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Abstract

Within higher education, students’ voices are feggly overlooked in the design of teaching appreach
courses and curricula. In this paper we outlinethie®retical background to arguments for includihgdents

as partners in pedagogical planning processes. Vésemt examples where students have worked
collaboratively in design processes along with lieaeficial outcomes of these examples. Finally foeeis

on some of the implications and opportunities fmademic developers of proposing collaborative apgites

to pedagogical planning.

Key words: |earning, engagement, student voice, co-construction, pedagogical planning
Introduction

‘... think some teachers...are so focused on gettinff done that they don’t pay attention to theirdgnts, who
| think are the most valuable resources in a atesar’ (Mihans, Long & Felten, 2005, p. 9)

‘Asking students to talk about their educationadssgmple that — whether we are teachers, paressgarchers,
or policymakers — we inevitably forget to do i{White, 2010, p. xi)

The college student and the business executiveequatbove make the same assertion: students are an
important resource but are rarely consulted abdmit educational experiences. Drawing on curriéatature
about student engagement and on a growing bodiudést voice research, we contend that acadenfic sta
should not only consult students but also exploagsafor students to become full participants indesign

of teaching approaches, courses and curricula.

This contention challenges conventional conceptiofslearners as subordinate to the expert
tutor/faculty in engaging with what is taught armlsh Moving away from traditional hierarchical mosleif
expertise, it strives for ‘radical collegiality’ iwhich students are ‘agents in the process of firamsitive
learning’ (Fielding, 1999, p. 22). Such a move eaiguestions for academic developers about howdhey
support and challenge academic staff to be opéenwocratic approaches and to hold greater expecsafidr
students as well as challenge students to demémsti@e active engagement in learning.
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In this paper, we (1) provide theoretical grounding these proposed changes, (2) describe three
forms of student participation in pedagogical piagrthat complicate traditional roles and respailisés in
higher education and improve the quality of leagrtimat students experience (Cook-Sather, FelteBo¥ill,
2010), (3) outline some of the benefits of studmrticipation in pedagogical planning, and (4) explsome
of the implications for academic developers of ddims work.

Theoretical Grounding

Student engagement is considered crucial to stuglmaess in higher education, with engagement atobet
as serious interest in, active taking up of, antirmitment to learning (Kuh, Kinzie, Shuh & Whitt, BD). In
virtually every definition of engaged learning, d¢mts take an active role in the learning proc¥&gslft
Wendel, Ward & Kinzie2009), with recent calls for students to becomermeators of learning (Davis &
Sumara, 2002; McCulloch, 2009).

Adopting an active and patrticipatory role in leagiis thought to enhance learning processes and
outcomes (Kuh, 2008) through, for example: studentgaging in meaningful (as opposed to rote) leggni
staff and students breaking down the power diffégaébetween them; and students experiencing #edfsm
to become critical thinkers and critical beingstie world (Barnett, 1997; Freire 2003). Studenticho
contributes to learners taking more responsibfiity their own learning (hooks, 1994; Rogers & Festh
1969).

Active learning implies not only a shift from passy to agency but also from merely doing to
developing a meta-cognitive awareness about whlagiisg done. When students make this transitiom fro
simply enacting what is required of them to ledonconsciously analyzing what constitutes and ecésithat
learning, they change ‘not just what the learneov..but also who the learner is’ (Dreier, 2003, in
Wortham, 2004, p. 716; see also Cook-Sather, 20B&xter Magolda (2009) calls this self-authorship.
Although there might be student and academic stafStance to this transition, such a transformatnakes
students more likely to adopt deep approaches amileg, as they ‘become adaptive experts who both
recognize and even relish the opportunity and rsgtyedor breaking with traditional approaches and
inventing new ones’ (Bain & Zimmerman, 2009, p..10)

Like engagement, student voice is a theory anafsptactices that position students as active agent
in analyses and revisions of education. Developegely in school contexts in the UK, Australia, @da,
and the US, ‘student voice’ is premised on theamstithat students have a unique perspective ohitepand
learning and that they should be invited to shhedr tinsights, which warrant not only the attentlmunt also
the response of educators (Fielding, 2001; Rudd2@®7). These assertions are supported by Ha(#6@3)
meta-analysis of student achievement, in which ftgeies that student learning is deepest when stsident
become their own teachers and when their teaclears from them through feedback and other means.
Nascent efforts to engage undergraduate voicegyireheducation value student perspectives andsitamo
students to share those perspectives (Delpish, églidnight-McKenna, Mihans, Darby, King & Felten,
2010).

Proposals for higher education students to colktecin pedagogical planning are not new (Dewey,
1916). However, students often lack agency withmversity educational structures and processes.
Encouragingly, a new strand of the Scholarship @dching and Learning embraces ‘a commitment to more
shared responsibility for learning among studemnis teachers, a more democratic intellectual comtyuni
and more authentic co-inquiry’ (Hutchins & Hube®1®, p. xii) Such sharing of the work of conceptualizing
and enacting approaches to learning requires neiwnsoof power (Mihans et al., 2008) that in tumean
greater ability to act and thus a greater sensesgionsibility’ (Manor, Bloch-Schulman, FlanneryRelten,
2010, p. 10). Positioning students as peers whe heluable perspectives (Sorenson, 2001) is key to



supporting collegial partnerships between facultgmbers and students with the goal of clarifying and
improving classroom practice (Cook-Sather, 201009202008). However, it is important to note that
enhancing student participation in pedagogical mlandoes not replace teachers’ expertise and kisgirole
in facilitating learning (Breen & Littlejohn, 2000)

Although there are numerous benefits to studertiggaation in pedagogical planning, scholars also
issue warnings. Participatory approaches risk ustiprengly reifying the views of the less power{@ooke
& Kothari, 2001) — in this case, students. This ¢a&d to an uncritical value being placed on sttglen
views, irrespective of the nature of these viewl/§% Rubin, 2003; Shor cited in O’Loughlin, 199&hd to
ignoring the diversity of motivations and experies¢hat different students bring to learning. Remnore,
claims of participation that are not genuine amhof participation where students remain as idats’ in
relation to the academic world may result in theration of students (Mann, 2001). Finally, co-tiacan
be threatening to students who are used to teadoeninating the classroom and thus may be resistant
deviating from this norm (Shor, 1992).

Mindful of both the potential and the challengestlué work, we present in the following section
some examples of students becoming partners irgpgdzal planning.

Three Forms of Student Participation in Pedagogical Planning

The programmes we describe here unfolded in diftecentexts: a small liberal arts college in thetebh
States, a medium-sized liberal arts universitynm Wnited States, a large National University gldnd, and
a small ‘post 1992’ university in Scotland. Eachamyple is outlined in order to demonstrate somehef t
range of possibilities within student participatiarpedagogical planning.

Students as Co-creators of Teaching Approaches

The first programme we highlight, called StuderdsLaarners and Teachers (SaLT), is funded by at gran
from The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. Part of thea€hing and Learning Initiative at Bryn Mawr Colleg
the programme invites faculty and students to eagageflective dialogue about what is happening ahat
could be happening in higher education classrooms.

SaLT consists of two interrelated forums for fagu(l) a semester-long seminar that includes weekly
two-hour meetings, weekly posts to a closed blogd; @ind end-of-semester feedback, and developniemnt o
final portfolio and (2) a partnership with a stutleonsultant. Since 2007, SaLT has supported 108tfa
members (who span ranks and divisions and range frew to those with 45 years of teaching experience
and 57 student consultants (second-year throufutth-year undergraduate students who major iieidint
fields, claim different identities, and bring vargi degrees of formal preparation in educationalie) in a
total of 137 partnerships.

Students are not enrolled in the courses for wih@dy serve as consultants. Rather, each student
consultant: meets with the faculty member to eshbyjoals and plans for the semester; visits oasscl
session each week; takes detailed observation notéise pedagogical issues the faculty member iftkt
surveys or interviews students in the class (if fdlty member wishes); meets weekly with the Itgcu
member to discuss observation notes and other de&dind implications; participates in weekly meggin
with one another and with the coordinator of Sahiffi¢g visits one or more faculty seminars five tirngsr
the course of the semester.

Student consultants and faculty memlberge partnerships outside of the regular teactuslént
relationship, explore dimensions of teaching amarnimg not generally discussed outside of education
courses, and model for the entire community a faimcollaboration that challenges traditional role
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distinctions and notions of who is responsible tfog education that unfolds in college classroomsoke
Sather, 2010, 2009, 2008).

Students as Co-creators of Course Design

Although much educational development focuses alagegical technique, course design might be the mos
important barrier to quality teaching and learninghigher education (Fink 2003). Since 2005, fagult
students, and academic development staff at Elawnelsity have experimented with a variety of appgtoes

to partnering in ‘course design teams’ (CDT) thatceeate, or re-create, a course syllabus.

Each team’s process varies, but typically a CDTuithes one or two faculty, between two and six
undergraduate students, and one academic develDepish et al., 2010; Mihans et al., 2008; Moore,
Altvater, Mattera & Regan, 2010). Faculty membeiiidte the redesign process, inviting the studeamis
developer to co-construct a team. Students usaalhly to participate in a CDT, motivated by a dedo
contribute to a course they have taken or thahmortant to the curriculum in their disciplinaryrhe. Once
the CDT is assembled, the CDT uses a ‘backwardgdesipproach (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), first
developing course goals and then building pedagbgicategies and learning assessments on thedtand
of those goals.

These student-faculty partnerships to redesign ngna@uate courses challenge students’ customary,
and often comfortable, passive role in the clagsroas well as a common academic staff assumptian th
their disciplinary expertise gives them completahatity over the learning process. This collabeati
approach prompts both students and academic stafbrifront fundamental questions about the natéire o
teaching and learning.

Time is the most important element in the succéss ©DT. Successful teams usually meet weekly
for two or three months, providing ample opportiesitto both accomplish the CDT’s practical purpote
redesigning the course and, perhaps more impoytaotidevelop a true partnership that welcomesestud
voices. Students often doubt that they will be takeriously in the process, and they also need tome
develop the language and the confidence to expedagogical ideas clearly. Many CDTs experience a
liminal moment when everyone present recognizesatliandamental boundary has been crossed, eiyhar b
faculty member ceding significant authority for theurse design or by students claiming power in the
process.

Students as Co-creators of Curricula

Co-creation of curricula implies students and aoadestaff working in partnership to create someathr
aspects of the planning, implementation and eviainaif the learning experience. A recent researofept
examined the role of students as co-creators sif ygar curricula in the USA, Ireland and ScotléBdvill,
2009). The example from the USA was based at Elondysity and has been outlined above. The other tw
examples are presented here.

At University College Dublin, programme co-ordinagoredesigned the first year geography
curriculum in collaboration with students. The pamgme enrolls approximately 400 students each yéwes.
co-ordinators advertised for four third-year studen apply for the job of co-designing the curhicn with
existing academic staff. These students were pattesign a new virtual learning environment basedrad
case studies covering important themes for firsirggography, such as migration and the coffeetrélkdey
then produced written, audio and video resourceshi® virtual learning environment that first-yesindents
could interact with and use to support their leagniThese case studies prompted discussion amoaly sm
groups of students online and in class. The the&arystudents then collaborated with the programaie c



ordinators to identify examples of good studentkabiat could be used as the basis for teachingosessdn
this way, the current students’ work directly irfhced and contributed to the curriculum.

At Queen Margaret University in Edinburgh, academstaff run an undergraduate programme in
environmental justice. Approximately 16 studentsowtave some experience as community activists enter
the course in order to learn ways to enhance ttagabilities as activists within their own commuynif
curriculum framework is designed by academic stiff; example, they plan that there will be a scéenc
module and a law module. However, the content @mtlodules will be dependent on what the studerdgd ne
to learn to become more informed active citizenseikample, legislation and science relating toctevaste
dumping. Students and academic staff developed legiotiation skills through discussion, compronadse
agreement about curriculum decisions. These presdssiped students to realise that they were haken
seriously and that their participation was meanihgither than tokenistic.

Benefitsto Students and Academic Staff

Each programme discussed here has been analypegtha different process. SalLT has, since itspihae,
been the subject of an action research projectoapdrby Bryn Mawr College’s Institutional Review &d.
Through this project, the primary investigator atddent researchers have engaged in the ‘spiraéléf
reflective cycles’ of planning a change, acting ahderving the consequences of the change, refteot
these processes and consequences, and then reagl@demmis & Wilkinson, 1998, p. 21). The primary
methods of analysis have been constant comparisdrgeounded theory (Creswell, 2006; Strauss, 1987).
Elon’s course design initiative has followed a $amresearch process, including multiple projeq@graved

by the University’s Institutional Review Board. Bynthesize results across these several projetds, E
faculty and students used constant comparison enthded theory. The co-created curricula exampleew
investigated using case study methodology in aarekestudy approved by the University of Glasgow’s
Education Ethics Committee. The relevant prograncm®rdinators and academic staff were interviewed,
informal meetings were held with students and damtary analysis of key programme documentation was
undertaken. Analysis involved identifying ‘withirage’ themes and then moved to identifying crose-cas
themes (Creswell, 2006). To inform the presentudison, we shared with one another findings from ou
respective studies and selected the commonalitesss them — those benefits that were identifieth wi
greatest frequency in all three studies.

Students and Academic Staff Gain a Deeper Understanding of Learning

When students work with academic staff to develegggogical approaches, they gain a different aoigle
and a deeper understanding of, learning. In ona Bfgwr student’s words: ‘You really don’t underdiahe
way you learn and how others learn until you cap $tack from it and are not in the class with ttamaim

to learn the material of the class but more to wstdad what is going on in the class and what iagyo
through people’s minds as they relate with thatemalf (Cook-Sather, 2008, p. 481). The steppingkiend
analyzing this student describes leads to deepenifeg (Bain & Zimmerman, 2009) through fosterimg t
development of meta-cognitive awareness, and itriboites to self authorship (Baxter Magolda, 2009)
because students become not only more aware butnadse active in and responsible for their learning
(Cook-Sather, forthcoming).

Likewise, when academic staff engage in dialoguth wiudents and one another about learning
expectations, pedagogical rationales are clariffedone professor explained: ‘If done properly, ggahical
transparency can lead to greater student respbtysibs my expectations for what they do to leara made
more clear.” This is consistent with Hattie’'s (2D@8dings regarding how ‘visible teaching’ and sible
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‘

learning’ improve student learning outcomes. As awademic staff member claimed: ‘...students...
demonstrated high levels of self-directed learnamgl autonomy...improved levels of confidence and
motivation with a resultant impact on improved sidperformance’ (Bovill, 2009, p. 41-42).

Students and Academic Staff Experience Enhanced Engagement, Motivation, and Enthusiasm

Having the opportunity to work collaboratively witaculty in developing pedagogical approaches nespi
students to experience an increased sense of angagenotivation, and enthusiasm. One Elon secaad-y
student captured this vividly in his journal: ‘leyv up thinking what | assumed every other studeotght
and the majority of students still think—what devdnt to get out of this class? An A. The thoughadively
trying to learn something never crossed my mindenTlone day as we were discussing...the subject of
teacher and student responsibility...the realizatidinme: What were my own responsibilities for my
education?’ (Manor et al., 2010, p. Bhis student’s recognition that he has a choicandigg the nature of
his participation in his education contributes te taking more responsibility for his own learnifigpoks,
1994; Rogers & Freiberg, 1969) — a recognition fleatls to a re-energizing and renewed commitment to
learning.

Academic staff experience a similar re-invigorataomd renewal (Delpish et al. 2010, p. 112; Bovill,
2009, p. 43). Many academic staff echo a Bryn Mesltleague who wrote: ‘I reconnected with [my stoide
and] repositioned myself as their advocate.” Onéhefteachers at University College Dublin statedthis
work has] really transformed how | think about taag and how | teach. And the buzz | get from teagin
a way that’s interactive...it’s really changed howdrk’ (Bovill, 2009, p. 25). When academic staféfee-
energized and engage more deeply in their workutltreextending more opportunities to students tvelgt
engage, learning processes and outcomes are edh#ude 2008).

Students and Academic Staff Relate Differently

Students and academic staff who work together alagegical planning assert consistently that theisee
their sense of relationship with one another. Sitsleegularly state: ‘Participating in this program has
dramatically helped me to become more patient akd more responsibility for my education. | am firgd
myself being more understanding of my professarsggles, and thinking more carefully about whagah
do to improve my own experience in the classroohtademic staff similarly comment on the change in
relationship: ‘I work with students more as colleag, more as people engaged in similar strugglésato
and grow.” They embrace the notion, in another ggebr's words, that ‘the learning process [is] a
collaborative venture of students and teacher. &vall learning through engagement with the subgect
each other.” These articulations of shared commtmand collaborative efforts attest to the power of
positioning students as co-creators of learning/i®& Sumara, 2002).

Academic staff ‘spoke of the importance of havirigranal...moment early in the negotiation of
collaborative relationships, where students redltbat they were being listened to and taken ssiyou
(Bovill, 2009, p. 47). In one case, for example tiollaborative selection of a course textbook gedrithe
dynamic of the design group, empowering studenbetactive participants and showing faculty theigaif
listening to students’ (Felten in Bovill et al.,d8) p. 88) When students are listened to by academic staff,
both the students and the staff see themselveslifily, as one academic staff member commentex ‘Y
work in a university and you get surrounded by peeyho should like teaching but whadan't like teaching
and don't like students...“they’re so stupid”, “thégn’t do any work”, “they’re so lazy”...and | think
actually, it's our problem, because they’re nogythe smart, they're engaged, they’re interest8a\ll,
2009, p. 25). These revisions of students as partneonstructing pedagogical processes reflect a



commitment to ‘shared responsibility for learnimgang students and teachers’ (Hutchins & Huber, 2010
Xii).

Implicationsfor Academic Developers

Recent approaches to academic development buittbostructive alternatives to what Shulman (2004) ha
called ‘pedagogical solitude’. Reflective and cbbieative approaches to professional developmenvé@a
Westwood, 2006) and faculty learning communitieglifn & Cox, 2004) have become models of good
practice. Yet, student involvement in faculty deyghent practices has been ‘virtually invisible’ §C&
Sorenson, 2000, p. 99; Sorenson, 2001). Since dhdeanic development scholarship of the past decade
suggests that standard practices fail to integsaddent voices into much of our work, how do academ
developers encourage students to share respotysiilih academic staff and academic developers for
analyzing and designing pedagogical practices? Digaupon the approaches we have presented, we sugge
that embracing the following characteristics magtde academic developers to begin to effect thasgh:

1. Invite students to be partners (active and authoritative collaborators) with amadt staff in
pedagogical planning, thus challenging traditidriatarchies and roles.

2. Support dialogue across differences (of position and perspective), which yields frasights and
deeper engagement in teaching and learning.

3. Foster collaboration through which both academic staff and students ta&re responsibility for
teaching and learning and adopt new views of both.

4. Serveasintermediaries, facilitating new relationships between student$ academic staff.

We outline some key challenges, opportunities, menendations and questions for those with an academi
development role within higher education.

Challenges

Relinquishing control over pedagogical planning. We recognize that many academic staff may be
uncomfortable with the necessary change in powatioes a more democratic pedagogical planninggsec
requires. Academic developers can play a diplomalie in acknowledging the perceived threat to tengs
privilege and power, whilst working to reinterptbe possibilities that this shift might engendehey can
also be honest about the potential discomfort egpeed when adopting new and radical pedagogies and
provide information about the benefits of co-creatapproaches such ‘radical collegiality’ Fieldifi®99)
calls for.

Rethinking time investments. Academic staff might resist new approaches viewsetnae consuming if they
already feel overloaded with work. Academic develgpcan outline a range of different possible ewsl

student participation, encouraging academic stafftart with small scale co-creative innovationeyl can

acknowledge that what is possible will vary in drifnt contexts, and provide illustrative framewofds

academic staff to use in guiding their first attésngt partnership planning with students. Time stweents

up front can pay off later as students take a naatese role in the learning process (Wolf-Wendebkt
2009).

Meeting professional requirements. Academic staff from disciplines with requirementsnh professional
bodies may consider these strictures limit the ipdgges of co-creation. Academic developers can
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understand and work with the disciplinary differes@nd needs across the university setting (Jerldes),
and they can remind academic staff that profeskimguirements usually relate to outcomes in teahs
‘fitness to practice’ and less frequently dictdte tvay in which the knowledge, skills and valuepiieed of a
professional graduate are to be achieved. Thiseted@exibility in choosing pedagogical approachessm
suitable to engender these graduate attributes.

Gaining access to students. Academic developers often have only indirect camdth students, unless they
continue to teach in a specific discipline. Academévelopers can intentionally seek out opportesifor
developing relationships with students, and theyalao help academic staff to encourage hesitadests to
become partners in pedagogical planning. Findilgy twork alongside teachers who are supportingesiisd

to take their first steps in partnership plannimg @ffer constructive feedback and advice abouttwahay
feel an alien process to some students and acadsafic Such efforts enact and make visible a more
democratic approach to supporting learning (Huteh8nh Huber, 2010) with responsibility shared among
academic staff, students, and academic developers.

Opportunities

We have suggested some possible responses to Hilenges raised, but there are other possible
opportunities for promoting student participatiarpedagogical planning.

Build on existing commitments among academic staff. Many academic staff already collaborate with sttislen
in the research arena and others embrace liberpsatgigogies that place active student participadtotine
centre of their teaching practice. Academic dewelspcan build upon these practices, find placesrevhe
student voice work aligns with teachers’ disciptinand philosophical approaches, and help acadstaft

to bridge between existing approaches and new farfnsollaboration. Such efforts make explicit for
academic staff, as they do for students, the kimidself-authorship in which they are engaged (Baxte
Magolda, 2009; Cook-Sather, 2006).

Promote and practice co-creative approaches in academic development fora. Courses such as Postgraduate
Certificates in Learning and Teaching emphasizertiportance of reflection on and evaluation of en@vn
teaching practice. Academic development workshemsseminars and regular university quality asswganc
and enhancement frameworks such as programme revid\audit are other fora where academic developers
may be able to pose questions about the placeeosttident voice within pedagogical planning proeess
These fora may also provide opportunities to prevaternative and democratic pedagogies and engende
greater expectations of students. We can also ipeaethat we preach by using co-creation in our own
practice (Swennen, Lunenberg & Korthag2®)8; Brew & Barrie, 1999).

Act as a bridge between different parts of the University and influence policy. Academic developers have a
role that can be perceived as a bridge betweeneateadstaff and administrative staff within higher
education. This positioning provides a range ofitamital opportunities for developers to influenceda
support student/academic staff partnership appesaeh institutional policy levels, including, foxamnple,
influencing the nature of learning and teachingtstgies.

Overall Recommendations for Academic Developers



On the basis of existing literature and our ownegigmces, we make some recommendations to academic
developers who aim to support collaborative apgreado pedagogical planning.

» Consider carefully the academic context, and woith \eacademic staff to identify appropriate co-
creation opportunities.

» Try to create liminal spaces outside of typicalistures and relationships where students understand
they are taken seriously.

» Ensure that neither academic staff nor studentscteapelled to participate and that participatien i
meaningful. Indeed, false claims of participatioayread to a sense of student alienation (Mann,
2001).

» Ensure the diversity of students and academic siadf their positions are brought into structured
dialogue: actively critique approaches that tréatlents or academic staff as homogenous groups.
This implies we need to value what individual stgebring to pedagogical planning process and
treat students as peers (Sorenson, 2001).

* Recognise that this work is on-going, that pedagggplanning is not transformed once and for all
after a single period of participation.

* Value, and encourage academic staff and studentslde, the processes of collaborative pedagogical
planning and not just the products of the process.

» Support academic staff to take small steps in bolative pedagogical planning - perhaps not st@rtin
by redesigning an entire curriculum but ratherrigyout something more contained and manageable
(Bovill et al, 2009).

» Evaluate co-created pedagogical design and appesaichbuild a growing evidence base for the
impact of the processes and outcomes of this work.

Questionsfor Further Exploration

The complexity of student participation in pedagagiplanning means that there are many areas ofigga
with questions that remain unanswered: How do eated teaching approaches, course and curricuigndes
appear when viewed from different cultural stands® How do we ensure the sustainability of cotecka
pedagogical approaches? Involving students in degigtheir own educational experiences can enhance
student ownership of their learning, but this iraplthe need for redesign by the next cohort ofestigdto
ensure that they achieve this same degree of ohipers

Involving students in pedagogical planning is ansigant step in deepening engaged learning anchimig
therefore be understood as a professional resphitysilor academic developers. We have attempted to
illustrate the added value of this approach: thelications in terms of deeper learning and changed
relationships between academic staff and stud&#ssuggest that, given the benefits that our preény
studies have outlined, it is incumbent upon usetmnsider students’ role in their education ands#n
students to take a more active part: as co-creafdesaching approaches, course design and cuaricul
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