure. Yet the term is used
frequently and measuring the impact of research is of current and ongoing interest to the Australian Higher
Education sector as an approach is refined through an extensive consultation process by the Australian
Government4 under the guidance of the Australian Research Council (ARC).
Preceding the current work on defining impact by the Government, the following studies and frameworks were
drawn upon to inform the approach taken in this secondment for this evaluation. Of particular interest are
definitions of impact, indicators used to demonstrate impact, and the use of case studies to describe impact.
Recent work has explored models and frameworks to understand and frame impact evaluation. The Department
of Industry, Innovation and Science recently commissioned Rogers, Hawkins, McDonald, Macfarlan & Milne
(2015) to ‘explore the challenges and document a range of possible approaches for the impact evaluations that
the department conducts’ (Rogers et al, 2015, p. 6). While this report focussed on science related disciplines,
the analysis relating to impact evaluation provided some useful observations for broader discipline areas. They
identified four main purposes for impact evaluation: advocacy, allocation, analysis and accountability; three types
of questions to be asked: descriptive, causal and evaluative; and a framework for designing impact evaluations
that takes into consideration the available resources and constraints, the nature of what is being evaluated, and
the nature and purpose of the evaluation.
Over many years the National Centre for Vocational Education Research (NCVER) has been active in assessing
and measuring impact. They have produced a good practice guide on ‘Measuring and Maximising Research
Impact in Applied Social Science Research Settings’ (Stanwick and Hargreaves, 2012), a logic model for
assessing impact (Stanwick, Hargreaves and Beddie, 2009) and a series of research reports relating to this
theme. The most recent report by Jo Hargreaves (2016) ‘Apprenticeships and vocations: assessing the impact
of research policy and practice’ provided some useful insights into the application of this framework to evaluate
how research conducted by the NCVER has had an impact on policy and practice.
As different groups have investigated impact evaluation both in Australia the United Kingdom a case-study
methodology to demonstrate impact has been explored and piloted. The Group of Eight (Go8) and Australian
Technology Network (ATN) universities undertook the Excellence in Innovation (EIA) for Australia Research
Impact Trial (2012). This approach used a case-study methodology to pilot the assessment of 162 research
case-studies from 12 participating universities. The learnings from this pilot demonstrated the value of casestudies for this purpose but also highlighted the importance of tightly written case-studies with verifiable
sources to support claims being made.
In 2014, the Australian Academy of Technology and Engineering (ATSE) established a steering committee
to undertake a project, Research Engagement for Australia (REA) to develop a metric which would measure
collaboration between researchers and industry across all discipline areas. Of relevance to this evaluation
was the piloted use of optional ‘vignettes’ to supplement the results calculated for the REA based on external
funding attracted by industry and the use of existing data collections: the Higher Education Research Data
Collection (HERDC) and the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA).

4 http://innovation.gov.au/page/measuring-impact-and-engagement-university-research
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AN APPROACH TO DEFINING IMPACT OF LEARNING AND TEACHING INNOVATION cont.

The most extensive exercise using a case-study approach to measure research impact has been undertaken
in 2014 in the United Kingdom by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). While the
Research Excellence Framework (REF) excluded impacts on the advancement of knowledge within the higher
education environment (and teaching and learning), the peer reviewed case-study approach that was taken
provided a useful approach to inform the evaluation for this secondment. Participating institutions for the REF
submitted succinct case-studies of impact (approximately 2000 words) which included a summary of the
impact, underpinning research, references to the research, details of the impact and sources to corroborate the
impact.
Case-study methodology is recognised by many as a useful addition to providing a richer assessment of impact
(Stanwick & Hargreaves, 2012). Such an approach is useful in describing research outcomes but is less
straightforward in terms of ‘measuring’ impact.
Case studies that made the most convincing claims to impact show causality, use measures and
indicators, address issues of attribution and contribution, emphasise progression or spread of impact,
show systemic capture of impact information, and present a tailored account using an active authorship
style. (Ross and Morrow, 2016, p. 3)
The OLT and its predecessor (ALTC) have also funded insights into impact models. A previous secondment
to the OLT (Hinton, 2013), investigated the ‘influence factor’ of outcomes from learning and teaching grants.
The term ‘influence’ was deliberately used in preference to ‘impact’ so that more specific meanings could be
attributed, rather than confusion due to the ‘definitional crowdedness of the term impact’ (Hinton, 2013, p. 9).
Drawing on the Impact Assessment Process used by Ako Aotearoa in New Zealand, the Impact Management
Planning and Evaluation Ladder (IMPEL)5 was developed for the OLT and has been embedded in reporting
processes for OLT grants since 2014.
There are multiple definitions of research impact, academic impact and educational impact. What they all have in
common is an observable and definable influence on another person or organisation and being able to evidence
this change. Within this simplistic description are many variations of the influences of impact and how these can
be measured. In defining academic impact, bibliometrics (publications, citations) are commonly used but many
other ways of demonstrating impact including subjective views through interviews, policy analysis and other
observable behaviours are now being recognised and are being included (Ross & Morrow, 2014).
It is widely acknowledged that there is not a common understanding of how to define or evaluate impact
(Rogers et al, 2015) and this is a particular issue in the area of learning and teaching. Some concerns that are
raised and need to be considered when undertaking an impact evaluation include:
1.	The time-lag between the research, dissemination, implementation and impact – it is long and
variable (Milbourne, 2015). Stanwick and Hargreaves, (2012) originally suggested 2-3 years after the
publication of the initial research report as a reasonable time-frame for consideration, others argue that
a much longer period of time is needed (Hargreaves, 2016; Taylor, 2016). Some impact of research
can be quite quick whereas for other work it may take many years for uptake.
2.	Links between causality and attribution are often difficult to make and this particularly relates to policy
development. Typically, new policy draws on a range of sources, it is a complex process drawing
on many factors to contribute to the final outcome, often drawing on a body of research rather than
single works, and it is not well referenced (Stanwick and Hargreaves, 2012; Hargreaves, 2016). This

5 https://docs.education.gov.au/node/41141
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is also similar with informing practice – direct causality cannot always be identified (Stanwick and
Hargreaves, 2012).
3.	Impact is often reported in narrow terms – for example some see it only in terms of publications or
promotion success. While definitions of impact must be broader and inclusive of other methodologies,
it should be recognised that identifying changes relating to organisational and social outcomes are
always attributable to many variables and multiple influences (LSE blog, 2011).
4.	Disseminating findings varies greatly (eg publications and conferences) and can be quite passive in
terms of whether outcomes are taken up or not (LSE blog, 2011). Social media is now playing an
important role in disseminating information and connecting people (and more accessible) and must not
be ignored as an indicator of uptake (Ferguson, 2014).
5.	Some impact assessments focus on the teacher only, making an assumption that this will flow through
to student engagement (Milbourne, 2015).
6.	Impact and engagement, which are two different measures, are often used interchangeably (Taylor,
2016).
7.	Using a variety of approaches and tools is necessary for impact research (Stanwick and Hargreaves,
2012).
8.	Outputs from the social sciences can be quite different from other disciplines. They are often more
conceptual in nature (Bastow et al, 2014).
9.	The impact of research can quickly dissipate unless something is actively done about it (Husbands,
2014).

5(b) Defining impact for this evaluation
To define impact for this evaluation the following questions guided this understanding:
1.	What is the purpose of measuring ‘impact’?
2.	In completing an evaluation of key themes of learning and teaching funded by the OLT, how will impact
be defined?
3. What measures of impact will be used for this evaluation of learning and teaching?
4.	Are there similarities and differences between evaluating impact of research and impact of learning
and teaching research (educational research)?
Rogers et al, (2015) acknowledge that there is no single right way to conduct an impact evaluation. They
suggest that a ‘combination of methods and designs that suit a particular situation is needed’ (Rogers et
al, 2015, p. 6). In discussing issues that need to be taken into consideration when undertaking an impact
evaluation, the intended use of the evaluation is raised. Stanwick and Hargreaves (2012) emphasise the need
to be realistic and pragmatic. When designing and undertaking this evaluation two main purposes were at the
forefront of the approach. The first was to answer the question relating to the funding of grants and projects
relating to specific themes by the OLT – did anyone pay any attention at all? The second aim was to articulate a
methodology and approach to the impact evaluation of innovative teaching and learning initiatives that could be
transferrable to other themes, funding sources or used by individual organisations.
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To define ‘impact’ for this evaluation three sources have framed the definition. They include the OLT’s remit, and
statements that scope the purpose of the grants programmes and the fellowship programme.
Hence, for the purpose of this evaluation impact will be defined in the following way identifying five domains:

Through a thematic lens, the effect that project/fellowship outcomes have had at a sector-wide level on:
		
1. addressing significant national educational issues
		
2. informing policy development and practice
		
3. promoting and supporting change
		
4. implementing innovation
		
5. developing leadership capabilities
	Ultimately this will include the impact on any improvements to the student experience as it relates to the
specific theme(s).
Specifically, OLT programs aimed to achieve the following (and these aims are covered within the five domains).
Grants program
•

investigate, discover, develop and implement innovations (4)

•

facilitate scholarship and research into learning and teaching (1,2 & 5)

•

promote systemic change in the sector (3)

Fellowship program
•

undertake strategic, high-profile activities in areas of importance to the sector (1)

•

have a positive and lasting influence and impact on higher education practice in Australia (2 & 3)

•

leadership (5).

The following considerations were also taken into account:
1.	Impact can be planned or unplanned and can have positive and negative effects. In evaluating ‘impact’
consideration will be taken of how impact is viewed/managed through the fellowship/project phase as
well as after the fellowship/project has concluded.
2.	Impact is a complex, multi-pronged concept. To obtain a richer/deeper understanding of impact
multiple methodologies will be used including metrics and case-studies. The methodologies may be
varied depending on the theme being evaluated.
3.	While ‘change’ is an important outcome of research it is recognised that changes in organisational
outputs and social outcomes are always attributable to multiple forces and influences.
The table in Appendix A identifies each of the five domains identified in the definition of impact including impact
on the student experience, poses questions for determining impact and then aligns some possible indicators
recognising that they are proxies for impact. This framework was used to scope each case study, recognising
variations required for each of the four themes.
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5(c) Using a case-study approach
In designing the case studies for this evaluation three case-study approaches were drawn upon. They include:
•	Impact case studies based on REF2014 (UK) impact case studies7 (summary of impact, underpinning
research, refs to research, details of impact, sources to corroborate the impact)
•	Higher Education Academy (HEA) International case studies8 (context, description of innovation,
distinctive features, funding, barriers to implementation, embedding of the innovation, impact and
success, references)
•

Go8 and ATN Excellence in Innovation for Australia (EIA) impact case studies9.

To write the case studies for this impact evaluation the following categories were used:
•

List of projects contributing to the theme

•

Summary of impact

•

Context

•

Details of impact/outcomes against the five domains

•

Sources to corroborate the impact

•

Two examples of institutional vignettes.

The aim was to keep the case studies succinct (4-6 pages in length). All case studies were distributed to
project leaders and institutional contacts (for the vignettes) for verification and comment before being included
in this report.

7 REF

case studies: http://impact.ref.ac.uk/CaseStudies/Search1.aspx
International case studies: https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/learning_excellence_international_case_studies.pdf
9 https://www.go8.edu.au/sites/default/files/docs/atn-go8-report-web-pdf.pdf
8 HEA
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To obtain an understanding of sector wide impact and engagement of OLT activity, interviews were held with
senior staff with institutional responsibility for learning and teaching and representatives from peak university
groups. Interviews were conducted in person and by phone with over 70 people. This involved key people
and the OLT Expert Panel while the secondment was being scoped, senior staff responsible for learning and
teaching across their university, people from peak university groups and professional associations, fellowship
holders and project leaders, and university staff who had responsibility for key areas for the institutional
vignettes.

6(a) Senior university staff responsible for learning and teaching
Senior staff with learning and teaching responsibility were contacted for all universities across Australia. A
specific request was made to speak with staff who had institutional responsibility for learning and teaching,
typically at a DVC or PVC level. Only six universities from the 41 universities listed as Table A and B providers
were not represented in the interviews for senior staff or the case studies (85.7% response rate). Interviews
both by phone and in person were conducted with people from 36 universities and five university peak bodies
(UA, IRU, ATN, RUN, G08). Appendix B provides a full list of institutions and interviewees.
The interviews covered three areas.
1. General questions about the impact/engagement with OLT funded work
2. Specific questions about each of the four themes
3.	Concluding questions about future directions and priorities in teaching and learning (see Appendix C
for a list of questions which guided the interviews)
While all interviewees were able to comment on each question and the themes identified, the range of
responses varied and were dependent on different organisational structures, responsibilities people held
within an individual university, and the individual university’s priorities at the time of the interview. In some
universities, responsibilities are defined quite differently and to the extent that some senior staff were unable
to comment with any detail on some of the themes, while others had detailed knowledge of developments
within their institution. Some universities take a whole-of-institution strategic approach to learning and teaching
developments and others are more faculty driven. Where each university was positioned in terms of maturity of
key themes varied enormously. There is also constant change across the sector and some interviewees had only
been at their institution for a short time, but were able to comment on previous experiences at other universities.
Some interviewees have been closely associated with the OLT (or previous Australian Government learning
and teaching funded bodies) and may have held ALTC/OLT fellowships and grants, while others were more
distanced, some indicating a closer alignment with their disciplines rather than learning and teaching in general.
When summarising the responses this diversity needs to be taken into considerations but overwhelmingly there
was still strong engagement in OLT funded work and the key themes identified.
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6(b) General observations about the impact of and engagement with OLT funded work from senior learning
and teaching staff
Interviews with people who either have institutional responsibility for teaching and learning (Deputy Vice
Chancellors Academic or Pro Vice Chancellors Teaching and Learning) and senior staff in sector-wide
organisations (Universities Australia, IRU, ATN, RUN, G08) provided some valuable observations which support
the impact, influence and engagement of OLT funded outcomes at a sector wide level and also within individual
institutions. Across the 55 interviews it was evident that there was a good general awareness of OLT funded
programs and their outcomes, and a level of respect and recognition of OLT work. Interviewees recognised that
there was a body of work available on a range of learning and teaching issues which they are able to engage
with on a needs basis. The DVC A group meets bi-annually and an up-date on OLT projects is provided at
those meetings. DVC As also commented that they use these networks to access specific information about
topics in learning and teaching as needed. But for all the positive comments made, there were also counter
observations which identify different usage of OLT outcomes, perceptions of quality, and provide some useful
insights for future funding bodies. Comments from all the interviews have been summarised below beginning
with advantages and benefits of funded outcomes at sector wide and institutional levels, and concluding with
observations and suggestions for improvement.
Benefits for the sector
•	Many of the topics funded have provided starting points and opportunities for conversations across
the sector on key topics in learning and teaching. This has been advanced when clusters of projects
on similar topics have been funded.
•	OLT funded work has established strong networks across the sector and connections at multiple
levels. They have also enabled connections with people and institutions that might not have been there
otherwise (this observation is supported by the Social Network Analysis, described later in this report).
•	Funded work has provided important points of reference and connections for people in regional areas,
people not in universities in the eastern states, for private providers, and smaller universities which
don’t have the capacity to develop projects in these areas. Table B and private providers commented
that access to OLT initiatives has had a huge impact on the culture of smaller institutions and has
provided leverage for other initiatives.
•

The networks have typically been non-competitive.

•	Through fellowships and grants, champions have been identified and supported and expertise at a
number of levels has been built.
•	Connections have been established internationally and externally funded projects (OLT and others)
have helped to profile an international reputation for Australian educational research.
•	Through government funded initiatives (OLT and its predecessors) a strong culture of learning and
teaching has been established sector wide.
•	The goodwill of people engaged in fellowships and projects is widely acknowledged. People willingly
share their expertise and give their time. The accessibility and ease of contacting key researchers,
during and after project completion was acknowledged.
•

There is an acknowledged level of credibility and respect for work that has been undertaken.

•	Funding specific topics has assisted in accelerating knowledge and interest in those areas across the
sector.
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•	Even if an application is unsuccessful the conversations and collaborations that are started are
ongoing and many continue regardless of the success of the application.
•

The collaboration across the sector and collegiality that has developed are seen as unique.

•	While multiple sources are often drawn upon, it is recognised that the research is conducted and
applied to an Australian context, this assists in its application for individual universities.
•	Universities suffer from constant changes of personnel hence ‘memory wipe’/churn occurs. Funded
outcomes assist in being a point of contact for the sector and individuals.
Institutional benefits
•	OLT funded activity and awards help to focus attention within an institution, and assist in ‘lifting’
interest in the topic.
•	The ability to bring someone in externally with expertise in a specific area to conduct a seminar/
workshop that can then ‘kick-start’ institutional development and be the catalyst for further
conversations was commented on frequently. As a result of OLT funded projects and fellowships there
are so many more things institutions are participating in that they weren’t doing before.
•

Professional development gained through participation on OLT assessment panels was recognised.

•	By calling on established experts through fellowships and projects there is the ability to move faster,
rather than needing to build this expertise internally. There is a body of knowledge with a level of
credibility that can be drawn upon for a starting point.
•	Funded activity has established a culture and ethos around learning and teaching and leadership and
sharing good practice nationally and this has also been reflected within universities. It has helped
individual senior leaders in learning and teaching to build interest and the ‘brand’ of learning and
teaching.
•	Engagement with external funded learning and teaching has been a catalyst for developing and
advancing learning and teaching within individual universities
•	Having a body of work to draw on has assisted with individual benchmarking of different learning and
teaching activities. Principles and frameworks can be used in reviews. People commented that they
referred to OLT work as a starting point when dealing with key learning and teaching issues.
•	For senior leaders in learning and teaching from overseas and who have taken up new appointments
in Australian universities the body of work produced by project and fellowship outcomes and good
practice guides, have provided a good point of reference to the Australian context.
•	Most universities have been directly engaged in OLT projects as leaders or partners and outcomes are
applied at an institutional level.
•	Some of the funded work has resulted in strategic outcomes that can then be drawn upon for
university-wide implementation.
•

Some outcomes of projects have resulted in behaviour changes.

•

Being able to attract external funding has legitimised people already working in the area.

•

There was agreement that the OLT has been influential in supporting change.

I M PACT EVALUATI O N O F KEY TH EM ES FU N D ED BY O LT 2012-2016

22

RESPONSES FROM SENIOR STAFF cont.

Observations
•	The OLT has provided a source of original, contextual research in learning and teaching to draw upon,
which along with other international sources, informs future directions in key areas.
•

There have been strong, strategic benefits from project and fellowship outcomes.

•

A body of work in learning and teaching has been advanced that people can build upon.

•

There is evidence of a strong return on investment.

•	Reporting requirements are not always the best format for getting information to the sector. There is
a need to be able to access the information in bite-size formats. There were reported difficulties in
accessing OLT data-base (which is now being addressed by another secondment). There needs to be
improved practices on how to share excellence and best practice across the sector.
•	It is not always easy to engage people in disciplines in learning and teaching initiatives, hence there
needs to be more inter-disciplinary collaboration. Engagement at an institutional level can be adhoc,
not strategic. It is sometimes difficult to get people engaged in the faculties (this is often patchy) –
how to win over the mainstream of academics.

6(c) Thematic analysis of university Learning and Teaching Strategic plans
A brief scan of university learning and teaching plans was conducted to analyse current themes in learning and
teaching. Most universities have strategic plans at a number of levels, they are given different titles and the
detail within them varies greatly. For the purpose of this analysis university plans were accessed from university
web-sites where they were publicly accessible. Of particular interest was detail around learning and teaching
which was not always accessible and these plans, especially at a more operational level are often password
protected. Of the ten universities surveyed with plans that were accessible and were dated from 2015/2016
onwards the following themes are being emphasised:
•

Use of new technologies for innovative learning (x9)

•

Undergraduate curriculum reform – improving pathways, flexibility (x7)

•

Embedding industry, the professions, international connections (x6)

•

Graduate attributes (x5)

•

Support of staff - teaching quality and excellence (x5)

•

Use of learning analytics (x3)

•

Research-led education (x3)

•

Assessment (authentic and flexible) (x2)

•

Interactive and collaborative learning

•

Students as partners

•

Embedding academic literacies

•

Engagement in extra-curricular activities

•

Inclusive learning environment
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Case studies were completed for each of the four themes: English Language, Academic Integrity, Learning
Analytics, and Graduate Employability. A consolidated summary of the impact for each of these areas against
the five domains is included in this section. This is followed by each case study which includes sources to
support the impact evaluation.
1. Addressing significant national educational issues
There is strong confirmation that the four themes selected for this impact evaluation are all significant
educational issues. Three of the themes (Academic Integrity, Learning Analytics and Graduate Employability)
were identified by the OLT expert panel and grants were commissioned in the first year of the OLT’s
establishment. The importance of these themes was strongly confirmed through the interviews with senior
leaders in learning and teaching in universities and also by representatives from the peak university bodies.
As one DVC commented ‘they are the things that keep DVCs awake at night’. Evidence that they continue
to be on the national agenda includes OLT fellowship holders and project leaders being engaged in further
commissioned work by the Australian government on specific topics, and ongoing engagement with government
agencies (eg TEQSA), university peak groups, professional associations, external boards, and industry partners.
All four topics (themes) continue to attract media attention, highlighting concerns and issues that are relevant to
the Australian higher education sector as a whole and also to individual universities.
2. Informing policy development and practice
The interviews with senior leaders in learning and teaching and with the fellowship holders and project leaders
verified that many of the outcomes of the body of work across these four themes have informed new policy
development and associated practice within institutions. At a sector wide level this has included influencing
decisions taken in the development of the new HES Framework, and by TEQSA. A key group responsible for
policy formation in individual universities are the Chairs of Academic Boards/Senates and they have engaged
with and drawn upon specific outcomes to inform new policy direction and review. Peak disciplinary bodies
have also engaged with outcomes as they relate to their specific contexts. Many of the projects have developed
frameworks relating to the specific theme and they have been used by individual universities to develop new
practices and to inform ongoing processes.
3. Promoting and supporting change
Measuring change is often difficult to quantify due to multiple variables and influences. Time is also an important
component relating to change, some changes are taken up quickly, others may not take effect for a significant
period of time. Given the short time line since the completion of some of the outcomes of the fellowships
and projects and this evaluation, take-up and engagement with groups that have influence to effect change
were scanned. Across all four themes there is evidence of strong engagement with professional associations
and with university peak bodies. Outcomes from all projects produced a range of resources that individual
universities can access: frameworks, tool-kits and case-studies. There was strong confirmation from senior
leaders in learning and teaching across the universities that these resources were being drawn upon and this is
also evident in the vignettes for each case-study theme.
4. Implementing innovation
There are many broad and varying definitions of ‘innovation’ (Alexander, 2006). Common to all of these
definitions is developing something that is ‘new’. All of the fellowships and projects have contributed new
knowledge to the specific thematic area. Sometimes this is evident in a shift of conceptual positioning on a
particular topic, other times it is about consolidating current thinking, and in other cases it is about exploring
new areas of knowledge.
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5. Developing leadership capabilities
Of the five domains evaluated for the impact evaluation the development of leadership capabilities of fellowship
holders, project leaders and team members has had the strongest impact. Having access to OLT funds has
enabled individuals and teams to develop a level of expertise that is now recognised across the sector and by
their individual universities. This is evidenced by the large number of presentations post the end of the funding,
peer-reviewed publications, consultancies, supervising doctoral students and ongoing grant opportunities. What
was also confirmed over and over again was the strong culture and shared community in learning and teaching
that has developed across Australia’s higher education sector and the accessibility and dissemination of this
knowledge and expertise sector wide.
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THEME

ENGLISH LANGUAGE

Projects contributing to this theme

Date

Funding12

Completed

National Senior Teaching Fellow:
Associate Professor Sophie Arkoudis
University of Melbourne
‘Embedding English Language learning in higher education curriculum’
Final report: Integrating English Language Communication Skills into
Disciplinary Curricula: Options and Strategies
http://www.cshe.unimelb.edu.au/research/teaching/integ_eng/

2012

$250,000

2014

National Teaching Fellow:
Associate Professor Carmela Briguglio
Curtin University
Working in the Third Space: Promoting Interdisciplinary Collaboration to
Embed English Language Development into the Disciplines

2012

$90,000

2014

Good Practice Report: English Language Proficiency:
Associate Professor Sophie Arkoudis and Lachlan Doughney
University of Melbourne

2013

$30,000

2014

Summary of impact
Australian universities continue to have a strong interest in English Language not only for International
students but also for the diverse student population participating in university study. The OLT funded work
under this theme has contributed to this ongoing interest by informing a positioning of English Language
support for all students and a greater focus on communication skills. This positioning has been picked up at
a sector wide level through government documentation and by professional associations. Many universities
have used the outcomes of the work of these fellowships/projects and the ongoing work of researchers in
this area to inform policy and practice at an institutional wide level.
Context
Issues relating to university students’ proficiency in English Language and the quality of International students
who graduate continue to be of concern to universities and they are frequently highlighted by the media.
These claims have closely been linked to declining academic standards in Australian higher education.
‘English Language’ as a theme has had prominent attention across the sector since the development of
the Good Practice Principles for English Language Proficiency for International Students in Australian
Universities (AUQA, 2009). The Australian Government’s National Strategy for International Education
2025 (2016) specifically focuses on the student experience and supporting students (Goal 2, Action2.1)
which includes developing and supporting English Language proficiency. But the focus just on International
students has been broadened as increased access to higher education has resulted in a diverse student
body with different cultural backgrounds and a wide range of abilities participating in universities.

12 OLT

funding, this does not include institutional in-kind funding
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Details of impact/Outcomes
Addressing
significant national
educational issues

English Language competency is a significant national issue and this is confirmed
by media reports, feedback from senior university leaders in teaching and learning
and national commentary. Arkoudis has co-authored a commissioned report by the
Australian Government: English Language Proficiency and Employability Framework
(Nov 2014), and continues to contribute to sector-wide discussion on this topic
through national forums.

Informing policy
development and
practice

There has been a shift in the HES framework (from 2011 – 2015) to be inclusive of all
students. The findings from the Arkoudis’ fellowship have been presented to policy and
governance bodies, including Chairs of Academic Boards/Senates, Australian Business
Council Teaching and Learning, and TEQSA. At an institutional level, many Australian
universities have reported drawing on Arkoudis’ work to inform policy and practice in
English Language. There is a strong shift in the focus from ELP to communication skills
and this is evident in University Teaching and Learning strategies.

Promoting and
supporting change

There is evidence of strong engagement with key professional associations to promote
and support change in English Language practices.
Arkoudis has actively engaged with IEAA: International Education Association of
Australia http://www.ieaa.org.au/
• IEAA Research Digest 8 Feb, 2016 Shifting the Narrative: International Students and
Communication Skills in Higher Education, Arkoudis and Kelly
• Briguglio has engaged with AALL: Association for Academic Language and Learning
http://www.aall.org.au/
• Working in the Third Space Model (Briguglio) workshop held and model and
resources accessible on the AALL web-site
Arkoudis has worked with VU, RMIT, GWS, ECU, LaTrobe, JCU, UNSW, QUT. Other
universities are drawing on her work: ACU, USyd, Macquarie, Griffith. In July, 2016 she
was an eminent visiting scholar at USQ for one week to inform their research program
around English language and present a public lecture. Arkoudis has also consulted with
Simon Fraser University in Canada about their English language strategy. All this work
directly relates to the outcomes of the Fellowship.
The aim of Briguglio’s fellowship was to deliver professional development and to
develop relevant materials/strategies to help embed English language into content at
tertiary level. Through workshops at Curtin University, Murdoch University, state level
forums, and nationally with AIEC (national workshops 2012 and 2013) as well as AALL;
academics were engaged to look at their learning/teaching activities and examine how
they could embed language support. Workshops were also delivered in Singapore,
Sydney, Deakin University and James Cook University.

Exploring,
developing and
implementing
innovation

The OLT research that has been conducted under the English Language theme has
resulted in a shift in how ‘English language proficiency’ is responded to in universities.
The shift includes a focus on all students, taking a developmental approach, integrating
development into disciplinary learning, assuring students communication skills for
employment.
Professional organisations at a sector-wide level are supporting this shift (IEAA, 2016)
Universities are engaging with the work of Arkoudis and others to support this change.
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Developing
leadership
capabilities

Arkoudis has presented 21 keynotes and invited presentations based on this research
program. The keynotes include presentations at the Academic Language and Learning
Conference (2013), IEAA National English language symposium (2013), public lecture
in Wollongong University (2011), International conference on Language Issues in
English-medium universities (2008), and have been invited to present keynote in July
2016 at the International Tertiary Education Language and Education Conference.
Arkoudis has a current commissioned OLT grant ($324K) which builds on fellowship
and previous grants and also includes a broad range of partners.

Sources to corroborate impact
Arkoudis, S. & Doughney, L. (in press for 2016) Improving English language learning outcomes in Australian
universities: Some critical issues. Ng, C., Fox, B. and Nakano, M. (eds.) Education in the Asia-Pacific Region:
Issues, Concerns and Prospects. Springer
Arkoudis and Kelly (2016) IEAA Research Digest 8 Feb, 2016 Shifting the Narrative: International Students
and Communication Skills in Higher Education
Arkoudis, S. & Doughney, L. (2015) Steps to assuring EAL international students’ ELP at exit: It’s not
rocket science. Ata, A. & Kostogriz, A. (eds.) International Education and Cultural-Linguistic Experiences of
International Students in Australia, (pp. 167-180). Queensland: Australian Academic Press Group. ISBN
9781922117465.
Arkoudis, S., Baik, Bexley, Doughney (2014) English Language Proficiency and Employability Framework,
November
Arkoudis, S. (2013) English language standards and claims of soft marking. Marginson, S. (ed.) Tertiary
education policy in Australia. Melbourne: CSHE. http://www.cshe.unimelb.edu.au/research/policy_dev/docs/
Tert_Edu_Policy_Aus.pdf
Arkoudis, S. (2013) Getting serious about English language standards in higher education. Magnan,
M., Soderquist, M., van Liempd, H. G. and Luittman, F. (eds.).) Internationalisation of Higher Education
Handbook. Germany: RAABE Academic Publishers. http://www.handbook-internationalisation.com/index.
php?option=com_steckbriefe&task=view&contact_id=161&Itemid=50
Briguglio, C. & Watson, S. (2014). Embedding English Language Across the Curriculum in Higher Education:
A Continuum of Development Support. The Australian Journal of Language and Literacy. 37 (1): pp. 67-74.
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
Monash University
English Language Proficiency has been a particular focus at Monash University over the last 4 years. This has
been driven by high enrolments of International students but is also inclusive of all students. The focus on this
topic began with a review of current practices and gaps in ELP development at Monash University in 2013.
The review was informed by outcomes from ALTC and OLT projects. The review cited a number of projects
which focused on English Language Development. Eight of the twelve projects were funded by the ALTC and
the OLT and Arkoudis was a co-author of four of these projects.
Specifically, the review identified gaps in a strategic approach to ELP development, policy and procedures
to support this, and curricula, teaching and assessment practices designed to allow for ELP development.
As a result of this review a working party (from 2014 – 2016) was established to address a series of
recommendations for addressing these gaps. The working party continued to develop and implement a
number of initiatives and in doing so drew further on Arkoudis’s work, attending events where Arkoudis
presented the outcomes of her and engaging closely with relevant findings of her work through publications
and other sources.
Initiatives that have been implemented include:
•	English Connect – comprehensive set of co-curricular academic and conversational English
programs and services (https://www.monash.edu/English-connect) – [heavily utilised findings from
‘Finding Common Ground’]
•	Ascent – an online Academic English program for all students to improve their use of English in
academic writing, reading and research (http://artsonline.monash.edu.au/apw/academic-englishonline )
•	Academic English Feedback Tool currently in development in Faculty of Education (no link available
just yet)
Monash staff report that as they plan for 2017 and beyond, they continue to draw on OLT projects as they
are the most comprehensive projects for Australian setting.
Monash University is now developing a new English Language Policy and associated Procedures and
Guidelines. Consultations are in progress with faculties and the Policy is scheduled to be presented at the
Academic Board later in the year.
References:
Office of the PVC Teaching and Learning, English Language Proficiency Development, November 2013,
Internal report
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
International Education Association of Australia (IEAA)
IEAA is Australia’s peak body supporting international education in Australia. As an independent professional
association they have over 2300 members and 50+ institutions and organisations that sponsor IEAA across
Australia and internationally. IEAA reaches a broad national audience through its many activities. They offer a
range of services including an annual conference, regular professional development activities, special interest
groups and engagement in research projects.
IEAA has had a close association with the OLT and led an OLT funded project on ‘Learning and Teaching
Across Cultures’ in 2013 https://www.ieaa.org.au/research-projects/LTAC .
Arkoudis participates actively with IEAA, disseminating her work widely through this network and reaching a
large audience.
This has included:
Research Digest Feb 2016
Arkoudis and Kelly (2016) IEAA Research Digest 8 Feb, 2016 Shifting the Narrative: International Students
and Communication Skills in Higher Education
http://www.ieaa.org.au/documents/item/664
Webinar (on digest): Shifting the Narrative: International Students and Communications Skills in HE
(March 2016)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=2&v=MHskoWMpcHQ
AIEC Presentations:
http://aiec.idp.com/aiec2013-past
Presentations in 2013 and 2015. Arkoudis is also booked for further presentations in 2016.
English Language Symposium Feb 2013
https://www.ieaa.org.au/research-projects/english-language-competence
Arkoudis participated in this symposium and was also on the Symposium Steering Committee and coauthored one of the discussion papers: Murray D and Arkoudis S (2013) ‘Paper 1 – Preparation and
Selection’ Five Years On: English Language Competence of International Students, Discussion Papers, IEAA
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THEME

ACADEMIC INTEGRITY

Projects contributing to this theme

Date

Funding12

Completed

Commissioned Grant
Embedding and extending exemplary academic integrity policy and
support frameworks across the higher education sector
University of South Australia – Dr Tracey Bretag
www.unisa.edu.au/EAIP

2012

$299,000

2014

Commissioned Grant
Working from the centre: supporting unit/course coordinators to
implement academic integrity policies, resources and scholarship
Victoria University – Dr Fiona Henderson

2012

$130,520

2014

Academic Integrity standards: aligning policy and practice in Australian
Universities
University of South Australia - Dr Tracey Bretag
www.aisp.apfei.edu.au

2013

$174,000

2013

Commissioned Grant
Academic Integrity in Australia – understanding and changing culture
and practice
Macquarie University – Dr Abhaya Nayak (Project Leader)*

2012

$227,000

2015

Commissioned Grant
Plagiarism and related issues in assessments not involving text
The University of Newcastle - Mr Simon*

2012

$201,000

2016

(ALTC)

* Note these two projects have not been included in the analysis at this point in time.
Summary of Impact
Prior to substantial funding of this theme by the OLT, much of the research on academic integrity that was
conducted in Australia, was small scale and focussed at an individual institutional level. The funded OLT work
has shifted this focus to sector-wide and to institutional policy and practice. The outcomes of the research
are being drawn on directly to inform national standards and institutional policy and practice across Australia
and internationally.
Context
Ensuring the integrity of student work is at the heart of the quality assurance of higher education. Academic
integrity has been and continues to be a central concern for all universities.‘Academic integrity is central to
quality higher education. Academic integrity goes to core student responsibilities and institutional policy
and practice spanning student admission, progression, and completion, including conferral of qualifications.
Considerations, including the cultural and linguistic background of students, growth in the numbers of
students, academic capacity and capability and the use of technology are among the factors affecting
incidences of student misconduct, including plagiarism and collusion’ (OLT, 2015, p.1)
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Details of impact/Outcomes
Addressing
significant national
educational issues

Academic integrity is a significant and ongoing national educational issue. Commentary
on plagiarism, cheating, and international students continues to be raised through
the media. The evidence-based research that has been supported by the OLT (and
ALTC prior to this) on academic integrity has contributed significantly to a sector-wide
understanding of policies and practices to educate students about academic integrity
and ensure that robust institutional policies and practices are in place.
Findings have been disseminated to peak higher education representative bodies:
Australian Council for Private Education (ACPET), IEAA and ATEM.
Universities Australia has recently formed an advisory group on Academic Integrity,
Chaired by Prof David Sadler (UTAS) with Tracey Bretag as a key member of this group.
In response to Australia Government concerns about media reported allegations
of cheating by students at a number of Australian higher education providers
through the purchase of assignments, particularly through the MyMaster website
(late 2014), TEQSA contacted all higher education providers and conducted an
investigation into named institutions. A report of actions specifically cites outcomes
from OLT projects http://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/
ReportOnAllegationsOfStudentMisconduct.pdf
In 2016 TEQSA commissioned a report by Assoc Prof Tracey Bretag to further analyse
the responses provided by those institutions. That report, entitled Is the Australian
higher education sector ready to address the threat of contract cheating? An analysis
of responses by selected Australian higher education providers’ was presented to the
TEQSA Chief Commissioner and Commissioners on 18 August 2016, the findings
of which have been used to substantially revise the Academic and Research Integrity
Threshold Standards to be implemented in 2017. In addition, Bretag provided extensive
feedback on the new Guidance Notes which accompany the Threshold Standards on
Academic and Research Integrity.

Informing policy
development and
practice

The foundations of academic integrity policy development were established through
Bretag’s 2011 work which identified five integrated core elements of exemplary
academic integrity policy based on the analysis of academic integrity policies in all
Australian universities at the time. This work has informed the new standards which are
required by TEQSA. (HESF Domain 5: Institutional Quality Assurance, 5.2 Academic
and Research Integrity, and includes a link to OLT projects as a Reference point)
http://www.teqsa.gov.au/hesf-domain-5-institutional-quality-assurance
Similarly, it has been drawn upon by Chairs of Academic Boards who submitted an
unsuccessful application to the OLT in the 2015 round to establish a national academic
integrity network. Bretag continues to liaise and meet with this group to progress the
initiative.
At an institutional level, senior staff from many universities acknowledged drawing
upon this body of work as AI policies are developed or reviewed in their institutions
(Swinburne University, Newcastle University, Uni of Sydney, QUT, Macquarie University)
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Promoting and
supporting change

Bretag’s 2012 Academic Integrity Standards Project identified that policies will not be
enacted if there is not an overarching commitment to a culture of academic integrity
across the whole institution. Bretag’s 2013 Exemplary Academic Integrity Project
extended this positioning by developing a framework (with 6 recommendations to enact
exemplary AI policy), a suite of resources and an online toolkit to support change and
implementation within an institution (including some tailored resources for EAL and ELP
students and for HDR students).
Every institution interviewed for this secondment said that they had referred to OLT
findings in AI as they had reviewed, developed or implemented new AI policy and
practices.
The focus of Henderson’s project was on supporting unit/course coordinators to drive
curriculum renewal which embeds academic integrity. Resources have been published
through MERLOT, and the resources added provide the largest number of resources on
academic integrity. http://www.buildingacademicintegrity.org/resources-database

Exploring,
developing and
implementing
innovation

Starting from a policy review position, the research into academic integrity is continually
being refined to ensure that all aspects of AI knowledge from policy to practice,
supporting different cohorts of students, different types of plagiarism in different
contexts and disciplines is being investigated.
This work is being expanded through new grant opportunities and PhD students.
In 2016 Bretag (with Rowena Harper at UniSA) –began an OLT project which
investigates a new threat to academic integrity: Contract cheating and assessment
design: Exploring the connection, Office for Learning and Teaching Grants - Strategic
Priority Projects, 02/06/2016 - 30/07/2018. Since October 2015 Bretag has given
four keynote addresses at international conferences and three invited presentations on
this topic, and the project has already received international attention on Twitter.
PhDs
Sonia Saddiqui, On my honour: An investigation into the feasibility of academic honour
codes in the Australian university context (PhD in progress, Macquarie University)
M.L. McCrohon, 2014, PhD, School of Education, College of Design and Social
Context, RMIT ‘A trans-disciplinary conceptualisation of Chinese international student
perspectives of academic integrity’. https://researchbank.rmit.edu.au/view/rmit:161273
Judith Gullilfer, PhD, 2014, Faculty of Arts Charles Sturt University ‘Student
perceptions of plagiarism’
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Developing
leadership
capabilities

Bretag’s leadership in the area of academic integrity has resulted in a total of 15
keynote addresses and 10 academic consultancies (2012 – 2016, nationally and
internationally), chair of Academic Integrity Advisory Committee (McGraw Hill), member
of International Advisory Board to the UK Committee on Publication Ethics (2013 –
2015), member of the Advisory Board to the International Academic Integrity Matters
Student Organization (University of California, San Diego), Member of Advisory Board
to the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI), based at Clemson University
in the U.S. http://www.academicintegrity.org/icai/home.php. From 2011-2013, Bretag
was Deputy Chair of the Advisory Board and from 2014-2015 she was President of the
renamed Executive Board. She co-founded the International Association of Academic
Integrity Conferences with colleagues from Australia, the UK and the USA. IAAIC is
an alliance of key academic integrity and plagiarism conferences worldwide, formed to
facilitate international conversations on educational issues ranging from cheating and
plagiarism to pedagogy and best practices. Bretag founded the online peer-reviewed
journal, the International Journal for Educational Integrity (with colleague Dr Helen
Marsden, University of Canberra), the first such journal to be established on the topic
of academic integrity in the world and she has been sole Executive Editor since 2006.
She is a founding member, and from 2003 - 2013 Chair, Co-Chair or Deputy Chair of
the Asia-Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity (APFEI) www.apfei.edu.au.
Much of the work from the OLT funded projects on academic integrity has been
summarised in the Handbook of Academic Integrity (Bretag, Ed.) published by Springer
in 2016. Stephen Matchett, Campus Morning Mail, described the Handbook as “the
only book on the subject you need” (2 June 2016)
Bretag and Harper have secured future funding ($338,000) for the following grant in
2016: ‘Contract cheating and assessment design: Exploring the connection’
www.cheatingandassessment.edu.au
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Sources to corroborate impact
Bretag, T. & Mahmud, S. (2016) ‘A conceptual framework for implementing exemplary academic integrity
policy in Australian higher education’, Handbook of Academic Integrity, Springer, Singapore.
Bretag, T. (2016) ‘Contextual factors which impact on academic integrity: introduction’, in Bretag, T. (Ed).
Handbook of Academic Integrity, Springer, Singapore.
Bretag, T. (2016) ‘Defining academic integrity - international perspectives: introduction’, in Bretag, T. (Ed).
Handbook of Academic Integrity, Springer, Singapore.
Bretag, T. (2016) ‘Discipline-specific approaches to academic integrity: introduction’, in Bretag, T. (Ed).
Handbook of Academic Integrity, Springer Singapore, Singapore, ch. 46, pp. 673-675.
Bretag, T. (2015) ‘Educational integrity in Australia’, in T Bretag (ed.), Handbook of Academic Integrity,
Springer Singapore, Singapore, ch. 29, pp. 1 - 13.
Bretag, T. & Green, M. (2014) ‘The Role of Virtue Ethics Principles in Academic Integrity Breach DecisionMaking’, Journal of Academic Ethics, v. 12, pp. 165-177.
Bretag, T. (2013) ‘Challenges in Addressing Plagiarism in Education’, PLoS Medicine, v. 10, no. 12, article
no. e1001574.
Bretag, T. Mahmud, S., Wallace, M., Walker, R., McGowan, U., East, J., Green, M., Partridge, L. & James, C.
(2013) ‘’Teach us how to do it properly!’: An Australian academic integrity student survey’, Studies in Higher
Education, v. 39, no. 7, pp. 1150-1169.
Bretag, T., Mahmud, S., Wallace, M., Walker, R., James, C., Green, M., East, J., McGowan, U. & Partridge,
L. (2011) Core elements of exemplary academic integrity policy in Australian higher education, International
Journal for Educational Integrity, 7(2), 3-12.
Henderson, F. & Whitelaw, P, (2014) “Working from the Centre: supporting unit/course coordinators to
implement academic integrity policies, resources and scholarship” in ‘Papers from the 6th Asia Pacific
Conference on Educational Integrity (6APCEI) edited by Nayak, A & Saddiqui, S.
Mahmud, S. & Bretag, T (2015) ‘Integrity in Postgraduate Research: The Student Voice’, Science and
Engineering Ethics, December, Volume 21, Issue 6, pp 1657-1672
Mahmud, S. & Bretag. T. (2014). Fostering Integrity in Postgraduate Research: An Evidence-Based Policy
and Support Framework, Accountability in Research. Policies and Quality Assurance, 21 (2), 122-137. DOI:
10.1080/08989621.2014.847668
Simon, (2016). Academic integrity in non-text based disciplines, T Bretag (ed.), Handbook of Academic
Integrity, Springer Singapore, Singapore, Ch. 52, pp. 763-782.
In addition to academic publications, evidence of impact can be seen in the received extensive media
coverage given to Bretag-led OLT projects (The Australian, the Age, The Advertiser, The Daily Mail, The
Sydney Morning Herald, World University News, Campus Morning Mail, ABC Radio, ABC TV).
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
University of Sydney
The University of Sydney has recently reviewed its approach to Academic Integrity. Using a blend of work
from the OLT and other resources, the University was able to move quickly to comprehensively review and
implement a holistic approach to academic integrity from new policy to managing and supporting staff and
students across the whole University, including a mandatory education module on academic honesty in all
undergraduate and postgraduate coursework award courses (an online module has been developed), and
the establishment of a central office for educational integrity. A Working Party chaired by the University’s
Chair of Senate, Associate Professor Peter McCallum, and a Taskforce chaired by Dr Michael Spence,
Vice-Chancellor and Principal were established in early 2015 and after extensive consultation delivered two
papers: An Approach to Minimising Academic Misconduct and Plagiarism at the University of Sydney Part 1.
Prevention and Detection and Part 2. Staff Support, Student Research Misconduct, Penalties and Cultural
Change. A literature review included as part of the first paper, references the OLT project outcomes and
references to Mahmud and Bretag’s (2014) publications are made and Bretag was involved in university
consultations.
A new policy: ‘Academic Honesty in Coursework Policy’ http://sydney.edu.au/policies/showdoc.
aspx?recnum=PDOC2012/254 was approved by Academic Senate and adopted in December 2015.
Recommendations in the reports from the working parties are being implemented in 2016. http://sydney.edu.
au/elearning/student/EI/index.shtml The outcomes from the funded OLT work on academic integrity provided
access to a collaborative network that can then enable systemic change within an university.
Griffith University
Griffith University has had a renewed focus on academic integrity since 2013 (participating in the OLT
Exemplary Academic Integrity Project, led by Bretag). While academic integrity policies and procedures
were in place for undergraduate and course work postgraduate students, they were not embedded for
higher degree students. Bretag’s EAIP project provided resources for HDR students and it was through
these resources and the outcomes for higher degree students that the Deputy Academic Registrar was able
to engage Griffith’s HDR community to review, revise and develop new policies and procedures. The HDR
procedures were reviewed against the AI toolkit developed through the projects to identify any gaps.
The outcomes from the OLT grants also enabled all policies at all levels to be reviewed and some of the
following changes were made:
•

plain English definition of academic integrity being embedded in both policies

•

definitional changes of academic misconduct were modified

•

procedures relating to Tier 1 and Tier 2 investigations were changed.

All changes have been approved by Griffith University’s Academic Council in 2015
Institutional Framework for Promoting Academic Integrity among Students
Student Academic Misconduct Policy
Academic Misconduct Policy - Higher Degree Research Candidates
Available at: http://policies.griffith.edu.au/
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THEME

LEARNING ANALYTICS – STUDENT RETENTION

Projects contributing to this theme

Date

Funding12

Completed

Commissioned paper
‘Improving the Quality and Productivity of the Higher Education Sector –
Policy and Strategy for Systems-Level Deployment of Learning Analytics’
SoLar Society for Learning Analytics Research
George Siemens, Shane Dawson, Grace Lynch

2013

$35,000

2013

Commissioned Grant
Student retention and learning analytics: a snapshot of current
Australian practices and a framework of advancement
University of South Australia – Professor Shane Dawson

2013

$235,600

2015

Commissioned Grant
Learning analytics: assisting universities with student retention
Charles Darwin University – Associate Professor Deborah West

2013

$319,200

2016

Summary of impact
Learning analytics (LA) to support student retention has emerged as a strong field of interest. Individual
Australian universities are at many different stages of interest, development and implementation on a
broad continuum. As a relatively new field learning analytics has had quick uptake across the sector but an
understanding of the implementation of learning analytics at an institutional level is still emerging. The studies
funded by the OLT have provided much of the evidence based knowledge and practical exemplars to aid
uptake by many Australian universities and international partners as they explore and implement learning
analytics at an institutional level.
Context
Student retention continues to be a critical area of concern for all universities. Monitoring the success of
students is an important process for all universities and identifying strategies to increase and improve student
retention and success is of interest to all universities. ‘Learning analytics has the potential to dramatically
re-shape current education offerings to provide improved quality and productivity while fuelling innovation
and new industries.’ (Siemens et al, 2013, p 26). ‘This field of research has been touted as a game changer
for education whereby the outcomes of LA implementations will address core education challenges. These
include concerns regarding student retention and academic performance, demonstration of learning and
teaching quality, and developing models of personalised and adaptive learning.’ (Dawson, 2016, p1)
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Details of impact/Outcomes
Addressing
significant national
educational issues

Student retention continues to be a significant issue that all universities engage with.
Learning Analytics is a relatively new area of focus in higher education that is receiving
a lot of interest and uptake. In particular LA is being used to understand better and to
improve student retention and success. Although all Australian universities have some
involvement with LA, uptake and development across the sector is variable. Many
are small scale projects and only a few are engaged in institutional wide, strategic
development. The OLT work has contributed to a body of knowledge and literature
on this developing field of study and it is being recognised by sector-wide bodies,
professional organisations and individual universities. 2015 – CLAS was noted in the
NMC Horizon report. (http://cdn.nmc.org/media/2016-nmc-technology-outlook-au.pdf,
p.11).

Informing policy
development and
practice

A deliverable from West’s project was a framework to help institutions systematically
consider factors across six domains which are important in the implementation of
learning analytics for student retention and success. The framework is being used
by other universities in their approach to learning analytics (Flinders University,
RMIT, University of Newcastle, Murdoch University and internationally by two Asian
universities). The overarching framework is providing a guide to the collective thinking
on the many facets of the implementation process.
ACODE and Blackboard have drawn on the framework as the learning analytics agenda
has progressed across the sector.
Dawson’s project has delivered a model of system conditions for sustainable uptake of
Learning Analytics at an institutional level. The model evolving from this work has been
drawn upon and extended by more than 20 unversities nationally and internationally as
they advance their understanding and implementation of learning analytics.
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Promoting and
supporting change

Following West’s presentations at Flinders University a Learning Analytics Community
of Practice (LACoP) has been established
Interest in the project by Blackboard has led to joint work being undertaken with Nicole
Wall (Blackboard Learning Analytics Consultant) to explore the various use cases/
applications for learning analytics and to find strategies to engage academics in the
sector.
Dawson has worked with 24 Australian universities and 14 International Universities
to present workshops. The Society for Learning Analytics Research (SoLAR) has
also assisted in disseminating the report and providing support and advice. The
methodology and process used in the project has been adopted by a funded project
in the European Union - http://www.eduser.eu/sheila-supporting-higher-education-toincorporate-learning-analytics/
At a sector wide national level, and internationally project leaders and members have
been heavily involved in the following professional associations, supporting conferences
and journal publications.
SoLAR: has partly supported some of these grants and therefore aided broader
dissemination and input. The OLT provided the impetus to engage an international
community of scholars and help establish long-term relationships.
https://solaresearch.org/
LASI (Learning Analytics Summer Institute): OLT support provided the foundation for
establishing an Aust. Based Learning Analytics Summer Institute. This is now in its 5th
iteration and is tied to the ASCILITE conference. 2015 had approx. 150 attendees
with numerous presenters detailing their OLT work particularly in relation to learning
analytics.
http://lasi.solaresearch.org/

Exploring,
developing and
implementing
innovation

Learning analytics as an area in its own right is innovative, but the Australian sector
has struggled with large scale implementations. Through these projects areas of future
exploration have been identified to advance implementation. They include: an improved
conceptualisation of learning analytics, resources to support institutions to develop
capacity and culture in learning analytics, increased leadership of learning analytics,
and a greater understanding of ethical considerations..
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Developing
leadership
capabilities

West has been invited to speak at 6 conferences
West is co-leading (with the Universiti Teknologi Malaysia) the IRU/MRUN project on
learning analytics.
Dawson has delivered 11 key-notes and presentations in 2015 and 2016.
He is a Research Fellow: University of Texas (Arlington) in the Learning Innovation and
Networked Knowledge Research Lab (LINK) and an Honorary Professor: University of
Edinburgh
Dawson was an invited expert assessor for the European Union panel on Learning
Analytics.
With project partners Dawson is part of a future OLT grants: Pardo, A., Dawson,
S., Buckingham Shum, S., Siemens, G., Gasevic, D. (2016). Scaling the provision
of personalised learning support actions for large student cohorts. OLT strategic
Commissioned Grant $348,000
PhD students (x 6 students) – social learning in open online courses; social capital in
online spaces; sensemaking and self-regulated learning; developing predictive models;
learning analytics and remote labs; and supporting student online learning
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Sources to corroborate impact
Bakharia, A., Corrin, L., de Barba, P., Kennedy, G., Gašević, D., Mulder, R., Williams, D., Dawson, S. & Lockyer,
L. (2016). A conceptual framework linking learning design with learning analytics. In Proceedings of the Sixth
International Conference on Learning Analytics & Knowledge (pp. 329-338). ACM.
Bakharia, A., Kitto, K., Pardo, A., Gašević, D., & Dawson, S. (2016). Recipe for success: lessons learnt
from using xAPI within the connected learning analytics toolkit. In Proceedings of the Sixth International
Conference on Learning Analytics & Knowledge (pp. 378-382). ACM.
Carceller, C, Dawson, S, Lockyer, L (2015) ‘Social capital from online discussion forums: Differences
between online and blended modes of delivery’, Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, vol. 31, no. 2,
pp. 150-163.
Carceller, C, Dawson, SP, Lockyer, L (2013) ‘Improving academic outcomes: does participating in online
discussion forums payoff?’, International Journal of Technology Enhanced Learning, vol. 5, pp. 117-132.
Gasevic, D, Dawson, S, Rogers, T, Gasevic, D (2016) ‘Learning analytics should not promote one size fits all:
The effects of instructional conditions in predicting academic success’, The Internet and Higher Education,
vol. 28, pp. 68-84.
Gasevic, D, Dawson, SP, Siemens, G (2015) ‘Let’s not forget: Learning analytics are about learning’,
TechTrends, vol. 59.
Huijser, H., West, D, & Heath, D. (2016) ‘The potential of learning analytics to systematically address diverse
learning needs and improve retention in Australian Higher Education’. Advances in Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning. 3(1): online: http://tlc.unisim.edu.sg/research/advsotl-2016/huijser_west_health.html
Kitto, K., Bakharia, A., Lupton, M., Mallet, D., Banks, J., Bruza, P., Pardo, A., Buckingham Shum, S., Dawson,
S. Gasevic, D., & Siemens, G. (2016). The connected learning analytics toolkit. In Proceedings of the Sixth
International Conference on Learning Analytics & Knowledge (pp. 548-549). ACM.
Macfadyen, L, Dawson, SP, Pardo, A, Gasevic, D (2014) ‘Embracing Big Data in Complex Educational
Systems: The Learning Analytics Imperative and the Policy Challenge’, Research and practice in Assessment,
vol. 9, pp. 17-28.
Mirriahi, N, Liaqat, D, Dawson, S, Gasevic, D (2016) ‘Uncovering student learning profiles with a video
annotation tool: reflective learning with and without instructional norms’, Educational Technology Research
and Development, pp. 1-24.
Rogers, T., Dawson, S., & Gašević, D. (2016). Learning Analytics and the Imperative for Theory-Driven
Research. The SAGE Handbook of E-learning Research, 2e, 232.
West, D., Heath, D. & Huijser (in press) Let’s Talk Learning Analytics: A Framework for Implementation in
Relation to Student Retention. Online Learning Journal: Learning Analytics Special Edition.
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
La Trobe University
Since 2010, La Trobe University has had in place early warning systems to identify students at risk. However,
in 2014 a strategic decision was taken to enhance these processes. This was articulated in Goal 2 of La
Trobe’s Digital Learning Strategy 2015 – 2017 ‘to improve student success, satisfaction and retention
through the strategic use of intelligent technologies’.
In 2015 Grace Lynch, Shane Dawson and Abelardo Pardo were engaged as consultants to write a strategy
and action plan to implement these directions. In this strategy La Trobe University defines learning analytics
‘as the practice of developing actionable insights through the collection, analysis and reporting of data about
learners and their contexts, for purposes of understanding and optimising learning and the environments
in which it occurs’. Drawing on the findings from the OLT commissioned report, it was recommended that
La Trobe take a whole of institution approach, engaging all staff, senior leadership and students. A set of
principles to guide this approach were also drawn from these studies. Presented in the strategy are eight
detailed actions to implement a learning analytics framework at La Trobe University.
http://www.latrobe.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/642998/Digital-Learning-Strategy-Brochure.pdf
In the first half of 2016 La Trobe have been engaged in several parallel programs of work to put this in place:
1.	Engaging with staff to elicit a comprehensive set of prima facie questions, to assist stakeholders in
finalise these questions, and to determine their conditions of answerability.
2.	Partnering with ICT to develop an Enterprise Data Warehouse and a reporting tool over those data,
and to develop a program of work to populate the EDW with interpreted data that will allow the
University to answer identified questions.
3.	Undertaking proof-of-concept work around answering some of these questions, by working with
BAs and vendors to identify relevant data in enterprise systems and to report over these data at
points in time.
4.	Refreshing the LA strategic plan in light of what has been achieved and drafting a Learning
Analytics framework and Data Governance policy and procedures.
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
University of Technology Sydney
The University of Technology Sydney (UTS) has made a commitment to being a data intensive university.
As part of this vision a Connected Intelligence Centre was established in 2014 and has carriage of UTS’s
learning analytics initiative.
UTS’s learning analytics initiative takes a broader view than only identifying students at risk and focuses
on the application of learning analytics to ensure quality student experiences and improved pedagogical
practices to support student learning. To achieve this, the following projects are in progress:
1.	A focus on the development of the UTS graduate attributes –using learning analytics to identify and
analyse 21st century qualities that are important for all students and staff.
2.	Addressing the challenge of supporting all students in their writing. This research project is
exploring the potential of automated analysis of writing using various technologies to give students
immediate formative feedback on their drafts.
3.	The development of a tool that makes students aware of their mindsets and dispositions that they
bring to their learning, by generating a learning power profile visualisation for each student as
well as interventions based on learning profiles. This then assists in facilitating a peer mentoring
opportunity.
Underlying these projects is a strong culture of collaboration and teamwork between staff in the Centre and
academics across UTS. The Centre engages in a strong research culture, offering both Masters and Doctoral
programs. Areas of current research include social media learning analytics and research into collaborative
teamwork. Members of the Centre have had a strong connection and involvement with research projects
funded by the OLT (and cited in this case-study) and continuing collaboration with current OLT grants on
learning analytics.
http://www.uts.edu.au/research-and-teaching/teaching-and-learning/learningfutures/overview
Ullmann, T. and Ferguson, R. (Forthcoming). University of Technology Sydney: A Learning Analytics Case
Study. Learning Analytics Educational Policy (LAEP) Project, Institute for Prospective Technological Studies,
European Commission Joint Research Centre
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THEME

GRADUATE EMPLOYABILITY

Projects contributing to this theme

Date

Funding

Completed

Commissioned Grant
Supporting graduate employability from generalist disciplines through
employer and private institution collaboration
Bond University – Associate Professors Shelley Kinash & Linda Crane
(Project Co-leaders)

2013

$239,400

2015

Commissioned Grant
Developing graduate employability through partnerships with industry
and professional associations
RMIT university – Associate Professor Margaret Jollands (Project
Leader)

2013

$250,800

2016

Commissioned Grant
How universities can best support students to develop generic skills:
enacting strategies for graduate employability
Curtin University – Professor Dawn Bennett (Project Leader)

2013

$266,000

2016

Summary of impact
The graduate employability projects funded by the OLT have delivered a much stronger focus on disciplines
and engagement with industry. Based on evidence based research, resources to inform and support
curriculum development with an employability focus have been widely disseminated across the sector.
These include employability frameworks for renewal of curriculum for employability toolkits and detailed
case studies. A significant number of invited presentations have been delivered and peer-reviewed journal
articles and book chapters published by all team members. This represents an impressive contribution to a
new body of literature, engaging a large number of higher education participants. The outcomes of this work
also represent strong relationships and knowledge development on the topic of employability with national
discipline bodies, disseminating new information and resources across the sector.
Context
Graduate employability has been a key focus of Australian higher education for many years. Universities
have engaged in curriculum reforms focussing on strategic outcomes in generic attributes and professional
competencies. Employability success continues to be measured at a national level through the Graduate
Destinations Survey and a decline in employment rates has been trending. The Australian government
through the ALTC and OLT has continued to fund research into graduate employability. The focus in this
current suite of projects was on close collaboration between employers and academia to determine a more
detailed understanding of the generic skills required by students to be successful in the work-force.
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Details of impact/Outcomes
Addressing
significant national
educational issues

Graduate employability continues to be a significant issue for all universities and
student engagement with employability is publicly presented through national data
on QILT website and commentary from key industry stakeholders. For students,
employability outcomes are one of the main motivators for participating in higher
education. Students put their trust in universities to ensure that curriculum and
other services are in place to support success in employment beyond graduation.
These projects delivered valuable frameworks and resources for nuancing the skills
and attributes students need to engage in employment. As a result, project leaders
have engaged with national groups and boards such as Business20 Human Capital
Taskforce (Kinash), Department of Employment (Kinash), Australasian Deans of Arts,
Social Sciences and Humanities (Kinash), Music Australia’s Industry and Careers
National Advisory Board (Bennett), UNESCO peak body Music Australia and the
International Society for Music Education (Bennett), Commission on the Education of
the Professional Musician (Bennett), Music Council of Australia (Bennett) Engineers
Australia (Bennett and Jollands), Microbiology Australia (Jollands), Australian Computer
Society (Jollands) to advance discussion and understanding of graduate employability.
Project leaders have contributed to further studies focussing on equity and graduate
outcomes (including extension from undergraduate to postgraduate students):
Richardson, S., Bennett, D., & Roberts, L. (2016). Investigating the relationship
between equity and graduate outcomes in Australia. Perth: National Centre for Student
Equity in Higher Education. Available at https://www.ncsehe.edu.au/publications/
investigating-the-relationship-between-equity-and-graduate-outcomes-in-australia/
Crane, L. & Kinash, S. (2016). Engaging postgraduate students and supporting
higher education to enhance the 21st century student experience. Canberra: National
Education Learning and Teaching. Available at
http://PostgraduateStudentExperience.com
Kinash, S. (2016). Graduate employability of Indian students in India and Australia.
Delhi: Australian High Commission to India. (Project coordinated by Professor James
Arvanitakis, University of Western Sydney).

Informing policy
development and
practice

These commissioned projects were pitched at disciplines and engaging national peak
disciplinary bodies in these developments was an important outcome for all 3 projects.
This is occurring with Microbiology, Engineering, ICT, Medicine, Music, Arts, Humanities
and Social Sciences, and across the national WIL agenda.
Each project had a research aspect which helped informed resources to support
renewed practice in universities.
Graduate employability is often a misunderstood term, and all of these projects have
contributed to a deeper and richer understanding of what this means
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Promoting and
supporting change

Collectively each project has delivered a detailed set of resources to support change in
embedding employability development within curriculum.
The employability framework and the professional development modules developed
from Jollands’ project are being implemented at Monash University and RMIT. Strong
relationships have been developed with national discipline associations. Within the
discipline of Microbiology (three journal articles have been published in a special issue
of Microbiology Australia and a close association with Microbiology Australia has
developed), Engineering (seminars presented and ongoing discussion with Engineers
Australia) and ICT (developing relationship with Australian Computer Society). Invited
presentations were made at the 2015 and 2016 Australasian Deans of Arts, Social
Sciences and Humanities annual conferences.
Bennett’s project focused on disciplines with hard to enter graduate destinations
(music, dance, biomedical sciences, biotechnology, professional and creative writing,
and computer science). Based on a survey and case-study research an employability
development tool-kit was developed which is now available online and supports a
community of users and practice (400 members in 26 countries).
http://life.curtin.edu.au/careers/graduate-employability.htm
The framework and definition have informed employability initiatives and curricular
renewal in every State and Territory and also in the school sector through the MyFuture
initiative.
Kinnash has delivered a supported web-site, a graduate employability framework and
accompanying worksheets, and eleven thematic case-studies presenting employability
challenges, strategies and success stories, based on the themes identified through the
research.
http://graduateemployability.com/

Exploring,
developing and
implementing
innovation

Graduate employability and how to support students is not a new topic. Universities
have had many initiatives in place over the years. What was new to these projects
was the development of new knowledge and resources that were discipline specific,
with a particular focus on disciplines where employability rates were low and harder
to define. Ultimately as this knowledge is taken up, improved employment rates for
these graduates should be evident. Moreover, Bennett’s work has shifted thinking
from functional to cognitive aspects of employability, demonstrating that employability
development is in line with the broader propose of higher education. Further, Bennett
and colleagues have evidenced the need for more nuanced metrics for graduate
success, and for better reporting of the extant data.
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Developing
leadership
capabilities

Jollands and colleagues from the project have delivered 14 invited presentations since
2014 and 14 conference presentations both nationally and internationally to general
university learning forums and also to discipline specific conferences (Engineering, ICT,
and Microbiology).
Bennett has been recognised for her leadership in this area through a National Senior
Australian Learning and Teaching Fellowship, a Principal Fellowship with the Higher
Education Academy UK (2015), and a Visiting Scholarship with Cambridge University
(2015-2016). She was also awarded the LH Martin Award for Excellence in Higher
Education Leadership (2014) and the Curtin University Vice Chancellor’s Award for
Inspirational Leadership (2013) for her work in employability development. The Curtin
employability initiative team was placed second in the 2015 NAGCAS Awards for
Excellence in 2015.
From 2014 – 2016 Bennett has delivered 26 plenary addresses, invited presentations,
workshops and symposia (nationally and internationally).
Kinash’s work has been shortlisted for the Wharton QS Stars Reimagine Education
Awards, Employability Category (2015), and Highly commended (1of 3 initiatives
nationally) Australian Financial Review, HE Awards, Employability Category (2015)
Kinash has delivered 35 keynote addresses, invited presentations, workshops and
symposia in eight countries.
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Sources to corroborate impact
Bennett, D., & Ferns, S. Functional and cognitive aspects of employability: Implications for international
students. In Barton, G., & Hartwig, K. Professional learning in the work place for international students. New
York: Springer. Submitted July 2016.
Bennett, D., Reid, A., & Rowley, J. Student musicians’ experiences of reflexivity during internships.
International Journal of Music Education. Accepted April 2016, minor revisions submitted June 2016.
Bennett, D., & Chong, E. K. A Singaporean study of pre-service music teachers’ career intentions and selfbeliefs. International Journal of Music Education. Accepted April 2016, minor revisions submitted June 2016.
Bennett, D., & Hennekam, S. (In press). Involuntary career transition and identity within the artist population.
Personnel Review. Accepted February 2016.
Bennett, D. (In press). Developing employability and professional identity through visual narratives. Australian
Art Education. Accepted February 2016.
Bennett, D., & Burnard, P. (2016). Human capital career creativities for creative industries work: Lessons
underpinned by Bourdieu’s tools for thinking. In Comunian, R., & Gilmore, A. (Eds). Higher education and the
creative economy: Beyond the campus (pp. 123-142). London: Routledge, London. https://www.routledge.
com/products/9781138918733
Bennett, D., & Robertson, R. (In press). ePortfolios within a community of practice: Academics as facilitators
and guides. In Rowley, J. (Ed.). ePortfolios in Australian universities. New York: Springer. Accepted October
2015.
Bennett, D., & Male, S. A. (In press). Student-staff community of practice within an inter-university final-year
project. In McDonald, J., & A. Cater-Steel (Eds.). Communities of practice: Facilitating social learning in
higher education. New York: Springer. Accepted June 2015.
Bennett, D., & Male, S. (2016). An Australian study of possible selves perceived by undergraduate
engineering students. European Journal of Engineering Education. Published online first July 15, 2016. doi:
10.1080/03043797.2016.1208149
Bennett, D. (2016). Developing employability in higher education music. Arts and Humanities in Higher
Education, 15(3-4), 386-395. doi: 10.1177/1474022216647388
Bennett, D., Kapoor, R., Kaur, R., & Maynard, N. (2015). First year engineering students: Perceptions of
engineers and engineering work amongst local and international students. The International Journal of the
First Year in Higher Education, 6(1), 89-105. Available at http://dx.doi.org/10.5204/intjfyhe.v6i1.272
Bennett, D., & Robertson, R. (2015). Preparing students for diverse careers: Developing career literacy with
final-year writing students. Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice, 12(3). Available at: http://
ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol12/iss3/5
Bennett, D., & Bridgstock, R. (2015). The urgent need for career preview: Student expectations and graduate
realities in music and dance. International Journal of Music Education, 33(3), 263–277. Available at: http://ijm.
sagepub.com/content/33/3/263.full.pdf?ijkey=8w4Eyypz0Wj5p2z&keytype=finite
Bennett, D., Coffey, J., Fitzgerald, S., Petocz, P, & Rainnie, A. (2014). Beyond the creative: Understanding the
intersection of specialist and embedded work for creatives in metropolitan Perth. In G. Hearn, R. Bridgstock,
B. Goldsmith & J. Rodgers (Eds), Creative work beyond the creative industries: Innovation, employment, and
education (pp. 158-174). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.
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Sources to corroborate impact
Crane, L., Kinash, S., Judd, M-M., Mitchell, K., McLean, M., Knight, C., Dowling, D., & Kift, S. (under review).
Improving graduate employability through a research derived framework. Higher Education
Curtin University Developing Graduate Employability (toolkit) http://life.curtin.edu.au/careers/graduateemployability.htm
Ghaziah, G., & Bennett, D. (2016) Malaysian educational reform: Does the focus on generic skills align with
the needs of music graduates? International Journal of Music Education, March 2016. Accepted June 2016,
minor revisions submitted June 2016.
Grando D (2016). Graduate employability: are we doing enough? Microbiology Australia Special Issue, April
2016.
Grando, D, Pocknee, C., Clarke B and Jollands. M (2016) What do Life Science employers look for in
graduates? Microbiology Australia Special Issue, April 2016.
Hennekam, S., & Bennett, D. (In press). (Self)managing complexity: Managing work in the Netherlands
creative industries. International Journal of Arts Management. Accepted June 2015.
Hennekam, S., & Bennett, D. (In press). Creative industries work across multiple contexts: Common themes
and challenges. Personnel Review. Accepted October 2015.
Kalliola, S., Kinash, S., Niemelä, J., & Eskelinen, O. (under review). Towards work friendly universities. Higher
Education
Kinash, S., Crane, L., & Judd, M-M. (under review). Good Practice Report: Nurturing graduate employability in
higher education. Australian Government Office for Learning and Teaching.
Kinash, S., Crane, L., Knight, C., Dowling, D., Mitchell, K., McLean, M., & Schulz, M. (2014). Global graduate
employability research: A report to the Business20 Human Capital Taskforce. Gold Coast, QLD Australia:
Bond University. Retrieved from: graduateemployability.com/resources http://epublications.bond.edu.au/
tls/100/
Kinash, S., Crane, L., Judd, M-M., Stark, A., & Bannatyne, A. (under review). Enhancing the employability of
postgraduate students. Higher Education.
Kinash, S., Crane, L., Judd, M-M., & Knight, C. (2016). Discrepant stakeholder perspectives on graduate
employability strategies. Higher Education Research and Development.
doi:10.1080/07294360.2016.1139555
Kinash, S., Capper, J., Crane, L., & Judd, M-M. (under review). A research derived theoretical framework
explaining higher education student career identification and professional identity formation. The Journal of
Teaching and Learning for Graduate Employability.
Knight, E., Kuchel, L., Bennett, D., Burke da Silva, K., Divan, A., Horn, J., & van Reyk, D. How do researchintensive research universities portray employability strategies? A review of their websites. Submitted to
Studies in Higher Education, August 2016.
Male, S., Khan, N., Figueroa., E., Bennett, D., Gardner, A., MacNish, C., Maynard, N., & Willey, K. (In press).
Gender inclusivity of engineering students’ experiences of workplace learning at three Australian universities.
Journal of Engineering Education. Minor revision submitted February 2016.
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Sources to corroborate impact
Male, S. A, & Bennett, D. (2015). Threshold concepts in undergraduate engineering: Exploring engineering
roles and value of learning. Australasian Journal of Engineering Education, 20(1), 59-69. Available at http://
dx.doi.org/10.7158/D14-006.2015.20.1
Marrington, J., O’Shea, A., Burton, L. J. (in press). The Work-Integrated Learning Program: Developing
Employability Skills in Psychology Undergraduates. In K. Trimmer etc (Eds.), Higher Education in the
Professions: Case Study Illustrations of Quality Practice.
Microbiology Australia Special Issue, April 2016.:
McGillivray, L., Crane, L., Kinash, S. (under review). Student assessment as a strategy to improve graduate
employability. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education
Reid, A., Bennett, D., & Petocz, P. (In press). Creative workers’ perceptions of worth: Understanding identity
and motivation in a complex workforce. Australian Journal of Career Development. Accepted December
2015.
Smith, J V, Grando D and Fotinatos N (2016) Graduate employment trends in the life sciences: implications
for microbiology educators Microbiology Australia Special Issue, April 2016.
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
Edith Cowan University
ECU is taking a university-wide strategic approach to integrate employability into its curriculum. This has
been led by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Teaching, Learning and International), Professor Ron Oliver
and the ECU Graduate Employment Strategy was approved by Academic Board in December 2015. In
2016, ECU launched an Employability Pilot in line with the Strategy. The pilot involves 7 courses from
Schools around ECU. The aim of the pilot is to support students through their course to improve student
employability. The employability strategy uses a processual approach (Holmes, 2013), where students are
provided opportunities throughout their course to work on employability skills, embedded within their course
and linked to their profession. Information gathered throughout the course is used to create an ePortfolio
in the students’ final year. At ECU, students and staff have access to the ePortfolio platform, PebblePad.
Students are supported throughout their course in recognising key skills, goals and passions, and are given
opportunities within the course to link these to new learning and achievements.
Career advisors are involved in this process as guest presenters in classes at each year level. Students are
supported to undertake WIL placements whenever feasible and learning from WIL units is built into student
learning.
Findings from Bennett, et al.’s OLT report (2016) Enacting strategies for graduate employability: How
universities can best support students to develop generic skills moved this recommendation into their
employability framework (2016) have informed the implementation of ECU’s employability strategy at the
course level.
ECU’s processed approach to employability follows the recommendation set out by Bennett et al. (2016).
Students make links between their prior knowledge, skills and achievements and are explicitly given
opportunities to explore these. The ECU gradCAP (Graduate Career Action Plan) workbook has been shared
with students to support the recognition of their ongoing learning, write up experiences they have had in
using specific employability skills and develop an understanding of self. Students use the experiences and
evidence from their workbook to put together an ePortfolio in their final year. In this ePortfolio, students can
showcase their achievements and articulate their knowledge and abilities.
Bennett et al. (2016) have created a Toolkit that provide additional hands-on activities that staff can use that
directly supports this method.
Overall, ECU has developed its employability strategy to be in line with good practice developed to a large
extent through the work carried out through OLT grants. Particularly:
•

Using ePortfolios as a way to link teaching and learning and embed employability into the curriculum

•	Supporting this process by integrating ePortfolios into the university progressively, supporting staff
members as they took on the new technology;
•

Developing university-wide strategies to link portfolios to student employability

•	Developing resources that support student learning through recognition of prior knowledge, coursewide learning and life-long learning;
•

Linking the development of student self-knowledge to improve student employability
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INSTITUTIONAL VIGNETTES
University of Divinity
The University of Divinity is a Private Higher Education Provider based in Melbourne with Colleges in other
Australian capital cities.
The University has drawn on the outcomes of Kinash’s project to develop their employability agenda.
Currently the University of Divinity has the highest graduate outcomes on QILT.
The issues around Graduate Employability, raised by the Kinash fellowship (through the report and resulting
conversations) have been reflected in the widening uptake by students and more colleges in their collegiate
university of the Graduate Certificate in Leadership.
The University has just approved a Graduate Certificate in Theological Education for those employed in the
field and those undertaking higher degrees in the field. The focus of this on the vocation of the theological
educator is a direct result of conversation with Kinash through the Graduate Employability project.
Kinash’s work and encouragement have resulted in further exploration of employability factors in the
University’s curriculum, and has led to two presentations within the University (one at the research day,
and the other at a hosted national conference) on this area. In September (2016) the University of Divinity
will attend an annual meeting of the largest theology provider network to present on the topic of graduate
employability and student experience.
The impact of many OLT projects, through the simple means of facilitated conversation (being in the same
place as others that they would not have met or spoken to in the normal processes), has meant raising issues
and being exposed to new ideas that were just under their radar, and through specific alignment with their
own objectives, needs, vision or values.
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The OLT and its predecessors have always required that grants include multiple collaborative partners drawn
from across the sector. While a requirement like this can be stated, what is unknown is how this plays out in
reality and whether particular institutions or groups of institutions dominate. To investigate this question and to
also provide an understanding of the spread across the sector a social network analysis of OLT funded grants
from 2012 – 2016 was conducted.
This section outlines the results of a social network analysis13 of individual and institutional collaboration
patterns between participants involved in OLT funded projects over the years of 2012-2016. The purpose of
this analysis was to investigate the structure of the network relationships between universities and educational
researchers over this four-year period, and identify the main actors within them. The data was sourced from
OLT records of all funded projects from the following programs: innovation and development grants (ID),
commissioned grants, seed projects, and the leadership program. For these analyses, fellowships were
excluded as they are awarded to individual researchers, thus they are not collaborative projects as such.
Networks of institutional and interpersonal collaborations were found to be distributed. As such, the network
structure was not dominated by a select few. The institutional network revealed a core cluster of 26 Australian
universities representative of the sector as a whole, which are highly networked with each other, and to whom
the funding was largely distributed. ID and seed grants generated the majority of collaborations within the
central cluster. Participation as a partner or non-leading role in an ID-type grant resulted in a large number of
interconnectedness within the cluster. It has also been observed that institutions used different cooperation
strategies to obtain OLT funding for their innovation projects. That is, some universities had more diverse and
less intense collaborations reaching beyond tertiary institutions, while other institutions favoured more intense
relationships that were predominantly with other universities.
The educational researchers network was highly distributed – it did not develop a central cluster, and was more
characterised by the islands of disciplinary groups. Most of the interpersonal collaborations within the OLT
existed through one project, and those participating in a collaborative OLT project more than once represented
more established educational researchers within the specific disciplinary area funded by OLT. As the
disciplinary clusters, based on these more established researchers grew, they merged into a larger distributed
network representing the OLT research community. Furthermore, the findings may be extrapolated to indicate
that researchers from the New Generation Universities grouping are less integrated into the OLT research
community: New Generation universities tend to have more heterogeneous collaborations than their peers
involving relationships outside of the traditional university cluster.

13 Acknowledgement

is given to Professor Shane Dawson and Sasha Poquet (University of South Australia) who conducted
this analysis.
15 For the purpose of this analysis ‘New Generation’ universities were grouped based on Moodie’s classification of universities
(2002) and included: Australian Catholic University, Bond University, University of Canberra, Edith Cowan University, Notre
Dame University, Victoria University and Western Sydney University
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8(a) Social network analysis methodology
An analysis of the network structures was employed to gain insight into the individual and organisational
collaborations formed through participation in the funded OLT projects. Network analysis is a relational
theoretical approach that includes a set of methods to provide greater understanding of the relationships
comprising a network, e.g. ties, between the network actors or nodes (Hanneman, 2005; Scott & Carrington,
2011). In the OLT context, a network of collaborations included two types of actors: educational researchers
and their institutions, where a relationship was created through participation in an OLT project. For instance,
two Flinders University researchers would have a network tie between them if they collectively worked on an
OLT project. Similarly, the University of South Australia and Flinders University would have a tie to one another
if they collaborated on an OLT grant. If Flinders University and the University of South Australia cooperated in
five projects over the duration of four years, the institutions would be connected by a tie weight of ‘5’. In other
words, the resultant networks represented aggregated relationships between individuals and institutions. The
network reflects a nation-wide cooperative structure over the period when OLT funding was distributed (2012 –
2016). The process of aggregating the data to construct affiliation-based networks (Borgatti & Everett, 1997) is
shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Constructing researchers’ network

Networks of organisations and researchers were examined at the following different levels to understand the
patterns of inter-institutional and inter-personal collaborations that emerged through OLT funding.
1. Network-level.
Measures of network centralisation (Freeman, 1978) were used to identify the extent to which networks
were centred on a small group of actors or distributed.
2. Sub-graph level.
K-core clustering was applied for identification of the largest most interconnected component of the
network. Partitioning of networks based on frequency of participation was applied to gain insights into
the relationships of a more intense nature (either duration of relationships if same people received
funding multiple times, or spread of funding within the institution in case of multiple projects among
different researchers).
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3. Node-level.
Measures of node centrality (degree, betweenness, eigenvalue) were used to identify which actors had
most connections to other nodes, the extent of brokering between various actors, and the extent of
connectedness to other influential nodes of the network.
Analyses were conducted through igraph package for R (Csardi & Nepusz, 2006), and visualised via Gephi
(Bastian, et al., 2009). Selected insights gained from these analyses are described below.

8(b) Analysis of Inter-Institutional Collaborations
(i) Network Level Analysis: Overview of Institutional Cooperation
The network evolving from institutions receiving OLT funding comprised 143 organisations and 908 ties
between them (density of 0.08)16. Centralisation of the institutional network indicated that the network was
fairly distributed (degree centralisation of 0.28); and not dominated by one or two powerful nodes or university
groupings (e.g., Go8, ATN, IRU, RUN). The network included a central group of institutions with a high number
of partners who were connected by more intense relations. Less than 20% of participating institutions partnered
with 40-50 other organisations (Figure 2, left). Network periphery was occupied by the organisations with
fewer partnerships. As demonstrated by the cumulative plot (Figure 2, left), more than 50% of all participating
institutions had fewer than 10 partners. Additionally, although there is a core group of tertiary institutions and
partners who are highly networked (many-to-many relations), some institutions had more intense one-to-one
relations.

Figure 2. O verview of the number of partnerships and intensity of collaborations in the
institutional network.

16 Since

networks focused on two-way collaborations, projects granted to individual researchers have been removed.
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The intensity of relations was operationalised as a combined measure of the number of participating researchers
and the projects two organisations had in common. Such operationalisation is guided by the understanding
that cooperation may have broader impact by involving a higher number of people, as well as a deeper impact
by involving the same individuals in a more regular partnering process. As shown on the cumulative plot (Figure
2, right), around 80% of the network ties were of low intensity, under ten. For instance, one project with five
researchers from each of the two participating institutions would result in the intensity of ten; five projects
between two institutions involving two researchers each would also result in the intensity of ten.

Figure 3. E ntire network of institutions

(Coloured by the number of interconnected partners it is connected to within a sub-graph)

(ii) Sub-graph Level Analysis: Central Cluster
26 Australian Universities: Core Cluster Membership
The central cluster representing the institutional network consisted of a highly networked group of institutions
with many relations to one another. To better understand which actors comprised the central cluster, a
k-core measure was used to identify a part of the network with the highest interconnectedness. A core of 26
organisations was identified where each of the organisations had collaborated with 20 other members of the
same sub-group. Figure 3 illustrates this group within the network: nodes coloured in blue represent those
being connected to 20 other members. A few organisations in the centre (coloured in purple and green) have
connections to 18 and 19 other members. Figure 4 illustrates the network’s fragmentation with the largest
k-core.
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Figure 4. A fragment of the network with the largest interconnected group of universities

(Each university collaborated with at least 20 others universities within this sub-group)
Although OLT project participants included various stakeholders (e.g. TAFE, research organisations,
associations, business, international universities), the central cluster exclusively consisted of Australian
universities with diverse profiles. These 26 universities have benefitted from the OLT funding the most, both in
terms of funding, innovations established, as well as exchange of practices and information resulting from interinstitutional work.
Types of projects and ways of participating for central cluster universities
To better understand which OLT grants facilitated the broad institutional collaborations, the network of
institutions has been unfolded to integrate the type of projects. The intense cluster of universities was mostly
facilitated through ID grants (348 ties), then Seed grants (132 ties), followed by the commissioned grants (75
ties), and lastly the leadership grants (16 ties). Figure 5 illustrates the number of times a particular university in
the central cluster was a lead on a particular type of project. Project types were merged into single nodes and
sized by the number of institutions participating in them. Figure 5 demonstrates collaborations between the core
cluster universities that were facilitated through secondary (non-leading) roles in the OLT projects.
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Figure 5. C ore cluster universities and their lead in the OLT projects of different types
(Types of Projects, ID grants (ID), Grants (2016), Commissioned projects (COMM), Leaderships grants (LEAD),
and Seed grants (SEED). In the top image edges are labelled with the number of times a core cluster university
participated in a leading role in a OLT project of a particular type, in a bottom image edges are labelled with the
number of times a core cluster university participated in a non-leadership role).
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(iii) Node-Level Analysis
Who developed most partnerships?
Standard network analysis centrality measures such as degree, eigenvalue and betweenness were applied to
identify the influence of various actors within the network. These findings were then interpreted in relation to
the specific context and funding opportunities. In the case of OLT funding, the node-level measure represents
institutional benefits rather than institutional influence over the network. Degree centrality measure can be
interpreted as social capital – i.e. the number of partners an institution has established. Weighted degree
indicates the combination of the intensity of relations and their amount. Table 1 lists the top ten ranked
institutions in relation to their degree measures. University of Tasmania, The University of Queensland, Monash
University, The University of Sydney, University of Technology Sydney, Deakin University, and the University
of South Australia are among the highest ranked in both measures. These analyses demonstrate that these
institutions had numerous and more extensive network collaborations.

Table 1. Institutions with highest number of partnerships: Social Capital
NAME

DEGREE RANK

NAME

WEIGHTED
DEGREE RANK

The University of Queensland

1

University of Tasmania

1

Curtin University

2

Monash University

2

University of Tasmania

3

The University of Melbourne

3

Monash University

4.5

The University of Queensland

4

The University of Sydney

4.5

RMIT

5

University of Technology Sydney

6

Deakin University

6

Deakin University

8

University of Technology Sydney

7

University of South Australia

8

The University of Sydney

8

James Cook University

8

University of South Australia

9

QUT

10

The University of Adelaide

10

How do institutions collaborate?
‘Betweenness centrality’ is commonly related to a brokerage role, or in this case, as being exposed to
heterogeneous collaborations. In other words, institutions with the highest betweenness centrality are those
who collaborate outside of the highly interconnected cluster of universities with a more diverse range of OLT
participants (e.g. international universities; industry; government; etc.). In the context of these analyses, the
betweenness measure can be interpreted both as the breadth of program impact facilitated by the university,
as well as the exposure of the university to the many areas of practice and research. ‘Eigenvalue centrality’
represents the degree to which one institution is connected to other ‘influential’ actors in the network. In this
case, networked, institutions. Here, the eigenvalue of the institution is interpreted as positioning within the
network resulting from an alternate collaboration strategy. While betweenness represents working with as many
institutions as possible, high eigenvalue means working with highly interconnected and active institutions.
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Table 2 lists universities with the highest betweenness and eigenvalue within the network. It indicates that
some institutions combined these two strategies, for instance, University of Technology Sydney, University
of South Australia, and Monash University. On the other hand, some universities are identified as having one
type of collaboration strategy as represented by a much lower rank between the two metrics. For instance,
The University of Melbourne appears to collaborate with universities, being of high eigenvalue but very low
betweenness rank. In contrast, the University of Southern Queensland has the highest betweenness rank but
retains a lower eigenvalue rank. They are mostly collaborating with unique less interconnected OLT grantees
and are not as networked with the other more active universities.

Table 2. Institutions with highest betweenness centrality and highest eigenvalue centrality
NAME

BETWEENNESS RANK

EIGENVALUE RANK

University of Southern Queensland

1

26

QUT

2

12

Curtin University

3

15

UNSW

4

10

Monash University

5

2

La Trobe

6

30

University of Technology, Sydney

7

7

UniSA

8

8

Macquarie University

9

21

Victoria University

10

35

EIGENVALUE RANK

BETWEENNESS RANK

University of Tasmania

1

36

Monash University

2

5

The University of Melbourne

3

54

RMIT

4

18

The University of Queensland

5

17

Deakin University

6

30

University of Technology, Sydney

7

7

UniSA

8

8

The University of Sydney

9

11

UNSW

10

4

NAME
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Figure 6 (below) exemplifies the differences in collaboration strategies by visualising the ego-network of
collaborations for Monash University with its high betweenness and high eigenvalue, and the University of
Southern Queensland with its highest betweenness rank and lower eigenvalue. The nodes in the ego-networks
are sized based on the number of partnerships these organisations had in the entire network, and they are
coloured based on their belonging to the k-core with the minimum common neighbours (biggest nodes below to
the central cluster). It can be seen that the University of Southern Queensland has the opportunity to leverage
high social capital drawing on a diversity of ties. The institution has almost the same number of partners as
their peer institutions, however, the relationships are more diverse, and few collaborations belong to the central
cluster. In contrast, while Monash University has a high number of partners there is lower overall social capital
based on a strategy to establish strong ties among few institutions. The institution’s interconnectivity, has many
frequent ties to the central cluster universities, therefore explaining its high eigenvalue and high betweenness.
To conclude, all universities have highly benefitted from the OLT but the ways in which they developed their
partnerships is different.

Figure 6. Ego-Networks of Monash University and the University of Southern Queensland
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8(c) Analysis of Inter-Personal Collaborations
Educational researchers OLT collaborations are highly decentralised and distributed.
The interpersonal researchers’ network is a distributed and participatory structure. The network of researchers
having received OLT funding throughout the program duration comprised 1366 individuals, and their
cooperation was underpinned by 6060 ties (density=0.006). A network’s degree centralisation (0.02) indicates
its highly distributed nature. Approximately 80% of all participants have worked with some 12 other individuals
(Figure 7, left). More than 90% of all collaborations occurred only one or two times (Figure 7, right).

Figure 7 Overview of the number of partnerships and intensity of collaborations in the researchers’
network.

Such characteristics of the network represent that the majority of the OLT grantees participated only once
or twice over the four years of funding. More precisely, 1243 researchers participated in one collaborative
OLT project during the program duration, 125 researchers participated in two collaborative OLT projects, 27
researchers took part in three collaborative OLT projects, ten researchers took part in four collaborative OLT
project, and finally, only one researcher participated in five OLT projects throughout the program duration.
Figure 8 illustrates the structure of interpersonal collaborations: many separate sub-graphs of researchers are
highly clustered and disconnected, and a lot of activity is distributed. Networked activity between researchers
resulted in over a hundred separate sub-graphs of different sizes representing individual projects. One of
these sub-graphs is a giant component – the largest sub-graph where most people are interconnected. Such
a component has grown overtime, as more researchers participated. The size of the giant component (Figure
8, large sub-graph at the top) is 629 researchers underpinned by 3377 ties. The average path length between
the two researchers in the giant component is 6. Similar to the entire network, the largest connected part of the
researchers’ network is characterised by low density (0.01) and degree centralisation (0.05) indicative of its
distributed nature.
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Figure 8 The structure of interpersonal collaborations.
(The researchers’ network does not have a core cluster that controls most of the activity, instead, it has a
developing distributed larger component, and separate islands of independent activity indicating that funding
was spread across various researcher group. Nodes are coloured based on the type of affiliation of each
individual researcher).

Educational researchers social capital and their affiliations
To enable broader generalisations of institutional affiliation, we used typology of Australian universities as
suggested by Moodie (2002). OLT participating researchers had most affiliations with Go8 universities (26%
of participants); followed by the 1960s-70s established universities (e.g. Griffith) at 20.5%, with 17% of
participants representing ATN-like universities, and 16% representing regional universities. Finally, researchers
from New Generation universities comprised 9% of the network, other institutions comprised 7% of the
network, and 3% of the participants represented international universities, mainly from English-speaking (UK,
USA, Canada, South Africa) and Asian (Malaysia, China) regions.
The degree of social capital for a researcher was operationalised as both the number and the intensity of
individuals’ collaborations with others. Top researchers with many connections, are otherwise mostly associated
either with regional universities (e.g. University of Tasmania or University of New England) or ATN universities
(e.g. University of South Australia, University of Technology, Sydney), with only four out of the top twenty
representing the Group of Eight (Monash and UWA).
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Patterns of interpersonal collaboration
To gain insights into the underlying patterns of collaboration, the network of individual researchers were
modelled using Exponential Random Graph Modelling (ERGM) (Handcock et al., 2015; Morris, Handcock,
& Hunter, 2008; Robins, Pattison, Kalish, & Lusher, 2007). Similarly, to logistic regression, ERGM enables
estimating associations between interdependent data, as it is in social network analysis. The final model with the
details can be found in Appendix F.
It appears that international and regional partners have a higher propensity to form new collaborative ties
when compared to the remaining organisations, preferencing repeated collaborations. The New Generation
universities have the lowest propensity to form collaborative ties. Modelling of the network reveals a tendency
of researchers to collaborate with colleagues from a similar type of institution (grouping). This is not surprising
given that several researchers from the same institution are likely to participate in the same project. However,
there remains a tendency for researchers to collaborate with peers from similar institutional groupings. This
was most pronounced for Regional Universities and New Generation Universities. Researchers from these
institutions were most likely to collaborate with other peers from universities of a similar type. While such
tendency existed for ATN and G8, it was not as pronounced.
Backbone of researchers’ collaborations
Given that most researchers in the OLT network cooperated once, the parts of the network with collaborations
of a higher frequency were extracted to examine what may constitute the core for OLT collaborations (Figure
9). The ‘backbone’ of collaborations included 27 researchers from Go8 universities, 13 researchers from
ATN universities, 19 researchers from the universities established in the 1960s-70s, 26 researchers from the
Regional universities, 7 researchers from New Generation universities, 13 researchers from other institutions,
and one international researcher. As far as individual institutions are concerned the backbone has predominantly
1-2 representatives from each institution, with the exception of eleven institutions: 16 researchers from the
University of Tasmania, 10 researchers from Flinders University, 7 from Monash University, 7 from The University
of Melbourne and 7 from The University of Western Australia. RMIT, and University of Southern Queensland had
four of their academics in the backbone network, and Avondale College of Higher Education, Bond University,
QUT, University of Queensland and University of the Sunshine Coast each had three of their researchers.
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Figure 9. Backbone of researchers’ OLT collaborations.
(Collaborations are captured through interpersonal collaborations that happened more than once (2-4 times).
Nodes are coloured based on the type of institution the researcher was affiliated with: purple for Go8, dark
green for International, orange for Other, blue for 60s-70s established universities, pink for New Generation
universities, and grey for ATN universities).

A closer look at the sub-graphs of the backbone represent diverse disciplinary clusters. It appears that the
backbone of researchers’ network captures stronger underlying relations between several researchers within
different priority areas and aspects of teaching and learning. Figure 10 offers examples of these by highlighting
the sub-graphs of four researchers with highest weighted degree (two researchers a part of the same subgraph). It is clear that two of these sub-graphs have a larger and stronger collaboration, as they contain triads
of researchers underpinned by more frequent collaborations. The third network has strong dyadic collaboration
between the two individuals complemented by the breadth of collaboration in the overall network.
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Figure 10 demonstrates backbones of 3 selected disciplinary clusters: engineering (top pair), learning analytics
(middle pair) and employability (bottom pair). Each pair in Image 10 pictures same researchers in the backbone
network (left) and in the overall researchers’ network (right). The difference in the two networks is that the one
on the right also includes all the researchers who participated in an OLT project only once. It can be seen that
the disciplinary clusters on the right have more researchers on board, as well as being diverse in their affiliations
(colour of the nodes). In other words, it shows that the backbone researchers within a disciplinary cluster
expand their strong existing cooperation by bringing other people or participating in projects across their strong
networks. Also, the figure below shows how the large component of researchers’ network starts emerging. For
instance, the lower right network of employability researchers also contains a fragment of learning analytics
network, i.e. as some researchers participated more than once, their disciplinary sub-networks start merging due
to some individuals acting in bridging roles.

Figure 10. Backbone of disciplinary clusters
(These diagrams show the disciplinary clusters of engineering (top left), learning analytics (middle left) and
employability (bottom left) as observed in the network of researchers who cooperated more than once, i.e.
capturing the foundation of the cluster, and in the overall OLT cooperation network (right), i.e. capturing
the breadth and depth of cooperation within the discipline. Networks on the right are ego-networks of most
influential researchers within the cluster, filtered with the depth of 2 (which results in more than one disciplinary
cluster being present on the right, as networks disciplinary clusters start merging). Colouring and shape is
based on the institutional affiliation).

I M PACT EVALUATI O N O F KEY TH EM ES FU N D ED BY O LT 2012-2016

66

9. CONCLUSION

The aim of this secondment was to undertake an impact evaluation of key themes funded by the OLT during its
years of operation. Central to this analysis was the question ‘Did anyone pay any attention at all?’ Anecdotally
people across the sector answer ‘yes’ in response to this question, but what was missing was a rigorous
approach to evaluating the impact of innovations in learning and teaching. To achieve this, four activities have
been completed.
1.	The first was a clearly articulated and defensible approach to impact evaluation of learning and
teaching innovation. Drawing on case-study methodology, ‘impact’ relating to the aims of the OLT was
defined and a framework was described identifying key questions to be asked with indicators and
measures to support statements of impact.
2.	Interviews were held with senior staff across 85% of Australian universities and representatives from
Australia’s peak university bodies and professional associations to gather qualitative data on the
impact of OLT activities at sector wide and individual institutional levels.
3.	Case studies were developed for each of the four themes: English Language, Academic Integrity,
Learning Analytics, and Employability. The case studies documented sector wide impact and two
institutional vignettes were included for each case study.
4.	A social network analysis was conducted on all OLT grant and project funding from 2012–2016,
demonstrating strong sector wide collaboration.
The project design had some necessary limitations which need to be taken into account before concluding any
findings or recommendations.
•	The evaluation has only focussed on four themes and related fellowships and grants were a small
percentage of overall OLT funding from 2012-2016.
•	Being able to identify and attribute direct impact on the student experience is difficult due to the range
of variables that influence the student experience
•	Not every university was interviewed, but as the interviews progressed there were many repetitive
comments
•	Senior managers in learning and teaching (DVC As and PVC T&L) have different roles and
responsibilities, hence their responses are varied. To achieve a more comprehensive picture of views
there is a need to spend more time identifying staff who do have responsibility and knowledge for
particular areas and subsequently interview them.
•	Projects and fellowships that directly related to the themes were investigated but this did not include a
full scan of other projects and fellowships that were awarded under other topics and themes and may
have also touched on one or more of the four themes.
•

For many of the projects it is too early to indicate citation ratings due to very recent publication dates.

•	Case-study methodology as it is used in impact evaluation is typically peer-assessed. Given the small
scale of this evaluation this has not been done.
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Findings
Given the scope of the secondment and the limitations noted there are number of significant findings that can
be made.
•	Funding has been evenly distributed across the sector and has developed a culture of collaborative
activity, development and innovation in higher education learning and teaching. This is evidenced
through a social network analysis of all grant funding.
•	OLT funded activity and its outcomes have resulted in a body of knowledge and set of resources that
are widely drawn upon across all Australian universities.
•	Expertise and leadership have been developed in key areas and this is recognised by the higher
education community.
•	The themes focussed on (for this evaluation) remain key areas of concern for universities – all are
being built on and sustained post the end of project/fellowship.
•	There is substantial evidence of each of the themes having sector wide impact and uptake at an
individual institutional level.
•	Dissemination for key themes has extended post completion of the final report and this is strengthened
when researchers publish in peer-review publications and develop strong links with sector wide and/or
international professional organisations.

I M PACT EVALUATI O N O F KEY TH EM ES FU N D ED BY O LT 2012-2016

68

REFERENCES

Bastian M., Heymann S. & Jacomy M. (2009). Gephi: an open source software for exploring and manipulating
networks. International AAAI Conference on Weblogs and Social Media.
Bastow, S., Dunleavy, P. & Tinkler, J. (2014) The Impact of the Social Sciences: How Academics and their
Research make a Difference. London: Sage.
Borgatti, S. P., & Everett, M. G. (1997). Network analysis of 2-mode data. Social Networks, 19(3), 243–269.
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-8733(96)00301-2
Csardi, G., & Nepusz, T. (2006). The igraph software package for complex network research. InterJournal,
Complex Systems, 1695.
Dow, K.W. (2008) An evaluation of the ALTC 2005 – 2008. ALTC
Ferguson, M. (2014) The research impact agenda: Defining, demonstrating and defending the value of the
social sciences. The Australian Review of Public Affairs, August. Retrieved from :http://www.australianreview.
net/digest/2014/08/ferguson.html
Freeman, L. C. (1978) Centrality in Social Networks Conceptual Clarification, Social Networks. 1(1968),
215–239.
Gardner, M. (2016) Innovation in learning and teaching is too important to cut. The Conversation. 16 May 2016.
Retrieved from https://theconversation.com/innovation-in-learning-and-teaching-is-too-important-to-cut-5862
Handcock, M., Hunter, D., Butts, C., Goodreau, S., Krivistky, P., & Morris, M. (2015). ergm: Fit, Simulate and
Diagnose Exponential-Family Models for Networks (Version R package version 3.5.1). The Statnet Project.
http://www.statnet.org. Retrieved from http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ergm
Hanneman, R. A. & Riddle. M. (2005) Introduction to social network methods. Riverside, CA: University of
California, Riverside
Hargreaves, J. (2016). Apprenticeships and vocations: assessing the impact of research on policy and practice.
National Centre for Vocational Education and Research
Hicks, O. (2004). Composite report of projects funded through the Australian Universities Teaching Committee
2000 – 2003. Australian Universities Teaching Committee
Hinton, T. (2013) Influence factor: understanding outcomes from Australian learning and teaching grants. Final
Academic Secondment Report, unpublished, OLT
Husbands, C. (2014) Understanding impact: what does it actually mean?, IOE London Blog
https://ioelondonblog.wordpress.com/2014/05/09/understanding-impact-what-it-actually-mean/
9 May 2014 (Accessed 25/01/2016)
LSE (London School of Economics and Political Science), 2011, Impact of Social Sciences – Introduction:
Defining Research Impacts, Blog. Retrieved from: http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/introduction/
23 February
McKenzie, J., Alexander, S., Harper, C., & Anderson, S. (2005) Dissemination, Adoption & Adaptation of Project
Innovations in Higher Education. A report for the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education.
University of Technology Sydney
Moodie, G. (2002) Types of Australian Universities. Unpublished paper

I M PACT EVALUATI O N O F KEY TH EM ES FU N D ED BY O LT 2012-2016

69

REFERENCES cont.

Morris, M., Handcock, M. S., & Hunter, D. R. (2008). Specification of exponential-family random graph models:
terms and computational aspects. Journal of Statistical Software, 24(4), 1548.
Milbourne, R. (2015) A new national institute for learning and teaching. Department of Education and Training
Norton, A. (2016) Mapping Australian higher education. Grattan Institute. Retrieved from http://grattan.edu.au/
wp-content/uploads/2016/08/875-Mapping-Australian-Higher-Education-2016.pdf
Robins, G., Pattison, P., Kalish, Y., & Lusher, D. (2007). An introduction to exponential random graph (p*) models
for social networks. Social Networks, 29(2), 173–191.
Ross, F. & Morrow, E. (2014) Mining the REF impact case studies for leadership, governance and management
in Higher Education. LSE blog, Retrieved from http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2016/06/08/
leadership-governance-and-management-research-mining-the-ref-impact-case-studies/
Rogers, P., Hawkins, A., McDonald, B., Macfarlan, A. & Milne, C. (2015) Choosing appropriate designs and
methods for impact evaluation. Australian Government, Office of the Chief Economist
Scott, J. & Carrington, P. (2011). The SAGE Handbook of Social Network Analysis. SAGE.
Stanwick, J. & Hargreaves, J. (2012) Measuring and Maximising Research Impact in Applied Social Science
Research Settings. Good Practice Guide, NCVER
Stanwick, J., Hargreaves, J. & Beddie, F. (2009) Assessing the impact of NCVER’s research. NCVER, Adelaide
Taylor, S. (2016) When measuring research, we must remember that ‘engagement’ and ‘impact’ are not the
same thing. The Conversation, April 11

I M PACT EVALUATI O N O F KEY TH EM ES FU N D ED BY O LT 2012-2016

70

APPENDIX A: INDICATORS OF IMPACT
OLT RESPONSIBILITIES

QUESTIONS DETERMINING IMPACT*

INDICATORS

Student experience

•	Have the outcomes made a measurable impact on students’ satisfaction,
retention, completion and employability?

National level data from QILT

1.

Addressing significant
national educational
issues
National level
(Uptake covered under #3)

• Are the outcomes in line with current and future educational issues?
• Has a contribution been made to new knowledge about these issues?

• Media commentary
• Feedback from senior T&L leaders
• Australian Government funded work
• Frequency of issues funded
•	Publications (journal articles, reports, book chapters,
conference papers, media, parliamentary data bases,
legislation)

2.

Informing policy
development and
practice
National and
institutional level

•	What new policy/practices have been developed at institutional/national
levels?
• How has the project/fellowship raised profile/awareness at a national level?
• What influence and involvement is evident in decision making processes?

• New policy development
•	Presentations and representations to key policy
stakeholders, working groups
•	Integration of topic(s) into university T&L strategies/plans
• Use of specific OLT materials in reviews

3

Promoting and
supporting change
National and
institutional level

•	What reach/change have the outcomes of the fellowships/projects had at
a national level?
• What has been the uptake of outcomes?
•	If change is occurring as a result of funding these fellowships/projects
how is this being recognised?
• How can this be identified and measured?
• What were the best dissemination vectors?

•	Sector wide engagement beyond the OLT including
professional organisations and university groups
• Bibliographic analysis
• Uptake by universities
• Media and social media

4

Exploring, developing
and implementing
innovation

• How is successful innovation determined?
• Does the funded work address/provide ‘new’ answers to ‘wicked problems’?
•	What evidence is there of change and/or transformation of practice?
(covered in #3 above)

•	Bibliographic analysis of various publications and
articles
• Citation ratings

Developing leadership
capabilities

• What characterises a successful leader?
- Standing in the sector (and internationally)
- Dissemination
- Publications
- Citation rate
- Influence
• Has capacity for further research been built?

•	Number of invited presentations outside of home
institution
• Bibliometric analysis
• Future grants, commissioned works
• Awards and recognition

5

* Specific questions and measures will also be developed for each theme under evaluation
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APPENDIX B

People interviewed (note some people have been interviewed more than once depending on the purpose)

NAME

ROLE AND UNIVERSITY/INSTITUTION

OLT Expert Panel
Professor Margaret Gardner

Vice Chancellor, Monash University

Professor Shirley Alexander

DVC Education, UTS

Professor Marnie Hughes-Warrington

DVC A, ANU

Professor Jill Downie

DVC, Curtin University

Dr Don Owers

Tabor College

Ben Geytenbeek

University of Adelaide

Department of education and training, higher education
Di Weddell

Branch Manager, Student Information and Learning

Dr Paul Corcoran

Director, Learning and Teaching Support

Re scope and approach to the evaluation
Professor Shane Dawson

Director: Teaching and Innovation Unit, University of South
Australia

Professor Philippa Levy

PVC, University of Adelaide

Professor Phyllis Tharenou

Executive Dean, Flinders University

Dr Grace Lynch

RMIT

Professor Janice Orrell

School of Education, Flinders University

Professor Andrew Parkin

DVC A, Flinders University

Professor Beverly Oliver

DVC A, Deakin University

OLT fellowship and grant leaders
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Interview questions – for sector and institutions
1. Introduction
• What the project is about, scope, timelines, themes
• Key question - Did anyone pay attention at all?
2. General question about the impact/engagement with OLT funded work
• Do you engage with the outcomes of OLT funded work?
• If so, what might be the top 3 themes/projects that you have drawn upon?
• How have you used them within your institution?
• How would I see that evidenced?
3.	Themes
Each theme – scope is what has been specifically funded by the OLT, recognising preliminary work that has
been completed through the ALTC
English Language
Ass Prof Sophie Arkoudis from the University of Melbourne has led the work on English Lang. The most
significant messages from her research:
1. Universities need to develop mechanisms that can help assure graduates’ ELP
2. ELP development strategies need to target all students instead of just international students
3. ELP needs to be explicitly assessed
•	In terms of how you are positioning English Language support within your institution are you using/
following these principles?
Academic Integrity
There have been a number of projects funded – the work of Tracey Bretag (UniSA) has identified a number of
practices around Academic Integrity Policy development.
•	As an institution have you drawn on the learnings from these projects about AI policy development
and review?
Learning Analytics – Student Retention
The OLT has funded 3 significant projects on learning analytics and its application for student retention. This
has been led by Professor Shane Dawson (UniSA)
• What is your institutional positioning around the use of learning analytics?
• Have you drawn on any of the work from this research or engaged with the researchers?
Graduate Employability
There has been an ongoing support for projects that focus on graduate outcomes, WIL and graduate
employability. Recently funded projects have identified key themes that need to be embedded in institutional
strategy and practice relating to graduate employability and with greater links to industry.
• Does your institutional strategy incorporate some of these themes/recommendations?
•

Have you drawn on the OLT funded work to inform these practice? If so, what in particular?

4. Going forward
•

What are the key teaching and learning issues that you are prioritising?

•

Other reflections that you would like to add about the value/impact of OLT funded work
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ERGM of researcher collaboration network
FINAL MODEL
Estimate

SE

-4.98***

0.06

ATN

0.15***

0.07

G8

0.14**

0.04

0.45***

0.06

0.06

0.05

Other

0.32***

0.05

Regional

0.26***

0.04

-0.16***

0.004

60s with 60s

1.08***

0.075

ATN with ATN

1.23***

0.07

G8 with G8

0.99***

0.06

Int with Int

0.93***

0.26

NG with NG

1.63***

0.11

Other with Other

0.91***

0.13

Regional with Regional

1.51***

0.07

-0.16***

.004

EDGES
MAIN EFFECTS

International
New Generation

Number of Partners
HOMOPHILY

Institutions with many partners
with Institutions with many partners
AIC: 68976
BIC: 69152
•

AIC (Null Model) = 73118

•

R specification: net ~ edges + nodematch(“type”, diff = T) + nodefactor(“type”) + absdiff(“degree”)

•

None of the closure specifications could be fitted into the model resulting in degeneracy.

I M PACT EVALUATI O N O F KEY TH EM ES FU N D ED BY O LT 2012-2016

76

