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Foreword
The study of languages in Australian universities has a long but very chequered history. The discipline of Languages more
often than not belongs to the category of small enrolment subjects whose existence is frequently under threat because of
financial exigencies affecting the modern university in Australia. Enrolments in languages tend to be subject to strong
fluctuations due to such factors as societal perceptions about the usefulness of language study per se, the (un) popularity of
certain languages and policy directions. Managing the volatility around the position of languages in universities is generally
seen as the responsibility of Deans/Pro Vice-Chancellors in Faculties of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences. At annual
meetings of the Australasian Council of Deans of Arts, Social Sciences and Humanities (DASSH), maintaining, introducing
and/or phasing out language programs became a regular topic of discussion: collaboration was seen as key to minimising
the (potential) disruptions and uncertainties linked to fluctuations in language enrolments and study. In 2005 DASSH, with
institutional support from the University of Queensland, successfully applied to the Collaborative and Structural Reform Fund
to explore the potential of collaborative arrangements in the languages area through the development of some models,
which would be trialled over a three-year period. This report – Collaborative Models for the Provision of Languages in
Australian Universities – presents the findings – warts and all – of this exploration. The report has been written with a range
of audiences in mind. They include Heads of language departments who are responsible for daily oversight, planning and
implementation of language programs, policy advisers in government relating to language education and higher education
who are central in assisting to address structural constraints and barriers for collaborative arrangements. The primary
audience though are Deans/PVCs with responsibility for managing language programs – the nature of the report and the
majority of recommendations are geared towards this group to assist them in their decision making processes re entering
and sustaining collaborative arrangements for languages.
Building upon the findings and recommendations from previous reports of languages in higher education the report focuses
on identifying scenarios suitable for collaboration in the languages area and on describing the parameters that need to guide
different forms of collaboration including the pedagogical considerations, delivery modes, student management, financial
arrangements. The bulk of the report is devoted to the description, discussion and evaluation of the 6 collaborative trials.
The results of these trials give a very candid insight into the many difficulties, constraints and barriers affecting collaborative
arrangements. Many of these obstacles are structural and sector wide and will need to be addressed mainly at institutional
and sectoral level to ensure the sustainability of such collaboration. The trials also reveal the dedication, willingness and
inventiveness of many languages staff to overcome systemic problems relating to language collaborations. However without
the informed support of Vice-Chancellors, Deans/PVCs their suggestions and initiatives will often not be sustainable. With
this report we aim to assist Deans/PVCs in making informed decisions about language collaborations in the hope that this
will strengthen the position of languages as a key area of scholarship in Australian Universities.
Many people have contributed to the execution of this large-scale project. On behalf of the Steering Committee and DASSH
I would like to express sincere thanks for their assistance, input, ideas and other contributions to this significant report.
Special thanks go to Dr Joanne Winter, who was the Project Director, 2007–2009 with responsibility for daily oversight of all
stages of the project, the coordination of the trials and for the authoring of the final report. Thanks also go to all members of
the Steering Committee who provided valuable and expert insight into all aspects of the project: Professor Richard Baldauf
Jr (UQ), Professor John Fitzgerald (La Trobe 2007), Professor Richard Fotheringham (UQ, 2008), Dr Greg Whatley (UNSW,
2006-2007) Professor Tony Liddicoat (UniSA), Professor Joseph Lo Bianco (University of Melbourne, member in 2006),
Professor Michael Macklin (UNE, member in 2006), Professor Adrian Vickers (University of Sydney, 2008). Support to the
project was also provided by Ms Helen Burns (2006) and Professor Linda Rosenman, as well as members from the Social
Research Centre at the University of Queensland.

Anne Pauwels, PhD, FASSA
Chair, DASSH/CASR Steering Committee
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Executive Summary
Collaborative arrangements between universities for the teaching of languages are not a recent phenomenon in
the Australian sector. However, too many have come and gone mainly due to the absence of a proper framework
guiding the introduction as well as the sustainability of such collaborations. Yet the financial climate within which
Australian universities operate make collaborations increasingly necessary either as an alternative to closing
down language programs or as a fiscally responsible way for the introduction of a new language. Collaboration
for the provision of languages is not, however, to be interpreted as the norm, or the routine learning modes for
university students. At the same time Australian universities need to ensure that their students graduate with a
comprehensive, world-class knowledge portfolio. This requires an obligation to provide and promote a diversity of
languages for professional and strategic needs and to reclaim Australia’s reputation as a leader of language
education and policy. Given this situation it is desirable for the university sector to examine existing collaborative
arrangements as well as develop and trial new ones.
This project, funded by the Collaborative and Structural Reform Fund (DEEWR) with the support of the
Australasian Council of the Deans of Arts, Social Sciences and Humanities (DASSH), was charged with
identifying the conditions under which collaborations or collaborative activities around the provision of languages
education in Australian universities best meet the interests and planning needs of various audiences; the
academy of language scholars, Deans/PVCs, university managers and administrators, graduates, policy makers.
As part of that brief, the collection, analysis and interpretation of archival, survey and interview data provided an
account of relevant factors in, inhibitors to and facilitators of, collaborative partnerships for the delivery of
language education. Subsequently a number of reports, available on the DASSH website (www.dassh.edu.au),
have ensured the dissemination of information about international contexts of collaboration to a range of
audiences (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006), the management and leadership issues involved in setting up and
maintaining a collaboration (Hajek et al 2008; Winter 2006) views from language teaching academics about their
roles in collaboration (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko, Winter 2006) as well as information about the place and role of
private providers in languages education (O’Phelan 2006).
The nationally coordinated online survey of Australian universities, commissioned as part of this project, provided
a profile of languages education and teaching changes over the period 2001-2005. The report (White & Baldauf
2006) found that total student enrolments in languages remained relatively stable in the survey period while in
2005 some 38 languages had not been recently taught in Australian universities (but had been taught
previously). The staffing base of university language teachers had declined slightly over the five-year period but
more relevantly casualisation of the teaching profile had increased 40%. The cyclical nature of student demand
and enrolments saw Arabic, Chinese/Mandarin, French, Latin and Spanish grow significantly during the survey
period yet German, Indonesian, Modern Greek, Thai and Vietnamese enrolments contracted.
The innovative component of the investigation was the design, trial and evaluation of different Collaborative
Models that could deliver language programs through inter-institutional partnerships and arrangements. The
trials of the Collaborative Models took place in various contexts during 2007-2008 and we note that (current and
future) reviews of higher education in Australia may change the ‘preference’ of some arrangements discussed in
this report. The Collaborative Models – Cooperative Blended Model; Collaborative City-Based Model and the
Blended Online & Immersion Model (Version A: domestic; Version B: in-country) – are recommended for
partnerships in language(s) provisions in a range of contexts. Not all of the Models have been evaluated as
suitable for all languages and teaching programs. The dimensions of each Model do reflect some flexibility but
several key dimensions have been recommended to ensure sustainability. The evaluation of the Collaborative
Models addressed two key issues:
1. The impact of the Collaborative Model trialled in the provision of languages.
2. The conditions under which the Collaborative Models should/can be included, or not, for language policy and
planning in Australian universities.
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The key dimensions identified in the evaluation and recommended as necessary conditions under which the
Collaborative Models can be applied include:
1. Sound financial arrangements through revenue sharing of institutional income with clear budgeting and
distribution reporting to teaching areas.
2. Formalised agreements and documentation with timelines that allow for at least one full cycle of the
language offering and identified renewal, review and expiry deadlines.
3. A rationale for the collaboration that considers degree type and course structure, consideration of student
demand and cohort, succession planning if long-term collaboration is envisaged and agreed workload
accountability for academic and administrative staff.
4. Sophisticated curriculum and pedagogy that addresses the issues of alternative modes of learning for
internal students.
The Collaborative Trials involved six case studies; Chinese/Mandarin, Arabic & Italian; Modern Greek; Classics;
Indonesian and German. Each Case Study trialled one of the Collaborative Models and involved at least two
Australian universities. The Collaborative City-Based Model was not trialled due to its extensive history and
currency in Australian universities. A report of the evaluation of the Model, Hajek et al (2008), was utilised in the
overall evaluation and in the determination of aspects 1-5 listed above.
As part of the evaluation of the Collaborative Trials the type of language involved – a widely, moderately or
lesser-taught one – was considered for its interaction with the model and identified any specific, or limited
constraints or facilitators that had enabled the collaboration. In one case, the evaluation of the Cooperative
Blended Model—with externally funded options for student scholarships, staffing and travel—highlighted the
need to consider the program’s positive impact on the members of that community who might otherwise not
engage philanthropically with the Australian Higher Education sector. The Cooperative Blended Model provides a
structure for these efforts and can also satisfy the needs of managers and administrators for financial
accountability of the arrangements. In another case, the limited success of the trial involving German, a widely
taught language showing signs of contraction in student demand, was evaluated as needing greater emphasis
on the specific contexts of Honours programs and less to the financially and pedagogically sound dimensions of
the Blended Online and Immersion Model (Version A). The model in question was suited to the collaboration
from a management and planning perspective but the context of Honours programs needed to be accorded with
additional evaluative ‘loading’.
The evaluation of the Case Studies also identified a number of institutional, sectoral or international structures
that hindered the application of the Collaborative Models. Recommendations aimed at recognition and hopefully
removal of the barriers have been proposed including:
• Consideration of incentives for implementation of collaborations to introduce new languages in Australian
Universities
• Consideration of incentives to facilitate language pathways and articulations from secondary to university
sector and other post-secondary articulations (e.g.TAFE links)
• Review of (cross-) licensing issues relating to IP and copyright for teaching materials and curriculum adopted
in collaborative efforts.
This document is the final report that provides a summary of the reports commissioned as part of the
investigation of collaboration; an overview of the Collaborative Models with exemplification of hypothetical
scenarios that include financial modelling; discussion and evaluation of each Case Study as well as an overall
evaluation of the factors facilitating and/or hindering collaborative arrangements.
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Recommendations
All Vice-Chancellors, Deans/Pro Vice-Chancellors and academics consulted during this project emphatically
agreed that the attributes, qualifications and employability of Australian university graduates must be competitive
in the international arena and that increased engagement with, and qualifications in, languages other than
English are vital components of this competitiveness and for global citizenship in general. Most Australian
Universities recognise and acknowledge the value-added qualities languages afford their students while at the
same time being faced with a need to plan contingencies for resource allocation to language teaching areas and
other small enrolment subjects. Articulations of excellence and advantage for students to include language study
at the tertiary level must be supported by constructive responses that address issues of study program
comprehensibility and languages education, enabling of languages pathways from secondary to tertiary levels,
removal of structural barriers to institutional collaboration and the provision of incentives for innovative
collaborations to expand the range of languages available to Australian students.
RECOMMENDATION I

That, in the implementation and organisation of collaboration for language(s) provision in Australian
universities, the obstacles identified in this Report are explicitly addressed and resolved.
This Recommendation refers to the Cooperative Blended Model, the Collaborative City-Based Model and the
Blended Online and Immersion Model (Version A: domestic and Version B: in-country) described and modelled
in this report. It is imperative that for the efficient conduct and long-term viability of any collaboration that the
following, minimal, conditions are incorporated into the design of the scheme:
•

Agreement at the highest level of each university that the collaboration will proceed with the full support
of all partners. Agreements to outline intellectual property, licensing, copyright and insurance issues,
student access to learning resources, staffing arrangements and student administration.

•

Formal contracts and documentation with timelines that allow for at least one full cycle of the language
offering with identified renewal, review and expiry deadlines.

•

Sound financial arrangements through revenue sharing of institutional income with clear budgeting and
distribution reporting to teaching areas. This applies to both ‘fee for service’ arrangements and crossinstitutional situations to ensure, for example, adequate reimbursement for infrastructure and
administration costs.

•

Preference be given to collaborative models in which students can enrol in their Home universities. In
cases of cross-institutional enrolment, agreement for publicising language offerings at all partner
universities and explicit consideration of enrolment, timetabling, travel and course credit transfer issues
should be addressed so that students are aware of all language offerings and are not disadvantaged by
this mode of study.

•

A rationale for the collaboration that considers degree type and course structure, consideration of
student demand and cohort, succession planning for long-term implementation and workload
accountability for academic and administrative staff.

•

Sophisticated curriculum and pedagogy that addresses the issues of alternative modes of learning for
internal students.

RECOMMENDATION II

That, DEEWR offer incentive grants to Australian Universities that enter into partnerships for the
introduction of new languages(s).
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Collaborative agreements between universities incur significant start-up costs, but offer significant benefits in the
longer term, provided the structural difficulties and complexities identified in this project are recognised and
addressed in the initial design of a collaboration. The introduction of a new language, preferably a moderately or
lesser-taught language, should be recognised through the incentive device in appreciation for the institution’s
role in reclaiming Australia’s (damaged) reputation as a leader in language(s) education.
RECOMMENDATION III

That, in evaluating proposals for language provision partnerships between universities, DEEWR give
particular attention to the need to ensure that all languages studied in Year 12 are available in at least
one Australian University.
This Recommendation aims to address the current situation where many languages studied at Year 12 level are
not available for study at any Australian university. Encouraging multi-university partnerships to deliver language
education, particularly in low-enrolment languages, minimises risk and creates incentives for imaginative
pedagogical solutions. The creation of a pathway should not depend on the closure of an existing language
program where the language in question is a moderately or lesser-taught language. Adoption of this
Recommendation would strengthen and broaden Australian graduates’ profiles.
RECOMMENDATION IV

That DEEWR in dialogue with Universities Australia consider a review of (cross-)licensing issues,
copyright and IP arrangements – compliance and coverage – for collaboration in the delivery of language
education in Australian universities
The Recommendation addresses the major obstacle to efficient, timely and appropriate curriculum and teaching
materials delivery in the Collaborative Models in the on-line learning environment. Resources – time, workload,
legal expenses – dedicated to these issues were disproportionate to other major activities in the establishment of
collaborations. Different institutional arrangements and processes, competitive institutional interest and a paucity
of consistent knowledge among senior managers and planners with responsibility for academic education
matters impacted the implementation of the Collaborative Models. If Recommendation V were adopted these
issues could form part of the terms of reference.
RECOMMENDATION V

That an Australian Virtual Languages Network be established to coordinate language initiatives and
collaborations for Australian Universities that includes representation of DEEWR, Ministries of
Education, Private Providers of language(s) education and experts in languages education in Australian
Universities.
Recommendation V recognises the need for an umbrella body with small-scale expenditure structures but able to
transcend the competitive nature of the higher education sector to assist with the implementation of the
Collaborative Models. Despite good will and widespread interest to address resource allocation issues linked to
the provision of languages, the higher education sector is characterised by competition and individualism. These
traits often function as a barrier to collaboration and impact upon the potential and possibilities collaboration
offer. A suitable vehicle for the Network could be a sub committee attached to Universities Australia (UA). This in
not intended as a ‘watch-dog’ or monitoring role for UA but more for facilitation purposes. The subcommittee
would:
•

Provide a framework for all collaborative ventures

•

Provide some general guidelines and assistance

•

Facilitate communication between universities interested in collaborations as well as between
universities and DEEWR
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1 Introduction and Clarification of Terms
1.1 The CASR Project: An Introduction
The project – Innovative approaches to the provision of Languages other than English [LOTE] in Australian
Universities – is a feasibility study to map the range of collaborative programs offered to study languages other
than English (LOTE) in Australia’s Higher Education. It identifies a range of innovative, cost efficient and
pedagogically appropriate models for LOTE delivery and collaboration across the higher education based on
current and recent implementations of existing models nationally and internationally and new and innovative
modes of LOTE delivery. Selected models were trialled, in consortia of universities, and evaluated for the
feasibility of transferability across the sector in Australia.
The project is an initiative of the Deans of Arts, Social Sciences and Humanities [DASSH], an incorporated
association of Deans/PVCs that represent 38 universities in Australia and 6 in New Zealand. Within universities it
is the Dean who normally has responsibility for staffing, budgets, academic programs, students and the
continuation/discontinuation of low enrolment fields. Therefore a project carried out under the auspices of
DASSH will not only guarantee easy access to all the universities, it will reach those with decision-making power
to implement innovative approaches to the teaching of languages. Deans/PVCs require innovative approaches
for evaluating, delivering and maintaining small enrolment subjects such as languages, creative and performing
arts and museum studies. Because the Deans/PVCs are in a position to implement change they need to be
involved in the discussion about innovative ways of teaching small enrolment languages.
Since the formulation and the implementation of Australia’s first comprehensive policy on languages – the
National Policy on Languages (Lo Bianco 1987) Australia has made a firm commitment to the importance of the
study of languages in education. This proposal builds upon this commitment with a specific attention to the
higher education sector. It recognises the importance of maintaining and enhancing linguistic ability and linguistic
diversity in Australia to cope with the challenges of globalisation. Australia is a small country in a strategically
important part of the world. Language proficiency is essential for its international relations, trade, intelligence
purposes and social harmony as well as dealing with recent catastrophic events including 9/11, the Tsunami and
the War on Terror. No one can predict easily where the next crisis will be. There is a need for Australia to
maintain a cadre of people who have linguistic and cultural competency in a majority of languages and
universities are an integral part of meeting this need.
Universities have an essential role in strengthening the linguistic resources of and for Australia and ensuring
languages are a core part of tertiary education. The provision of diverse language programs (i.e. type of program
and range of languages) is increasingly necessary for contemporary Australia, as any society that does not have
individuals with diverse and highly developed language skills will find it difficult to compete in the context of
internationalisation and globalisation. Access to foreign languages is essential to a comprehensive education
while their presence is consistent with Australia’s commitment to international and inter-cultural perspectives
(Deakin, 2003).
The project arose in response to the recognised commitment to the provision of, and possible expansion of
language choices for students, languages education in DASSH faculties and a concern for the feasibility and
long-term sustainability of current arrangements around languages. The context is a complex one and reflects a
confluence of contributing factors for Deans planning and managing languages. The findings from this study will
contribute to ongoing discussions about the structures that facilitate an enhancement of the languages profile in
Australian universities and maintenance of the world-class expertise and indeed world-led recognition of
language education and educators in Australia.
First it is clear that in terms of knowledge transfer and information needs for Australia in the 21st century that a
desirable, if not mandatory, graduate outcome is bilingual competency that includes tertiary study in the
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language(s). Interestingly, the increased and increasing linguistic diversity of Australia’s population as reflected
in the 2006 Census has not stimulated the provision of community languages (many with strategic importance to
Australia) in higher education in the more recent past. The number of community languages available for
university study had fallen steadily for the past two decades. Pauwels (2007) remarked that despite an increased
participation of (domestic) students from linguistically diverse backgrounds, such as Vietnamese, Cantonese and
Hindi the study of these languages had disappeared or has been drastically reduced in Australian universities.
Furthermore many strategic languages (for the region) have limited, or no, availability in Australian universities
creating a hiatus between experience, needs and current practices. An imperative for future security, wealth
creation, social harmony and economic success rests on the provision and promotion of languages study in
Australian universities.
Secondly, introductory or ab initio first year level enrolments have experienced growth in recent years possibly
because at the same time the proportion of Year 12 students graduating with a language has decreased.
Increased student interest in studying a language at university is evident despite their decision not to undertake it
as a final year qualifying subject. The motivations and reasons for the non-take-up is not a focus for this study
nor is the linked decrease in positions available for qualified language teachers and in pre-service teacher
training in LOTE. Nevertheless these patterns impact upon initial and continuing student enrolment in languages
at university. These enrolment patterns also impact on other key measures of academic performance. The drop
in students entering university with a language means that intermediate or advanced levels of the relevant
language are contracting. At the same time, the growth in ab-initio enrolments is not reflecting an onward
progression of sequence of study and consequently retention statistics are adversely skewed. Students may be
deterred from completing a major sequence in languages with the expected intention to undertake postgraduate
teacher qualifications in LOTE given the contraction in languages study in schools. However, an obligation
remains with the DASSH Deans’/PVCs faculties to ensure the next generation of language scholars, as well as
graduating students with languages qualifications, can maintain Australia’s international reputation in languages
research and teaching.
Thirdly, developments and changes to the ways in which DASSH Deans/PVCS can respond to financial
constraints, staffing and other resource shortages, and even strategic imperatives to expand language offerings
have serious implications for the health and sustainability of their areas of responsibility. Institutional and sectorwide funding of teaching, administration and research show increased budgetary shortfalls. Changes to modes of
student learning and teaching facilitated by technology and the spread of computers in student homes also
impact upon planning and development due to licensing, registration and maintenance of equipment, personnel
and software used to deliver such programs. Innovations and collaborations to address other shortfalls now face
expanded resource implications for copyright compliance, intellectual property and numerous other aspects of
digitisation and IT.
With these issues in mind DASSH proposed an innovative study that includes trials of collaborative models to
determine the extent to which collaboration can play a part in ensuring the maintenance, and preferably growth,
in languages education in Australian University.

1.2 Aims and Outcomes of the Project
The original application to the CASR fund outlined the following objectives for the current project:
1. To understand what constitutes the range of programs in languages that exist and are offered within Higher
Education.
2. To describe current and past collaborations between universities and other providers of language education
both in Australia and internationally.
3. To provide quantitative and qualitative analysis of collaborative and innovative language activities based on
existing administrative and survey data, as well as newly collected data.
4. To compare the components of language programs against the costs for running them.
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5. To identify the ingredients for successful collaborative and innovative activities to define a set of standards
applicable across universities.
6. To describe and analyse incentives and impediments to collaborative activities.
7. To identify the environment and areas in which universities and private providers can potentially co-operate.
8. To trial and evaluate innovative models for LOTE teaching in universities.
9. To disseminate the information regarding alternative models for teaching and managing small enrolment
disciplines to academic leaders.
The key stages of the project (see Appendix 1 for details of Project Administration) included:
•

Stage I: The establishment of a Steering Committee (see Appendix 2 for membership details) that
would provide oversight to the project and implement a project management strategy.

•

Stage II: The commissioning of key reports to gather relevant background information about the
provision of language education in higher education, collaborative efforts in language provision; the
place and role of private language education providers and insights into stakeholders views and
experiences in inter- and intra- university collaboration;

•

Stage III: The design of Collaborative Models to be trialled;

•

Stage IV: The trialling of the Collaborative Models in a number of collaborations among Australian
Universities and the evaluation of the success of the Models.

•

Stage V: The dissemination of the project findings to DASSH members and other academic leaders
and practitioners.

1.3 Defining Terms
To help guide the reader through this final report we have addressed some of the key terms and how they will be
used in this report. It is important to note that many of the reports commissioned for Stage I and the Evaluation
of City-Based Model in Stage IV of the project plan may use these terms with some slight variation. In the
discussion below we provide some guidance as to how these terms need to be interpreted within those
publications (if not specifically addressed in the respective reports). This variation is most evident in the uses of
the terms Host and Home University. To avoid much of the confusion we have introduced the pairing of Provider
and Host University to capture the institutional orientation to collaboration and reserve Home University with
reference to the student perspective of their enrolment and affiliation.
1.3.1

Innovation

For the purposes of the current report we adopt the interpretation of innovation discussed in Lo Bianco &
Gvodzenko (2006). According to the authors the term innovation ‘means change for improvement, not mere
change’ (2006:10). The background to this project examining innovative approaches to collaboration in the
provision of languages education in higher education is one of contexts characterised by change but the
challenge is to determine how improvement(s), and which ones, can be justified, identified and measured. In this
report we adopting the two understandings of innovation proposed by Lo Bianco & Gvodzenka (2006:10):
1. Innovation as a response to change: e.g. changing circumstances and policies linked to student cohorts,
technologies and online learning platforms; degree structures.
2. Innovation as an instrument to increase poorly performing programs.
1.3.2

Provider University

Provider University is reserved for the institution responsible for the development and delivery of a language
program. It provides the expertise and the quality assurance, and in many cases the staffing, for the program. In
the case of the Collaborative Models adopted in the current project differences occur for the location or
movement of staff employed by the Provider University. For example in the Cooperative Blended Model (see the
chapter – Collaborative Models) the staff that offer the face-to-face classroom experience for the students are
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typically paid for by the Provider University but physically located on the Host University site. In the Cooperative
City-Based Model, it may be that staff paid by, and primarily located at, the Provider University may travel to the
Host University to deliver the language classes designed, and usually copyrighted, to the Provider University.
In some of the reports commissioned as part of the CASR project the term Home University may be used in the
sense of Provider University adopted in this report which restricts Home University to the student orientation in
relation to their enrolment.
1.3.3

Host University

Host University refers to the institution that delivers language programs to their students that are developed or
designed by a Provider University. In Winter (2006) and Hajek, Slaughter & Stevens (2008) the term Home
University has been used for instances where Host University will be adopted in this report.
1.3.4

Home University

This report restricts the use of Home University for the discussion of the student orientation or affiliation rather
than institutional perspectives of collaboration arrangements. This contrasts, as outlined above, with some of the
project’s commissioned reports use of the term. In this report it will frequently be the case that students’ Home
University is identical to the collaboration’s Host University. Note that DEST (2006) uses the pairing of Home
and Host to reflect different universities in discussion of cross-institutional enrolment contexts for students, i.e.
‘…if the student’s home and host provider are both Table A higher education providers as defined in the HESA’
(p34).
1.3.5

Community Language / Minority Language / Heritage Language / Foreign Language

In Australia the nomenclature around languages being spoken and taught has been sensitive to social and
political developments. Within the educational context there has been a gradual move away from the term
‘foreign language’ to other terms such as community language, ethnic language, language other than English
(LOTE) to reflect the fact that the languages available for study were seldom ‘foreign’ to Australia as many were
widely used in the community. Other terms such as minority language or heritage language have entered
Australian discourses through (scholarly) contact with other multi-ethnic or multilingual societies. In this report we
will use most of these terms interchangeably although the use of heritage language and minority language will be
avoided except where we refer to existing literature. The term foreign language education may be used as an
umbrella term for the languages taught in Australian universities but the term foreign language to describe any
particular language in the Australian context will be avoided.
1.3.6

Widely – Moderately – Lesser Taught Languages

The classification of widely, moderately or lesser taught languages (see White & Baldauf 2006) is applied to the
density of teaching programs in educational contexts. The concept has been left open and ill-defined in the
recognition that imposition of proportional coefficients, e.g., more than 40% of institutions, does not allow for the
different values that occur over time about what might constitute a more or less dense range of teaching
programs. In this report widely taught languages are effectively taught in more than 50% of universities in
Australia located in at least 4 states, lesser taught languages are available at less than 10% of Australian
universities based in no more than 2 different regions. Moderately taught languages are those that may be
offered in 3 states but are restricted to less than 10 Australia-wide programs.

1.4 Report Organisation
The organisation of this report mirrors to a large extent the stages of the project plan with the exception that we
commence with Stage II findings in the next chapter - Language Learning and Collaboration in Australian
Universities – which provides background contextual information about languages provision, and collaboration, in
the higher education sector. The outcomes from Stage II assisted in the development of the Collaborative
Models (Stage III) outlined in the subsequent chapter of the report. Details associated with Stage I – the
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establishment of a project Steering Committee and Project Management, (see Appendices 1 & 2 ), are
elaborated in Collaborative Trials funded through this project. Each Case Study draws upon the reports
submitted by the project teams for much of the information about the trial organisation, implementation and to
some extent aspects of the evaluation of the trial. The final chapter of this report focuses on Stage V of the
project – The Evaluation of the Collaborative Models. The evaluation of the Collaborative Models synthesises the
project aims, outcomes and report deliverables as well as broader structural and organisational contexts of
Australian universities. It may be that the findings of the evaluation reported in the Case Studies or in the
Evaluation section are critical of, or suggest criticisms for the Collaborative Trials and contrast with the views of
the project team involved in the implementation of their project as per the Expression of Interest lodged with the
CASR Steering Committee.
The set of Recommendations that prefaced this Introduction to the report are linked to the findings from the
Collaborative Trials and the Evaluation of the Collaborative Models.
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2 Language Learning and Collaboration in Australian
Universities
2.1 Introduction
The teaching of foreign languages (later labelled either community languages or Languages other than English)
has had a volatile history in Australian universities, especially since the abolition of the foreign language
prerequisite for university entry. Following this decision in 1968 the number of candidates taking Year 12 studies
in a language dropped dramatically, affecting in turn the number of students enrolling in language courses at
university. Other significant developments affecting the study of languages at university were linked to policies of
multiculturalism, especially Australia’s first National Language Policy in 1987 throughout the 1980s and in the
1990s to wider national policies and education initiatives emphasising Australia’s engagement with Asia.
Concerns about this dramatic reduction in language offerings had been expressed in many language-related and
policy-related circles and fora including among a university constituency - the Deans of Arts, Social Sciences and
Humanities – in whose Faculties languages were generally located. This constituency [DASSH] carrying financial
responsibility for the teaching of languages found it increasingly difficult to maintain smaller languages because
of funding regimes which did not favour small enrolment subjects relying heavily on small group teaching. In
conjunction with their language departments some Faculties had begun experimenting with cross-university
collaborative arrangements to offer a number of languages. The Deans of Arts, Social Sciences and Humanities
expressed a desire to examine collaborative arrangements in more detail during its annual meetings. In
particular, it was interested in exploring different types of collaborative arrangements suitable for dealing with
contracting as well as expanding demand in languages and which could be sustained over a long period of time
(especially in the case of contracting demand).
The initial stage of the DASSH project (see Appendix 1 for project timetable) - Innovative approaches to the
provision of Languages other than English [LOTE] in Australian Universities - involved the data collection and
analysis of knowledge about languages education in Australian Universities and to survey sectoral interests and
participation in collaborative efforts. Prior to the trialling of Collaborative Models (Project Stage III) the situation of
languages education in Australian Higher Education needed to be fully documented. In particular it was important
to:
1. Understand what constitutes the range of programs in languages that exist and are offered within Higher
Education;
2. Describe current and past collaborations between universities and other providers of language education
both in Australia and internationally;
3. Provide quantitative and qualitative analysis of collaborative and innovative language activities based on
existing administrative and survey data, as well as newly collected data;
4. Identify the environment and areas in which universities and other private providers can potentially cooperate.
This part of the report draws upon the four major Reports completed as part of Project Stage II that addressed
the above aims. These are:
Lo Bianco, J. & I. Gvozdenko (2006) Collaboration and Innovation in the Provision of Languages other than English in Australian
Universities. Melbourne: University of Melbourne.
White. P. & R. Baldauf (2006) Re-Examining Australia’s Tertiary Language Programs: A Five Year Retrospective on Teaching and
Collaboration. St Lucia: University of Queensland.
O’Phelan, J. de Riva (2006) Private and Adult Community Education Providers of Languages Other than English (LOTE): Interest in
Collaboration with Australian Universities. Canberra: Decies Management Consulting.
Winter, J. (2006) Voices of Collaboration: Interviews with Stakeholders. Perth: The University of Western Australia.
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The reports were published as independent documents and made available to various stakeholders via
publication on the DASSH website (http://www.dassh.edu.au). In order to provide some coherence and
background context for the Collaborative Models and the Trial Projects undertaken as part of the CASR project,
this chapter of the report synthesises the central findings and recommendations published in these reports.

2.2 Factors in Language Education Collaboration: A Desktop Archival Review
In preparation for the subsequent stages of the project plan the Steering Committee commissioned a desktop
archival review of collaboration in languages education in higher education in Australia and other Englishspeaking nations. The central focus was to provide background material on the historical influences and contexts
of the collaborations and to identify which factors had influenced the success, or at least been identified as
requisite for a positive outcome. The report Collaboration and innovation in the provision of languages other than
English in Australian Universities authored by Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko provides a background review of
collaborative efforts in the provision of languages in the higher education contexts of Australia and several other
English language countries (predominantly the UK and US). For the Australian context the authors reviewed 36
years worth of language policy publications and reports. The following selection highlight the historical policy
background relevant to the (collaborative and/or innovative) provision of languages education in Australian
universities:
1. Survey of Foreign Language Teaching in Australian Universities 1965-1973 (Australian Academy of the
Humanities 1975). While Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko suggest that the findings and recommendations from the
Academy are somewhat out of date, it nevertheless provides a useful point of departure for understanding
the status and role of languages education in Australian universities over the period. Aimed at identifying
trends in languages enrolments and seeking explanations for the changes the 1975 survey reported that
Classical languages had the most dramatic contraction of student enrolments; Russian and Spanish
recorded the largest increases in student numbers among the modern European languages while Asian
languages recorded a steady increase during the period (Indonesian recorded a marked drop between
1967-70). The report identified a crisis in language studies in Australian universities. Included in the list of
recommendations for action, the 1975 report argues that universities recognise the special budgetary and
staffing needs of language departments; that a scheme be developed to enable students of foreign
languages to include international immersion in the language setting and to consider the introduction of
major Asian or migrant languages not currently available.
2. Modern Language Teaching in Australian Universities (Bowden, Starrs and Quinn 1987) reported that fortyseven languages were being taught in Australian universities. Focussing on the quality and sustainability of
languages education, the 1987 report ‘concluded that language teaching in Australian universities was in a
period of acute stress and departments were under pressure to perform at levels of efficiency which given
the resources and standing of languages could be considered unattainable’ (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006:
37).
3. Asia in Australian Higher Education: Report of the Inquiry into the Teaching of Asian Studies and Languages
in Higher Education (Ingleson, 1989) argued for the increased relevance of and participation in Asian
languages and literacy in Australian universities to meet a strategic need for Australia in the region. It also
suggested that curricula be sensitive to those strategic needs and employer demands and even proposed
enrolment targets; ‘an increase in the proportions of the student load in the faculties of commerce, arts,
education and law studying Asian languages or Asia-related subjects to at least 10% by 1995 and at least
20% by 2000’ (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006: 40). Ingleson (1989) also recommended that key languages
be available in all capital cities, something that is now under threat.
4. Tertiary Languages Planning: A Policy for South Australia (1990) included an ambitious and targeted range
of aims linked to the provision of languages education in South Australia at the post-secondary level.
Included among the aims was an intention to ‘identify desirable mechanisms for cooperation and
collaboration between institutions to ensure maximum opportunities for South Australian students whilst
minimising duplication of effort; and provide a blueprint for institutions in the development of their own
language programs for future’ (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006: 43). The central emphasis of this report is
cooperation and collaboration and it cites examples such as the ab-initio introduction of Arabic from the
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5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

University of Sydney at Adelaide University. The recommendations also point to facilitating cooperation
through increased coordination (under- and post-graduate level) for languages taught at more than one SA
university as well as shared responsibility for funding initiatives intended to improve proficiency in language
education.
Widening our Horizons: Report of the Review of the Teaching of Modern Languages in Higher Education
(Leal et al. 1991) is the report of a commission by the Australian Advisory Council on Languages and
Multicultural Education which had been charged with implementing the National Policy on Languages [NPL]
(Lo Bianco 1987). It identified that 40 languages were offered in Australian universities through various
modes of study including internal, distance, combined, non-intensive, semi-intensive and intensive. The
authors claimed that ‘the provision of languages study by distance education is characterised as being in a
state of crisis’ and recommended that ‘all of the NPL identified “languages of wider teaching’ should be
available by distance education in at least three institutions of higher education throughout Australia (Lo
Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006: 45).
Changing patterns of teaching and learning (National Board of Employment, Education and Training 1992)
in discussing languages education focussed on innovative design and delivery of programs in response to
the changing nature of the higher education sector notably growth in student population and its increasing
diversity. The report observed two educational trends; ‘a move towards resource-based learning and an
open approach, and increasing use of computers for management of learning, communication and
instruction’ (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006: 46)
Video-Conferencing in higher education in Australia (Mitchell, 1993) is relevant to the current study in that it
proposed a national strategy including cross-sectoral linkages, addressed issues of pedagogy and
competency and suggested that video-conferencing would/could enable greater participation from students
located in rural, remote and isolated communities. Collaboration for language provision beyond same-city
locations may be enhanced by the implementation of appropriate video-conferencing principles and
practices.
Asian Languages and Australia’s Economic Future (Rudd 1994) was a report prepared for the Council of
Australian Governments [COAG] on a proposed National Languages/Studies Strategy for Australian Schools
and included reference to the tertiary sector. It suggested that university level language courses be
reviewed, particularly the relationship between higher-level languages studies and other university
disciplines. It advocated the introduction of inter-disciplinary models of teaching Asian languages and
cultures delivery including the extension of these into other mainstream disciplines as a possible option.
Viability of Low Candidature LOTE Courses in Universities (Baldauf 1995) made numerous (26)
recommendations about the ways in which universities might ensure the survival of low candidature LOTE
courses. Several specifically address structural and institutional arrangements for student enrolment and
administration such as: (a) that inter-institutional negotiation occur to facilitate credit transfer and interinstitutional complementary course arrangements for low candidature language programs; (b) that
universities examine the possibility of providing exchange places for students for reciprocal language study;
(c) that universities re-examine their procedures for cross crediting and transferring language studies (Lo
Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006: 57).

Other reports of direct relevance to this project either focus on the maintenance of so-called less commonly
taught languages in universities and/or on alternative modes of delivering languages other than English in
Australian universities. In the former category the most relevant reports are the follow up reports to Baldauf’s
1995 The Viability of Low Candidature LOTE Courses in Universities including Diller, White and Baldauf (1997)
and the 2000 overview by the Australian Academy of the Humanities entitled Subjects of small enrolment in the
Humanities: Enhancing their Future. These reports show how precarious the state of less commonly taught
languages is in Australian higher education and they recommend alternative modes of delivery usually involving
some form of interuniversity collaboration.
More abundant are the papers and reports detailing new ways of delivering languages in higher education. They
tend to focus on the potential of the web and internet resources in enhancing language learning in a climate
where funding constraints are leading to a reduction in face to face contact (for a detailed overview of such case
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studies and reports, see Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko (2006)). These reports emphasise the pedagogical and quality
assurance aspects of such modes of delivery with limited or no information detailing the structural, financial and
administrative arrangements sustaining such collaborations and/or alternative modes of delivery. The latter will
be examined in more detail in this project.
The chronological presentation of the major reports in the Australian context reveals some common themes – the
long lasting impact of the removal of a languages prerequisite for entry to university leading to declining
enrolments in post-matriculation courses; the cyclical increases and decreases in language preferences over
time; the expansion of the studies area in language education as well as numerous recommendations focussed
on the enhancement of the linguistic immersion experience for students. These trends appear in some ways
contrary to the broader social and political articulations about the advantageous role of bi/multilingualism, the
strategic, economic and social cohesive possibilities for Australia and the need to strengthen the integration of
language learning across all levels of education – primary, secondary and tertiary.
The data for the archival review also included research publications, university reviews of languages
departments and relevant discussion papers, policy documents and a small number of ad-hoc interviews with
prominent Australian researchers, commentators and policy makers. The university submissions (from 6
Australian Universities) proved a valuable source of information about intra- and inter-institutional collaborations.
Elements of change – particularly new and innovative applications of information and communications
technology – were juxtaposed with institutional constraints and often inflexibilities linked to financial and funding
issues as well as student administration scheduling and (cross) institutional enrolment practices.
The Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko (2006) report is a scholarly review of the impact and analysis of past and current
language education practices in Australian universities and language policy and planning. The central impetus of
the review was to identify policy options adopted in the provision of languages, to discuss the effectiveness of
collaborative language delivery models and to highlight those factors that could be adopted for the assessment
of the collaborative models to be trialled in the current project.
The authors argue that the issue of sustainability is critical and that all evidence to date shows that very few
collaborations and partnerships endure. This is largely as a result of the absence of succession planning and the
over-reliance on the ‘energy and commitment of key individuals’ (2006: 11). They recognise that the relatively
small scale and capabilities of Australian universities, or languages sections or departments within them, means
that shifting policy settings, funding and financial reporting changes etc., limit their ability to distribute the skills
and expertise needed for generational change and succession planning. Thus their major conclusion for the
maintenance of innovative collaborations, if such activities can support and promote languages education in
Australian universities, is the imperative that institutions need to ‘build into their operating arrangements
mechanisms for sustaining the innovation or collaboration over time’ (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006: 11).
Of central relevance for this report are the various factors the authors identified which facilitated and/or inhibited
successful collaboration in Australian and international higher education settings. (An extract from Lo Bianco &
Gvozdenko 2006: 136-137 can be found in Appendix 3 and see http://www.dassh.edu.au/ for a copy of the full
report.) For the purposes of the current report the factors classified, as Management, Administration and
Implementation Procedures are central for the evaluation of the Collaborative Models proposed for the current
study and the Collaborative Trials funded to implement dimensions of the models.

2.3 Languages in Australian Universities 2001-2005: Offerings, Changes and
Collaborations.
In 2006 the CASR project commissioned a large-scale survey of languages education in Australian Universities
to update current knowledge of enrolments, staffing, language taught and collaborative arrangements. White &
Baldauf (2006) presents the findings from a large-scale online survey administered to all Australian universities.
Their report provides extensive data on student enrolments, staffing, the range of languages offered and
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discontinued in Australian universities and details of collaborations from 2001-2005. To contextualise the current
project some central trends from White & Baldauf (2006) are discussed below. These trends provide background
information for the selection of the Collaborative Trials and in the development of the Collaborative Models.
According to White & Baldauf (2006) 30 Australian universities teach languages other than English. Table 1
(based on White & Baldauf 2006:8) provides a snapshot of the languages taught in 2005 and the number of
universities teaching the language. The taught languages have been classified as widely taught, moderately
taught or lesser - taught languages.
Classification

Widely Taught
Languages

Moderately
Taught

Lesser Taught

Language
Japanese
Mandarin / Chinese (Class)
French
Indonesian
Italian
German
Spanish
Greek (Mod)
Korean
Latin
Russian
Arabic (MS)
Greek (Class)
Hebrew (Mod) - Hindi - Polish - Sanskrit - Thai - Ukrainian Vietnamese
Croatian - Hebrew (Class) - Lao - Macedonian - Persian - SerbianSwedish - Turkish - Yiddish

Number of Universities
32
26
23
20
21
18
17
11
8
7
7
5
5
2
1

Table 1: Languages Taught in Australian Universities 2001-2005
Based on the data presented in Table 1 twenty-nine (29) languages were taught in Australian universities. This
number shows a significant drop from survey data reported from the Leal Report (Lo Bianco & Gvodzenko, 2006)
that found 40 languages were taught in 1990. This represents a 27.5% decrease in the range of languages
available to students. To continue the snapshot for 2005, the authors note that 10 languages were introduced:
Spanish at 2 universities and Arabic, French, German, Hindi, Italian, Korean, Modern Greek, Turkish, Russian at
1 university. ANU accounted for 4 of the languages introduced. During the survey period 2001-2005, 9
languages were dropped including Indonesian (4 universities), Modern Greek (2), and Cantonese, Korean, Pali,
Portuguese, Russian, Tagalog and Vietnamese were dropped. Two languages were dropped at the University of
Sydney. Melbourne University in the period 2001-2005 effectively introduced Korean and Modern Greek for 2
years (2002-2003) and then dropped them.
White & Baldauf (2006) also note that in 2005 some 38 languages had not been recently taught in Australian
universities (but had been taught previously):
Akkadian, Aramaic, Balinese, Bengali, Breton, Burmese, Cantonese, Cambodian, Catalan, Coptic, Czech, Dutch,
Egyptian, Galician, Icelandic, Irish, Pali, Javanese, Javanese (Old) Kaurna, Latvian, Lithuanian, Malay, Maltese,
Minangkabau, Occitan-Pitjantjara, Portuguese, Rumanian, Tagalog, Scottish, Slovenian, Sundanese, Syriac, Tibetan,
Ugaritic, Urdu, Welsh.

According to White & Baldauf (2006) the reporting of language enrolment based on EFTSL changes during the
survey period proved unreliable due to incomplete and incompatible data collection. Nevertheless some trends
can be identified:
1. Total student enrolments in languages remained relatively stable in the survey period (2001-2005).
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2. Fifteen (15) languages experienced EFTSL growth or contraction during the survey period (2001-2005) –
Vietnamese, Thai, Indonesian, Modern Greek, German, Japanese, Italian, Russian, Korean, Classical
Greek, Latin, Arabic, French, Mandarin and Spanish.
3. Ten of the 15 languages actually showed EFTSL growth: Spanish (40%) Mandarin (38%), French (36.2%)
Arabic (36%), Latin (31%).
4. Negative EFTSL change: Vietnamese and Thai were effectively decimated with -166.8% and -162% while
Indonesian and Modern Greek also reflected substantial contraction with -18.9% and -14.8% respectively
and German reported -3.8% reduction over the survey period.
The staffing base of university language teachers has declined slightly over the five-year period with Italian
reporting the largest net gain of staff positions (+20.4 FTE). Spanish (+5.9FTE), Arabic (+2.5FTE) and Classical
Greek, Hindi, Latin and Turkish all show a net gain of +1EFT positions. German (-9.8EFT) and Indonesian (7.45) indicated the most net staffing positions lost over the survey period. White & Baldauf’s (2006) analysis of
casual staff teaching hours showed that for all language teaching there had been a 40% growth in casualisation
over the survey period.
Nearly 50% of Australian universities that teach LOTEs have participated – or intend to pursue – collaborative
arrangements for the provision of their language programs. White & Baldauf (2006) report that three major
organisational patterns are found in the current arrangements: ‘1) universities in the same urban area teaching
languages collaboratively, or adopting each others’ courses; 2) universities teaching their language programs in
distant or regional universities; and 3) universities with programs linked to overseas universities‘ (p: 3).
The findings from White & Baldauf (2006) provide background trends on staffing and student preference changes
that will be explored in some detail for the languages involved in the Collaborative Trials. The trends were
analysed on the basis of the self-reporting mechanism adopted for the online survey administered to Australian
Universities. Where available some more up-to-date data (2006-2008) may be incorporated for some languages
discussed in the report.

2.4 The Potential for Private Providers and Australian University Cooperation
and Collaboration
The Project Steering Committee commissioned a study that focussed on the willingness and/or interest, of a
range of non-university providers to engage in innovative collaboration with universities. The report - Private and
Adult Community Education Providers of Languages Other than English (LOTE): Interest in collaboration with
Australian Universities (see http://www.dassh.edu.au/ for a copy of the complete report) – was linked to the
CASR project aim to explore the feasibility of collaboration between the university language sector and nonuniversity providers of language courses in delivering language courses to university students. The focus was to
be new forms of collaboration that would assist university students in accessing a language not available at their
university or through collaboration with another university. These language courses would have to be accredited
under the Australian Quality Training Framework. Included in the report were views from government-funded
institutes of technical and further education (TAFE), other government-sponsored agencies, privately owned
businesses and foreign government cultural institutes which offer language learning and training in Australia (an
extract from the report listing the participating agencies is provided in Appendix 3).
The outcome of the investigation proved to be disappointing. Most providers who were approached were either
reluctant to work collaboratively with universities or did not have the language provisions desired by universities.
Reasons given for the unwillingness came mainly from government-funded institutes of technical and further
education (TAFE) and other government-sponsored agencies. Their reluctance to work with universities ranged
from (a) concerns linked to having to do more with the same resources, (b) the fundamentally different nature of
language provision between their organisation and universities, (c) the lack of a structural framework within
which to collaborate. Some of these reasons, especially (a) and (b) were echoed by university staff and
mentioned in White and Baldauf‘s (2006) report. Whilst commercial language schools were willing to work with
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universities, their language offerings overlapped with those at most universities and would therefore not assist
universities in language provisions, These commercial language schools were also located in main capital cities
and therefore unable or unlikely to assist in the provision of language courses in rural, regional and remote
areas.
Some of the cultural and language institutes associated with foreign governments have good relationships with
Australian universities in enhancing language provision. In most cases the languages in question are also those
with good representation in the university sector rather than with smaller languages. Positive responses were
received for assistance in the teaching of Portuguese and Urdu. The model proposed for assistance is, however,
not an innovation – it would consist of the funding of a language lecturer or instructor at a specific university.
In summary the non-university sector assessed that collaboration with the university sector in the provision of
languages was not viable under current arrangements given significant differences in the language provision
relating to different goals, levels, structures, target audiences and teaching arrangements. However this report
proposes, (see the scenarios included for the Blended Online and Intensive Immersion Model in The
Collaborative Models chapter and aspects of the Evaluation of the Collaborative Models chapter), some possible
mechanisms and structures which warrant further investigation to enable partnerships between the sectors if
certain conditions can be set up.

2.5 Developing Models and Stakeholder Interests in Collaboration.
The fourth report submitted as part of the data gathering phase of the CASR project - Voices of Collaboration in
the Provision of LOTEs in Australian Higher Education: Interviews with Stakeholders (Winter 2006) occurred
subsequent to the drafting of the Collaborative Models and the previous three reports discussed above (see
Appendix 1 for details of the project timeline and activities). Consequently the focus of the commission, and
noted in the report, was to:
1. Pursue, in-depth, issues linked to current and planned collaborations in Australian higher education sector.
2. Interview a variety of stakeholders, e.g. teaching academics, student administration, Deans, higher
education policy makers.
3. Apply the Factors identified in Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko (2006) in relation to the experiences and praxis of
current, and planned, collaborations.
4. Identify and analyse the implications of, and the applications for, the Collaborative Models proposed for the
Trials 2007-2008.
The timing of this data collection coincided with the analysis of the survey data (White & Baldauf 2006). The
latter presented some general findings about language collaborations largely from the perspective of the
languages staff. It also expanded some of the material collected by Lo Bianco & Gvodzenko (2006). Thus the
emphasis for the 4th report was to ensure that structural, process and resource aspects from key stakeholder
groups in the administration, planning and management of Australian universities about collaborations, for
language provision was included.
Drawing upon a series of telephone and email interviews Winter (2006) presented four Factors that impacted
upon the success, or otherwise, of collaboration and were recommended as pivotal to the evaluation of the
Models. Two of these Management, Administration and Implementation and Relationships: Interpersonal and
Inter-Institutional, with some slight reformulation are based on Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko (2006). Teaching and
Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation emerged as appropriate to account for the wide range of concerns,
experiences and advantages outlined in the Interviews beyond the scope of the ‘Technology-led Factor’ identified
in Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko’s report. The fourth Factor External Events: Globalisation and Transnational
Opportunities completes the picture to account for graduate outcomes, student and policy preferences and
pedagogical imperatives for language learning and teaching.
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Winter (2006) also proposed a number of recommendations in relation to the operationalisation of the
Collaborative Models. The recommendations provide some relevant background information for this current
report as well as specific recommendations about the application of Collaborative Models and structural
organisation. Two of Winter’s (2006) recommendations are discussed below (note the numbering of the
recommendations are taken from Winter (2006)):
1. That the Evaluation of the Collaborative Trials include a detailed focus on cross-institutional arrangements
and structures that impact on [the], .., ‘Collaborative City Based Model’.
This recommendation emerged out of discussions that this Model’s organisation had been adversely affected by
changes to the Higher Education Act in 2005 and largely concerned issues of EFTSL reporting, student
enrolment practices and the securing of Commonwealth funded places and associated reporting, exclusion for
international students and the relative position of universities to their Commonwealth funded load capacity and
preferred ‘payment’ options. Accepting this recommendation the Steering Committee noted its relevance for the
Evaluation of the City Based Model commissioned in 2008 (see Evaluation of the Collaborative Models chapter
of this report). We note that the recent Bradley Review of Higher Education (2008) recommends that universities
should be allowed to enrol as many students as they want (hence removing the concept of ‘over enrolment’ and
associated penalties).
3. That the CASR Steering Committee consider including in the Collaborative Trials an examination of the
mechanisms for implementing [The Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)] a
collaboration not evidenced in the provision of LOTEs in Australia, and the necessary structural reforms
required, perhaps the setting up of a Virtual Languages Institute, for its operation in the context of
Commonwealth funding and reporting requirements.
This recommendation was intended to support the innovative dimensions of the The Blended Online & Intensive
Immersion Model (Version A) which the report noted had some similarities to international programs and The
Australian Consortium for Social and Political Research Incorporated [ACSPRI] which holds residential schools
in statistics training largely for postgraduate students. However, it was highly unlikely that one university, or
consortia of universities would be able to mount a sustainable collaboration without external cooperation and
support and/or structural reform. According to Winter (2006) the ‘establishment of such a body would need to be
informed by issues of Commonwealth funding of students; student fees; issues around ‘compulsory’ or electives
options for study to ensure ‘real’ structural reform and/or economies of scale in terms of academic workloads,
curriculum development’ (p.11).

2.6 Conclusion
The findings from the 4 commissioned reports (Stage II of the project) informed the development of the
Collaborative Models (Stage III) and the selection of the Collaborative Trials (Stage IV). In particular the studies
provided:
1. An understanding of the status, range and presence of languages in Australian Higher Education (White &
Baldauf 2006) which would assist in the preparation of Selection Guidelines for the Collaborative Trials in
terms of widely, moderately and lesser taught language classification.
2. Awareness of the staffing profiles of the languages and concern about those with less than 3 staff per
institution and the vulnerability of the maintenance of the program as well as the increased role of
casualisation in the teaching of languages in Australian Universities (White & Baldauf 2006).
3. Identification of Factors that can be used to develop robust Collaborative Models for collaboration and
Evaluation criteria for the Collaborative Trials (Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006, Winter 2006).
4. Some insights into emerging sectoral issues for collaborations linked to local, institutional and global
contexts (Winter 2006) such as IP, risk and insurance, financial sharing and reporting.
5. Information that led to the realisation that Project Aim 7, (To identify the environment and areas in which
universities and other private providers can potentially co-operate), would be marginal in the current higher
education sector and thus collaboration with a private provider would not form an essential aspect to the
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Selection Criteria adopted for the Collaborative Trials. Nevertheless some proposals are included as part of
exemplar scenarios in the chapter – Collaborative Models.
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3 Collaborative Models
3.1 Background
A key aim for the CASR project – Innovative approaches to the provision of languages in Australian Higher
Education – was to develop and trial models that could be adopted for collaborative efforts across the sector.
The design and development of Collaborative Models constituted Stage III of the project plan.
As outlined in the previous chapter, current collaborative efforts in the provision of languages in Australian Higher
Education have been characterised by dedicated efforts by language academics, reactive short-term financial
and policy contingencies or ‘solutions’, and systemic misunderstandings and confusion within institutional
planning and development of languages education. Frequently the success, or otherwise, of collaborative efforts
have been contingent upon individual academics’ enthusiasm and commitment to languages education largely in
the context of limited, or no, formalised institutional support or planning. Clearly the maintenance, sustainability,
and relevance for collaboration as a model for the provision of languages in Australian Higher Education cannot
realistically continue without change. However it may be one solution to ensuring diversity, coherence and depth
to languages education in Australian universities is realised. These aims demand that innovative approaches be
considered and trialled in order to establish and evaluate the broader structural, pedagogic and financial
impediments to, and facilitators of, collaboration. In particular the Collaborative Models, or at least the evaluation
thereof, should encompass measures for succession planning as a critical success factor.
This section of the report provides an overview of the Collaborative Models trialled and evaluated in the national
project. The description of each Model is presented in terms of the conceptualisation principles presented below.
In addition, each Model includes a few ‘scenarios’ to illustrate its mechanisms and potential application(s) in
Australian universities. These ‘scenarios’ are abstractions based on current patterns of language enrolment and
institutional conditions as well as suggestions for possible partnerships with private providers. The Scenarios
presented for each of the Models have been constructed with sensitivities to the outcomes and evaluations of the
Collaborative Trials discussed in the following chapters of the report.
The conceptualisation and development of the models was founded in the following principles:
1. That the Models be sensitive to the context specific nature of the language(s) being provided. For example
whether the collaboration was meant to introduce a new language or maintain the language in a particular
institution; whether it introduced a lesser-taught language or a language experiencing sudden growth.
2. That the Models recognise and incorporate dimensions of the differences and/or similarities between the
collaborating partner such as the location or proximity of the partners; the type and size of the universities
involved; the types of programs and the extent of international links.
3. That the Models identify the particular modes and practices of second language learning and teaching to be
incorporated and how these may be assessed and evaluated (e.g. on-line distance education, face-to-face
teaching, class size, contact hours, immersion). This refers to the use of web based materials, online
synchronous learning, distance education, face-to-face teaching, class size, contact hours and immersion.
4. That the Models elaborate the administrative and financial arrangements for the collaboration. This refers to
student enrolment and administration procedures; financial arrangements and funds sharing; IT and
licensing agreements; staffing and support administration).
5. That the Models include measures for the evaluation of the sustainability of the collaboration with regard to
budgetary projections and accountability, formalisation of agreements and time frame.
6. That the Models demonstrate how they may be applicable to non-languages discipline based collaborations
in terms of staffing; pedagogical needs and evaluations and administrative and financial considerations).
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3.2 Defining Features of the Models
In order to capture the defining characteristics of each of the Models and the differences between them the
description of each will include:
1. Second language teaching and learning contexts: e.g. modes and settings for language instruction;
curriculum and pedagogy; assessment and evaluation.
2. Course and student administration: e.g. financial arrangements; student enrolment and assessment
procedures; study sequences and reporting.
3. Staffing and leadership: e.g. appointments, supervision and accommodation; workloads and reward; quality
control and leadership.

3.3 Cooperative Blended Model1
This Model draws extensively from the Blended Model developed at UNE. In the Collaborative Trials 4 projects
implemented versions of the Model with various modifications including a reciprocal exchange or 2-way version
for the introduction of new languages to the collaborating partners.
In brief, the Cooperative Blended Model operates with a Provider University who delivers the language
curriculum, assumes responsibility for the pedagogy and the employment contract for a tutor who is based at the
Host University. The Host University provides the students and retains the EFTSL, provides all student
administration and support and infrastructure for the tutor and the face-to-face teaching contexts. The revenue
from student income – Commonwealth funded place (typically) or student fees – is shared between the Provider
and the Host University on a 60/40 basis. To ensure sustainability and as an incentive to undertake collaborative
arrangements (see Recommendation I) the revenue sharing must occur at the institutional level so not to be
disadvantaged by distributional reductions as occurs in most Australian universities with Faculties typically
receiving 45% of the institutional receipts2. An advantage to the revenue sharing aspect of the Cooperative
Blended Model means that the ‘penalty’ situation if over-enrolment were to occur as a result of cross-institutional
enrolment is avoided. However this advantage factor is likely to be irrelevant if the Bradley (2008)
recommendations are enacted.
Students enrol in subjects at the Host University that for them is their Home University. Because of the Home
University enrolment, international and domestic students can access the language delivered through the
Cooperative Blended Model. International students are unable to access cross-institutional enrolments for study
at non-Home universities. Students access online and face-to-face learning (maximum 2 hours per week) in the
Cooperative Blended Model.
Figure 1 presents a graphic depiction of the dimensions of the Cooperative Blended Model

The description for the Co-operative Model is based on a presentation of the UNE Model developed by Associate
Professor Kerry Dunne “Delivering Subject Choice and Quality Assurance in Specialist Disciplines” for the AALA Conference
in July 2006 and a paper by Professor Michael Macklin “One Model for the Provision of Languages in Blended Mode”
presented at the DASSH Conference in August 2005.
2 An alternative budget framework operates in some Australian Universities whereby all student income is passed on to the
Faculties and then associated costs are recovered from the teaching areas. Mostly this recovery is based on formulaic
budgetary items rather than accountable use or access and so 45% may not be unrealistic for these situations as well.
1
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Figure 1: Cooperative Blended Model
3.3.1

Second Language Teaching and Learning Contexts

The Cooperative Blended Model of language teaching combines cross-institutional collaboration with a blended
mode of distance education delivery. It includes an enhanced distance education approach with face-to-face
tutorial contact and online computer assisted language learning materials and support. Typically, the Provider
University is responsible for a language discipline’s design, development, delivery, assessment and evaluation.
For the Provider University language disciplines are supported and distance-education and/or online pedagogy
expertise is utilised and developed. Students experience language learning at their Home University in face-toface tutorial settings. The Host University is able to introduce a language not otherwise available to their
students or maintain a language offering in the face of severe resource shortages.
3.3.2

Course and Student Administration

At the institutional level there is an agreement between a Provider University and at least one Host University.
Financial arrangements are based on a ‘fee for service’ basis. The Provider University invoices the Host
University for a proportion of the Student Load. Typically this might be on a 60% (Provider) – 40% (Host)
income sharing arrangement. The Host University retains and reports the EFTSL load. This load is included in
calculations for infrastructure payments etc at the Host University.
For the Provider University additional fee income is generated and there is a possible flow-on effect for
postgraduate enrolments. For the Host University student load is retained and a reasonable proportion of the
income generated by HECS is retained while outgoings are limited because the Provider University carries the
risk.
The students complete enrolment, study and assessment processes at their Home, (the Host) University. The
Host University is responsible for the enrolment, administration and infrastructure support of students learning
the language. Furthermore their subject choice is broadened and a major sequence in the language is possible.
They also maintain access to academic support and a community of practice can emerge through the cohort at
the Host University.
3.3.3

Staffing and Leadership

Typically, the Provider University is responsible for the leadership and mentoring of language staff located on
the Host University as well as for the hiring and paying of teaching staff. The teaching staff are physically located
at the Host University in order to ensure an ‘internal’ experience for students. The Host University needs to
provide appropriate and adequate space for teaching and student consultation. Issues of staff integration at the
Host University need to be addressed.
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The Provider and Host University undertake joint leadership for the guidance of the collaboration through
formalised agreements that include clear review and expiry timelines, roles and obligations, revenues sharing, IP
and copyright and staffing and workload conditions.
3.3.4

Scenario for Application

The Scenarios presented for each of the Collaborative Models are abstractions from knowledge of the language
context in Australian Universities including staffing, the status of the language in terms of its availability and
presence across the sector and student administration processes. In the choice of languages there is no specific
preference for particular languages exemplifying particular models, other than that they fall into the categories
defined earlier, i.e., widely, moderately or lesser taught. The Financial Modelling for each Scenario draws upon
the dimensions of the Models. The Models were constructed upon the expectation that the recommendations
about collaboration and collaborative processes would be endorsed and enacted. This means that the Scenarios
are dependent upon the project recommendations being adopted and agreed to by institutions entering into
collaborative arrangements, unless otherwise stated. Many Deans/PVCs might argue that a ‘business-case’
needs to be made based on the proportion of student load distributed to Faculties. A sector wide trend of 45%
distribution of student income has been utilised elsewhere in the Report for the specific Case Studies based on
the information forwarded from the Collaborative Trials.
Scenario 1 shows collaboration between a Provider University that provides Hindi and employs 1 staff member
to teach it and two Host Universities. A detailed Agreement is signed that establishes a Review period to
commence at the end of the 3rd year with an expiry date at the end of 5 years if non-renewal is recommended in
the review process. The Provider University retains copyright but students will access online learning materials
on the Host, their Home, University LMS.
At the Provider University Hindi is a very small enrolment subject but student demand has been constant with
slight increases in the previous 2 years. The Provider and Host Universities have established teaching and
research relationships in languages. All 3 universities are city-based but located in different states and all have
strong programs in political science and international relations that strongly recommend language study to their
students. The Host Universities have established minimum targets for the collaboration of an average enrolment
of 15 students per year and are interested in facilitating Master by coursework students to complete Hindi as part
of their degree (but these potential enrolments will not be considered in this scenario).
The Provider University employs two local tutors, one at each Host University and designs the curriculum and
prepares the online materials. The impact of the collaboration for the Provider University is an increase in
workload for the academic staff member that effectively means a 2 nd staff position, or provision of sessional relief
is warranted dependent upon the financial outcomes of the collaboration.
Table 2 outlines the financial aspects of the hypothetical scenario for Year 1 (1st year level language). The
modelling is based on revenue sharing; student enrolments of 10 students (2.5EFTSL) for 2 semesters at all 3
universities; 20% workload for Provider University academic (costed at $20,000 annually); IT costs ($2000
annually) for Provider University, and administration support ($2000 per year) and legal costs ($2500 one-off
payment) at the 3 universities. Income is based on institutional receipts for a 0.25 EFTSL per student at 2009
rates for Commonwealth supported places ($3879.50 or 25% of $15518). Provider University student income is
calculated at the Faculty level, i.e., 45% of institutional receipts - $6983 per EFTSL - as per sector wide trends.
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PROVIDER UNIVERSITY

Income:

$17457.50 (10
x 2.5EFTSL
Home
University) +
$23277 (20 x
60% share
EFTSL]

Expenditure

Academic
workload,
legal costs, IT,
administration

YEAR
1

$40734.50

HOST2 UNIVERSITY

Income: 2.5
Home EFTSL
(institutional
agreed $)

$38952.50

Income: 2.5
Home EFTSL
(institutional
agreed $)

$38952.50

$26071.50

Payment of 60%
to Provider
University
($17457.75) legal
costs,
administration

$26071.50

L
E
OD

M

Net financial position at end
of Year 1

HOST1 UNIVERSITY

$26500.00

Y
L
N
O

Payment of 60%
to Provider
University
($17457.75) legal
costs,
administration

$14234.50

$12811

$12811

Table 2: Financial Modelling for Cooperative Blended Model Scenario 1
Table 2 presents a broad modelling for the initial year of Scenario I – the introduction of Hindi at 2 Host
Universities. Host Universities may need to build in a $ return to the institution for infrastructure and consider the
Faculty infrastructure levies as deductions from the financial returns. But as Table 2 includes a once-off payment
for legal fees the economies of scale should improve in subsequent years and if the enrolment targets – 15
students or 3.75 EFTSL – can be achieved. The income to the Faculty could be used for initiatives linked to the
collaboration to expand research activities etc in the associated studies areas in political science or international
relations.
The financial position at the end of Year 1 is strong for the Provider University. Given that it is a single person
language teaching area additional teaching support and/or relief needs to be evaluated. If in year 1 the total
EFTSL at the Provider University for all Hindi students was 10.75 EFTSL (e.g., 10 first year (2.5 EFTSL) twenty
five 2nd and 3rd year students (6.25 5EFTSL) and 2 PhD students (2 EFTSL) the additional income effective
supplements the EFTSL deficit from the University average EFTSL per staff position of 20 EFTSL. The deficit of
9.25 EFTSL is equivalent to $64592.75 to the Faculty. Clearly the net financial position of $14234 represents
only 10% of that ‘gap’. However with economies of scale – the legal fee is a once-off payment – the IT costs may
reduce over time and hopefully given enrolment growth at first year level for the 2nd year and a retention of Year
1 students into Year 2 the situation would improve further. Indeed the flow on effect could see income double at
the Provider University if the Host Universities EFTSL expanded to 4.5 (3 EFTSL at first year level and
1.5EFTSL at 2 nd year). The resultant 60% revenue sharing would be in the region of $34915.50 in comparison to
the Year 1 amount $23277 reported in Table 2. Expenditure trends would see a reduction to $24,000 so the net
financial position to the Faculty would be approximately $28372.50 or a 20% contribution to the EFTSL deficit. Of
course, financial aspects are only one component of the benefits. The introduction of Hindi would result in the
expansion of Australian graduates with a regional strategic language and in the longer term scholars who could
be employed by the Provider and/or Host Universities as tutors or as a temporary replacement to enable the
Provider University academic to take sabbatical.
The Cooperative Blended Model would also be suited to situations of maintaining language offerings institutions
where there is a sudden reduction in staff numbers due to retirements or other staff departures, e.g., Indonesian,
classical languages, combined with an embargo on new staff appointments. As in the example above the Model
is applicable for Host Universities that wish to start a new language program, e.g. Chinese/Mandarin, Spanish
and/or Arabic and minimise the initial risk of limited enrolments. Another likely candidate context was referred to
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above, i.e., where staff numbers are low and so prevent staff from taking study leave without disruption to the
normal language course availability. As Scenario 1 depicted there is the potential to enable less commonly
taught languages such as Russian, Hindi, Urdu, Thai and Korean to become viable (as currently no single
university has sufficient EFTSL to sustain a full program).

3.4 Collaborative City-Based Model
The Collaborative City-Based Model seeks to share language offerings between universities in the same city. It
involves the offering of language courses to students who are enrolled at Host Universities located in the same
city. The collaboration may be a mutual sharing of languages with individual Universities acting as both
Provider AND Host for different language offerings or it may be a one-way collaboration with distinct Provider
and Host universities. A form of the Collaborative City-Based Model has been utilised in language collaborations
in Adelaide, Brisbane, Melbourne and Sydney in the recent past.
Figure 2 provides a graphic representation of the Collaborative City-Based Model

Figure 2: Collaborative City-Based Model
3.4.1

Second language teaching and learning contexts

The language courses are taught through face-to-face instruction. The place of the face-to-face instruction can
involve students travelling to another campus (of the Host or Provider) to receive face-to-face teaching or staff
travel to a campus of the Host or Provider University. In many of the longer-term established versions of the
collaborative model, students and staff experiencing a combination of the two patterns. For example, at 1st year
level students may attend classes at their Home, the Host University delivered by Provider University staff and
for later years the students travel to the Provider University to attend classes.

20

Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Higher Education

3.4.2 Course and student administration
Many established collaborations using a variant of the Collaborative City-Based Model have followed crossinstitutional enrolment procedures that typically involve duplicate enrolment processes at the Provider and Host
University. Based on the findings of the Innovative approaches in the provision of Languages
Other Than English in Australian Higher Education: Evaluation of Model 2: Collaborative City-Based Model
Report commissioned by the CASR project, (see Evaluation of the Collaborative Models chapter of this report),
the Collaborative City-Based Model advocates a preference, where possible, for Home University enrolment for
students. In brief the rationale behind this preference to the traditional cross-institutional arrangement involves
the sustainability for the Model and student enrolment demand and retention; simplicity and ease of student
administration and support; financial planning and limiting the ‘over-enrolment’ possibilities. However the
implementation of cross-institutional arrangements may be evaluated as most appropriate for collaboration in
specific settings and contexts. In the Scenario presented here, Home enrolment of students and a ‘fee for
service’ partnership have been illustrated as an innovation of the more traditional cross-institutional arrangement.
As depicted in the ‘shared’ Collaborative City-Based Model version in Figure 2, agreement is reached between
the two universities in which one is a Provider University for the delivery of one language and a Host University
for the language delivered by the partner university. The other university is a Provider University for a different
language and a Host University for the language delivered by the aforementioned partner. Financial
arrangements are based on a ‘fee for service’ basis. The Provider University invoices the Host University for a
proportion of the Student Load. Typically this might be on a 60% (Provider) – 40% (Host) income sharing
arrangement. The Host University retains and reports the EFTSL load. This load is included in calculations for
infrastructure payments etc at the Host University.
For the Provider University additional fee income is generated and there is a possible flow-on effect for
postgraduate enrolments. For the Host University student load is retained and a reasonable proportion of the
income generated by HECS is retained while outgoings are limited because the Provider University carries the
risk.
The students complete enrolment, study and assessment processes at their Home (the Host) University. The
Host University is responsible for the enrolment, administration and infrastructure support of students learning
the language. Furthermore their subject choice is broadened and a major sequence in the language is possible.
They also maintain access to academic support and a community of practice can emerge through the cohort at
the Host University.
3.4.3

Staffing and leadership

The Provider University is responsible for the staffing administration, professional development and supervision
of academic staff that teach at the Host University.
3.4.4

Scenario for Application

Scenario 2 is a shared partnership for a Collaborative City-Based Model. Two universities in a major capital city
that have established reciprocal teaching partnerships and long term research cooperation sign a formal
agreement to implement the model for the delivery of two ‘growth’ languages – Spanish and Italian. The two
universities compete for student preferences and enrolment. Both universities have offered Spanish and Italian
and have more than 3 staffing positions in both languages. The enrolment profile for the respective language
enrolments is that of an exaggerated pyramid with minimal postgraduate and Honours enrolments and the
retention rates into post-first year courses is approximately 35%. The recent explosion in student demand has
placed increased pressure on the teaching staff who, while not meeting the nominal EFTSL workload
computation for their positions, could expect additional resources. However the financial situation in the relevant
Faculties means that realistically each can only afford 1 staffing position in the foreseeable future and are keen
to adopt a cautious approach to their staffing profile. In addition, recent reports on enrolment trends reveal very
low retention rates into 2nd and 3rd year language courses from the ab initio student cohort.
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The formalised agreement sees that University A, the Provider University for Italian will teach Italian into Host
University B who will deliver Spanish as the Provider University to University A. The Collaborative City-Based
Model arrangement is to be restricted to First Year introductory level subjects by each partner. The Provider
University will be responsible for the curriculum, learning materials for ab initio students for the respective
languages of both universities. The Provider University will deliver language instruction to their own beginner
students and those enrolled at the Host University. The formalised agreement does not specify enrolment
targets but does specify a 3-year term with review and renewal timelines identified.
Outside the domain of the Agreement the two partner universities decide, independently, to employ an early
career researcher (ECR) and recent graduate. The person will be appointed at the appropriate Level A academic
position for 3 years, to undertake the teaching of the ab initio courses, and other duties such as research as
arranged by the discipline leader, supported by 1 sessional tutor. At each university the Provider University staff
member will provide 3 contact hours per student supported by online materials and activities to supplement the
face-to-face teaching. All students will attend the classroom teaching at their Home University, as staff from the
Provider University will travel to provide the language. The Host Universities will provide office space and
infrastructure to the ‘visiting’ academic. As the language is already offered and visible on campus, promotional
and enrolment activities will be the responsibility of the Host University. Students will timetable 1 larger group
teaching session and 2 small group tutorials/language classes weekly for 12 weeks per student. These small
group tutorials will be intensive and offered in 2 x 1hr blocks (some timetabling issues are bound to arise but
offered courses on days and times of lower demand for rooms aware that this may impact student enrolments to
some extent).
Table 3 outlines the possible financial impact of Scenario 2. The assumptions behind the modelling include the
revenue distribution (60/40) paid to the Provider University will access institutional EFTSL receipts at 2009
Commonwealth funded rates ($15518). The Host University retains 40% of the institutional agreed load and
forwards 60% to the Provider University for the enrolments in the language delivered by the Provider University.
The Provider University enrolment income is derived after a distribution to Faculties ($6983) for the EFTSL in
the Home enrolments in the language it provides to the partner university.
A pair of first year subjects in Italian or Spanish attracts 0.25 EFTSL per student. University A records 95
students for Italian and 85 for Spanish, (the language delivered by University B) to undertake the 2 first year
subjects. University B records 101 students for Italian, (the language to be delivered by University A) and 92 for
Spanish. The enrolments mean that for Italian, University A needs to teach into 13 small teaching groups – 6 x at
University A and 7 at the Host University for 2 hours every week. For Spanish, University B needs to deliver
instruction to 11 small groups weekly; 5 x 2 hours at the Host University and 6 x 2 hours at the Home/Provider
University. These are in addition to the 2 x 1 hr larger group lecture (University A delivers a total of 28 teaching
hours for Italian and University B provides 24 contact hours). Each new 3-year appointee needs to include 14
hours per week in teaching workload. This means that for University A sessional tutoring is required for 14 hours
and University B needs 10 sessional tutorial hours per week for 2 semesters.
Direct expenditure includes the provision of any sessional tutoring costs (at average cost of $85 per hour for 14
weeks) travel costs ($800 per year), administration at the Host University ($1000), 20% income faculty
infrastructure charge, a one-off payment for legal fees ($2500) and some IT expenses ($500). Direct recovery of
the 2/3 of the new appointees’ salary will also be included (including 30% on-cost consideration) in Table 3 that
provides an overview of Year 1.
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UNIVERSITY A
Provider:
Italian

UNIVERSITY B

Host: Spanish

Host: Italian

Provider: Spanish

Enrolment profile

95

85

101

92

EFTSL

23.75

21.25

25.25

23

Income:

EFTSL (FACULTY: $6983 per
EFTSL))

$165846.25

Revenue 60/40 fee ($15518 per
EFTSL)

$174497.70

Total

$160609

Y
L
N

$472246.95

LO

Payment of 60% fee

$156731.8
0

$197854.50

$515195.30

$197854.50

$174497.70

$90,500.00

$90,500.00

$33320.00

$23800.00

$94449.39

$103039.00

800.00

800.00

Legal fees

2500.00

2500.00

Administration

1000.00

1000.00

500.00

500.00

$390923.89

$396636.00

E
D
MO

Level A ‘Step’ 6 (+on costs)
Tutoring $85 per hour for 14
weeks x 2 semesters
Faculty Infrastructure 20%
Expenditure

$131903.00

Travel

IT
Total
Net financial position at end of Year 1

$81323.06

$118559.30

Table 3: Financial Modelling for Collaborative City-Based Model Scenario 2
The net financial positions for University A and B are strong at the end of Year 1. This is based on accessing the
60/40 revenue sharing at institutional rates before Faculty distribution. Questions might be asked about the
validity for pursuing such a collaboration and that perhaps the Faculties should just employ 2 staff members
given the robust EFTSL situation for Italian and Spanish in both institutions. However the unrealised aspect of
the languages profile is that while each language section at University A and University B have 4 staff members
each they are appointed at Senior Lecturer and above with 1 Professor. The EFTSL aspect of staff positions and
workload across all of the years just about supports that number of staff and postgraduate and Honours
enrolments are low and staff also teach across intermediate and advanced levels to smaller student numbers.
Effectively the net financial situation can be used as a cost recovery mechanism for the teaching area in salaries
or it could be used to replace staff as they go on sabbatical without interruption to the teaching program. The
Collaborative City-Based Model as depicted in Scenario 2 may not be renewed if the financial aspect and student
demand remains strong. The 3-year period of the Agreement in the collaboration would prove prudent to assess
the risk associated with ‘growth’ trends and contractions. Of course it also facilitates succession planning for
generational change with the possibility that the Level A appointment can be confirmed as on-going depending
on the research outcomes etc and potentially in the 2nd year of the collaboration one or both of the universities
may decide to convert the sessional teaching load into a contract academic Level A position.
Scenario 2 was designed specifically to show the possibilities for maintenance and planning even in widely
taught languages that have strong demand. It could of course be constructed around the introduction of a new
lesser-taught pair of languages. The point of Scenario 2 was to limit it to an aspect of the languages program, in
this case 1st year ab initio language level.
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The adoption of the Collaborative City-Based Model may lead to an expansion of the number of languages
available to students at any given university in a major city and it may also maximise enrolments in languages by
concentrating them in a particular university rather than spread over two or more universities with subsequent
risk of low enrolment leading to termination of particular language offerings. In the short term the model can be
used to introduce a wider range of languages at individual institutions. In the long term the model could be used
to provide greater diversity within language offerings where the same language is provided at more than one
institution in the same city through the sharing of electives. The model could also be used in cases where
programs are not currently staffed at adequate levels to cover a full 3-4 year program in a single language at
more than one institution (e.g. where each institution has only 1-2 staff members) by sharing teaching across
year levels (e.g. Institution 1 teaches 1st and 4th year levels, Institution 2 teaches 2 nd and 3rd year levels) with
collaborative course planning by staff from both institutions. This is a slight variation on the dimensions of
Scenario 2. This may be a useful model where a low candidature language is taught at two universities in the
same city.

3.5 Blended Online and Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
This model combines a flexible delivery component with a language immersion component. The online (flexible
delivery) component would be similar (though probably not identical) to that outlined in the Cooperative Blended
Model. The immersion component can have a number of variations: a series of weekend schools, an annual
residential (immersion) school (Version A) or an in-country immersion program (Version B). Figure 3 presents an
overview of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A and B)

Figure 3: The Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model
3.5.1

Second language teaching and learning contexts

The Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) seeks to offer a flexible and effective method of
teaching languages, particularly less commonly taught languages. It combines a period of online learning (or
possibly other forms of distance learning) followed by an intensive immersion session for the teaching and
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learning program. The online component enables students from anywhere in the country to enrol in the course
with the one requirement being to commit to a language intensive immersion session following the online
program. Students can work through the online language program in their own time however regular tutorials /
interactive classes delivered through the Internet will ensure students stay engaged and connected.
The intensive residential school is conducted as an immersion experience. The content and shape of such a
residential school would vary on the nature of the language program and the level of language instruction
involved in the collaboration. It is envisaged that a minimal time commitment of 10 days would be needed to
ensure some form of meaningful immersion experience for the students. Translation would see 6 hours exposure
to language per day = 60hours. This compares favourably with an internal language program that would offer
normally 3-4 hours per week contact over 12-13 weeks.
A number of options exist for the immersion component of this model (see also next model) depending on the
number of universities to be involved. If the participating universities were across Australia, it would be best to
opt for a national residential school. If participating universities are within a specific region then there may be the
option of organising region-based residential schools. If the participating universities are located in the same city
then the residential schools may take the form of a series of weekend schools, for example.
3.5.2

Course and student administration

The enrolment processes for students would vary in the realisations of this Model. Ideally the recommendation
(see No I) identifies a preference for Home University enrolment for students. If the Blended Online & Intensive
Immersion Model (Version A) involves a collaboration of a number of universities that offer the language in
question (see the Case Study for German Honours reported below) then this preference can occur. The difficulty
arises when students undertake study through this Model and the language is not offered at their Home
University. Traditionally this kind of situation has invoked cross-institutional enrolment processes with the student
enrolling at the Provider University after enrolling at a ‘shell-unit’ at the Home University but has required
proximity to the physical campus to attend classes. This process is not ideal and fraught with problems (see the
Evaluation of Collaborative Models chapter of the report). Ideally it would be useful if some sort of Virtual
Language Institute (See Evaluation of the Collaborative Trials and Reports for additional elaboration) under the
auspices of Universities Australia could be established to monitor and process such enrolments and dispersal of
student load etc. Alternatively enrolment and funding arrangements would have to be worked out between
participating universities in relation to the delivery of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version
A). In particular formalised agreements would need to negotiate costs associated with the salary for teaching
staff, travel for students and staff, if necessary, Host University facilities, IT licensing compliance.
3.5.3

Staffing and leadership

The hiring, salary administration and professional development of staff and the ICT support would be the
responsibility of the Provider University, or in the case of the Virtual Languages Institute, a pooling of resources.
The Provider University would offer support of the ICT infrastructure to administer the flexible delivery online
component as well as the organisation of a residential school (immersion component). Where appropriate and
desirable, the online program could be supplied by or purchased from another accredited language provider and
the residential program could be enhanced by the participation of other experts in the language (local or
overseas).
3.5.4

The Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)

The Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model shares the same aims as the Blended Online & Intensive
Immersion Model. Namely, the model seeks to offer a flexible and effective method of teaching languages,
particularly less common languages. The In-Country Model aims to consolidate language and cultural learning in
one intensive in-country experience. It may be particularly attractive to students seeking international careers.
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Many universities offering languages already offer an in-country experience for their language students in
addition to their language classes. This model is different in that it places central importance on the in–country
program as there is limited face-to-face learning in the Australian context. Hence the program is suited
particularly for those languages not widely available in Australia.
3.5.5

Scenario for Application

Scenario 3 presents an innovative and challenging collaboration. It is a community languages initiative that
draws upon recommendation (No II) that establishes pathways and articulations for language study from
secondary to tertiary and from pre- and post teaching training and professional development. An extract from the
possible permutations of this Scenario will refer to language study in Catalan, Portuguese, Polish and
Khmer/Cambodian. All of these languages are Year 12 subjects but are currently not available, or in very limited
ways, in Australian universities. All of these languages have currency in Australian society with substantial
community populations and/or live in Australian students’ consciousness. For example Catalan is being
popularised through film, TV and music. It would seem that the possibilities to tap into these interests could be
explored through the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model. Version A could be the basis for a year of
study at 1st year level and Version B could operate in tandem to offer in-country immersion experiences as a
follow-up to the 1 year course. If we consider Polish, which is studied at Year 12 level then it would be likely that
the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model would only teach courses at intermediate or advanced level
as it is unlikely to attract much ab initio interest. In the case of Portuguese and some other languages with official
representation in Australia, the Embassy is keen to promote the study of the language and the culture and is
willing to contribute the salary for such a position. However, the reality of that offer is financially constrained and
is approximately equivalent to a lecturer’s salary. It may be that the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion
Model as described in Scenario 3 could be the source for such employment on a periodic contract position.
Scenario 3 also proposes that revenue could be raised through the inclusion of immersion programs as part of
professional development for community workers or language teachers from ethnic schools involved in the
delivery of the specific languages at secondary level.
The key aspect of Scenario 3 relates to the administration and organisation of the Blended Online & In-Country
Immersion Model. The curriculum development for the online and residential schools component is important and
would need thorough guidance in relation to student learning, engaging and scaffolding their learning and
appropriate activities and assessment. This has been considered as a one-off cost but it would be hoped that
given Recommendation (z) about the provision of incentives to foster such a program via the Blended Online &
In-Country Immersion Model funds could be approved for the pedagogic and learning material development.
The hypothetical Host University for Scenario 3 is a prestigious city-based one with substantial student
accommodation, good transport connections to the CBD, and one that has hosted similar Residential Schools in
other discipline areas such as statistics. The Host University has access to a range of postgraduate students
working in the relevant languages and to native speaker informants and bilingual community workers with the
relevant languages. The Host University would nominate an academic working in languages to act as Resident
Director for the management of the Residential School.
The Host University is located near to the organisation that represents all universities in Scenario 3 and that has
agreed to provide administrative support to the Virtual Languages Institute as part of the fees collected from the
university members. The Virtual Languages Institute is keen to see a rotation of the Residential School and has
planned to hold the next one in another major capital city, or possibly a regional university, depending on the
languages offered. The Virtual Languages Institute does not make decisions about which languages should be
part of the scheme. The selection of languages and their subsequent curriculum development was an outcome of
recommendations made by the Languages Steering Committee comprising language experts from a number of
universities. Their decision-making was informed by statistics about year 12 graduating students and market
research among university students across Australia and funding provided by a number of Embassies and
private concerns. The selection of the 4 languages was seen as a maximum program for Year 1 but growth could
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occur depending on funding, appropriate tutors and confirmed student interest. Benchmarking would occur with a
number of universities participating to identify their expectations and quality assurance methods to ensure that
results would be fully graded and students were able to use their marks as part of their grade point average etc.
Under the present conditions students would directly enrol into the Virtual Languages Institute [VLI] and the
administration would be responsible for all matters linked to advising the relevant Home University and the
student. If student vouchers were to be introduced there would probably be a mechanism built into the system
that may reduce the onus on the VLI, and Universities Australia. Students would undertake the online component
of the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model with fortnightly interactive workshops led by language
tutors and videotaped presentations from community members and workers for each language. Assessment
would link with the outcomes identified for the various activities and recommended materials. Students would
then attend a 2-week intensive immersion Residential School held at the Host University. Students would be
housed in home-stay accommodation as a first preference with the relevant language community families or in
Host University student colleges. The VLI would coordinate all student travel and accommodation in consultation
the nominated Host University Resident Director of the Residential School. In addition the VLI would commit to a
full and comprehensive risk management report and the consideration for student insurance matters (currently
student insurance is not consistent across the sector).
The Residential School would operate with a variety of tutors with qualifications that would be recognised by the
participating universities (these are not Host or Provider universities but they have agreed to their student(s)
participating and will facilitate full and appropriate reporting of the final grade. They are also the reference point
for all academic progression matters relating to their student(s). The pay scale would not necessarily have to be
at the rate of sessional university staff but possibly as teaching assistants. This matter requires reference to
other participants in the scenario. In addition to intensive linguistic immersion in the 4 chosen languages,
students will meet in larger group teaching arrangements to discuss issues that are common to language
learning students such as methodology, specific aspects of language learning such as pronunciation /
articulatory phonetics exercises, issues of cross-cultural interaction etc. In order to show the local context of the
ethnic group in Australia in relation to migration, professional needs, interpreting and translating, advanced study
etc the Residential School would incorporate numerous visits and potentially a resident writer or poet from one or
more of the languages. Clearly the concept of the Residential School can be developed in many innovative ways
but these are the major dimensions for Scenario 3.
A more challenging and complex task lies in the financial aspect of Scenario 3. The most logical way forward is
to determine what costs may be relevant for the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model and what income
could be accounted for. In the Scenario it is proposed that 12 students would enrol in Catalan, 10 in Portuguese,
11 in Polish and 6 in Khmer/Cambodian for 2 semesters of the language offered by the Blended Online & InCountry Immersion Model. Their Home Universities would forward 60% of the institutional EFTSL to the VLI or if
it must be a University then to the Host University. In Scenario 3 we have assumed that all income is on this
basis including any Home enrolments at the Host University for the sake of the example. Income receipts would
be in the order of 9.5 EFTSL x 60% or $88455.45. In addition contributions to the program include the payment
of a part-time lecturer for Portuguese (an in kind contribution of approximately $30,000). Three language
teachers are paying an up-front fee of $1500 to attend the Residential School ($4500).
Expenditure items include payment for sessional language tutors/teaching assistants for 3 of the languages
(approx $18,000), travel and accommodation (mostly home stay) for each student biennially (approximately
$26,000), academic workload for the Resident Director ($20,000), IT ($3000), legal fees ($5000, a one-off
payment) and some administration at Host University ($500). Total expenditure for these items is $72,500.
Scenario 3 could build in a resident filmmaker for Catalan at one Residential School and a Khmer/Cambodian
poet for the second one, which would cost approximately $15,000. This still leaves a residue for the Host
University and it has been compensated for the time commitment of the Resident Director. This component may
be reduced if the selection of Director is from a languages area that has low student numbers and so the Host
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University has gained some cost recovery for the EFTSL deficit. Additional revenue from teachers may boost the
income flow as well.
Scenario 3 will hopefully generate some interest and activism in the provision of pathways for students of
languages not catered for in Australian universities. It may also need to consider the issue of ab initio language
offerings and whether the demand and the pedagogic outcomes can be achieved.
In general the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model is particularly suited to small enrolment languages
offered at only one or very few universities in Australia: it allows the language cohort to be more sustainable. It
also targets a wider range of potential students (including not for degree students or members of the business
and other professional communities) unable to commit to regular face-to- face tuition. In the trial of the Blended
Online & In-Country Immersion Model two language scenarios were trialled – German Honours for Version A and
Indonesian for Version B. Honours would seem an ideal candidate – many universities, mostly members of the
Go8, offer the program but student enrolments are very small and economies of scale are needed to address
resource implications – but unfortunately due to the protective and highly competitive nature of Honours
enrolments the trial of the Blended Online Immersion Model (Version A) had a somewhat disappointing outcome.

3.6 Conclusions
This chapter has presented the schematics of the Collaborative Models that may prove financially feasible and
pedagogically sound for the teaching and learning of languages in the Australian Higher Education sector. The
implementation of Collaborative Models faces many structural obstacles to their success. Not least is the
prevailing competitive nature of the higher education sector and the promotion of ‘individualism’ through policy
concerns with diversification. For this project the interpretation of diversification is about mode of teaching and
learning or the consideration of including languages in professional and other types of degree. Diversification has
unfortunately often been interpreted as demanding a choice between inclusion in the curriculum or not. The
presentation of the collaborative models is about choices for considering increasing the diversity and range of
languages offered and some potential innovative combinations of online, classroom and immersion (in-country)
experiences for students to ensure that existing, and new, programs of language delivery add to the graduate
outcomes for a highly skilled bilingual professional population.
It should be noted that the relevance and success of the Models trialled and the exemplar scenarios depend
upon the conditions identified for each of them. In some of the Collaborative Trials discussed below the
conditions for the specific Model being trialled were not necessarily observed. In most cases this meant that the
evaluation of the Model was not the one outlined in this section. Some aspects – most notably student enrolment
processes and the financial sharing arrangements – were not adhered to in the Trial largely due to institutional
restrictions.
The next chapter in the report provides an overview and rational for the selection of the 6 Case Studies selected
as the Collaborative Trials of the Models presented above.
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4 Collaborative Trials 2007-2008: Selection & Overview
4.1 Background
The selection and funding of the Collaborative Trials was undertaken in order to address the eighth aim of the
current project, To trial and evaluate innovative models for LOTE teaching in universities. Table 4 provides
an overview of the languages involved in collaborative arrangements in 2005 at 21 Australian universities
classified on the basis of being a widely, moderately or lesser taught language:
Classification

Widely taught

Moderately taught

Lesser taught

Language

No of Collaborations

French
German
Indonesian
Italian
Japanese
Mandarin
Spanish
Latin
Modern Greek
Russian
Hindi
Korean
Thai
Ukrainian

3
4
6
2
2
4
4
1
3
1
1
1
2
1
34

Table 4: Collaborative Arrangements in Australian Universities in 2005 (based on White &
Baldauf 2006:19-21).
Table 4 shows that 34 collaborative arrangements were in place at the end of 2005 for the teaching of 14
languages. Of the 35 collaborations 9 were in place with international partner universities3 and involved the
teaching of French (1), German (1), Indonesian (1), Japanese (1), Mandarin (3), Thai (1) and Ukrainian (1).
The trialling of the Collaborative Models formed Stage IV of the project plan. This section of the report presents
an overview of the collaborative trials funded by the CASR project. It provides insights into the selection process
for the collaborative trials and a summary of the project management for each collaborative trial (see Appendix 5
for copies of research schedule and reporting templates administered in the Collaborative Trials).

4.2 Process: Calls for Expression of Interest and Funding Guidelines
The CASR project Steering Committee, charged with project oversight (see Appendix 1), developed the
Collaborative Models (Stage III of the project as reported in the previous chapter) with a view to trial and
evaluate them in collaborations between Australian University Partners. A pre-project objective to include private
providers among the collaborations was virtually abandoned following the outcomes of the report - Private and
Adult Community Education Providers of Languages Other than English (LOTE): Interest in collaboration with
Australian Universities (see Language Learning and Collaboration in Australian Universities). To facilitate the
inclusion of as many Universities as possible in the trials, the commissioning applicant for the current project –
DASSH – and its members seemed the most valuable resource. A Call for an Expression of Interest [EoI] was
We are unable to confirm that the international programs are special ‘intensive’ short course class-based collaborations or
examples of routine exchange arrangements organised for uptake by individual students.
3
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the methodology employed for the Collaborative Trials (see Appendix 4 for a copy of the EoI proforma).
Invitations to submit an EoI were distributed to all Australian DASSH members. The EoI invitation included
information about:
1. The roles and obligations for participating Deans/PVCs in which one of the partners in the collaboration
needed to assume responsibility as the nominating institution and a commitment to trial the Collaborative
Model for at least 2/3 years.
2. Funding guidelines
3. Details of the Collaborative Models proposed by the Steering Committee for trial.
4. Selection Criteria that would be used in the EoI process.
The Selection Criteria proposed by the Steering Committee drew upon the outcomes of the data collection
reports reviewed above. It wished to ensure that all Collaborative Models would be trialled and that the language
programs selected would include those from a range of wider, moderately and lesser taught languages as well
as those language departments/sections in Australian Universities that have a viability issue due to the limited
number of staff members. The formulation of the Selection Criteria is reproduced below:
a) In principle, at least three projects to be funded will draw upon different Collaborative models
(www.dassh.edu.au).
b) At least one project to be funded will address the provision of ‘very small’ languages.
c) In principle at least one of the Collaborative Trials to be funded will result in the introduction of a language
not previously offered by one of the collaborating partners in the past 5 years.
d) In principle at least one of the Collaborative Trials to be funded will result in the maintenance of a language
‘at risk’ (e.g. non replacement of retiring staff) in at least one of the collaborating institutions.
e) We would be keen to fund a Collaborative Trial that would provide the opportunity for the introduction of, or
maintenance of, one ‘at risk‘ community language.
Subsequent to the deadline for the submission of EoIs, at the 2006 DASSH Annual Conference Prof Anne
Pauwels (Chair, Steering Committee) presented an overview of the Collaborative Models, reported on the
justification and elaboration of the Criteria and Funding Guidelines for the Collaborative Trials and the processes
to be implemented for the Selection of Collaborative Trials. Following this DASSH members were afforded an
opportunity to amend and resubmit their applications if any problems had been identified with the original
submission. The outcome of this EoI process and consultation is presented in Table 5:
Collaborative Model
Cooperative Blended Model
Collaborative City-Based Model
Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)

Number of Expression of Interests
7
3
2
3
15

Table 5: Expressions of Interest and the Collaborative Models
Fifteen Expressions of Interest (with a total value of $892,000) were received (see Appendix 4 for the complete
list of submissions) with all Collaborative Models represented. The Cooperative Blended Model accounted for
46.7% of the EoIs with the innovative ‘untried’ Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
attracting only 2 applications.
Table 6 profiles the languages represented in the EoIs and the Collaborative Models to be trialled:
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Languages
Arabic
Classical Greek & Latin
French
German
Indonesian
Italian*
Mandarin/Chinese
Modern Greek
Thai

Collaborative Model
Cooperative Blended Model
Collaborative City-Based Model
Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)
Cooperative Blended Model
Cooperative Blended Model
Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
Cooperative Blended Model
Collaborative City-Based Model
Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)
Cooperative Blended Model
Collaborative City-Based Model
Cooperative Blended Model
Cooperative Blended Model
Collaborative City-Based Model
Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)

Table 6: The Languages Included in the Expressions of Interest and the Collaborative Models
Table 6 shows that in the EoIs 10 languages were nominated for a collaborative trial. Of these 5 are widely
taught languages – French, German, Indonesian, Italian, Mandarin/Chinese – 4 are moderately taught languages
– Arabic, Classical Greek, Latin Modern Greek and 1 – Thai – is a lesser taught language. Some of the EoIs
involved ‘two-way’ exchange of languages as part of the collaboration and this explains why there are more than
15 entries for the Collaborative Models to be trialled as outlined in Table 5. In addition some languages involved
more than one submission with the same Collaborative Model nominated for trial.

4.3 Selection of Collaborative Trials for Funding
The assessment and selection of the EoIs to be trialled was conducted via a joint meeting / teleconference of the
CASR Steering Committee and DASSH Executive. It was convened to discuss the Expressions of Interest and
make funding decisions. This meeting chaired by a DASSH Executive New Zealand member ensured
transparency and reduced the potential for conflict of interest. Deans/PVCs who had submitted Expressions of
Interest and who were members of the DASSH Executive and/or the CASR Steering Committee were excluded
from the discussion of their submission and ineligible to vote on the funding of the proposal.
The Selection of Collaborative Trials was decided with reference to the Criteria and Guidelines for Funding
Collaborative Trials as outlined above and a report was prepared outlining the funding decisions and sent to
DASSH Deans/PVCs who submitted an Expression of Interest. In view of the extensive history and currency for
the Collaborative City-Based Model the Steering Committee decided not to fund a trial for this Model but
proposed an extensive review be commissioned of its operationalisation to assist with the general evaluation.
Unfortunately, the selection process was unable to include a ‘lesser-taught’ language in the Collaborative Trials.
Thai was the only representative of a lesser-taught language and in one EoI its provision was to be trialled with
the Collaborative City-based Trial, which was not to be included as, outlined above. The other EoI did involve a
trial of the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B) but the trial was not selected due to the
restricted nature of the language teaching proposed in the particular case.
Table 7 presents the successful Collaborative Trials from the EoI process:
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Collaborative Trial

Provider
University

Host
University/ies

Language

Collaborative Model

"Blended model" UNE/ JCU
partnership in Chinese Language
Studies

UNE

JCU

Chinese

Cooperative Blended
Model

Enriching the Honours experience in
European languages

UWA

ANU, Monash,
UWA

German

Blended Online &
Intensive Immersion
Model (Version A)

Indonesian

Blended Online & InCountry Immersion
Model (Version B)

Collaborative curriculum
development and teaching in the incountry delivery of Intermediate &
Advanced Indonesian language
tuition at regional universities
Collaborative Graduate Diploma in
Language Teaching (Modern Greek)
Co-operative blended model Offering
Arabic and Italian at Uni SA and
Deakin respectively
Classics around Australia

USC (lead)

[UNE, UTas,
CDU]

Flinders

CDU

Modern
Greek

Cooperative Blended
Model

UniSA (Italian)
Deakin (Arabic)

Deakin (Italian)
UniSA (Arabic)

Italian &
Arabic

Cooperative Blended
Model

Latin & Classical
Greek

UNE

Newcastle,
USQ

Cooperative Blended
Model

Table 7: Collaborative Trials Selected From the Expression of Interest Process
The announcement of the successful Collaborative Trials was followed by an intensive workshop (see
www.dassh.edu.au for online presentations) and the development of Project Expert Teams [PETs] to assist with
the project management of each trial. The constitution of each PET included the Project Director of the CASR
project, a representative of the CASR Steering Committee and a member from each of the universities involved
in the collaboration. Various meetings and workshops were convened for the PETs, and in some cases other
interested parties, during 2007-8 (see Appendix 5 for details of meetings and participants). Many of the
recommendations and/or emerging issues of collaborations and the mechanics of the Collaborative Models
arose as a result of these PET meetings.

4.4 Conclusion
Having determined which projects would form the Collaborative Trials particular aspects such as which language
was involved in the collaboration; whether it involved the maintenance of an existing program or the introduction
of a new one and the nature of the collaborative arrangements were of central interest to the evaluation and
impact of the Collaborative Models. The Steering Committee and the PETs would need to monitor the progress
of the trials and consider the framework for the evaluation processes of each of the Trials and the Collaborative
Model.
The next 6 chapters of the report provide a detailed Case Study for each of the Collaborative Trials. The
discussion of the Collaborative Trials draws upon the final reports provided by each project team. The quality and
extent of information provided by each project team varied substantially. This affects the description of the Case
Study in this report. The overview for each Case Study will include the original aims and rationale for the
collaboration as expressed in the EoI application (with minor editing revisions); the implementation processes
and procedures of each as reported by the nominating representative in the Trial PET; the major findings from
the Collaborative Trial members reported at the Interim Report and Final Report stages of the Trial. Following the
description of each trial, including any amendments, limitations or changes from the proposed Collaborative
Model, an evaluation of the trialled Model will be addressed. The Evaluation will consider any specific criteria
from the Collaborative Trial as well as the four factors: Management, Administration and Implementation;
Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional; Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation’ and
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External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities. The Evaluation of the Collaborative Models was
undertaken with reference to data from the Trials, the aims and objectives of the CASR Project and those
contexts of broader structural, policy and innovative issues that emerged during the CASR project management
and implementation.
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5 Case Study 1:Mandarin/Chinese
5.1 Introduction
Mandarin occupies a prestigious position as a strategic economic language linked to Australia’s location in the
Asian region and as a language of a growing ethnic community. The NALSAS Taskforce (1998) reported that
Mandarin was one of the most significant languages for Australia’s economic future along with Japanese,
Indonesian and Korean (Lo Bianco & Gvodzenko 2006:50). According to the 2006 Census data (ABS 2007) the
shows that of Australia's main non-English languages, those with more than 50,000 speakers who speak it when
at home, Mandarin has experienced the fastest proportional growth more than doubling in speakers since 1996.
Mandarin (or Chinese as the language is often called in University Handbooks and university subject titles) is
classified as a widely taught language and was available in all states and territories in 2005 except the Northern
Territory (for recent developments on Mandarin in the NT see Case Study 3). The number of Australian
universities teaching Mandarin has not expanded since 2001 with 26 universities offering the language in 20012005. Most of the rapid expansion in the number of universities teaching Mandarin occurred between 1981 when
11 offered the language and 21 in 1997. Evidence shows that the stability in the number of programs reflected a
substantial EFTSL growth of 62% from 2001 to 2005 and Mandarin has the largest mean size by EFTSL
program of all languages in Australia. In contrast to this growth and expansion, staffing positions in Mandarin
experienced a net loss of 4.5 positions and at the same time the use of casual staff to teach Mandarin has
increased 52.2% from 2001 to 2005. The response to the growth in the program, in student demand and
enrolment, has been met with increased casualisation of the workforce and the non-replacement of some staff
positions. This creates enormous pressures within Mandarin/Chinese sections in Australian universities and puts
at risk the sustainability of a successful and strategic language program. Despite the success, management
responses to that success and growth in student demand mirror the staffing strategies adopted for language
programs that have suffered negative change or entertained stability in recent years. Staff replacements and
growth have not occurred in Mandarin/Chinese teaching programs with the net loss of staff positions and
increased casualisation. The prolific casualisation may in part be linked to the restricted availability of
Mandarin/Chinese scholars suitable for ongoing staff appointments in Australian universities. This is to some
extent similar to the situation experienced in the 1990s during the explosion in student enrolments in Japanese
and the lack of suitable appointees. However, part-time fractional contract staff may offer a greater sustainability
for Mandarin/Chinese language teaching programs while ensuring flexibility.
This Collaborative Trial, UNE/JCU partnership in Chinese Language Studies, responds to the strategic needs
and regional alliances for Australia in its links to Asia and to the partnering of similar universities (regional) for a
successful collaboration. Both the University of New England [UNE] and James Cook University [JCU] are
located outside capital cities with the Cairns campus of JCU being ideally located in a population growth area.
Cairns has a large and long-standing Chinese heritage community and this collaboration introduces a new
language that will be attractive to students and could provide a hub for other university and community relations
or networks to be established.

5.2 Dimensions of the Trial and the Collaborative Model
The collaboration involves UNE functioning as a Provider University with JCU (Cairns) as the Host University for
the introduction of beginners, ab initio, Mandarin at the 1st year level to begin with and post-first year level units in
subsequent years to establish a sequence of study. The collaboration will trial the Cooperative Blended Model.
Table 8 is a summary of the Collaborative Trial:
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Collaborative Model
Language:

Cooperative Blended Model

Mandarin [Chinese]

Provider

Host

University of New England

James Cook University, Cairns campus

Classification of languages based on White & Baldauf (2006)

Mandarin [Chinese]

Widely taught

Status of language in Host University

Introduction of a new language

Language levels of collaboration

Mandarin [Chinese] offered at ab initio level at James Cook University, Cairns
campus

Year level of collaboration:

2007

2008

2009

1st

1st, 2 nd

1st, 2 nd (3rd)

Table 8: Overview of the UNE / JCU Collaborative Trial for Mandarin/Chinese
The next two subsections of the report – Project Aims & Rationale and Project Implementation & Organisation –
are drawn largely from the documents of the Collaborative Trial including the original Expression of Interest and
the Interim and Final Reports provided by the Chinese project leader. The Evaluation of the Trial also draws
upon the same data set but is grounded within the CASR project broader aims and objectives and most
especially the possible applications and scenarios proposed for the Collaborative Models constructed prior to the
specific Trial.

5.3 Project Aims & Rationale
The aims and rationale for the Collaborative Trial involving Mandarin/Chinese in the collaboration between UNE
and James Cook (Cairns campus) were to:
1. Strengthen and protect the position of the Chinese major at UNE, which although operating successfully is
‘at risk’ because it is a small discipline with only 2 (energetic and committed) staff members.
2. Introduce Chinese at JCU (Cairns) where it is not currently offered and position JCU to respond to the
projected increasing demand for Chinese study. The lack of understanding of Chinese language and culture
in Australia has been identified as a significant barrier to increasing Chinese tourism.
3. Provide opportunities for heritage language study to the Chinese community in Cairns.
4. Create economies of scale by utilising and extending UNE’s existing resources and expertise in teaching
Chinese by distance language learning, to meet the need at JCU.
The 4 specific Aims will form part of the evaluation of the Collaborative Trial in conjunction with the Factors
identified as critical to the success of collaborative efforts and outlined above in Collaborative Trials 2007-2008:
Selection & Overview.

5.4 Organisation and Implementation of the Trial
The experiences, developments and organisation of the UNE/ JCU partnership in Chinese Language Studies
Collaborative Trial are described below. This material is largely drawn from project reports submitted as part of
the trial period. In addition, evaluation of the trial and of the implementation of the Cooperative Blended Model
synthesises the detail from project progress and final reports and the parameters established for the major study:
to develop and trial Collaborative Models. Some revisions and recommendations for the future enhancement of
the collaborative arrangements have been incorporated. The evaluation of the Collaborative Trial thus draws
upon ideas and analyses beyond the focus of the particular Collaborative Trial.
5.4.1

Curriculum and Pedagogy

A range of diverse materials to supplement the online offerings for guided independent study were developed
over the course of the trial period: automated online self–assessment tests; sets of answers to the exercises in
the student workbook which accompanies the textbook; comprehensive reference lists of new characters and
vocabulary for the textbook and the workbook for the first year of study; audio recordings of language lectures at
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the Provider University (approximately 40 hours per unit per semester). The purpose was to include sufficient
online materials to support the Cooperative Blended Model students, (who were used to the classroom learning
situation), to undertake part of their learning in independent, distance/online mode. It came from an
acknowledgement that the hours of face-to-face classroom tuition were possibly insufficient to cover the whole
curriculum and that students needed greater support and scaffolding for learning in the online/distance
environment. In particular, the audio recordings of language classes taught by the lecturer at the Provider
University every week, meant that the students had access to the same level of classroom instruction as internal
students. The new learning materials were introduced simultaneously for the Provider University’s external, (and
internal), students and the quality of unit offerings for the whole cohort was thus improved (an instance of
economy of scale).
The enhanced set of learning materials ensured that all key aspects of the curriculum were covered explicitly for
distance learners, so that the Host University tutor need not feel pressured to cover the whole curriculum in the
limited tutorial hours, but could focus on the areas most needing face-to-face tuition, including oral interactive
work. The Host University students and tutor accessed the Provider University’s unit website that hosted the
following teaching and learning materials:
•

Digitised versions of the unit handbook and assessment outline

•

Extensive digitised study notes to accompany each week of the curriculum

•

Audio podcast recordings of the lectures and classroom teaching given for the same unit at the
Provider University

•

Self assessment tests on the material of each lesson of the textbook

•

Networking with Provider University’s internal and external students in the asynchronous discussion
forum

•

Animations to show Chinese characters being written

•

Video recordings to accompany the textbook

•

Answers to workbook exercises

•

Online memory games and flashcards to accompany each lesson

In addition, access was provided for Host University students and tutor to the general common-room website run
by the Provider University for all students enrolled in Chinese units at any level, to allow for networking,
discussion of Chinese culture and events; and also for information about overseas language study and the
optional short course at Shaanxi Normal University in China in December – January each year that was open to
students of the Host and Provider Universities, (an extension of collaboration to show the adaptation of a
Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)). In-country study opportunities can motivate and
attract students to persevere with study by enhancing the learning experiences, language skills, and cultural
understandings, and should be promoted from the beginning.
IT is an integral part of this mode of teaching and learning and in the Collaborative Trial numerous avenues were
adopted including email and phone communication between all parties as necessary; a digitised video of an
introduction to the unit specially recorded by the Provider University unit coordinator and sent up to Host
university for tutor and students; the emailed return of marked assignments to Host University students.
5.4.2

Course Administration

The process for student enrolment into Chinese and into their face-to-face classes was as follows:
1. Students enrol online in the Host University units and the Host University follows confirmation processes.
(Students wishing to begin their study at a level other than beginners would normally contact the Head of
Languages at the Host University who would pass on the enquiry to the unit coordinator at the Provider
University, and then inform the student of the outcome. The tutor conducted informal monitoring during class
time that enrolled students had entered at the right level.)
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2. The Host University administrative officer (school level) sends the Provider University counterpart class
lists every week until census date which are forwarded to the Provider University unit coordinator and the
Host University tutor.
3. The Provider University unit coordinator requests Provider University ITD / TLC support staff to generate
usernames and passwords so that the Host University students can access the Provider University’s unit
web page.
4. Host University students receive information from the Provider University on timetable, teaching materials
in print version (tutor distributes in class) or by personal email.
In order for Host University students to access the Provider University teaching websites of the units they are
studying, they each need a Provider University student username. The timely generation of these usernames
and passwords, which requires manual input that is considered ‘a little time-consuming’, has been a sensitive
issue. ITD / TLC support staff at the Provider University were not aware it had been added to their duties and
had difficulty understanding why it should be prioritised at a busy time of semester. The delays impacted upon
the Host University students’ access to their online materials and interaction with Provider University staff and
students. This issue has now been addressed at the Provider University and was resolved by a series of
meetings over several semesters between academics and IT staff to discuss the requirements and streamline
the process. This relatively minor issue illustrates the need to ensure all tasks and responsibilities associated
with the collaboration are documented and communicated in advance to those staff involved, and if necessary
included on staff duty statements. The enrolments in the Collaborative Trial are presented in Table 9:
Year
2007

2008

Semester

Year level

Enrolments

1st semester

1st

10

2nd semester

1st

6

1st semester

1st

5

2nd semester

1st

5

1st semester

2nd

7

2nd semester

2nd

3

Table 9: Student Enrolments in Chinese/Mandarin at Host University
Some explanations and/or interpretations of the enrolment patterns:
1. The drop in enrolments from 1st to 2nd semester in 2007 was due to Fails (2), course completed, and no
space in study program.
2. Two international students and one student with prior knowledge of Chinese enrolled in the 2nd year level
unit in 2008 and 4 out of 6 students continued from 1st year to 2nd year in 2008. Of the 2 that didn’t continue
one went overseas, (and continued Chinese by cross-institutional enrolment with UNE / Provider University
externally), and one discontinued having struggled with the subject.
3. After the 1st semester of 2nd year the 3 students had completed their university studies, and one student
was unable to continue having “failed incomplete” due to not submitting assignments.
The Host University school administrative staff suggested that lack of clear information and a need for increased
publicity and some initial timetabling difficulties influenced the conservative enrolments in 2007. 2008 saw lower
enrolments than expected but all students continued from first to second semester. The 100% retention rate
between 1st and 2nd semester attests to the high quality of the Host University tutor, the commitment of the
students, and possibly the incentive of the opportunity offered to attend an immersion course in China in
December – January 2009.
Another course administration issue arising from the collaborative dimensions of the trial impacted negatively
upon student enrolment. Despite the Provider University’s preparation of unit descriptions intended for the
student handbook a lack of awareness of the Host University’s processes for data entry in the subject database
meant it did not get included. There was a lack of clarity as to when such information is requested / provided and
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by whom, and in what format. Procedures and timelines for submission vary between the two universities and
there is a danger that the Cooperative Blended Model subjects become overlooked. This experience is reflected
in the recommendation that a shared online folder of course administration be required for these kinds of
collaborations. It also touches on the more general issue of visibility of Cooperative Blended Model subjects at
the Host University. The more visibility these subjects can achieve, the more likely that they will not be
overlooked in the regular round of administrative tasks such as gathering / updating information for the database.
This also highlighted the need for a continuing local ‘champion’ of the subject, someone who could ensure that it
was not overlooked or lost in other administrative processes.
Table 10 provides an overview of the staff roles, and their time commitment, where provided, involved in the
establishment and implementation of the administration in collaboration for the provision of languages as
experienced in this Collaborative Trial (the approximate financial costing follows this discussion):
Provider University

Host University

Faculty Project Officer HEO8. Estimate 1 week per
semester.

Administrative Officer (HEO5), School of Arts and
Social Sciences, based at the Cairns campus.
Estimate up to 1hr per student per semester.

School Resources and Projects Coordinator HEO6.
Approx 1 week per semester, done with other routine
processing, and absorbed into normal duties (processing
timesheets and contracts, and handling financial
aspects)

Faculty Registrar (HEO7 / 8), Cairns campus
Between 1 and 3 hours per student per semester
(some students would require an appointment to
discuss their academic plans).

School Administrative Assistants HEO4: Approx 1hr per
student per semester tasks may include: proof and
format handbooks, enrol students on the system,
prepare class lists, enter marks, results sheets, liaise re
exam timetable, prepare exams to JCU specifications,
organise receipt and marking of exams, prepare results
in JCU format, upload exam results.

Administrative Officer (Finance) (HEO5), School of
Arts and Social Sciences, based at the Townsville
campus Estimate up to ! hour per student per
semester.

ITD programmers, Teaching and Learning Centre
(generation of usernames and other web-related advice;
telephone support in response to student queries)
HEO6. Approximately ! a day per semester

Faculty Executive Officer and Faculty Resources
Manager, based at the Townsville campus –
formulation and checking of agreement.

School Multimedia Support Officer HEO6: Support for
development of additional online curriculum materials
and consultation on other technical matters.

Head of Department: advice on departmental
perspective as required; participation in joint
discussions; (also oversight of examination-related
matters)

Table 10: Staff Involved in the Administration of the Collaboration
The involvement and approximate workloads of staff involved in the administration of the collaboration shows
that for the Host University approximately 3 hours per student per semester is the average computation with
50% conducted at HEO5 level and 50% at HEO 7/8. At the Provider University the hourly workload commitment
is not so clear but it would seem that approximately 3 hours per student would be the average. While the
workload has been calculated per student some of the responsibilities would clearly be sensitive to enrolment
size, i.e., School Administrative Assistants at the Provider University and the Administrative Officer and Faculty
Registrar at the Host University, while others may be reduced in terms of economies of scale. A key element of
the economies of scale for administration support is the establishment of comprehensive and accessible systems
to manage the student enrolment and support procedures for the Cooperative Blended Model. The information
from Table 10 will be used for the financial assessment of the Chinese/Mandarin Collaborative Trial (see Table
11).
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The teaching support for Mandarin/Chinese included the appointment of, and payment for, a local tutor at the
Host University. The Provider University conducted the recruitment and selection process by placing an
advertisement in the Cairns Post. Short-listed applicants were interviewed at the Host University. The Provider
University academic staff conducts the briefing of and training and mentoring for the tutor in view of the
distinctive teaching approach, and to explain the integration of external, internal and Cooperative Blended Model
students. The tutor has since enrolled as a part-time student in the MA in Applied Linguistics, by distance
education, to enhance her professional skills and gain personal experience of online learning. Some non
discipline-specific staff training is available as self-paced online learning modules at the Provider University.
Because the tutors are Provider University employees based at the Host University working with Host
University students they need some familiarity with Host University processes and access to its online
resources. Therefore at the very least they should have a Host University staff id and username to access the
Host university intranet. This was adopted in 2008, the second year of the trial, when the tutor was issued with a
Host University 1-hour contract. It is recommended that the responsibility for providing staff from each university
access to the intranet of the other, and students from the Host University with access to the teaching and
learning websites of the Provider University, be clarified and incorporated into the agreement. The solution
appears sensible in light of the alternative staffing arrangements adopted in the trial of Italian and Arabic,
(reported on in the next chapter), that overcame this particular problem but created many additional problems for
the overall sustainability of the Cooperative Blended Model.
The tutor was paid for conducting oral assessments and all written assessments and examinations were returned
to the Provider University for marking. In-class quizzes were part of the normal tutoring duties with a few extra
paid hours per semester. The Provider University coordinator provided the tutor with training in oral assessment
and monitoring of student marks. However due to difficulties in returning marked written assignments to Host
University promptly, consideration is now being given to adding the marking of written assignments to the tutor’s
paid duties in 2009.
5.4.3

Student Support

Students needed to be assisted by administrative and academic staff to develop awareness of their
responsibilities for guided independent and online study, and for participation in the online discussions with the
rest of the student cohort, as well as tutorial attendance. The Host University rules and regulations apply to the
management of student academic progress. An outcome of the Collaborative Trial resulted in the development of
shared folder that elaborates all student progress and support matters of the Host University that can be
accessed by the Provider University in order to improve knowledge of deadlines and administration processes.
5.4.4

Teaching and Learning

The Project Team have proposed a number of recommendations that address aspects of the implementation and
the evaluation of the Cooperative Blended Model collaboration in Mandarin/Chinese which have been appended
to this report (see Appendix 6). Aspects of teaching and learning are emphasised in these recommendations and
actions.
The project team reports that Host University students were initially unaware that a proportion of their learning
was required to be in distance / online mode. Even when they were made aware of it, they easily fell back into a
perception of the tutorials as being their principal or only mode of learning. There appeared to be resistance
among some Host University students in assuming an identity as an external student and to using the website.
Their learning was harder as a result, and there was a lack of integration of students into a learning community.
Some actions have been proposed to address this:
1. Make the structure and requirements of the subjects more explicit in the University informational materials.
2. Stress requirements to integrate online learning and tutorials in all - printed and oral - communication with
students.
3. Consider making participation in some online learning activities assessable.
4. Stress the learning benefits and high pedagogical quality of the interactive online materials.
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5. Involve the tutor in the monitoring or moderation of some online learning activity, so that she can directly
perceive the benefit and relevance to students and make reference in her own teaching to the online
content.
6. Provider University lecturer to phone each student at the end of the first week of semester to check they
have successfully accessed the unit website and encourage them to introduce themselves to fellow students
on the discussion forum. Follow up with a further call.
Students cannot be assumed to have skills as independent learners. They require explicit guidance and
scaffolding in their study. It is proposed to develop a detailed explicit checklist for students and the tutor
specifying which learning activities and tasks are to be covered for each lesson and in what mode.
Learning Chinese is a slow process and it’s often hard to maintain motivation (the 2nd and 3rd semesters of study
are particularly challenging). In 2008, students were given the option to participate in a Provider University
organised short immersion course in China at the end of the year (and claim Host University credit on
completion). 6 students (out of 8 enrolled in 2nd semester) took it up. This provided a boost to motivation to
persevere with study and will enhance their engagement with their Chinese study in the future. (The immersion
in-country opportunity will be employed in student publicity material in 2009.)
The initial arrangements for sending written assignments to the Provider University by post for marking with the
rest of the student cohort’s assignments and return by post for distribution by the tutor proved to be slow, and
lessened the pedagogical effectiveness of the feedback. In 2008 the marked assignments have been scanned
and emailed back directly to the student – cuts out postage costs and handling and distribution time. Some
ongoing discussions are exploring the possibility of the Host University tutor would mark assignments utilising a
detailed marking guide and moderation of some scripts by Provider University lecturer to ensure parity and
consistency.
Examination scripts are mailed to the Provider University for marking and grades/marks entered on appropriate
spreadsheets that are emailed back to the Host University and are tabled for approval at the Host University
grades committee. Bands and grade codes are the same at both Host and Provider University while codes for
some of the other categories such as Fail, Failed Incomplete differ. Where necessary (only a small number of
cases), the Provider University code was entered on the spreadsheet with a description in words, for
transposition into the Host University’s ‘Fail’ classification.
The Provider University has a longer ‘turnaround’ time between the exam period and the reporting of
marks/grades largely due to its extensive distance /external student cohort than the Host University which
means some differences for the organisation of exam script assessment. The Host University assisted by
scheduling discussion of Cooperative Blended Model subjects in the later of their two examiners’ meetings.
The Host University looks for a bell curve in the distribution of marks. The Provider University does not operate
a strict bell curve requirement for marks for language subjects. If the marks for Host University Cooperative
Blended Model students (typically small numbers) are considered alone, they may appear not to show a wide
enough spread; therefore it’s suggested that mark distribution over the whole group (Provider University internal
and external students and Host University students) be communicated to the Host University. However the
timing issues referred to above mean that the grades for the whole group may not be available in time for the
Host university examiners’ meeting.
Timetabling staff at the Host University comment that they have to work to avoid clashes since people from
outside the Faculty and outside the year may wish to take up a language subject. They believe that holding the
classes after-hours works well. However, this compounds the lack of visibility of the Mandarin/Chinese at the
Host University. Pedagogically it would be more advisable to have two sessions on separate days rather than
one long class of 2 – 3 hrs length each week. In 2009 tutorials for each subject at the Host University will be
spread over two days.
Tutorial teaching does not always integrate well with, or complement, the rest of the curriculum and learning
materials of the unit. Tutorials need to support and refer to the online content, to reinforce the message that
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students need to do some of their learning independently using the guided materials provided online. The tutor at
the Host University occupies a key role in this and needs to participate in the online discussion forum and be
aware of what’s happening on the website, which is the hub of the unit. Consequently this will be highlighted as
part of the tutor’s training.
There is a difference in distribution of teaching weeks through the semester between the Provider and Host
University that has some implications for planning the teaching. The week-by-week unit study schedule for
students of the two universities will be slightly out of sync especially in first part of semester. The point reached
on the curriculum and the learning activities currently taking place will thus differ slightly between the two
cohorts, and this has to be taken into account by the lecturer and the tutor when engaging in discussions on the
online forum. Assignment due dates may therefore also vary by a week or two between the two cohorts. Different
semester break periods may affect the Provider lecturer’s availability to respond to queries from Host students or
the Tutor.
5.4.5

Financial Arrangements

The financial arrangements for the UNE /JCU Mandarin/Chinese Cooperative Blended Model sees the sharing of
a fee per student among the partners with JCU retaining the EFTSL for enrolled students. The MoU / Agreement
for the Collaboration specifies that the fee is fixed for the first year and then reviewed on or before January 1st
each year according to a formula. The formula is presented below:
A = [B + C] / D
Where A = the fee to be determined
B = the fee for the previous year
C = the DEST (DEEWR) cluster funding per JCU student received by JCU for the year in respect of which the fee is to be
determined
D = the DEST (DEEWR) cluster funding per JCU student received by JCU for the previous year
The initial fee = $1000 per JCU subject per JCU student (plus GST) each semester [2007]
In the calculation for the fee per student in 2008 of $1096;
B = 1000; C = 1263;D = 1152; A = 1096

Figure 4: The Funding Formula for the Chinese/Mandarin Collaboration
From the DEEWR per student income ($1263 in 2008) after payment of fee for service to the Provider University
($1096 in 2008), 55% is retained by the Host University Centre ($91.85 of $167) and distributes the rest ($76.15
per student) to the Faculty / School level. Based on enrolment data for 2008 (see Table G) the fee distribution to
the Provider University = $21920. At the Host University the Faculty would receive $1523 after 55% ($1837) is
retained by the Central Administration.
When the agreement was varied in March 08 to allow for the double weighting of 3rd year units the fee for 2008
for each 3rd year JCU subject was set at $2000 plus GST, subject to annual review thereafter according to the
same formula.
Table 11 shows a breakdown of the expenditure the Host and Provider University incur in the provision of
Mandarin/Chinese through the Cooperative Blended Model.
Expenditure Item
Salary
Postage
Videoconferencing
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Provider University
Description
[Workload Coordinator 20%
Lecturer]
Annual for 1st and 2nd year level
subjects
5 hours per year

Host University
$
[$16000]
$110
$140
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Description
Tutor x 1 hour (for 4 subjects
as per 2008)
Annual for 1st and 2nd year
level subjects
5 hours per year

$
$144
$110
$140

Materials: textbooks
Indirect Administration Costs
Photocopying, consumables

$400
[$800]
[$300]
$740*

[$1600]
[$500]
$384*

*Excludes indirect costs (shaded cells)

Table 11: Expenditure (approx) for the Mandarin/Chinese Collaboration
The Host University Faculty gains the infrastructure flow-on from the retention of EFTSL and a net gain (approx)
income of $1139 that is completely eroded by indirect costs for administering the collaboration. It maybe that the
indirect workload costs have been overly generously computed, (based on the hours provided in Table 10 at
HEO5), and would in fact be less. Nevertheless enrolments would need to substantially improve and/or the Host
University reduces its cut to the income before distribution in order for long-term sustainability.
Financial responsibility for library support is specified in the Agreement as the responsibility of the Host
University but the required process only emerged slowly through the Trial period. The procedures and
responsibilities for ordering and maintaining library stocks required for Cooperative Blended Model unit /subjects
should be clearly recorded so that all staff involved (Host and Provider) are aware of them. A Cooperative
Blended Model liaison person based at the Cairns campus informs library staff of collaborative language
offerings, checks library holdings and places orders where necessary. Copies of the textbooks and audio and
video materials, reference books and recommended readings are stocked as a minimum. Gradually (in
consultation with academic staff at the Provider University) holdings of further supporting materials such as
readers, grammars and dictionaries, and books relating to cultural and linguistic background may be added.
5.4.6

Formalising the Trial

The collaboration between the Provider University, (UNE), and the Host University, (JCU), is formalised in the
Undergraduate Teaching Agreement that sets out the Review Period - to be reviewed on or before the Review
Date (1st July 2009) i.e., 2.5 years through the 3 year term of the agreement for possible renewal. Renewal is
subject to mutual satisfactory performance. The agreement may be extended for a further period of 3 years by a
new agreement signed by both parties. If the parties agree to extend this agreement pursuant to clause 2, then
this agreement remains in force until a new agreement is signed by both parties. Additional responsibilities and
implementation processes have been discussed above.
A second aspect of formalisation of the trial, links to the role of leadership and management in the
implementation of the collaboration. As outlined below the absence of any guiding or steering committee at the
Provider and/or Host University led to a lack of clarity about processes and responsibilities in the actual
implementation of the collaboration.
5.4.7

Amendments to the Collaborative Model

The Cooperative Blended Model was implemented as per the typical dimensions outlined earlier. This is largely
as a result of the strong support and interest in the development of the Model at UNE, the Provider University.
No evidence of amendments to the parameters of the Model were undertaken but a proposal to amend the
nature of the staffing at the Host University was made.

5.5 Evaluation of the Trial
Some specific evaluation measures were set up for this Collaborative Trial in the Expression of Interest proposal
and included:
1. The success of the introduction of new undergraduate language units offered in 2007 and 2008 at JCU.
2. The design and delivery of new/revised curriculum materials online and pedagogical implications for the
teaching of a 2nd language.
3. The financial implications for Cooperative Blended Model in this setting.
4. Detailed student evaluation and satisfaction across the student cohort groups.
5. The employment, resourcing, mentoring and training of local tutor(s).
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6. The economies of scale and the outcomes for the Chinese language dept at UNE as a result of the
implementation of Cooperative Blended Model in Cairns.
7. The outcomes and evaluation of the Course promotion strategies adopted at institutional and community
levels and the responses of the heritage language community in Cairns.
5.5.1

The Success of the Introduction of Mandarin/Chinese at JCU

Evaluating the ‘success’ of the introduction reflects a mixed outcome. Student enrolments as an indicator of
success for the introduction are not particularly positive. The low initial enrolments in the first year of offering
were followed by lower student interest in the 2 nd teaching year. The retention rate into a 2nd year of study was on
the other hand very strong – 100% - and this was echoed into the 2nd semester unit for this year level of study in
terms of eligible enrolments (see discussion above that explains the reasons behind the apparent drop that
masks issues of enrolment entitlements). The after hours tutorials add to the lack of visibility and profile of the
Mandarin/Chinese discipline at the Host University. There is no subject expert available during working hours.
There is no office labelled ‘Chinese lecturers’ and no notice board with news and announcements of the Chinese
subjects. This lack of visibility impacts on enrolments and vitality of Mandarin/Chinese at the Host University.
5.5.2

The Design and Delivery of Online Curriculum

This aspect has been highly successful with positive outcomes for students studying Mandarin/Chinese at the
Provider University as well. The Project Leader notes that the materials need to be revised in light of the trial,
which exposed the problem of alternative learning modes for internal students at the Host University. They view
classroom-based settings as the only form of learning engagement in contrast to the majority of the Provider
University’s, UNE, student cohort of external students. The online curriculum needs to adopt a variety of
alternative ways to guide internal students to take up the opportunities and commit to the independent learning
required in the Cooperative Blended Model.
5.5.3

The Financial Implications of the Trial

The evaluation reflects strong outcomes for income flow to the Provider University. Due to restructuring and
changes to the financial and budgeting arrangements in the Faculty at the Provider University the direct value to
the Chinese section is less clear as it would seem there is no longer an explicit formulaic distribution of income
generated by the collaborative efforts. Evaluating the impact upon a small-staffed discipline – 2 FTE staff
positions – is therefore somewhat clouded by the change in management process. A slight problem, or
perception of lost opportunities for income to the Provider University, relates to the distribution of full-fee paying
students and/or international student income. Currently the financial sharing arrangements do not discriminate in
terms of student type or fee structures. The formula does not distinguish between domestic and international
students.
In relation to the Host University the collaboration proves positive for financial implications in that it retains the
student load for reporting purposes and a portion of HECS/CSP income. However it seems to date that the Host
University Faculty may actually be supporting a collaboration that bears more costs than benefits (see Table 9).
It would seem that a break-even point would require student enrolments to increase substantially.
5.5.4

Student Evaluation

Eight (8) of the students enrolled in Mandarin/Chinese at JCU, completed a Student Evaluation Form prepared
for the Collaborative Trials. All of the participants said that the enrolment procedures for the unit were about the
same as other subjects and only 1 student said that they had not been given enough information about the unit
to understand what would be involved in studying a language in this mode. This is somewhat of a surprise given
the assessment of the Collaborative Trial which highlighted the availability of information about the Cooperative
Blended Model as a cause for concern. In this case the particular student was actually undertaking 2 languages
– French and Mandarin/Chinese – by the Cooperative Blended Model. Seven (7) of the students rated the
components of the subject – the online and the class-based activites - as well integrated and 1 very well
integrated. In terms of their ability to complete all the online requirements and the face to face components of the
subject in the same week as they were scheduled 5 said usually and 2 nominated sometimes and 1 student did
not answer the question.
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Table 12 presents the results to the statement: I found it a positive learning experience because:

Possible Options

Responses

It offered me flexibility in organising study time
It enriched my learning environment
It enhanced my exposure to reading and writing in the language
Study a language that may otherwise would not be available to me at my ‘Home’ university
Face-to-face classes motivated me to complete/undertake online components
Online components motivated me to attend face-to-face classes
Face-to-face classes provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language skills
Online components provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language skills
Face-to-face classes provided an opportunity to interact with other language learning students
Online components provided an opportunity to interact with other language learning students

2
6
4
7
5
3
5
3
5
1

Table 12: Student Responses for Reasons the Subject Provided Positive Learning Experiences
Seven of the 8 students that completed the Student Evaluation Form noted that it was the introduction of the
language that may otherwise … not be available to me at my ‘Home’ university and that it enriched my learning
environment was selected by 6 of the students. Five (5) of the students focussed on the face-to-face context as it
provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language skills and an opportunity to interact with other
language learning students.
Table 13 presents the results to the statement: I experienced some problems, …, such as
Possible Options
Organising my time for online and classroom components
Inability to discipline myself for the responsibility of independent learning required for online learning
Unfamiliarity with online learning technologies
Absence of immediate feedback for online component
Lack of teacher support
Problems with connecting to IT systems (e.g. speed, download volume) and compatibility issues
Uncomfortable with the dynamics of face-to-face language learning interaction
Overwhelmed by the intensity of the language learning immersion classroom

Responses
4
2
4
1
4

Table 13: Student Responses About the Problems They Experienced in the Subject
Only a limited number of problems occurred for the students but 4 recognised that the imposition of self
management for learning was relevant - organising my time for online and classroom components – as well as
the IT issues - problems with connecting to IT systems – that had been discussed in terms of the course
administration of the Collaborative Trial and revised planning for scaffolding support of the students at JCU. A
few comments were provided by the students including 2 similar positive views on the value of including
languages study in their university experience - It’s very difficult & requires a lot of work but overall it’s been
fantastic to learn another language and It has been a fantastic and rewarding opportunity to learn a 2 nd language.
One student commented on a teaching and learning issue of timely and comprehensive feedback on
assessment; Chinese still needs to amend communication issues between the universities and we need to
receive feedback on ALL assessment.
Despite the small sample size of the students submitting a Student Evaluation Form it is apparent that
sometimes students do not recall, perceive or report problems that affected the subject administration that the
teaching and coordinating staff report. The student evaluation does show the benefits of the Cooperative
Blended Model that has student enrolment occurring at the Home / Host University with no need for crossinstitutional enrolment.
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5.5.5

The Mentoring and Training of Tutor at the Host University

The assessment of the success and impact of the local tutor at the Host University results in a mixed evaluation.
Based on the student feedback about the tutor’s role and the demonstrated engagement of the tutor in advancing
her own understanding of second language learning and teaching the Collaborative Trial is a successful one.
The tutor ought to be sufficiently integrated into the Host University community as well. This is more beneficial
for language students if they have a sense of coherence and continuity with the actual presence of teaching staff,
even when they are not teaching. Communication between the Tutor and the Host University administrative staff
was sparse because the Tutor only came to the campus for the after-hours tutorials, by which time administrative
staff had finished work. During the trial tutorials have been held out of hours to accommodate the tutor’s full-time
work commitments elsewhere, and this has suited students as well. However this timing makes it difficult for the
tutor to maintain contact with Host University administrative staff, leading to a perception of distance and lack of
contact. The Cooperative Blended Model stands or falls by the quality of the tutor. Considerable time is invested
in training and mentoring the tutor but being employed on a casual basis means she/he could leave at any time,
which would trigger both a staffing crisis, and a learning crisis for students who would be left without any
continuity of teaching. One way of avoiding such a situation is to maintain a list of personnel available and
briefed in the basic grounding of the Model to stand in for the tutor in case of unavoidable absence, illness or
even resignation. This response to the recognition of the role of the tutor in the success of the Trial (and the
Cooperative Blended Model) is to be addressed through a register of language tutors.
An amendment to the structure of the Cooperative Blended Model is worth considering in view of the centrality of
the tutor – employment on a fractional fixed-term contract that would ensure a measure of continuity and stability,
and would guarantee that the time invested in training and professional development wasn’t lost. A fractional
contract with the Provider University would have to be funded by the income from student enrolments as part of
the fee sharing proportion distributed to the Provider University. Of course provision would have to be made in
the duty statement that if enrolments in the Cooperative Blended Model subject at the Host University were low,
the tutor might be asked to undertake other tasks to support the discipline at the Provider University, such as
online tutoring, or marking for students enrolled at the Provider University.
In addition the key to the success of the Cooperative Blended Model for language learning – the tutor – is a
vulnerable one because of the employment constraints as a casual staff member employed by the Provider
University but located at the Host University. The nature of the employment relationship as prescribed by the
Collaborative Model, effectively prohibits engagement in promotional activities and other student pastoral
activities, on the Host University due to issues such as insurance and risk, representation and authority, etc.
The tutor’s training and experience contributes to expertise in tertiary language subjects in the community and
the region but in the absence of institutional integration, and the invisibility of the tutor to Host University staff
colleagues as a representative of the particular language subjects poses a dilemma for the staffing aspect of the
Cooperative Blended Model.
5.5.6

Economies of Scale

The economies of scale for the Provider University need to be considered in both the short term (the period of
the Collaborative Trial) and long-term viability. Consideration of the value of the income from the fee sharing
arrangements in the longer term, say a minimum of 3 years, shows that the position and viability of small
specialist language disciplines at the Provider University are strengthened. In the short term the initial outlay of
staff time and commitment to prepare and implement the curriculum and materials for the Cooperative Blended
Model may offset the advantage of economies of scale in the first years of collaboration. There are certainly
economies of scale for the Provider University in delivering units for which the academic content is already
created, tried and tested. However these may not become evident until after the initial years, once the
collaboration has become established, since even for existing teaching materials some level of adaptation to the
Host University and the Cooperative Blended Model contexts are necessary. For instance, tasks which the
model typically requires academic staff at the Provider University to undertake include: a) oversight and
planning of the whole process; b) selection, training, support and moderating of the tutor c) academic
administration and liaison (examinations, bookshop, library) d) the preparation of materials and exams to suit
Host requirements and formats) ‘representing’ the Cooperative Blended Model interests in Provider University
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administrative contexts. This list of tasks doesn’t include ongoing teaching and student support. The input of time
for this work may diminish as the program matures but it has been considerable during the years of the trial and
offsets some of the economies of scale. It is essential that allowance be made in the budgeting and financial
aspects of the model for these initial ‘investment costs’ or ‘opportunity costs’.
A related concern of the economies of scale is the role of institutional change and administrative restructure. In
general where restructuring and reallocation of duties is involved, this can provide either a risk (that the relatively
small-scale Cooperative Blended Model programs will be overlooked, or knowledge of procedure lost); or an
opportunity (for efficient documentation of procedures and transfer of knowledge). During the period of the
Collaborative Trial both the Provider and the Host Universities experienced much change management. The
concern for collaboration and the effective implementation of the Cooperative Blended Model is the impact of
staffing changes and the potential for the loss of knowledge transfer and exchange about administrative
processes etc. and the visibility of language programs in such change management contexts. Furthermore, the
resulting differences from the restructuring about culture, terminology, structure, priorities, modes of working may
initially lead to unavoidable confusion and misunderstandings. This unfortunate timing of the Collaborative Trial
and the restructuring of the two partners did have a positive outcome in that it highlighted the ongoing needs for
a coherent, shared and current folder of student, course and policy administration retaining to the maintenance of
the language collaboration. It may be that restructuring will reduce the economies of scale for that period but the
administrative history and knowledge should be well documented and available for all relevant gatekeepers
involved in the process.
Issues of ‘hidden’ workload affect the evaluation of the economies of scale and mostly relate to the absence of
the Cooperative Blended Model as a factor in administrative support calculations for the Mandarin/Chinese
program at the Provider University.
5.5.7

Course Promotion Strategies

There is an increased chance of success if the Cooperative Blended Model has designated ‘champions’ or
advocates, at the Provider and Host Universities, who are able to uphold the interests of the model in the
relevant administrative and academic arena. The evaluation of the promotional strategies adopted for the period
of the Collaborative Trial reflects a fairly negative situation in terms of institutional practices and knowledge
transfer and exchange between the Host University and the Provider University. Specifically this has to do with
the visibility of the language offerings that arise due to the very nature of the dimensions of the Collaborative
Model. For example, under the formalised agreement and the division of financial responsibilities the Tutor is an
employee of the Provider University and not available to take on a subject expert / advocacy role in the Host
University – an attested successful promotional strategy in attracting student enrolments. Furthermore the
differences in processes connected to student and course administration – timing and deadlines for updating
database and subject handbook entries, accessibility to subject materials requirements etc - result in a loss of
the visibility of the language or the ability to take advantage of promotional opportunities. In contrast, the wider
regional perspective shows a stronger long-term flow-on effect with the introduction of Mandarin/Chinese at JCU
influencing two private schools in the area to introduce the language to their students. Unfortunately the
Collaborative Trial was unable to plan and implement promotional strategies to the Chinese heritage community
in Cairns but future plans involve increased networking and potentially fundraising opportunities.
5.5.8

Management, Administration and Implementation

Many aspects generally included in the evaluation of management, administration and implementation have
been discussed above in relation to the 3rd, 4th and 5th specific criterion established for the Collaborative Trial. In
the review of the evaluation criteria, the plan to address some limitations and problems of the management and
administration of the collaboration, it has been decided to prepare a shared folder that would complement the
formalised agreement for the partnership. It is very important that the Agreement, due to its unambiguous,
concise and comprehensive nature, should be made available to academic and administrative middle level staff.
This would expand the knowledge transfer and exchange beyond the Faculty and University Executive and
facilitate the smooth integration and visibility of the languages offered in Collaborative Models especially for new
incoming staff in this era of staff change and administrative restructuring. It is necessary for the future efficiency
of the collaboration.
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Absence of formalised leadership was a negative aspect during the Trial and affected the coordination of the
implementation of Mandarin/Chinese. It has been proposed that a steering committee be convened or that
Mandarin/Chinese be represented at the Provider University Committee that has been established for European
languages taught in the Cooperative Blended Model.
5.5.9

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

The inter-institutional relationship was well established prior to the Collaborative Trial. A precedent existed at
UNE, the Provider University, where this model had first been developed to facilitate the maintenance of
German at the University of Newcastle in 2005. Discussion with JCU, the Host University, about possibilities for
collaboration in a range of subjects including German, Chinese, Indonesian, and Italian saw German was offered
at JCU (Townsville campus) in 2006. Building on this experience and established interpersonal relationships,
notably between the Faculty Deans, led to the introduction of Chinese (and Italian) at the Cairns campus of JCU.
As outlined in relation to the evaluation of the management and administration, particularly related to course and
student aspects, the value of good, clear and shared interpersonal and inter-institutional arrangements have
been noted. Actions to address the changes in institutional staffing and processes pivot on the centrality of
shared awareness and information and their impact on good relationships. Differing campus hours and
attendance by the tutor and the administrative staff are still outstanding issues to be resolved as this disjuncture
leads to feelings of distance, and limits the possibilities for establishing sound relationships.
5.5.10

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation’

IT is an essential tool to deliver teaching materials to students for independent study. It was not used to ‘teach
into’ the Host University classroom. These materials for guided independent study use the presentation,
multimedia and networking capabilities of the web that have been developed over a number of years, (and some
innovations introduced during the trial), and represent a positive evaluation as elaborated in discussion of the
economies of scale. However, some unforeseen issues arose during the implementation of the collaborative
model. The first linked to access to the Internet. It was mistakenly assumed that Host University students, being
largely full-time students based on campus, would have easy access to the internet on campus (and the Host
University guaranteed in the agreement to provide access to computer lab infrastructure to facilitate this).
However, students had work and other commitments, which left them little time to access on-campus computers,
and did not necessarily have good access at home. Secondly, the student’s uptake of the online learning
materials was limited. Many did not easily accept that on-line participation was an integral part of their learning
and believed that face-to-face tutorials were considered the core. Thirdly, the Provider University changed its
LMS (learning management system) halfway through the period of the trial. The change caused considerable
problems with migrating unit websites and with student access. If new students encounter technical problems on
their first or second attempts to access the site they will tend to give up. Fourthly, as discussed earlier students
at the Host University students experienced delays with the allocation of web access usernames. These issues
have been identified as warranting attention and actions to resolve them are being implemented including
consideration of alternative synchronous online learning tools such as ivocalise, elluminate, wimba. However the
introduction of new IT tools does bring with them issues of licensing fees and user compliance.
The perception of Host University students as part of a larger grouping which includes Provider University
internal and external students, the tutor at the Host University and lecturer at the Provider University, all linked
in the online environment, needs to be encouraged and fostered among students, academic staff and
administrative staff. Greater integration would allow for an increased sense of engagement in the unit, and in the
learning community, peer learning and mentoring (for students and tutor), and lessens perceptions of isolation.
Far from being ‘poor relations’, Cooperative Blended Model students actually get the best of both worlds: all the
materials and interaction available to external students at the Provider University, as well as regular campusbased tutorial support.
A strong element in the evaluation of this Collaborative Trial is the introduction of flexibility: If Host University
students are prevented from enrolling in the next Mandarin/Chinese unit in the sequence because of plans to live
or study elsewhere, they can consider the option of enrolling in the equivalent unit at the Provider University as
a fully external student, by cross-institutional enrolment from the Host University. This will mean no break to the
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continuity of study and students will be familiar with the presentation and study methods required. A couple of
students have taken up this option in the course of the trial. They may then rejoin the Host University stream
after a semester if they wish, equally seamlessly. Thus the collaboration between the two universities offers the
students flexibility.
In contrast the visibility of Mandarin/Chinese needs to be addressed to ensure integration and participation in the
teaching and learning partnership. For example students need to associate a space with Mandarin/Chinese
studies at the Host University. At the least a noticeboard close to the tutor’s office with news, class lists and
times, availability of tutor, details of overseas travel and study opportunities, posters for Chinese cultural events,
textbook exchange, language tuition swap, etc. It would serve both as a reference point for students, and as
promotion for the fact that Mandarin/Chinese is a vibrant study option available at the Host University. To add
extra value to the integration it is planned that Provider University staff will visit the Host University to make
personal contact with students and to explain the structure of the study program and to teach the first classes
with the Host University tutor. In this way the benefits of the Cooperative Blended Model can be elaborated.
5.5.11

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

The program offers the region a part in the continued strengthening of the role of Chinese in Australia and the
Asian region. Given the central role and impact tourism has in the local region – Cairns – and the expectation
that it will increase, graduates with competency in Chinese/Mandarin will be highly sought after in a range of
industries and professions. It will be important to design and implement strategic promotional campaigns for the
Chinese/Mandarin program at JCU (Cairns campus) to ensure visibility and continued positive impact for the
Faculty in terms of student enrolments and financial sustainability.

5.6 Conclusion
The Chinese/Mandarin trial of the Cooperative Blended Model has revealed moderate successes and identified a
range of critical issues that need to be incorporated into future elaborations of this partnership but also for
application to other collaborations in languages or other small enrolment disciplines. The most important issues
are:
1. Visibility of the program – ensuring widely distributed promotional materials and strategic activities; in
student administration consciousness, timetable process, handbooks and procedures; in the physical setting
of the internal students at the Host University and with senior managers and planners at the Provider
University.
2. Consideration of student learning expectations and integrating scaffolded tasks, skills etc into the online
component to motivate internal students and to increase their independent learning discipline.
3. Financial planning and the need to establish targets and ensure sensitivity analysis to cost/benefit outcomes
in a reasonable time frame.
4. Integration of the local tutor at the Host University to ensure appropriate and adequate resourcing, access
and infrastructure.
5. Networking and coordination with other educational institutions particularly schools in the region.
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6 Case Study 2: Arabic and Italian
6.1 Introduction
The Italian language and ancestry forms a large piece of the Australian mosaic. According to the 2006 Italian
was spoken in the home by 1.6% of Australia’s population. The language question in the 2006 Census limited
the extent to which we can know the actual use of Italian in the wider community with many 2 nd, 3rd and even 4th
generation Italo-Australians maintaining competency in their heritage language but they may not use this in their
home. But the size of the ethnic community is not considered particularly relevant according to Hajek (2000) who
claims it is Italian’s attraction in terms of social prestige and ‘high’ culture that guarantees it a prominent place in
Australia’s tertiary language education profile.
White & Baldauf (2006) classify Italian as widely taught language with programs in all states and territories
except Tasmania and the Northern Territory. They show that the universities teaching Italian have dropped from
31 in 1988 to 21 in 2005 or a 32.3% decrease (White & Baldauf 2006:10). The University of New South Wales
(UNSW) introduced the Italian in 2003 coinciding with another trend that shows EFTSL for Italian expanded
13.4% over the survey period 2001-2005 but remaining virtually stable (-8%) in the extended period 1988-2008.
The cyclical nature of languages resources in Australian Universities is evident in the staffing profile for Italian.
During the survey period 2001-2005 White & Baldauf report that 9 EFT staff positions were lost in Australian
Universities while it was the language that showed the largest addition of staff positions – 29+. This expansion is
largely due to the philanthropic venture by the Cassamarca Foundation that sponsors continuing and fixed term
lectureships in Australian universities.
Arabic is identified as a priority language in many Australian government reports (e.g., Senate Standing
Committee on Education and the Arts 1984; Leal 1991; Asian Studies Association 2002). It is seen as a
language of strategic importance to Australia’s national interest especially in the context of recent global events
which have highlighted the geo-political importance of the Middle East combined with greater awareness of the
business opportunities, and yet it is only taught on-campus by five of the country’s main tertiary institutions: the
Australian National University, Deakin University, University of Melbourne, the University of NSW and the
University of Western Sydney.
While Arabic is not currently available in any of the three universities in South Australia, (but referred to in the
overview of past collaborations between the University of Sydney and Adelaide University in the early 1990’s.)
the pool of students in SA would at least initially not sustain a full Arabic program. The collaborative arrangement
would make Arabic available in SA, and cross-institutional arrangements among the three universities in SA
would mean that Arabic could be made available to students at all three universities.
The collaboration between Deakin and UniSA is based on reciprocity: Deakin provides Arabic to UniSA and
UniSA provides Italian to Deakin. The reciprocity in the arrangement means that each university is
simultaneously the Provider of one language and the Host for another in the collaborative process. This trial
introduces a novel element – a ‘2-way’ mutual collaboration for the Cooperative Blended Model and will
evaluated as an element for the sustainability of the partnership.

6.2 Dimensions of the Trial & the Collaborative Model
Table 14 provides a summary of the ‘2-way’ collaboration between the University of South Australia and Deakin
University.
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Collaborative Model

Cooperative Blended Model
Provider
Host
Italian
University of South Australia
Deakin University
Languages:
Provider
Host
Arabic
Deakin University
University of South Australia
Italian
Widely taught
Classification of languages based on White & Baldauf (2006)
Arabic
Moderately taught
Italian
Introduction of a new language at Deakin University
Status of language in Host University
Arabic
Introduction of a new language at University of South Australia
Language levels of collaboration

Year level of collaboration:

Italian

Italian offered at ab initio and intermediate levels at Deakin University

Arabic

Introductory, ab initio at University of South Australia
2007
2008
2009

Italian

NA

1st, 2 nd

1st, 2 nd and 3rd

Arabic

NA

1st 2nd (discontinued)

1st, 2 nd

Table 14: Details of the UniSA and Deakin ‘2-way’ Collaboration for Arabic and Italian

6.3 Project Aims & Rationale:
The experiences, developments and organisation of the Deakin/UniSA reciprocal collaboration for the
introduction of Arabic and Italian accessing the Cooperative Blended Model are described below. This material is
largely drawn from project reports submitted as part of the trial period. In addition, evaluation of the trial and of
the implementation of the Cooperative Blended Model synthesises the detail from project progress and final
reports and the parameters established for the major study: to develop and trial Collaborative Models. Some
revisions and recommendations for the future enhancement of the collaborative arrangements have been
incorporated. The evaluation of the Collaborative Trial thus draws upon ideas and analyses beyond the focus of
the particular Collaborative Trial.
The principle aims for the Collaborative Trial were to:
•

Introduce and establish an Arabic program in SA without the initial risk of low enrolments.

•

Introduce and establish an Italian program for students at Deakin (Geelong and Melbourne campuses).

•

Trial the Cooperative Blended Model and the ‘exchange’ relationship.

6.4 Organisation and Implementation of the Trial
The Collaborative Trial was unable to implement one of the key advantages of the Cooperative Blended Model;
Home University enrolment at the Host University for students undertaking language study delivered by a
Provider University. Instead, students were required to complete a cross-institutional enrolment with the
Provider University but they received their face-to-face language instruction at the Host University, which was
their Home University. The change to the enrolment practice entailed consequent modification to other
parameters of the Model in relation to income sharing and Home University retention of EFTSL. These
modifications were implemented after the formalisation of the Collaborative Trial in which the two parties –
University of South Australia (UniSA) and Deakin University – had agreed to trial the Cooperative Blended
Model. The signatories to that agreement were the Dean (Deakin) and the Pro Vice-Chancellor (UniSA) who
were DASSH members. The ‘non-compliance’ with the requirements of the Cooperative Blended Model to be
trialled occurred during the institutional approval processes for the introduction of the language sequence at
UniSA. This was not a question of hostility or deliberate obstruction but arose as a consequence of a judgement
about copyright compliance in the collaborative context. This occurrence is the main rationale behind
Recommendation IV about sectoral arrangements for copyright compliance awareness and provisions and
ensuring student access to library materials in collaborative arrangements In brief, the DVC (Academic) at UniSA
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was concerned about the implications for copyright compliance if students enrolled at the Host University were
accessing copyrighted materials provided by the Provider University that were also digitised/copied, or
additional sections therein, at the Home University. Advice from copyright officers at Australian universities about
ways to address issues such as these is discussed in the ‘Evaluation of the Collaborative Models’ chapter. The
outcome of the DVC’s concern was the adoption of a complicated and rigid cross-institutional enrolment process
for students at UniSA and Deakin. This alteration to the mechanism of the Cooperative Blended Model also
impacts on the financial evaluation of the Collaborative Trial.
A secondary modification to the Model being trialled is that the Host University bears the responsibility for the
employment of the tutor delivering the language of the Provider University. The innovation for a ‘2-way’
collaboration and the roles of responsibilities for the trial is presented in Table 15.

Arabic

Italian

Provider University

Host University

Deakin University
Developed and delivered an on-line 3 year program for
Arabic through the Cooperative Blended Model with
associated teaching materials, assessment items and
support materials for the local teacher.
Moderate the assessment of Arabic and evaluate the
Arabic courses at the conclusion of each semester.
University of South Australia
Revised its current on-line 3 year major in Italian for
delivery through the Cooperative Blended Model and
developed associated teaching materials, assessment
items and support materials for the local teacher.
Moderated the assessment of Italian and evaluate the
Italian courses at the conclusion of each semester.

University of South Australia
Conducted the enrolment, administration
and provide the infrastructure support for
students learning Arabic.
Hired and paid suitably qualified staff to
support the teaching of Arabic.
Deakin University
Conducted the enrolment, administration
and provided the infrastructure support for
students learning Italian.
Hired and paid suitably qualified staff to
support the teaching of Italian.

Table 15: Roles and Responsibilities for Provider and Host University in the ‘Exchange’ of
Arabic and Italian
6.4.1

Curriculum and Pedagogy

For the delivery of Arabic, Deakin was the Provider University and undertook the provision of curriculum and
teaching and learning pedagogy for the language. The development of a comprehensive Arabic online program
means that students are now able to constantly practice, listen, pronounce and experience directly how the
language is used. In the online environment students can engage themselves with the language in an interactive
manner whenever they want, wherever they are and for as long as they want. The online curriculum involved the
comprehensive development of the three main learning modules associated with each lesson: Learning
Objectives Module, Practice Module and Assessment Modules. These include online lectures, interactive texts,
exercises, flash cars, self-assessment activities, online assessment, etc. The provision of scaffolding for the
students learning was recognised in the development of online assessment tasks and tools that provide
immediate feedback to students.
The University of South Australia was the Provider University for Italian and developed the curriculum for the
language and online teaching and learning tools. These include online audio lectures, listening comprehension
activities, interactive film clips and online quizzes, intercultural email projects, text chat interaction assessment
tasks for the provision of authentic scaffolded, out-of-class interaction opportunities between students.
In recognition of the unique pedagogic challenges to online language learning the collaborative partners
identified a range of advantages and appropriate contexts for the Italian and Arabic delivery. The IT component
needed to a) provide students with a flexible, online delivery service that sustains and complements the face-toface tutorial delivery; b) provide students with authentic interactive learning resources both synchronous and
asynchronous; c) provide students with opportunities for interaction through email, discussion boards and chat
rooms; d) enable students to communicate regularly and frequently in the target language with their tutors and
fellow classmates for an enhanced learning experience; e) accommodate the individual preferences and needs
of students; f) extend students’ exposure to the target language beyond the classroom boundaries.
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In response to student concerns and complaints the contact hours allocated to face-to-face teaching was
increased for both language programs so that students now have 3 contact hours with their tutors at the Host
University.
6.4.2

Course Administration

The UniSA School Board and Division Executive approved the introduction of the Arabic language courses. On
advice from the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic) the Academic Board approval was made conditional upon
the Arabic courses being made available to UniSA only by cross-institutional enrolment. Under this arrangement,
UniSA Arabic courses would not be credit bearing and students would need to enrol in the zero load UniSA
Arabic course and cross-institutionally in the equivalent Deakin course. After receiving a proposal for a
‘facilitative cross-institutional model’ by the Acting Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Deakin University, a formal
agreement was prepared by the PVC at UniSA.
The Arabic program was offered at the City West campus of UniSA, which is centrally located in Adelaide CBD.
Timetabling at the Host University (UniSA) unfortunately resulted in the allocation of classrooms that were not
equipped with AV facilities to allow tutors to utilise the online learning resources in class. The nature of the online
delivery of the program puts added pressure on the availability of appropriate classrooms with the necessary IT
facilities. This issue has been discussed and noted in the timetabling for 2009.
Student Administration at the Provider University for both languages were involved in setting up the enrolment
process and procedures. The process was more or less the same for the Arabic language student cohort at
UniSA and the Italian language students at Deakin. Student administration at the respective Host Universities
manually enrol students and then send out confirmation emails to them with instructions on how to complete the
cross-institutional documentation. Students enrol in zero-load Arabic/Italian units online at the respective Host
University and sign up for on campus tutorials via Host University timetable/tutorial sign up process. The Host
University supplies the Provider University with a report confirming student enrolment approval. The report
provides student information, student contact details, fee status and the relevant language units. Based on the
Report from the Host University the Provider University then enrols students in the appropriate load bearing
Italian units at UniSA. Based on the report from UniSA (the Host University of Arabic) the student administration
at the Provider University – Deakin - enrols students in the Arabic units and grants IT access to the student. The
Provider University sends a welcome letter and information about the process for enrolment confirmation to the
students at the Host University. Students confirm their enrolment with the Provider University who then collects
fees as appropriate from students.
Student progress is handled collaboratively. While a final decision on the results of the particular units would rest
with the Provider University student progress issues are discussed with the Host University and their rules
apply. Students expect that all student administrative issues will be subject to the processes of their Home, or
the Host University. It is important that Host and Provider Universities provide students with a seamless
operation.
Table 16 provides a summary of the enrolments at the Host Universities for Arabic and Italian.
Arabic
Enrolled
1st year level
2nd year level

Italian

Discontinued

Enrolled

Discontinued

Semester I

31

5

65

54

Semester II
Semester I
Semester II

21
3
Discontinued

3

26
20
17

6

Table 16: 2008 Enrolments in Italian and Arabic
According to the Collaborative Trial Final Reports the enrolments in Italian at Deakin exceeded initial
expectations but were less than predicted for enrolment in Arabic at UniSA. The lower enrolments in Arabic is
largely due to the inability to allow University of Adelaide and Flinders University students to enrol due to the
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restrictions caused by the imposition of cross-institutional arrangements. The coordinators recognise that
discontinuation from Italian after Semester I is above average but note that this arose due to the highly structured
nature of professional degrees, the majority of student cohort, and the restrictions on the number of ‘broadening
electives allowed. A second contributing factor was the recording of an ‘un-graded’ pass reported on their
academic transcript as per normal practice for cross-institutional enrolments. This meant that despite good
results, in some cases outstanding, they could not count towards the Weighted Average Mark / Grade Point
Average in their degree.
In relation to the Host University tutors recruitment, appointment and employment contract are largely the
responsibility of the Host University with input and guidance from the language staff at the Provider University.
The Italian Convenor at the Provider University used conference and Victorian university networks in the Italian
field to identify the most qualified sessional staff for the new program at Deakin. Two candidates, PhD students
nearing completion of their candidature, were interviewed and selected for the positions. The course coordinator
at the Host University acted as a liaison between the Host and Provider University, organised staff contracts,
gave advice to staff on any matter related to teaching and the teaching environment at the Host University and
offered staff the opportunity to participate in any School or departmental meetings. A teaching induction program
was available to sessional staff at the Host University. Feedback obtained from sessional staff through on going
mentoring throughout the semester and formal debriefing at the end of semester indicates that they had a very
positive experience in contributing to the program.
Translation was not required at either university as course weightings and the grading system are the same at
both institutions. Results collated by the tutor at the Host University are sent to the relevant academic at the
Provider University. However, the mark/grade was only available as a note annotated to students’ academic
record/transcript, as ungraded pass/fail were the only alternatives for a cross-institutional enrolment. Students
are able to request transcripts from the Provider University.
An issue of different start dates for semesters between the Host and the Provider University was resolved by
agreement between the Universities to structure the course around the students.
For the Arabic appointment an advertisement for Arabic tutors appeared in the local Arabic media in South
Australia over 3 weeks. A selection panel was organised that included representation of the Provider and the
Host University. Five candidates were short-listed and interviewed with two candidates selected and recruited for
the positions. The Host University provides ongoing supervision, administrative (enrolment, online support,
academic advice) and logistical support. The program support officer at the Host University provides
administrative advice such as enrolment and timetabling. The Course Coordinator (Host) acting as a liaison
between Host University and Provider University organised contracts, gave advice to staff on any matters
related to teaching and the teaching environment at the Host university and offered staff the opportunity to
participate in any School or departmental meetings.
There was one contact at each University, School Administrative Officer) with the responsibility for the
management of day-to-day administration of the Collaborative Trial teaching units. In addition at UniSA The
School’s Program Support Officer (approximately 0.2 workload) with some input and support from the School
Executive Officer engaged in the administration of the trial. A meeting was scheduled in the middle of the year
between the relevant staff at both Universities to discuss improvements to the processes. Library administration
has also been an important ongoing aspect of course delivery at the Host University UniSA to ensure that Arabic
students have adequate resources to support their learning.
6.4.3

Teaching and learning

The fact that the model envisaged only 2 hours face-to-face plus online resources suggested that some extra
opportunities for immersion in the Italian language and culture were necessary. These included the digital audio
recording of lectures in the Italian 2A and 2B courses (delivered in Italian) and the introduction of regular out-ofclass online chat for beginner courses. The latter activity was included in the assessment to ensure its integration
into the curriculum. Previous experience with online delivery suggests that students who enrol as internal
students do not willingly take to the online environment and rely on face-to-face teaching hence the blended
model combined with interactive online resources seemed an appropriate balance. Online resources without
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sufficient face-to-face support (2 hours initially) are not always appropriate to students who enrol internally, as
these students have different expectations from students who enrol externally.
At the Host University - Deakin - Italian students were provided with user names and passwords to give them
access to the Italian Online Learning Resources available on the Provider University - UniSAnet Online System.
The UniSA online environment provides students access to course handbooks, study guides, lecture notes, AV
recordings of lectures and presentations, library catalogues, language learning resources as well as email,
discussion boards and chat rooms. Deakin Studies Online was available to these Home University students of
Italian and was the preferred network for email communication between sessional tutors and students, while
UniSA email was preferred by course coordinators at UniSA for communication with the Deakin Italian cohort of
students.
A few problems arose in relation to the delivery of Arabic to the Host University students and their access to the
LMS at Deakin during the Collaborative Trial. This was resolved by ensuring that Host University students had
appropriate user names and passwords. Furthermore some students had problems with audio files on the LMS –
Deakin Student Online – and so students were advised to install Quicktime on their personal computer and to
ensure good viewing of the Arabic script to access DSO with Internet Explorer.
6.4.4

Financial Arrangements

The cross-institutional enrolment model used in the trial provided a straightforward financial arrangement with
100% funding flowing to the Provider University (Deakin for Arabic; UniSA for Italian). During the Semester II
offerings the number of contact hours was increased to 3 per student. This is many more contact hours per
semester than many of the other Collaborative Trials for the Cooperative Blended Model. For example, Classics
Around Australia and the Chinese/Mandarin collaboration operate with 2 hours per week. The cost component of
the Collaborative Trial would be increased. The Arabic tutors at UniSA were appointed for 14 weeks so the
increase in costs would be minimally an additional 14 hours or $853 per semester. At Deakin the minimum would
be 28 hours or $1705 given that 1st and 2nd year level subjects are involved in the program. These costs would
be multiplied by the number of tutorial contact groups determined by the size of the student cohort and
institutional recommendations about class size.
6.4.5

Formalising the Trial

The Agreement between Deakin University and the University of South Australia was for an initial 12-month
period with a review period to commence July 31 2008. The areas covered by the agreement comprised financial
arrangements, enrolment procedures, assessment and intellectual property. To date the extension or revision of
the Agreement has not been finalised.
6.4.6

Amendments to the Collaborative Model

There were several inter-connected major amendments to the Cooperative Blended Model encountered in this
Trial:
1. Each institution was a Provider University – Deakin for Arabic and UniSA for Italian – and a Host University
– Deakin for Italian and UniSA for Arabic – in the ‘exchange’ version of the Model.
2. The omission of the ‘fee for service’ financial arrangements.
3. Provider Universities received the EFTSL for students cross-institutionally enrolled.
4. Students did not enrol in their Home University (UniSA the Host University for the Arabic students and
Deakin the Host University for the students studying Italian) but completed a zero enrolment that facilitated
a cross-institutional arrangement with the respective Provider University.
5. The Provider Universities for each language (Deakin in the case of Arabic and UniSA in the case of Italian)
did not pay for the tutors. The Host University paid for the tutors.

6.5 Evaluation of the Trial
In concert with other Collaborative Trials the ‘Exchange’ or 2-way version of the Cooperative Blended Model
proposed the following evaluation measures:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

The impact of the introduction of new undergraduate language units offered in 2008 at UniSA and Deakin.
The design and delivery of new/revised curriculum materials online.
The financial implications of the Collaborative Trial.
The employment, resourcing, mentoring and training of local tutor(s).
The outcomes of the promotion strategies adopted at the institutions.
Detailed student evaluation and satisfaction surveys across the student cohort groups.
The economies of scale and outcomes for the home sections – Italian at UniSA and Arabic at Deakin - as a
result of the implementation of Model 1.
8. The future possibility for implementing the delivery of reciprocal language agreements in other Australian
institutions using Model 1.
The 5th evaluative measure – the outcomes of the promotion strategies – will be subsumed into the discussion of
the 1st measure, the impact of the introduction of Arabic and Italian, as marketing appears limited to an ‘allstudents’ email about Arabic at UniSA, the Host University. Student enrolment can be viewed as an indirect
measure of marketing outcomes as well as other issues linked to interest in particular languages and their place
in students’ study profiles.
6.5.1

Impact of the Introduction of Arabic and Italian

Measurement of the impact of the introduction of Arabic and Italian after 1 year of the cycle is quite limited. It is
constrained by the lack of data against which success, or otherwise, can be legitimately assessed. Evaluating
impact is necessarily a complex and intricate task. Nearly all of the factors listed above (1-8) and the 4-macro
factors identified in the broader project are part of an assessment of impact, as well as sustainability, flexibility
etc. For the purposes of this evaluation issues linked to student enrolment, and therefore indirectly student
demand, are the focus of the discussion. The data needed for a longer-term evaluation would include things such
as the enrolment trends for the introduced language and retention rates into post-1st year levels benchmarked
against wider faculty and institutional trends, the proportional enrolment share of the introduced language at the
Host University, the impact on enrolments in other languages offered in the Host University and to what extent
Arabic and Italian have encouraged students in a range of degree programs to undertake language studies.
Nevertheless the findings presented in the description of the organisation and implementation of the
Collaborative Trial, do offer some glimpses of the impact for the introduction of Arabic and Italian for the Host
University and the Provider University.
The unexpected above average enrolments in Semester I Italian at Deakin, compared for example with 10
enrolments in Chinese/Mandarin at JCU, is a strong indicator of a positive impact for its introduction. Student
demand or at least interest in including the language in their degree is confirmed. Of course whether Italian is a
preference in place of demand for other languages at Deakin – Arabic, Indonesian or Mandarin – cannot be
determined at this stage. Unfortunately the impact of the Cooperative Blended Model has been less successful in
terms of the high discontinuation rate at the end of Semester I. The discontinuation of more than 80% of the
cohort suggests that student expectation or experiences are not sustaining student demand for Italian. The
Collaborative Trial partners suggest that the rate of discontinuation is ‘normal’ or reflects the nature of students
enrolled in professional degrees but it would seem that aspects of the learning mode or curriculum also needs
attention.
Despite the Collaborative Trial reporting that the Semester I enrolment of 30 students in Arabic was less than
expected it would seem to be a fairly healthy cohort and reflects a good student demand. The enrolment of 30
students is more than the ‘targeted’ or ‘ideal’ cohort of 24 students the Chinese/Mandarin collaboration at UNE
and JCU have established for their future plans. Additional information about the disappointment of students at
Adelaide University and Flinders University who were barred from enrolling due to the implementation of crossinstitutional enrolment is also a promising signal for a positive impact around the introduction of Arabic into South
Australia. The discontinuation rate is also more in line with language enrolment trends reported for other
Collaborative Trials and indicative of the engagement with student demand. However, unlike Italian, the profile of
the students enrolling in Arabic is somewhat different with most completing Law and/or Political
Science/International Relations degrees.
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6.5.2

Online Curriculum Materials

The new and revised curriculum materials were designed and delivered to the students in 2008 adopting a range
of activities, repositories and archives for the online learning. There is little evidence to suggest a strongly
negative or necessarily positive evaluation for the materials. One caution is evident for the online learning
materials for the Italian students and to what extent it influenced their decision to discontinue their studies. While
the Cooperative Blended Model offers advantages to students who can enrol and study at their Home University
it does mean that for internal students the experience of online learning, as opposed to online storage of reading
materials, is a new one. A great deal of attention to scaffolding for internal students is warranted and revision of
assessment in recognition of the need to increase motivation and engagement with the online world may reap
reward. Internal students need to be guided to realise that not all learning happens in the face-to-face classroom
and that with the help of scaffolded tasks and objectives they may overcome their reliance on the teacher as
instructor.
6.5.3

Employment and Training of Local Host University Tutors

The training, induction and supervision of the local tutors is clearly a strong element in the 2-way exchange
dynamic of the Cooperative Blended Model being trialled. The exchange aspect of the introduction of new
languages at the partner universities means that each university has a reciprocal interest and at the same time
obligation to ensure the casual staff are adequately resources and supported. In contrast to the prescribed
dimensions of the Cooperative Blended Model the tutors were employed and paid for by the Host University at
which they delivered the face-to-face teaching. This resulted in the tutors receiving automatic access to the LMS
at each university and allowed them to directly interact with student administration services and functions such
as timetabling, examination organisation and student progress matters at the Host University. Thus the
exchange element of the Cooperative Blended Model avoided some of the problems identified in the Chinese/
Mandarin Collaborative Trial where the Host University had to establish a token salary payment to facilitate
appropriate access and participation for a tutor who was contracted to the Provider University. The financial
evaluation of the amended staffing responsibilities included in the trial of the Cooperative Blended Model follows
this discussion.
The Collaborative Trial Final Report affords a significant amount of responsibility for the success of the program
to the sessional staff that taught the courses at the Host institutions.
6.5.4

Financial Implications

To assess the financial aspects of the Trial Table 17 outlines two scenarios for the exchange of Arabic and
Italian. Scenario A reflects the dimensions of the Cooperative Blended Model implemented for the Collaborative
Trial. Scenario B takes the same costs and income arrangements but assumes the ‘regular’ version of the Model.
This means that student enrolments in Scenario A and B are based on information presented in this report.
Based on the student enrolments presented in Table V and assuming that the enrolled number is at Census Date
and so accrues student load, Italian had 118 enrolments or 14.75EFTSL and Arabic 55 enrolments or 6.875.
EFTSL funding will be in line with other financial modelling presented in this report and will take a Faculty level
distribution for Scenario A but will adopt the preferred institutional sharing of the 60/40 fee in Scenario B. The
DEEWR contributions for Commonwealth-supported funding for foreign languages will total $15,518 per EFTSL
in 2009, which comprises a Commonwealth Grant Scheme amount of $10,317 and a Student Contribution
amount of $5,201. The receipt for institutions for the collaboration subjects is 0.125 per enrolment or $1939.75
and the Faculty would receive 45% distribution or $873.
In an attempt to calculate staffing costs it will be assumed that the maximum class size for face-to-face tutorials
is 20 students, (this is possibly larger than many nation-wide trends or practices), and that 2 tutors are employed.
Casual salary rates assumed in Table 17 are $95 for first contact hour for each subject and $65 for the repeat
tutorial hour(s). In Scenario A the Host University will incur the costs for the casual staffing but in Scenario B, it is
the Provider University that is responsible for the financial expenditure. In Scenario B only 2 contact hours per
enrolment delivered by 1 tutor will be adopted as per the Model description but in Scenario A, 3 hours per
enrolment will be assumed for Semester II as this was the case in the Collaborative Trial. Costs linked to the
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Administration of the collaboration are fixed at 2 hours per enrolment of Provider University EFTSL at HEW5
appointment level.
The one-off costs associated with the Trial such as curriculum preparation, IT organisation, legal advice on IP
and copyright and marketing are not included in Table 17 and travel has not been considered but may need to be
addressed in the future iterations of the collaboration. It should be noted that the application of Scenario B may
conflict somewhat with the desires of the Collaborative Trial Italian partners for future applications but it is meant
to ‘evaluate’ the dimensions of a proposed model.
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SCENARIO A

PROFILE

ARABIC

INCOME

DEAKIN

UNISA

Role

Provider

Host

EFTSL

6.875

0

No of Subjects

3

0

Teaching

0

(3 x 2hr tutorials Sem I and 2 x 3hr tutorials Sem II) x 14 weeks

EFTSL

$6001.88

0

Revenue Sharing 60/40

0

0

$6001.88

0

Fee Payment re Revenue Sharing 60/40

0

0

Casual Tutoring

0

$10920

Admin HEW 5 for Provider students

$410

0

$410

$10920

$5591.98

-$10920

Role

Host

Provider

EFTSL

0

14.75

TOTAL

EXPENDITURE

TOTAL
NET POSITION (ARABIC)

PROFILE

No of Subjects

INCOME

4

Tutorial Hours Semester I

(5 x 2 hr tutorials Sem I & 3 x 3 hr tutorials Sem II) x 14 weeks

0

EFTSL

0

$12876.75

Revenue Sharing 60/40

0

0

$0

$12876.75

Fee Payment re Revenue Sharing 60/40

0

0

Casual Tutoring

20650

0

Admin HEW 5 for Provider students

0

$840

TOTAL

$20650

$840

NET POSITION (ITALIAN)

-$20650

$12036

-$15928.12

$1116

ITALIAN

TOTAL

EXPENDITURE

NET POSITION AFTER 1 CYCLE OF 2-WAY
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SCENARIO B (adopting 2009 Student Funding)

DEAKIN

Role

Provider

Host

EFTSL

PROFILE

6.875

No of Subjects

3

0

Teaching

At Host –140 hours (28 hours initial rate and 112 hrs repeat)

0

EFTSL

ARABIC

INCOME

13335.78

Revenue Sharing 60/40
TOTAL

EXPENDITURE

PROFILE

INCOME

$8001.47

0

$8001.47

$13335.78

MODEL ONLY

Fee Payment re Revenue Sharing 60/40

0

Casual Tutoring

$9940

Admin HEW 5 for Host students

0

$410

TOTAL

$9940

$8411.47

NET POSITION (ARABIC)

-$1938

$4117.31

Role

Host

Provider

EFTSL

14.75

$8001.47
0

No of Subjects

4

Tutorial Hours Semester I

At Host – 266 hours (56 initial rate and 210 repeat)

EFTSL

$28611.31

0

Revenue Sharing 60/40

0

$17166.79

$28611.31

$17166.79

Fee Payment re Revenue Sharing 60/40

$17166.79

0

Casual Tutoring

0

$18970

Admin HEW 5 for Provider students

$840

$0

TOTAL

$18006.79

$18970

NET POSITION (ITALIAN)

$10604.52

-$1803.21

$866.52

$2314.10

ITALIAN

MODEL ONLY

TOTAL

EXPENDITURE

UNISA

NET POSITION AFTER 1 CYCLE OF 2-WAY

Table 17: A Comparison of Financial Modelling for Cross-Institutional (Scenario A) and 60/40 Revenue Sharing (Scenario B)
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Financial Modelling of Scenario A – Cross-Institutional Arrangements – in Table 17 shows that the amendments
to the Model do not result in a sustainable or viable program for Arabic and Italian via the exchange. The Host
University gains no reward from the introduced language as the EFTSL is retained by the Provider University
and in order for equal outcomes these types of arrangements require same size enrolments to be established,
perhaps over a 3-year cycle. If such equality cannot be generated because of differential student demand and
enrolment in one of the languages, this would most likely result in discontinuation of the collaboration. Comparing
the outcomes from Scenario A and Scenario B does reveal a more positive outcome for both partners in the
collaboration despite the differences in student enrolments. UniSA records a positive result $2314, which is
approximately 3 times the outcome represented for Deakin with $867. This result shows the advantages for the
Cooperative Blended Model and economies of scale, which can be generated, as the enrolment ratio is closer to
2:1 than 3:1 for Italian and Arabic. However the context of Arabic is still not secure with quite a substantial
negative net financial position of -$1938 in Scenario B. The inclusion of a 2nd year subject for Semester I (28
sessional tutorial hours that comprised 14 hours @ the initial quoted rate $95 and 14 hours at the repeat rate
$65) reflects an undue burden on the loss. The running of the subject cost approximately $2240 for 3 students.
The decision to discontinue the 2nd year subject in Semester II was a prudent one. If the Scenario B were
adjusted to omit the 2 nd year subject the final position is much closer to a neutral position. However, Deakin as
Provider University of Arabic in the 2-way exchange are still reliant on healthy enrolments in Italian for a sound
return.
The positive financial outcomes presented in Scenario B are linked to the implementation of the 2 face-to-face
contact hour tutorial program, which was overturned in the Collaborative Trial. Financially, for the collaboration to
succeed there are numerous strategies that could be adopted. Perhaps the most important response is the
imperative that the 2 hour program be maintained and other teaching and learning initiatives be introduced to
engage, train and support internal students to online learning contexts. However, if that is unpalatable and/or
supported by a 3-year cycle of student interest and demand followed by a high rate of discontinuation due to the
learning mode, it may be worthwhile to assess other teaching options. One might be assessing the viability of
employment of a teaching intern on a fractional basis who would be able to teach all of the tutorials and possibly
contribute to the teaching Faculty in other ways such as through research activities. This kind of position may suit
a very recent PhD graduate or candidate who could see some value in a more secure position as a ‘first’ step to
gaining a position as a language scholar. In addition to the teaching hours issue, it might be worthwhile for the
Provider University of Italian to reconsider the introduction of major sequence and evaluate the student cohort at
the Host University. The Collaborative Trial reported that the restrictions imposed on professional degrees limit
the extent to which language sequences beyond first year are possible. Perhaps this could mean that the
introduction of Italian to internal students is limited to the 1st year pair of units followed by the implementation of
the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B). Students could complete a pre-departure online course and
then an in-country short intensive course in Italy for the purposes of immersion. As advised in the Chinese /
Mandarin collaboration, the in-country stay proves attractive to students and Italy would prove a drawcard for
students if arrangements could be established for short course immersion programs along the lines developed by
the Indonesian collaboration.
6.5.5

Student Evaluation

Of the students studying Italian at Deakin University (their Home University) who responded to the CASR
Student Evaluation Instrument, 23 were 1st year level and 15 were 2nd year level beginners. Eight students
studying Arabic at UniSA (their Home University) submitted an evaluation developed for the Collaborative Trials.
All of them were taking it at 1st year beginner level and the components of the unit included online lecture and
reading materials and weekly face-to-face tutorials. Interestingly 6 of the 8 students or (75%) recorded that the
enrolment processes were about the same as other subjects. The administration of the enrolment process was
complicated and burdened with problems for the staff and institutional record keeping but it did not appear to
impact on the students due to the single process from their perspective. Alternatively it may be that UniSA
students are more used to complicated enrolment procedures.
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In terms of the mechanics of the Collaborative Model the students found that they were fully informed about the
nature of the learning context (100%) and all found the components to be very well or well integrated.
Table 18 presents the results to the statement: I found it a positive learning experience because:
Possible Options
It offered me flexibility in organising study time
It enriched my learning environment
It enhanced my exposure to reading and writing in the language
Study a language that may otherwise would not be available to
me at my ‘Home’ university
Face-to-face classes motivated me to complete/undertake online
components
Online components motivated me to attend face-to-face classes
Face-to-face classes provided me with an opportunity to practise
my oral language skills
Online components provided me with an opportunity to practise
my oral language skills
Face-to-face classes provided an opportunity to interact with other
language learning students
Online components provided an opportunity to interact with other
language learning students

Responses
Arabic N=8
No
%
7
87.5%
4
50%
7
87.5%

Italian N=38
No
8
10
19

%
21%
26.3%
50%

5

62.5%

28

73.7%

8

100%

9

23.7%

6

75%

4

10.5%

8

100%

29

76.3%

4

50%

3

7.9%

7

87.5%

22

57.9%

4

50%

6

15.8%

Table 18: Student Responses for Reasons the Subject Provided Positive Learning Experiences
For the students studying Arabic, the face-to-face classes were positive for their learning in that they motivated
me to complete/undertake online components (100%) while this response was less evident for the Italian
students of whom only 23.7% found that the face to face interaction motivated them to complete the online
learning components. For both student cohorts the classroom provided an opportunity to interact with other
language learning students (100% of Arabic students and 76.3% of Italian students). The online components
also contributed to their learning as Arabic students found it offered me flexibility in organising study time (87.5%)
and enhanced my exposure to reading and writing in the language (87.5%). The Italian and Arabic students were
enthusiastic about the opportunity to Study a language that may otherwise would not be available to me at my
‘Home’ university (62.5% of Arabic students and 73.7% of Italian students.
Table 19 presents the results to the statement: Table I experienced some problems, …, such as
Possible Options
Organising my time for online and classroom components
Inability to discipline myself for the responsibility of independent learning
required for online learning
Unfamiliarity with online learning technologies
Absence of immediate feedback for online component
Lack of teacher support
Problems with connecting to IT systems (e.g. speed, download volume) and
compatibility issues
Uncomfortable with the dynamics of face-to-face language learning interaction
Overwhelmed by the intensity of the language learning immersion classroom

Responses
Arabic N=8
No
%

Italian N=38
No
%
25
65.8%

1

12.5%

16

42.1%

1
3

12.5%
37.5%

13
8
2

34.2%
21%
5.3%

1

12.5%

11

28.9%

2
10

5.3%
26.3%

Table 19: Student Responses About the Problems They Experienced in the Subject
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Analysis of the student evaluation of problems reveals that few Arabic students indicated any except that for the
3 students (37.5%) who identified the Absence of immediate feedback for online component. One Arabic student
made additional comments about this absence of feedback and she/he also noted, [capitals used by the student],
NON-graded pass in records of UNISA – Not Good and another student indicated lots of IT problems w/online
reading materials. This second student also said they would not recommend this form of study to other students.
All surveyed students were continuing with the language program and clearly it was well taught, integrated with
other subjects I’m studying. For Italian students a substantial proportion (65.8%) noted that Organising my time
for online and classroom components and the Inability to discipline myself for the responsibility of independent
learning required for online learning (42.1%) were major problems with the blended mode of learning.
If the low proportion of Italian students identifying the role for classroom learning as a motivating factor for
completion of online components and the two major problems linked to student learning – organisation and self
discipline – is considered alongside their complaints about the 2 hour face-to-face allocation it would seem that
additional scaffolding is needed to integrate components of the classroom and the online learning environment.
The Italian students’ responses and evaluation of the Cooperative Blended Model resonate with those expressed
by the Chinese/Mandarin Students in the UNE/JCU collaboration discussed earlier. The Collaborative Trial for
Arabic and Italian chose to increase the face-to-face contact time in tutorials in response to student feedback.
The financial evaluation presented above would seem to suggest that for sustainability purposes it might be
worthwhile to reconsider aspects of scaffolding for the students and to make assessable aspects of the online
learning modules in an effort to encourage and ensure compliance with learning outcomes for the subject.
6.5.6

Management, Administration and Implementation

Issues of leadership and knowledge management adversely impacted the Collaborative Trial. Despite extensive
briefing to DASSH members and the online provision of Model descriptions, the course approval processes at
UniSA did not include information about the workings of the Cooperative Blended Model and its reflexes. This
meant that the innovative nature of the trial model was not completely understood by senior management and it
seemed that a strong and comprehensive case for support was missing. Insisting on cross-institutional enrolment
proved a folly. It was an error in judgement for the potential to attract enrolments from other Adelaide university
students particularly in light of the increased interest in Arabic and its strategic relevance for Australia. Students
enrolled in Italian at Deakin were forced to accept the ‘zero’ load nature of the cross-institutional enrolment and
were unable to use the result towards their credit point average etc and this was after participating in a complex
enrolment process. Some students even experienced problems with their Centrelink payments due to the dual
enrolment process that required them to enrol at their Home University and the Provider University.
The cross-institutional nature of enrolment which required students to enrol in both the Home and Provider
institutions caused problems for the students, the academics and the administration. Mediation that would
normally have been addressed by Student and Academic Services was undertaken within academic teaching
units / Schools. Through goodwill and collaboration, progress towards improving the process was made during a
meeting between both Universities. However, ensuring that the students complete their enrolment at the
Provider University is largely their responsibility and this places strain on the administration if it does not occur.
The process increased the demands of student administration and created additional procedures and
subject/unit codes that could have been avoided if the principles of Home University enrolment had been
implemented. Some Australian universities claim that the entering of a fully graded pass / mark is standard but
most adopt the Deakin response and offer an ungraded pass/fail situation for cross-institutional results. These
are institutional structures that act as a barrier to adopting cross-institutional arrangements for collaborative
teaching and should be addressed. At the heart of the reluctance to report graded pass marks is a concern about
translations and equivalence, not of the credit point value for the unit of study, but more about academic
standards and competencies of other university offerings and assessment practices. The Go8 Credit Transfer
Agreement was developed in recognition of student movement and to ease credit recognition among the
members of the consortium. That policy should address the issue of cross-institutional enrolment and the
reporting of fully graded units of study but there is little evidence of change.
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In this Collaborative Trial the problem of ‘equity’ for the exchanged language enrolments in cross-institutional
enrolments is highlighted. For financial soundness the exchange needs to experience balance and identical
enrolment numbers otherwise the goodwill of the cross-institutional arrangements will falter. Rather like
international student exchange arrangements the model of cross-institutional exchange needs to be monitored
for balance to avoid accusations of unfair advantage. In this scenario it is preferable to avoid that mode of
relationship altogether and limit cross-institutional enrolment for ‘exceptions’ rather than as a mechanism for a
major course of study.
The gap in briefing senior management and student administration staff on the intricacies and the advantages of
the Cooperative Blended Model is also responsible for the ultimately intrusive response, about copyright
compliance that led to the rejection of the Home University enrolment process that would have avoided many of
the problems discussed above. The need for documentation of processes, communication and formalisation of
collaborative ventures in recommendation I highlights the role for university copyright officers and researchers at
Universities Australia. The Collaborative Trial sought advice after the implementation of the 2008 trial and
reported that they obtained legal advice that said Deakin and UniSA are covered by the same copyright licence
and therefore there is no issue in regard to breach of copyright. The issue highlights the need to ensure that
experts and knowledge from all relevant areas of the university and the broader higher education sector are
consulted for opinion on matters relating to copyright, moral rights, IP, licensing and information exchange.
However as discussed in the Evaluation of the Collaborative Models chapter, that provides some additional
background information for Recommendation IV, the relationship between modes of enrolment, collaboration and
copyright is an intricate one.
This Collaborative Trial would also benefit from an extended formalised agreement that would include provision
to protect IP and establish a longer contractual term of about 5 years to provide an adequate commitment to the
collaborating institutions, staff and students enrolled in the respective language majors
6.5.7

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

The Collaborative Trial provided evidence of extensive cooperation and partnerships for Deakin University in the
preparation and delivery of Arabic language prior to the Collaborative Trial. Likewise UniSA has a lengthy history
for external student support and Adelaide based cooperation for language provision among the universities
located there. Both institutions, particularly the languages staff, have engaged in collaborative efforts and the
commitment to the delivery of Italian and Arabic was certainly apparent during the time of the Collaborative Trial.
These relationships invoke clear and responsible interpersonal and inter-institutional conduct and negotiation. It
was fortunate that due to goodwill processes to enable student enrolment were in place in time for the start of the
teaching period. This was also apparent in the willingness of student administration to work together to try and
achieve the best outcomes for the students. Due to this sound grounding and the establishing of good
communication, amendments to aspects of the Cooperative Blended Model, or at least discussion of the
potential, can be expected.
6.5.8

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation

Innovative elements of online language learning were adopted in the provision of Arabic and Italian in the trial.
The internet-based interactivity in the provision of immediate feedback utilised in the Italian program brings
added advantage to the online learning environment. The absence of prompt feedback was noted by a sample of
the Arabic cohort. Promotion of such a teaching and learning facility could assist with student engagement and
motivation in online delivery contexts.
In order to address quality issues based on student and tutor feedback about classroom contact hours the
Collaborative Trial increased the face-to-face teaching hours in Arabic and Italian. For the cohort of students who
witnessed the additional hour in their tutorial contact it would most probably be viewed as an improvement to the
learning mode and student experience. However quality assurance measures would need to be developed in the
longer term to determine if student performance or learning outcomes had improved as a result of the increase to
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contact hours in addition to student evaluation. Such a mechanism would also need to consider to what extent
the ‘cost’ of the change to the dimensions of the Cooperative Blended Model guidelines was offset by benefits.
These benefits would need to link to student demand and enrolments and the retention rates from 1st to 2nd year
in the study program.
6.5.9

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

As mentioned above, in-country immersion programs are another mode of language learning that could see
some benefits for the provision of Italian and Arabic. In the case of Arabic issues of risk, security and student
safety and institutional access to insurance for students limit the transnational opportunities. However, Deakin
has exchange arrangements with several countries with much lower degrees of risk such as Jordan and these
provide students with valuable linguistic and cultural immersion experiences. To implement in-country short
courses similar to those described in Case Study 5 for Indonesian, however may be more complicated
particularly in light of the preference for home-stay accommodation arrangements for students in the immersion
context. For the Italian students, if a short-course immersion context could be arranged with financial viability as
follow-on from the 1st year sequence it would possibly result in strong demand and enrolments.

6.6 Conclusion
The reciprocal 2-way Collaborative Trial certainly achieved all of its aims with some very strong outcomes in
terms of student enrolments, training and mentoring local tutors and implementing new and revised learning
materials. The process for establishing the trial and operationalising the Cooperative Blended Model was
however less successful. Possibly the most significant result for the problems incurred and the changes to the
Model dimensions, (in the Implementation of student enrolment processes and the shifting of responsibility from
the Provider University to the Host University for the employment administration of the tutor), was the
identification of the importance of knowledge transfer and intra- and inter-institutional communication.
Interestingly, the problems and the constraints that ‘traditional’ cross-institutional arrangements had on the
implementation of the Collaborative Trial have a positive outcome. They highlight the structural barrier they
impose on collaboration and innovation. Decision making about new ways of providing teaching and learning and
institutional management need to be informed by clear and comprehensive knowledge exchange. The innovation
and advantages of the Cooperative Blended Model to introduce languages new to universities in the current
climate of resource constraints and shortages requires ‘champions’ at senior management level.
.
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7 Case Study 3: Modern Greek
Greek migration to Australia has resulted in a large Greek-Australian community with strong elements of activism
in the areas of language maintenance and transmission to the following generations as part of the intrinsic links
between identity and the Greek language. In an article documenting the rise and dramatic fall of Modern Greek in
Australia’s universities Hajek & Nicholas (2004) identify that it is this very close identification with the Greek
community that is largely responsible for its demise. In this respect it contrasts with another large community
language – Italian - that has been able to transcend the vibrant community ties and is in a strong position in
Australian universities (Hajek, 2000). According to Hajek (2000) it is the relative economic or vocational and/or
‘high/popular’ cultural prestige that leads to a language’s success in the university sector and not the size of its
Australian ethnic community and according to Hajek & Nicholas (2004) Modern Greek does not possess any of
these prestige factors. The demise has been such that at Modern Greek’s pinnacle there were 15 universities
teaching the language in 1992-3 (Hajek & Nicholas, 2004:200) compared with the 7 in 2005 (White & Baldauf
2006:10). The selection of this trial is considering the value of the Collaborative Model for the maintenance of a
community language in attempting to transcend some of these factors by providing a pathway for teachers of
Modern Greek in primary and secondary school language education.
In Australian universities during the period 2001-5 Modern Greek shows a 14.5% drop in EFTSL (White &
Baldauf 2006:12). A large number of the (Modern) Greek programs are funded by community concerns and
many are offered through collaboration. For example Modern Greek beginners (1st year level) at ANU (Host
University) is taught by Macquarie (Provider University) via distant-mode, with a tutor on ANU campus
sponsored by the Greek Embassy. This collaboration exemplifies elements of the Cooperative Blended Model.
The current Collaborative trial – Collaborative Graduate Diploma in Language Teaching (Modern Greek) - builds
upon a teaching component offered in multi-delivery mode by the Department of Languages at Flinders
University. The Graduate Diploma in Language Teaching (GDLT) has been made available (since 2000) in
French, Indonesian, Italian, Modern Greek and Spanish, both in internal and external delivery modes to Flinders
University students as a two or three-year long course, aimed at qualified primary school teachers with no initial
knowledge of the language. The GDLT is not just a language-specific course; in addition to language training the
programme also aims to equip students with theoretical and practical knowledge in Second Language
Acquisition and teaching methodologies. The dual focus on language proficiency and language instruction
methodology makes the Flinders GDLT a unique vocational teacher-training programme.

7.1 Dimensions of the Trial & the Collaborative Model
In relation to dimensions of the Cooperative Blended Model, Flinders University is designated, as the Provider
University and CDU will be the Host University for Modern Greek. The postgraduate students will enrol at their
Home University (i.e. the Host University) CDU to receive video-linked lectures and attend face-to-face classes
with a Darwin (local)-based tutor. This particular collaboration offers an alternative to online distance education
with its emphasis on video-linked broadcast of lectures from Flinders University. It is thus possible for interaction
with the Darwin- and Adelaide-based students as the video link originates from the Flinders classroom. This
collaboration is also the only one that addresses the needs of postgraduate language coursework and is linked to
professional needs of teachers.
Table 20 provides a summary of the Collaboration between Flinders University and CDU for Modern Greek.
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Collaborative Model
Modern
Language:
Greek
Classification of languages based
on White & Baldauf (2006)
Status of language in Host
University
Language levels of collaboration
Year level of collaboration:

Cooperative Blended Model
Provider
Flinders University

Host
Charles Darwin University

Modern Greek

Community language

Modern Greek

Introduction of a new language

Modern Greek

Post graduate, pre-service teacher training
2007
2008
2009

Modern Greek

NA

Post grad

Post grad

Table 20: An Overview of the Flinders and CDU Collaboration for Modern Greek [Graduate
Diploma]

7.2 Project Aims & Rationale
The experiences, developments and organisation of the Flinders/CDU collaboration accessing the Cooperative
Blended Model are described below. This material is largely drawn from project reports submitted as part of the
trial period and additional extensive documentation about the student scholarships. In addition, evaluation of the
trial and of the implementation of the Cooperative Blended Model synthesises the detail from project progress
and final reports and the parameters established for the major study: to develop and trial Collaborative Models.
Some revisions and recommendations for the future enhancement of the collaborative arrangements have been
incorporated. The evaluation of the Collaborative Trial thus draws upon ideas and analyses beyond the focus of
the particular Collaborative Trial.
The Collaborative Trials key aims are to: i) implement a Graduate Diploma in Language Teaching for the
promotion of Modern Greek language and professional development in an established Greek-speaking
community (Darwin); ii) to develop a version of the course (already delivered at Flinders) for qualified tteachers,
(who may have an informal knowledge of the LOTE but who have not studied it formally); iii) develop a technical
and pedagogical model of videoconferencing tutorials to multiple individual sites.

7.3 Organisation and Implementation of the Trial
The key stages of the project involve:
1. Community promotion of the course to market the course to practising teachers with experience in LOTE
(Greek) but no formal qualifications in the language.
2. Organisation of the institutional arrangements to provide the course at CDU.
3. Introduction and Implementation of the Graduate Diploma including the enrolment of students, delivery of
curricula and provide the infrastructure support for students at CDU.
7.3.1

Community and Modern Greek in Darwin

A key stage of the Collaborative Trial involved the promotion of the course to, and participation in, the local
Greek community in Darwin. Prior to this trial a deal of activism had occurred around the provision of Modern
Greek in Darwin primary and secondary schools, in addition to the local Greek community (Saturday morning)
school. The promotion of Greek language involved community leaders, the NT Education Department and
representatives of the Greek government as part of a network that reflected commitment and authority.
The partners in the Trial extend beyond Flinders University and CDU to incorporate government representation:
Northern Territory Department of Education and Training and the Consular representative of the Greek Ministry
of Education; primary and secondary principals and members of the Greek community in Darwin (particularly the
Committee of the Friends of Greek Language and Culture). Drawing upon all these organisations results in a
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diverse committee of university, community and government participants. Decision-making and planning is
therefore more complicated and potentially more time consuming. However the outcome from the joint committee
is an extremely satisfying one – the establishment of 5 scholarships for students to complete the Graduate
Diploma in Language Teaching (Modern Greek) guaranteed for 2008 and ‘expected’ to continue in 2009. Three
scholarships are to be provided by the NT Government and 2 are from Mr George Tsirbas, a local philanthropist
who works with other sections of the Darwin business community to promote Greek language programs and
outreach works of the Greek Government.
The Greek government sponsors the salary of the seconded teacher and the local Greek community the cost of
the local tutor. The travel costs incurred by the Flinders Modern Greek staff are met by funds raised by the
Committee of the Friends of Greek Language and Culture.
7.3.2

Curriculum and Pedagogy

The Modern Greek language and culture units of the Graduate Diploma were delivered via videoconference from
the Provider University, (Flinders). Weekly tutorials are conducted at the Host University, (CDU), by the
seconded teacher funded by the Greek Government and a local tutor. As well as face-to-face workshops were
held once a month at CDU when Modern Greek staff from the Provider University travel to the Host University.
The methodology component was mainly delivered on the web through the Provider University, (Flinders), online platform (LMS) but also included an on-campus workshop at the Host University. The trial students were
able to access a range of course materials from the website, including a detailed program of study, assessment
requirements and advice, external links, email and a discussion forum.
The Collaborative Trial implemented course materials that had been previously developed and used by the
Provider University and was familiar to the Host University Modern Greek tutors. Ongoing curriculum monitoring
and revision is fundamental to the delivery of the Modern Greek language and culture units and the second
language methodology units. Students at the Host University accessed learning materials through the Provider
University LMS (Blackboard). In recognition of the online and video-interactive learning contexts and the type of
students enrolled in the course, full time teachers, some minor amendments to the nature of assessment tasks
were adopted; take home examinations replaced sit-in examinations at the Host University.
Provider University staffs have responsibility for the copyright and IP Rights with respect to the curriculum
materials being used in the Graduate Diploma Language Teaching (Modern Greek) course.
7.3.3

Course Administration

As the Collaborative Trial was developed and implemented, student enrolment, and the revenue sharing
arrangements, were gradually established and finalised. In the first year of the trial, students at the Host
University, CDU, enrolled at their Home institution for language and culture units in Modern Greek in Semester 1
(as per existing arrangements) and cross-institutionally at the Provider University for the first of the second
language teaching methodology topics that was delivered online in Semester 2. The cross-institutional enrolment
arrangement was an interim one to facilitate the provision of the course while the Host University finalised the
creation of a new degree award. The Host University approved the methodology unit to contribute to the
qualification of the Graduate Diploma as a cross-institutional topic.
For the cross-institutional process, students obtain approval from their Home University to undertake the
required topic(s) toward their course and obtain a cross-institutional information package from the Provider
University Enrolment Centre. Host University students received paperwork from the Provider University. They
were required to provide proof that the Host University approved their cross-institutional enrolments at the
Provider University. This evidence, (in the form of a letter of confirmation), was attached to the form that they
then returned to the Provider University to finalise their cross-institutional enrolment. At completion of the crossinstitutional process Host University students were able to access the Provider University website for
information on topics, timetables, materials, etc. To assist with the familiarisation of the collaboration, Dr George
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Frazis from Flinders University, the Provider University, gave a presentation to prospective students at the Host
University about the LMS (flexible delivery learning system FLO) and the cross-institutional enrolment process.
Some problems occurred despite careful preparation and planning when Host University students experienced
difficulties accessing the Flinders On-Line (FLO) website because they were unable to activate their accounts.
This problem was resolved by issuing the students with new logins. To ensure students were able to access the
course materials while there were problems with their FLO access, the course material was uploaded on a
dedicated Host University web site.
Due to the difference in the interim enrolment arrangements the processes for result submissions followed
different pathways. Modern Greek topic results were submitted directly to the Administration Officer in the School
of Creative Arts and Humanities in the Faculty of Law, Business, and Arts at the Host University. Crossinstitutional Methodology topic results were submitted to the Administrative staff in the School of Humanities in
the Faculty of Education, Humanities, Law and Theology at the Provider University. The results, a numerical
mark and the relevant grade, were then forwarded to the Host University for credit equivalence and recording on
student academic transcripts. Similarly for matters of academic progress, the Host University dealt with all
student progress matters related to the Modern Greek topics, while the Provider University was responsible for
issues related to student progress, assessment and final results in the Methodology topics through the
mechanism of its Assessment and Teaching Policy and Procedures on Review of Student Progress. At each
institution, both the teaching staff and the Faculty Administrative staff are involved in the identification and
reporting of student progress matters, particularly the identification of unsatisfactory progress.
In 2008, the first offering of the course, 5 postgraduate students enrolled at the Host University. The initial
enrolment exceeded expectations. All 5 students are enrolled part time. They are language background teachers
registered with the NT Teacher’s Registration Board, employed in schools in Darwin.
7.3.4

Teaching and Learning

The Collaborative Trial final report suggests that the Introductory IT session for Host University students at the
start of the course needs to be expanded and become more comprehensive to better equip them to use the
Provider University LMS – FLO - as their IT skills and competencies were lower than expected. Although the
methodology component of the course relies mainly on the Provider University LMS, its delivery would be
enhanced by the inclusion of a small number of video-conferencing sessions between the lecturer and the
students, in order to provide a more personal dimension to the subject.
Staff from the Provider University supervise and mentor the Host University local Modern Greek tutors. The
Provider University Modern Greek staff and local Host University Greek tutors received professional
development in the arena of second language teaching methodologies and praxis from Greek visiting university
professors - Prof. Koutsogianis from the University of Thessaloniki in 2007; Prof. Damanakis from the University
of Crete in 2008 as part of the ongoing commitment to teaching and learning excellence and development.
7.3.5

Financial Arrangements

Revenue sharing through a ‘fee for service’ principle is in place for the Modern Greek language and culture units
delivered at the Host University with Home enrolled students. The fee split mirrors the proportions of other
Model 1 Collaborative Trial arrangements (see Chinese/Mandarin and Classics Trials): 60% (Provider
University) and 40% (Host University).
The financial arrangements for staffing the Collaborative Trial:
•
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•

One of the local Host University tutors is seconded by the Greek Government to contribute 2 hrs of
tutorials per week. She/he is recruited and selected by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Greece, which
provides a full-time salary and assistance with accommodation costs. The local Greek community in
Darwin sponsors the second tutor.

•

In-kind assistance is provided by local, South Australian, government-appointed language consultants
to provide specific methodology guidance in relation to local language frameworks in the methodology
components at the Provider University.

The Committee of the Friends of Greek Language and Culture in Darwin is keen to ensure that long-term funding
is provided to sustain all Modern Greek language and culture programs at CDU (undergraduate and
postgraduate). It has expanded its strategy to include fundraising for student scholarships for GDLT candidates.
This is in tandem with a commitment by the NT Government to provide scholarship funding to support new GDLT
enrolments in 2009 (as it did in 2008).
The Host University provides office space for Provider University academic staff and the local Host University
tutors. It also provides telephone, fax, computing, photocopier and other administrative facilities, together with
services provided by administrative staff to carry out the terms of the agreement for the provision of Modern
Greek language and culture units.
7.3.6

Formalising the Trial

The collaboration between Flinders University (Provider) and CDU (Host) had not, to date been formalised
beyond the Agreement contracted for the purposes of the Collaborative Trial. This agreement did not include
review or renewal time periods. However, during the trial extensive consultation has continued between the two
universities and other interested parties. The consultation process build on a pre-existing agreement between
Flinders and CDU for the provision of academic services in the planning, teaching and delivery of Modern Greek
units at CDU, including on campus delivery in Darwin, video conferencing from Flinders and other electronic
means of communication between Flinders University Language staff and students and staff at CDU. The
Modern Greek language/culture program has been running successfully at CDU since January 2004. The
program has grown from two introductory units to an integrated series of six units, including advanced level units
at third year. An inaugural 3-week in-country study program on the Aegean island of Kalymnos took place in July
2007.
Although there is no formal renewal period in the agreement, the collaborative project with Charles Darwin
University (CDU) is a further extension of a pre-existing arrangement between Flinders University and CDU for
the provision of Modern Greek language and culture. At Flinders the Graduate Diploma in Language Teaching
(GDLT) is a full fee-paying course taught via internal and external delivery modes in metropolitan Adelaide, the
rural sector and interstate and is aimed at qualified primary and lower secondary teachers who wish to acquire a
second language in order to include a LOTE (Language Other Than English) in their portfolio. The Flinders
University GDLT provided the template for the establishment of a comparable professional award at CDU.
The Collaborative Trial Final Report identifies formalised agreements as an advantage in providing a solid
platform for the calibration of project models and deliverables. In anticipation of the evaluation it would seem that
a more formal MOU needs to be established for the longevity of the collaboration and the security for the Modern
Greek program at CDU.
7.3.7

Amendments to the Collaborative Model

The trial of the Cooperative Blended Model in this context is slightly different from other instances:
1. The Model operationalised travel and face-to-face teaching and learning contexts for the academic and
coordinating staff from the Provider University at the Host University (akin to elements of the Collaborative
City-Based Model).
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2. It included some temporary enrolment patterns – cross-institutional - not prescribed in the Cooperative
Blended Model description.
3. The Provider University was not financially responsible for the payment of Host University based tutors.
4. All student enrolments are supported by scholarships for the payment of university fees.
5. Financial arrangements are largely through private and community donations with the Provider University
responsible for academic workload considerations and the Host University largely responsible for
administration and student support.

7.4 Evaluation of the Trial
The evaluation for the Flinders/ CDU collaboration includes the same indicators as most other trials. Two specific
elements unique to this trial are:
•

The outcomes and evaluation of the Course promotion strategies adopted at institutional and
community levels.

•

The future possibility for implementing the delivery of the Postgraduate Diploma in Language Teaching
for other languages.

The provision and promotion of scholarships is pivotal to the success of the GDLT (Modern Greek). The
provision of 3 by the NT Department of Education and Training shows support for its employees – teachers – to
undertake professional development in Modern Greek. For schools, the introduction and maintenance of a
Modern Greek language program could be sustainable if there were sufficient pathways for students – primary,
secondary, and university – and professional teachers to provide the language instruction. The scholarships
were viewed as a support for these concerns. The availability of the scholarships meant that current teachers
could undertake studies with a degree of certainty: programs were being introduced in schools, the NT
Department of Education and Training were backing the initiative and there would be no costs to them
personally. From the Provider and Host University perspective the scholarships mean that teachers would enrol
in the course, student demand was enhanced and retention possibilities increased due to the cost-fee
environment to the student. On the other hand it must be recognised that the withdrawal of the scholarship
and/or the closure of Modern Greek programs in schools would effectively mean no students and the suspension
of the collaborative arrangements. Security is dependent on the formalisation of timelines and guarantees linked
to non-university sectors and interests. Recent negative outcomes from the global credit crisis may also impact
the business interests in Darwin that provide 2 of the scholarships. This could lead to withdrawal or suspension
of the program but to date we have not received any information about these 2 private scholarships.
Community involvement is critical to this trial but with it comes many additional responsibilities and increases the
number of stakeholders involved in the provision, or at least the enabling, of a language program at an Australian
University. Senior University management will need to consult with and establish agreements with the external
stakeholders. Community partnerships for the provision of Modern Greek have tried and failed in other cities and
universities. As highlighted in Hajek et al (2008) some elements of resentment and bitterness can arise.
The tireless energy and dedication of the Modern Greek lecturer at Flinders University is symptomatic of the
features outlined by Hajek et al (2008), Lo Bianco & Gvodzenko (2006) and Winter (2006) as characterising the
strengths, but ultimately the demise, of many partnerships. Succession planning cannot possibly hope to capture
the links that the lecturer has with Darwin and many of his networks and contacts. An exception to this might be
that the diasporic Greek community in Darwin is a large and strong one and might be able to pursue similar
pathways particularly through the efforts of the Committee of the Friends of Greek Language and Culture in
Darwin and networks with the Greek government. Sustainability and succession planning are pivotal to these
kinds of endeavours as is some form of a realistic Cost/Benefit analysis. In the case of the GDLT (Modern
Greek) Scholarships the costs and benefits are synchronous but the security of their provision is not formalised
into any agreement with an identified timeline for review, renewal and expiry,
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The second evaluation criterion of future possibility for implementing the delivery of the Postgraduate Diploma in
Language Teaching for other languages has commenced for the collaboration between Flinders University and
CDU. Discussions and arrangements for the same university-based collaborative partners in the provision of
Indonesian and Mandarin/Chinese have progressed. It is unclear whether the modifications to the Cooperative
Blended Model noted above – particularly the external financial support – are to be enacted for these two
languages. It would seem unlikely in the case of Indonesian given the small representation in the Darwin
demographic profile and the less robust economic conditions for the support of community fundraising and
scholarship provision.
7.4.1

Student Evaluation

Five students enrolled in the GDLT (Modern Greek) at the Host University completed and returned the Student
Evaluation Form prepared for the Collaborative Trials. In terms of their learning and participation in the Model,
they all accessed online reading materials, video-streamed lectures and weekly face-to-face tutorials. All
indicated that they were able to complete all the preparation material always or usually and that they found them
to be very well integrated (1 student indicated well integrated).
Table 21 presents the results to the statement: I found it a positive learning experience because:
Possible Options
It offered me flexibility in organising study time
It enriched my learning environment
It enhanced my exposure to reading and writing in the language
Study a language that may otherwise would not be available to me at my ‘Home’ university
Face-to-face classes motivated me to complete/undertake online components
Online components motivated me to attend face-to-face classes
Face-to-face classes provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language skills
Online components provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language skills
Face-to-face classes provided an opportunity to interact with other language learning students
Online components provided an opportunity to interact with other language learning students

Responses
4
3
5
2
5
3
4
2
4
3

Table 21: Student Responses for Reasons the Subject Provided Positive Learning Experiences
The three most frequently selected options reflect the unique advantages of the combinations the modes of
teaching and learning in relation to students’ positive experiences in that it enhanced literacy – reading and
writing (100% or all students); offered me flexibility (80%) and face-to-face classes provided an opportunity to
interact with other language learning students (80%).
Table 22 presents the results to the statement I experienced some problems, …, such as
Possible Options
Organising my time for online and classroom components
Inability to discipline myself for the responsibility of independent learning required for online learning
Unfamiliarity with online learning technologies
Absence of immediate feedback for online component
Lack of teacher support
Problems with connecting to IT systems (e.g. speed, download volume) and compatibility issues
Uncomfortable with the dynamics of face-to-face language learning interaction
Overwhelmed by the intensity of the language learning immersion classroom

Responses
3
1
4

3
1

Table 22: Student Responses About the Problems They Experienced in the Subject
The problems combine aspects of technology - Unfamiliarity with online learning technologies (80% of students)
and accessing the university IT systems (60%) and the self-discipline required for the management of the
course: Organising my time for online and classroom components (60%).
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Like other students in Collaborative arrangements 3 of the 5 students indicated that the enrolment procedures
were more complicated than for other subjects but this will be resolved in 2009 following the finalisation of the
complete program as a ‘fee for service’ arrangement with no need to rely on cross-institutional enrolment as
occurred in 2008.
All students indicated that they would recommend the unit of study to other students and all would be continuing.
One student indicated that more face-to-face interaction with the teacher and the students is needed I believe.
Overall I believe the teaching is fantastic but I feel I miss out when it is mainly on-line. I need more interaction
with my lecturer.
This small sample of student evaluations highlights the general satisfaction with the Collaborative Model and
raises the key issues that concern them: online learning technologies, accessing the IT platform and issues of
enrolment complexities. The enrolment complexities should be resolve in future offerings of the course after CDU
finalises the degree award.
7.4.2

Financial Aspects of the Collaborative Trial

The GDLT (Modern Greek) is a postgraduate course that is equivalent to 1 year of full time study that translates
to 80 unit points at CDU (Host) University or 36 unit points at Flinders University (Provider University). In the
Collaborative Trial all students undertook the course as part-time students and this can be highlighted as the
norm as one of the eligibility requirements is registration as a teacher with the NT Education Department. The
course is available as a full fee paying one or can be supported as a Commonwealth funded place. In the
Collaborative Trial all of the students fees are paid for through the scholarship program. Evaluating the financial
aspects of the trial is less straightforward in many ways due than the other Collaborative Trials. In line with the
other modelling of financial aspects, this discussion will be limited to the costs and benefits to the collaborating
institutions.
Table 23 is a snapshot of the financial modelling for the Collaborative Trial over a 2-year period. Year 1 of the
schematic model reflects the combined enrolment patterns for the two universities while Year 2 is represented as
a 100% Home University enrolment scenario. For Year 1, 75% of the enrolment is Home -based for students
with a ‘fee for service’ arrangement and 25% shows a cross-institutional arrangement for the Provider
University. For Home-based enrolments a 60/40 income sharing arrangement is in place for the Provider / Host
University partnership. The figures are based on the information supplied to the Project Director as well as
sector-wide trends for cost calculations. Table 23 reflects the part-time nature of the students with enrolments
expressed in relation to Full Time Equivalence (FTE). Academic workload is calculated at 10% of a Level B
lecturer appointment. The income reported below is based on the 2009 schedules for full domestic fee paying
students studying languages, i.e., $13,500 for an 80-point course load. Language, as a field of study was
preferred due to the course being 75% Modern Greek language and culture and 25% language methodology.
The GDLT is not identified as a purely Education qualification by the Collaborative Trial partners. The income
distribution reported in Table 23 is assumed to be a Faculty-based distribution, which equates to 45% of the
amount the institution receives. In this situation the Faculty at the Host University would get $6075 for a FTE.
This financial aspect differs from the recommended arrangements of the Cooperative Blended Model. This
variation was implemented here due to the external, private support for the operation of the program.
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YEAR 1
Students

Income

Expenditure

FTE (Full time equivalent) students
Proportion of course delivery
Type of Enrolment/income sharing
Student full fee paying
Fee sharing income
Total Income
Payment of Fee sharing obligation
Administrative Workload support
(HEW 5)
Legal costs for collaboration
agreement
Academic Workload
Video streaming
Total Expenditure at end of Year 1
Net Position after Year 1 of cycle

Provider University
2.5
25%
Cross-institutional 100%
$3797
$6835
$10631
0
$540

MODEL ONLY

YEAR 2
FTE (Full time equivalent) students
Type of Enrolment/income sharing
Student full fee paying
Fee sharing income

Host University
2.5
75%
60/40 sharing
$11391
$11391
$8835
$810

$2500

2500

$10,000
$1000
$11,540
-$909
Provider University

0

60/40 sharing

Total Income
Payment of Fee sharing obligation
Administrative Workload support (HEW 5)
Academic Workload
Video streaming
Total Expenditure at end of Year 2
Net Position for Year 2
Net Position after Year 2 of cycle

$18225
$18225
0
$540
$10,000
$1000
$11,540
$6685
$5776

$12145
-$745
Host University
5
60/40 sharing
$30374
$30374
$18225
$810
0
$12145
$18229
$17484

Table 23: A Schematic Financial Modelling of the Cooperative Blended Model for Modern Greek
Table 23 shows that after the second year of the course delivery the Provider University and the Host University
initial costs have been recovered. The strong financial situation is largely as a result of the community
fundraising efforts to subsidise the tutors’ salaries and the travel and accommodation costs for the Provider
University academic staff. This view is echoed by the Collaborative Trial participants who evaluate the present
arrangements as satisfactory and that the ‘support of the program by ‘sponsorships’ (scholarships) by both public
and private sector and the dedicated community support of this program in the trial process are significant factors
in the overall relevant financial success of the program and should not be overlooked in any evaluation of this
program’. The financial modelling is strong for the Collaborative Trial but without formalised documentation for
the scholarships and the long-term investment for salary commitments the sustainability of the Trial conditions
are weak and the risk to continuation high. The financial modelling does in no way reference the energies and
commitment required by the Provider University academic staff in the 10% workload allocation. In many ways
the workload allocation might effectively be raised to 20%, which would adversely impact the financial position of
the Provider University except in the case where the EFTSL or workload account was less than average in the
Faculty. The Host University is in an extremely strong position financially but in terms of reporting Course
enrolments the institutional context and the broader higher education one may express reservations for
sustaining such low numbers of students.
7.4.3

Management, Administration and Implementation

The languages project officer at the Host University is a key liaison between all parties at the host university and
for the Provider University.
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7.4.4

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

The Department of Languages at Flinders University has an extensive outreach languages program and
collaborates with the University of Adelaide, the University of SA and CDU to offer language programs in major
and minor sequences. These existing inter-institutional networks and relationships point to a sound basis for the
formalisation of collaborative arrangements. Beyond the academy the Collaborative Trial Project Team have
established strong inter-personal and professional relationships with key stakeholder groups that provide
students and develop pathways for Modern Greek graduates in Darwin. These groups included school principals
in Darwin, teachers of the NT and the Language Teachers Association of the NT (LTANT), the NT Department of
Education, The Greek Orthodox Community NT and the Greek Orthodox School in Darwin. These good
outcomes reflect a strong and strategic promotion campaign that included visits to schools in Darwin. Other
activities included interviews with media representatives, provision of second language teaching methodology
workshops and presentations to stakeholders and prospective students.
The Project Team argue that the ‘recognition of the importance of working with identified strengths within
successful programs for future and further developments is a crucial factor, as is the need to continue to work in
a collaborative way to achieve common goals into the future’.
7.4.5

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation

The development of a technical and pedagogical model of videoconferencing tutorials to multiple individual sites
was identified as the key innovation in the trial. The creation of the new degree – the GDLT - has enabled CDU
to meet the needs of a cohort of practising teachers with experience in LOTE (Modern Greek) but no formal
qualifications in the language. The GDLT’s dual focus on the acquisition of proficiency in a second language and
language instruction methodology provides a unique teacher-training program.
7.4.6

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

Globalisation and transnational opportunities are strongly featured in the Case Study. The trial of the Cooperative
Blended Model rested upon the negotiations with and support provided by the Greek government and the local
Greek community in Darwin. Promotion of the Greek language and culture in the diasporic context of Darwin is
realised through philanthropic measures to support language background teachers to gain qualifications in the
Greek language. A strong research environment for the language teaching context has been established with
international experts providing professional development to the academic staff involved in the Modern Greek
program. Transnational opportunities are also available to students through sponsored residencies, (travel and
accommodation) in Greece.

7.5 Conclusion
The Collaborative Trial achieved all of its goals and implemented an innovative program that is now being
extended to Indonesian and Chinese/Mandarin. Evaluation of the financial profile and student demand shows
modest success. The Project Team identified that the 5 initial enrolments exceeded expectations but for
sustainability the student cohort must expand or changes implemented for the organisation of the teaching and
learning context. The version of the Cooperative Blended Model adapted for the provision of the GDLT (Modern
Greek) includes substantial travel and a high involvement of the language academic from the Provider
University than in the original conceptualisation for the model. While the costs of the travel and accommodation
are externally funded, the continuation of the program might consider the resource implications in relation to staff
workload and research productivity in the long term. The provision of scholarships for enrolled students and
community efforts to support the maintenance of the program weigh heavily on the outcomes of the trialled
model and the language collaboration. The promotion of the program and the outreach activities ensure the
visibility of Modern Greek in Darwin. This collaboration should be promoted for relevant community languages.
Without formalisation of the scholarship commitment and strategic employment of the money raised through
fundraising efforts the long-term viability is at risk.

74

Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Higher Education

8 Case Study 4: Classics
8.1 Introduction
In contrast to the other languages included in the Collaborative Trials, Latin and Greek are not community or
heritage languages of Australia. Latin and Greek are both moderately taught languages but with restricted
availability as per the 2005 survey data (White & Baldauf 2006). Latin is taught in 5 states and Classical Greek in
3 with both typically taught at 1 university with Victoria as an exception with 2 teaching programs of both
languages. During the survey period the languages experienced EFTSL growth – Classical Greek enrolments
increased 39.9% and Latin by 31%. However a longer cyclical trend shows that since 1994 (first available data)
Classical Greek has seen a 46% drop in student enrolments (EFTSLs or equivalent) by 2005 and Latin a smaller
decrease of 14.5% (based on White & Baldauf 2006:14). Over the survey period 2001-5, universities dropped
2.75 EFT staffing positions in Classical Greek and Latin and also added 3.75 EFT positions to reflect an overall
gain of 1.0EFT staffing. It may be that these figures partially represent age-based retirements and renewal or
generational change. However, the net gain figure does point to an expansion of the staffing for Classical
Languages.

8.2 Dimensions of the Trial & the Collaborative Model
The trial proposed to introduce a new language to a university that had never offered Greek or Latin (USQ) and
to a university where the delivery of these languages may be pressured by staff constraints (University of
Newcastle). In the trial UNE is the Provider University and USQ and the University of Newcastle are the Host
Universities in the Cooperative Blended Model.
Table 24 presents the summary of the collaborative arrangements for the Classics Around Australia collaboration
as proposed in the Expression of Interest:
Collaborative Model
Cooperative Blended Model
Classical
Provider
Host1
**Host2
Language:
Greek
University of New England
Newcastle University
University of Southern Queensland
Latin*
*Latin not trialled **USQ did not commit to the collaboration subsequent to the application process
Classification of languages based
Classical Greek
Moderately taught
on White & Baldauf (2006)
Status of language in Host
Classical Greek
Maintenance of language program at Newcastle University
University
Language levels of collaboration
Classical Greek
Ab initio
2007
2008
2009
Year level of collaboration:
Classical Greek
NA
1st
1st, 2 nd

Table 24: A Summary of the UNE, Newcastle and USQ Collaboration for Classics

8.3 Project Aims & Rationale
This project aimed to trial and evaluate the Cooperative Blended Model with the University of New England
[UNE] as the Provider University in the provision of Latin and the introduction of a new koine Greek strand for
New Testament studies at the Host University of Newcastle [UN] and the initial introduction of Greek or Latin, as
new language(s) at the Host University of Southern Queensland (USQ).
The experiences, developments and organisation of the UNE/UN/USQ collaboration accessing the Cooperative
Blended Model are described below. This material is largely drawn from project reports submitted as part of the

75

Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Higher Education

trial. In addition, evaluation of the trial and of the implementation of the Cooperative Blended Model synthesises
the detail from project progress and final reports and the parameters established for the major study: to develop
and trial Collaborative Models. Some revisions and recommendations for the future enhancement of the
collaborative arrangements have been incorporated. The evaluation of the Collaborative Trial thus draws upon
ideas and analyses beyond the focus of the particular Collaborative Trial.
The rationale for the project was to address the ‘shrinkage’ in Latin and Classical Greek in the face of increasing
student demand (borne out by White & Baldauf 2006 as reviewed in the chapter Language Learning and
Collaboration in Australian Universities). However the reality is that in many places fewer staff are attempting to
deliver Latin and Classical Greek in addition to courses in ancient history, religious studies etc. The trial aims to
strengthen classics through out Australia by demonstrating the value of the Cooperative Blended Model in the
face of such severe resource constraints.

8.4 Organisation and Implementation of the Trial
Marketing and promotion were key elements for the initial stage of the project. This involved the identification of
which language, Latin or Ancient Greek, would be the new classical language to be introduced at USQ and to
prepare and undertake a publicity campaign for the new subjects.
The trial reported in June 2007 that in relation to the partnership with USQ:
•

That Latin was the language selected for introduction at USQ.

•

That the web-based curriculum materials (podcasts, quizzes, content, format, resources) for Latin were
prepared.

•

That the agreement to implement the trial had stalled and that the introduction of Latin would not go
ahead as planned.

The collaboration with Newcastle as Host University for Classical Greek and Latin was very much delayed in
terms of the contract timeline. The University of Newcastle had listed the Greek unit in its material for students
but the Latin course was also being impacted by the delays with USQ. The initial offering of Classical Greek
occurred in Semester II 2008. This means that the evaluation of the trial is based on very little data and is
somewhat unreliable.
8.4.1

Curriculum and Pedagogy

The activities of the Trial involved the development of web-based materials, pod cast lectures and quiz tool
developments for the online component of the Collaborative Model. The selection of the SAKAI Learning
Management System [LMS] was preferred over the Blackboard LMS, the standard LMS employed and licensed
to UNE, as it is an ‘open-source’ software rather than one with complex licensing requirements such as
Blackboard. This ensures that staff (located at UNE and UN) and students at UN can easily access the online
learning materials. Effectively the choice also meant that there would be no compatibility issues as students
would directly login and access the UNE site for the materials (see the student enrolment process described
below).
The Sakai LMS allowed staff to selectively release materials throughout the teaching semester which was
adopted to avoid overwhelming the students in the early stages of studying a classical language for the first
time’.
8.4.2

Course Administration

In line with the proposed Collaborative Model arrangements students at the Host University (UN) enrolled in the
subject through their Home University (UN) processes. Following confirmation of enrolment the UN based tutor
forwards email addresses of UN students to UNE, the Provider University. Subsequently, the Provider
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University, UNE gives access to the subject web materials and the UNE Teaching and Learning Centre notifies
the UN students of accessibility and login details. UN students are then able to access the web-based subject
materials for their online component of study.
UNE made use of a resources coordinator (HEO 6) to provide support to the Collaborative trial with an
approximate workload loading of 5% for these specific duties.
The Collaborative Trial reports that student enrolment and access to materials progressed smoothly. One case
arose in which a student was unable to login and access materials. After investigation it was found that the
student possessed two user accounts due to previous enrolment at UNE for another subject of study. This was
corrected and the student was able to login and continue his study.
Eleven (11) students were recorded at Census date for the Classical Greek subject at UN (and accounts for the
fee amount paid to UNE) which met the expectations for an initial offering in Classical languages. By the
conclusion of the subject 4 students or 36% had discontinued their studies. According to the Final Report from
the Trial ‘this is quite a normal percentage for Classical Greek’.
The UN students enrolled in Classical Greek received support from teaching staff at UN and UNE and were able
to access the teaching and learning centre at UNE. According to the Final Report from the Trial Project ‘the
levels of support required didn’t differ in any way from the support provided to UNE students enrolled at UNE’.
For the purpose of evaluation it is not possible to determine whether the level of support was comparable with
that experienced or expected by UN students at their Home University.
8.4.3

Teaching and learning

The recruitment and selection of the sessional staff member to be located at the Host University was shared by
UNE, the Provider University and the one responsible for payment of the salary, and the Host University UN.
Office space, computing and library access and staff card were part of UN, the Host University’s responsibilities.
The Head of School (HOS) at UNE, the Subject Coordinator at UNE and the UNE employed tutor at UN shared
the staffing coordination and teaching and learning responsibilities. However, UN the Host University provided
the daily supervision of the tutor.
The tutor sent all marked work to teaching staff at UNE, the Provider University in order to ensure quality control
in assessment processes. The tutor located at UN, the Host University, handled all student progress matters in
accordance with UN guidelines and practices.
A key issue for the organisation of the trial proved to be the timetabling of exams with different exam periods at
UNE and UN. This was not an issue for the Collaborative Trial as it was offered in a different semester at UN to
its counterpart subject at UNE.
8.4.4

Financial Arrangements

The Trial implemented a ‘fee for service’ arrangement administered at the university, or institutional level. This
effectively by passes the ‘cut’ or distribution to the Faculty that can range from between 45-50% of student
income in most Australian universities. This results in the School at UNE receiving $1165 per student as the 60%
share of the fee. Details of the evaluation of the financial ‘fee for service’ for the Trial are considered in the next
part of this section.
8.4.5

Formalising the Trial

UNE and UN signed a ‘Memorandum of Understanding’ - Undergraduate Teaching Agreement - for the period
2008-2010 with a review due 1st July 2009 for the consideration of a 12 month extension of the program. The
formalisation of arrangements referred to the period of review and renewal; enrolment processes; the provision
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of teaching and teaching materials; assessment and evaluation, fees, IP, promotion, insurance, mutual
indemnity, dispute resolution, agreement termination and the 2008-9 teaching schedule.
8.4.6

Amendments to the Collaborative Model

The Classics Around Australia Collaborative Trial varied the dimensions of the resource allocation that
characterises most trials of the Cooperative Blended Model. Specifically the timing of delivery of the language
units was not ‘matched’ in the Provider and Host Universities. The subject unit that is delivered in Semester I at
the Provider University for its Home enrolled students was offered in Semester II at the Host University. This is
possibly not the most efficient use of staffing time and coordination of the student cohort studying Classical
Greek.
The Collaborative Trial reports that negotiations for revenue sharing were arranged at the institutional level, the
preferred option for the success of the Cooperative Blended Model, but its operationalisation was not specifically
identified in most reports to the Project Director. More frequently the other reports identified Faculty-based
arrangements in place for the sharing of the student load fee.

8.5 Evaluation of the Collaborative Trial
The over arching evaluation of the UNE, UN and USQ Collaboration is that it failed the aims and rationale of the
EoI submitted to the Steering Committee. Elements of this are linked to changes beyond the participating
DASSH members who agreed to collaborate. University policy and organisation at USQ targeted languages and
the innovation to introduce Latin has stalled. Analysing the situation for evaluation emphasises the impact of
leadership in representing the case of languages and in influencing the outcomes of collaborative endeavours.
Leadership in this case has adopted a non-communicative position, one that frustrates innovation. We have to
assume that the introduction is stalled because we have not been informed that it has totally failed or been
discontinued. However the collaboration also failed to meet its obligations in terms of language provision, which
was limited to second semester in 2008.
Based on the organisation of the Collaborative Trial four pivotal elements have been highlighted for the
evaluation. These include:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Adoption of an ‘open-source’ LMS
Student Enrolment for Classical Greek & access to SAKAI LMS
Formalisation of the Collaboration
Financial organisation

8.5.1

Adoption of an ‘open source LMS

The adoption of the SAKAI LMS an open source, or cost free LMS, acknowledges many of the costly and
problematic issues linked to IT in the provision of online learning. Students, see many of their comments in other
Collaborative Trials, view IT as inhibiting their experience of learning in this mode. If such conflicts in learning
platforms can be avoided so that students can easily access the software in terms of login it would clearly
advantage the online learning component of collaborative arrangements. Unfortunately a negative feature of
‘open-source’ software is the issue of updates and response times to maintenance issues. With licensing
arrangements, universities are able to depend on service and maintenance agreements and regular ‘updates’ to
the software systems. Of course we are unable to assess this for SAKAI but it may prove to have some longerterm negative outcomes in relation to service and updates and potentially student support.
8.5.2

Student Enrolment

One of the strengths of the Cooperative Blended Model is the idea that students enrol at their Home universities,
in this case the Host University. This occurred for the Classics Trial. However, the process for accessing the
online materials, while trouble-free in terms of compatibility etc did require students to use a login for UNE, the
Provider University. This would increase the sense that the UN subject in which they were enrolled was ‘really’ a
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UNE one. As no student evaluations were conducted as part of the Collaborative Trial, the evaluation is unable
to assess to what extent this impacted on their learning or participation in the Classical Greek subject. However,
the Undergraduate Teaching Agreement stipulates that UNE copyright and branding of materials must be
ensured.
8.5.3

Formalisation of the Collaboration

In line with recommendations about the formalisation of collaborations, UNE and UN did so with the signing of
the Undergraduate Teaching Agreement. Despite the exhaustive list of responsibilities, arrangements and
obligations for the signatories (see above), the security of the collaboration is short term. For a considered and
realistic evaluation of a language program it is recommended that there be a minimum of 5 years in order to see
a full cycle of students (1-3rd year major sequence completion) and a second intake with a review prior to the 3rd
cycle of students.
USQ did not proceed with the Collaborative Trial despite agreement to the initial Expression of Interest. The
proposed partnership with USQ and the delivery of Latin to USQ and UN will not be included in the Evaluation.
8.5.4

Financial Organisation

Based on the information from the UNE Collaborative Trial (for 1 semester of data) Table 25 provides an
approximate overview of the financial situation of the collaboration for the Provider University. The submitted
information made no reference to workload obligations for and academic staff members at the Provider
University.
Financial

Activity

Details

Teaching

30 x 1 hour face-to face tutorials
Marking
11 students x $1165 per student (fee sharing)

Student Enrolment
Curriculum Development
Administrative Support

Expenditure ($)
3,402.37
680.00

Income ($)

12,815
?

5% of HEO5.1 ($48,173 at 1/06/08) for 6 months
[excludes on-costs (usually about 25%+)]
Total
Net Financial Position after 1 Semester

1204.33
$5286.70

$12,815
$7528.30

Table 25 The Expenditure and Income from the Classical Greek Trial (Semester II, 2008)
Table 25 shows a net gain for the Provider University providing Classical Greek to UN of $7528.30 or about
59% of the total student fee income received. Of course there are some omissions from the calculation that need
to be considered including:
1. The cost of web development and/or web maintenance for subsequent offerings. Based on the EoI
application budget we can estimate original costs at $4765.20 and propose 20% for annual revisions or
$953.04.
2. Travel costs for UNE staff to visit UN (or the UN based tutor to travel to UNE) for purposes of staff
development and integration etc. If we assume 2 liaison trips per year (one visit per semester) and utilise the
EoI budget figures this would cost approximately $800. Note the figures quoted are 2006 rates.
The calculation for the Host University is absent from the reported data. However, it is apparent that the fee
computation differs from University to University. The fee share is reported for Classics to be on a 40/60 share
but in this case the Provider University receives nearly $100 more per student than for the income coming from
the Mandarin/Chinese Cooperative Blended Model students at JCU (Cairns). Note that we do not have access to
university records but rely on the information provided in the Collaborative Trials.
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If we firstly assume an annualised scenario for Table 25 the total net gain would be $15056.60. Including the
additional costs of $5565.20 outlined in 1 and 2 above would see the net gain reduce to $9491.40. If 2009 figures
would remain the same in terms of the $ received for student income and the web maintenance cost of $953.04,
and not the initial development fee, would be implemented then the net annual gain for 2009 would be
$13,303.56. Over one student enrolment cycle, of 3 years, approximately $36,000 would be generated which for
a small staffed area could mean that the teaching load of a staff member taking sabbatical could be met easily
through a casual position which in turn would ensure the research strengths of Classics in the institution could be
maintained for example. This evaluation is based on assumptions that don’t include some issues such on-costs
for staff positions, pay rises or the increases to travel expenditure. In addition it relies on the preservation of the
student income through the 60% fee that the teaching area would receive.
In the distribution to Schools or ‘teaching units’ in Australian universities, Faculties will reserve a share of the
student income as well as the institution taking its share from the gross income. Given the unique context of the
arrangement for the fee to be negotiated at the university level it might be unrepresentative to insist on including
such an expenditure item for the Classics Collaborative Trial. However for the next chapter of the report –
Evaluation of the Collaborative Models – a 45% share of the student income, based on knowledge about income
distribution from the university to the responsible Faculty will be assumed to consider the case of financial
viability if the ‘fee for service’ cannot be realised at the institutional level.
8.5.5

Management, Administration and Implementation

The Classics Trial proves an interesting case in relation to management and leadership. Evidence of strong
leadership, and a sound inter-institutional relationship, is apparent in the negotiated income sharing
arrangements. Without such leadership and championing of collaborative arrangements it is likely that such
ventures would be short lived. In addition the management of the arrangement appears to have avoided many
structural constraints of budgeting models adopted in Australian universities. Frequently such models are not
able to incorporate specialised or different arrangements or at the very least, place obstacles to pursuing
cooperation for small enrolment subjects. On the other hand, the failure to trial Latin at USQ and the absence of
communication about the matter reveals a less than satisfactory kind of leadership needed for successful
collaborative endeavours.
The administration of the Collaborative Trial shows little attention to detail and a general reluctance to pursue
timely resolution for the implementation of the project. Student Administration seemed to be responsive and
functioned well for the enrolment processes.
8.5.6

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

An existing relationship between the two institutions and experience with the Cooperative Blended Model
provides an excellent platform for pursuing the collaboration in Classics. Unfortunately with changes to discipline
leadership and Faculty restructuring at the Provider University, some interpersonal relationships were not part of
the Collaborative Trial at crucial moments. Much of the research around collaborations (see Lo Bianco &
Gvodzenko 2006) pointed to the duality of relationships in establishing and maintaining sound cooperation. Prior
inter-personal relationships and knowledge and/or familiarity has been highlighted as a key motivating factor for
innovation but that for longevity inter-institutional relationships, particularly for knowledge transfer are just as
critical. In this particular Collaborative Trial, familiarity and knowledge were in abundance as was established
inter-institutional cooperation, but the disintegration of interpersonal relationships meant that the ‘champions’ of
Classics were less engaged in the trial directly. Relationships as an evaluative factor holds two faces and the
failure of the interpersonal may in fact impinge on inter-institutional effectiveness. It is however pleasing to
witness the first offering of the language to be trialled and given the closeness of the two institutions it is hoped
that the Classical Greek program can expand to other Australian universities.
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8.5.7

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation

Equity of access for students to the LMS in the Cooperative Blended Model was a guiding principle behind the
selection of public access hosting of the Classical Greek teaching and learning materials. Restrictive commercial
licensing compliance excluded students from the Host University accessing the Provider University LMS. The
response by UNE shows a financially responsibly combined with an interest in ensuring student access and
satisfaction. Monitoring the robustness of the public access sites will be vital to quality considerations in the
longer term.
8.5.8

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

This factor could not be applied to the Collaborative Trial dur to insufficient information and little feedback about
international arrangements or transnational opportunities. Unlike the other 5 Collaborative Trials an in-country
immersion experience is not available for students of Classical Greek.

8.6 Conclusion
The implementation of the Cooperative Blended Model for Classics did not realise its full potential. The failure to
introduce Latin at USQ or UN was a result of institutional change beyond the scope of the Collaborative Trial. In
a similar fashion to Case Study 2, knowledge exchange and inter-institutional communication proved critical in
the achievement of outcomes, as did interpersonal relationships. In this Case Study USQ did not commit to the
agreement and processes established in the initial Expression of Interest. The delays to the introduction of
Classical Greek at UN means that little data is available for the evaluation of teaching innovations, the working of
the trial or student administration. However, the agreement to continue Classical Greek at UN means
maintenance of the language in a context where a non-replacement of the staff position might have otherwise
meant cessation of the program.
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9 Case Study 5: Indonesian
9.1 Introduction
Understanding the language(s), cultures and peoples of Indonesia is taken to be a strategic priority for Australia
given both its regional proximity, to Australia, and its prominence in the Association of South-East Asian Nations
[ASEAN]. Current political, social and security issues in Indonesia emphasise the relevance of the bilateral
partnership and the value that knowledge of Indonesian language skills and understanding of broader sociopolitical contexts brings to the strategic alliance and relationships.
White & Baldauf (2006) classify Indonesian as a widely taught language, being the only language taught in all
Australian states and territories. It was taught at 20 universities in 2005. During 2001-2005 Indonesian was the
language-teaching program experiencing most closures; 4 universities dropped it: ECU, RMIT, UWS and VUT.
There was a decline in student demand over the same period with a contraction of 15.9% for EFTSL and the net
loss of 7.45 EFT staff positions in Indonesian. Unlike many of the other languages being trialled, except Modern
Greek, Indonesian recorded a large drop in the proportion of casual hours: -20.33% adopted for the teaching of
the language 2001-2005.

9.2 Dimensions of the Trial & the Collaborative Model
In this collaboration Universitas Mataram (UNRAM) in Lombok, Indonesia is the Host University for the incountry immersion residential school. The Provider University is USC and the cooperative of the 4 universities in
Australia is known as the Regional Universities Indonesian Language Initiative (RUILI).
Table 26 gives an overview of the Collaborative Trial in Indonesian:
Collaborative Model
Language

Indonesian

The Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B)
Provider1
Host
The University of the Sunshine
Coast (USC)

Universitas Mataram
(UNRAM)

Provider Partners1-3
Charles Darwin University
University of New England
University of Tasmania
Widely taught

Classification of languages based on White & Baldauf (2006) Indonesian
Status of language in Host
Indonesian
Maintenance of language program at USC, CDU, UNE, UTas
University
Language levels of collaboration
Indonesian
Ab-initio, intermediate and advanced
2007
2008
2009
Year level of collaboration:
Indonesian
1st
1st, 2 nd
1s, 2nd, 3rd, 4th
*Due to travel warnings to Indonesia program may not run in 2009

Table 26: An Overview of the USC, UNE, UTas & CDU Collaboration for the In-Country Program
in Indonesian at UMRAN University, Lombok.

9.3 Project Aims & Rationale
The experiences, developments and organisation of the USC/CDU/UNE/UTas collaboration accessing the
Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) are described below. This material is largely drawn from project
reports submitted as part of the trial. In addition, evaluation of the trial and of the implementation of the Blended
Online-In-Country Model (Version B) synthesises the detail from project progress and final reports and the
parameters established for the major study: to develop and trial Collaborative Models. Some revisions and
recommendations for the future enhancement of the collaborative arrangements have been incorporated. The
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evaluation of the Collaborative Trial thus draws upon ideas and analyses beyond the focus of the particular
Collaborative Trial.
The key aims for the regional initiative for Indonesian and the trial of the Blended Online-In-Country Model
(Version B) were to:
1. Develop online support for the integrated in-country Indonesian language program.
2. Develop systems for resourcing, mentoring and training in-country tutors of the integrated in-country
program.
3. Conduct detailed student evaluation and satisfaction surveys across the student cohort groups participating
in the in-country program.
4. Deliver a full evaluation of the dynamics, advantages, systems, processes, and activities of The Blended
Online-In-Country Model (Version B).

9.4 Organisation and Implementation of the Trial
The trial of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) mainly focused on the in-country immersion aspect
of the model. The trial was intricately linked to the consortium of 4 universities involved in the preparation and
delivery of shared on-line curriculum as part of another CASR funded project - The Regional Universities'
Indonesian Language Initiative - managed by UNE. The identification of the 4 aims provided above were
established in order to provide clear distinction and separation for this Collaborative Trial from the other elements
of the RUILI initiative.
9.4.1

Curriculum and Pedagogy

The in-country immersion mode enriches students’ learning experiences of Indonesian language and culture.
The intensity and commitment required of students for the in-county placement is high and the Collaborative Trial
recognised the need to ensure that a ‘bridge’ between Australian teaching and learning practices and Indonesian
approaches was created. To ensure students maintain their engagement in learning in the in-country setting and
at the same time increase their awareness and tolerance of cultural difference, the Collaborative Trial contracted
Mr Untung Waluyo from the Language Centre at UNRAM to assist with the curriculum development. He visited
USC in order to gain experience and understanding of Australian language teaching models and practices and
commenced a PhD (USC provided fee waiver), on a topic closely related to the Collaborative Trial concerns. His
presence is viewed as the key to ensuring that what was devised was not an entirely imposed external
orientation but included Indonesian and host institution perspectives, knowledge and advice on constraints and
cultural sensitivities. In addition field trips and induction workshops for UNRAM lecturers continue to build shared
curriculum and pedagogical mentoring and knowledge.
There is also the valid consolation that Australian students of Indonesian language and culture derive enormous
benefit from first-hand contact in Indonesian society, home stay experiences, language practice on the streets,
combining in vitro (classroom) language learning with autonomous in vivo (in real society) learning. Meeting
fellow students of Indonesian from all over Australia is yet another positive spin-off. However, in recognition of
(some) student discontent with the level of language instruction due to the ‘mixed’ nature of the residential
program to date and the diversity of student background and linguistic competencies the Collaborative Trial
partners anticipate that the new common core curriculum, being devised as part of the RUILI consortium, will
have a beneficial impact on this issue.
The challenge for curriculum development is appropriate translation and seamless equivalence for the 4 partner
universities with different requirements such as workload, assessment requirements, Graduate Attribute
Statements etc. This has become even more apparent with increased interest from some non-consortium
Australian universities that have requested unit outlines/descriptions for the Lombok in-country courses to
consider equivalence of standard. In 2008 Newcastle and Flinders Universities were content with general
descriptors whereas a university in Melbourne was not and its students would not be attending.
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In the in-country context student progress and placement matters are initially dealt with directly by the host
university, UNRAM in consultation with students and the Resident Director. If the issue continues, UNRAM is
required to consult formally with the Resident Director (representative of the Provider Universities) who can then
pass the matter on to the student’s home university who will deal directly with the problem.
9.4.2

Course Administration

USC operates as the ‘administrative hub’ for the in-country program providing risk assessment (Haznet) and
insurance advice, student enrolment monitoring, up-front funding for Resident Director flights and in-country
costs, accounting reconciliation, travel arrangements, emergency procedures, protocols and structures, liaison
with the partner universities. To administer the program USC receives a $150 fee per non-Home University
student per unit enrolment to cover the in-country Australian resident Director costs and associated
administration. As part of the Collaborative Trial a consultant has been appointed at USC to produce a
comprehensive outline and Procedural Handbook for operation of the UNRAM in-country residential program.
The administration of student travel is in constant change and renewal requiring different procedures and
processes. For example because of new visa regulations in 2008, USC must send all known applicant names to
UNRAM in November (a long time before the timing of the in-country residential program). UNRAM must then
send/fax a letter of endorsement with the list of students to the Embassy and all consulates in Australia so that
students can obtain the requisite Social-Culture Visas. USC and the other partner universities must also provide
a Visa support letter for every student. This means that each university also provides substantial pastoral and
administrative support to their students prior to the travel administration provided at USC. For example at CDU
students receive assistance in travel preparation including finalisation of movement requisition, enrolment, deed
to indemnity, letter of own volition, USC application form, visa sponsor letter, insurance, proof of airline booking
and proof of insurance cover. Close scrutiny is necessary, as the Vice-Chancellor (VC) will not authorise student
travel unless all documentation is in order. In addition students receive a Pre-Departure Handbook with much
advice on travel, study abroad, health, appropriate behaviour, security etc that is updated each year at the
Provider University.
At the Host University Mrs Eka Fitriani, Lecturer in English and Mr Made Sujana, Deputy Director of the
Language Centre at UNRAM provided administrative support for the Collaborative Trial and the in-country
program. This amounted to approximately 2 hours per week October – December each year and increased to 1
day per week in January - February when the Australian students are in-country for the two UNRAM staff.
A range of enrolment patterns in the 4 institutions is used for the in-country study units. In the early stages of the
program nearly all students completed cross-institutional enrolments if USC, the Provider University, was not
their Home University. All partner universities now have dedicated in-country units or ‘shell units’ in which
students may enrol for any Lombok course at any level. Further additions will be required when students wish to
go to Lombok more than once. More recently, combinations of Home University unit enrolment (UNE, CDU and
UTas) and cross-institutional processes are completed including students from universities not involved in this
Collaborative Trial. This combination of enrolment types arises due to the ‘non-standard’ semester dates of the
in-country program in relation to institutional semesterisation and in some cases due to variations in institutional
responses to DFAT advice and subsequent (non)agreement to allow students to travel to Indonesia. If a
university refuses permission to students to travel on security grounds, they as adult citizens may enrol at USC
(or whichever university is still participating) as cross-institutional enrolments.
Enrolments have expanded during the Collaborative Trial. In the January/February 2008 in-country residential
school 29 students enrolled, (3 students discontinued their studies), and after 41 Expressions of Interest were
received for the 2009 intake it is expected that 37 students will complete the immersion experiences.
In addition to the administrative support some students are eligible for financial assistance to participate in the incountry program. At USC, the International Office provides small scholarships to Lombok students ($250 per
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three weeks) and at UTas Faculty travel scholarships of $1000 is awarded to eligible students (those who miss
out on Faculty scholarships can apply for one from the School).
9.4.3

Teaching and learning

The in-country residential program at UNRAM comprises 2 x 3 week ‘semesters’. To ensure the ongoing pastoral
care of the Australian students, to provide advice and assistance with study, to liaise with the Host University
(UNRAM) about security and academic matters and to monitor quality control of teaching a Resident Director
from the Provider University is appointed. The Resident Director (RD) is in attendance for one three-week period
and another RD from one of the partner institutions undertakes the role for the second three weeks. The Head
and Academic Coordinator/Secretary of the Language Centre are usually in daily contact with the Resident
Director who can also have informal discussions with local instructors during the breaks or after class.
The differing educational cultures between Australia and Indonesia have meant Australian partners have, while
asking students to understand and adjust to Indonesian culture, sought changes in teaching content and style
and reached formal agreement with UNRAM on these. Australian expectations of continuous improvement in
teaching are not easily realised in Indonesia where lecturers need (even more) to look to their own welfare.
Professional idealism and engagement in language teaching is juxtaposed with relatively poor working and
professional conditions. The Collaborative Trial in recognition of the need for real change has implemented a
range of strategies to promote consideration of teaching enhancement. These include rewards in terms of
payment, overseas study opportunities, involvement in funded projects, encouragement and inducement from
the Australian experts in second language teaching models and practices. Most Indonesian staff have base
tenure but few contact hours per week and seek outside employment to supplement income. The in-country
residential program is seen as an income supplementation and broadening experience. There is substantial
variety among Indonesian instructors from highly qualified and experienced (including overseas) lecturers to
young enthusiastic teachers contracted for this project only. For all, it is only six weeks in their whole year and a
chance to earn some extra salary and experience. Deeper commitment to the endeavour requires reward. Some
are more than happy with teaching in the Indonesian style (typically a language transmission model that is
relatively low on communicative interaction), and see no problems and believe that students are content if
instructors are warm, amiable and indulgent.
In the in-country context student progress and placement matters are initially dealt with directly by the host
university, UNRAM in consultation with students and the Resident Director. If the issue continues, UNRAM is
required to consult formally with the Resident Director (representative of the Provider University) who can then
pass the matter on to the student’s Home University who will deal directly with the problem. The Language
Centre at UNRAM, the Host University, sends all results to USC, the Provider University which then sends them
to the respective Home universities of all students. Each university converts the raw scores to suit its own
grading/awards system.
At UNE concerns have been raised due to the standard requirements of individual units according to policy, that
is that any six credit point unit (full-time annual study = 48 points) must require 150 hours of study (in class and
private learning). This is difficult to fit into a three-week programme, and the definition of “study” becomes
unclear in the context of in-country language study (every waking hour could be said to be “study”). However,
adopting an understanding about the quality of a teaching hour rather than a computation of time spent should
convince teaching and learning coordinators of the need for equity in immersion learning contexts.
Issues associated with IP and LMS, access, licensing, compatibility etc., are not relevant for the in-country
Lombok program as the Collaborative Trial of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) was restricted to
the immersion experience and reserved the on-line components for other courses in the Indonesian sequences.
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9.4.4

Financial Arrangements

UNRAM has been paid for teaching services directly by USC each year by bank transfer. From 2009 this process
will be formalised under the USC-CDU-UNRAM Agreement. In the past the Provider University, USC Faculty of
Arts and Social Sciences, $300 per three-week unit for each student is paid to UNRAM for the in-country
program. USC invoices the three partner universities on a per capita basis for their students’ contributions. The
partner universities pay the Provider University $150 per student per three weeks for the administrative costs
associated with its role as the ‘hub’ for the in-country program and as a contribution towards the funding of the
Resident Director. This fund is fully expended each calendar year (see The Evaluation of the Financial Aspects
of the Collaboration later in this section).
A one-off cost but one to be calculated in considering the implementation of an in-country immersion experience,
is linked to the seeking of legal advice on security and insurance policy during 2007 and also on matters linked to
the formalisation of a Collaborative Agreement in 2008, (especially copyright matters). It is assumed that all
partners would have similar experiences. At the Provider University legal fees for collaboration advice and
documents was $2692.80 in 2008. As the in-country program expands, and other universities join and/or express
interest, contractual procedures and obligations become increasingly necessary although they introduce more
parties with their own regulatory requirements, expectations and more administration. There is no revenue
sharing from the collaboration. There is a concern at the Provider University that the In-Country program is a
drain on time and resources. There appears to be dissension about the cost-neutrality of the program from the
collaborating partners perspective. These issues will be evaluated in the next section.
Consideration of the economies of scale and financial costs of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B)
must account for one-off and on-going costs linked to the processing and support of the Lombok program. For
instance, The Faculty financial officer at the Provider University spends approximately 1.5 days (equivalent)
reconciling all expenditure after each annual program and the documentation needed for central financial
services for final approval and auditing of all financial flows.
9.4.5

Formalising the Trial

Due to the intertwined nature of the Collaborative Trial and the RUILI initiative the formalisation of the
collaboration is complex and numerous. Interestingly none of the agreements made reference to renewal or
review periods. Thus continuation or cessation can occur at any time offering little security for the continuation of
the Indonesian endeavours.
A key formalisation is the Collaboration Agreement between USC, UNE, CDU and UTas. At the time of writing
the Collaboration Agreement had not been signed but had received in principle agreement from all four partners.
The first draft was circulated in September 2007. The central issues of concern were related to copyright and
background intellectural property and moral rights. The processes and procedures at each institutional partner
were slight different but all needed to be adhered to and subsequently progress was quite slow. In many cases
the core project group found that they were continually having to emphasise the collaborative nature of this
project and that a key goal was to contribute and share rather than compete. Perhaps this pioneering concept of
four universities in collaboration in one discipline was unfamiliar and disclosed a lack of frameworks to facilitate
collaboration between different universities4.
A second pertinent formalised agreement was a MOU between USC and UNRAM. Formerly one had existed
between USC, CDU and UNRAM which was extended to March 2008. In the new MOU the intention was to
define a non-legal agreement that would recognise the commitment of both parties to the relationship. The MOU
includes, cooperation for current language delivery and desire to pursue future opportunities for research and
development. At time of writing the MOU is finalised and ready for signing by both parties.
ACICIS (the Australian Consortium for In-Country Indonesian Studies) does adopt a collaborative model for semesterlength and year-long studies in Indonesia.
4
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Via several RUILI workshops and meetings between the four collaborative partners it was agreed that there was
a need for a more specific Services Agreement between USC and CDU and UNRAM (the Host University) to
ensure more effective delivery of the in-country language program. Although the Partners initially hoped that the
Agreement could include all five universities, UNE and UTas legal and administrative departments were satisfied
with maintaining individual bi-lateral arrangements with UNRAM. However, all the Australian Indonesian
Academic collaborating partners were involved in defining the deliverables of the new contract. The Partners
identified and documented strengths and weaknesses in the following areas: administration and enrolment
procedures in Australia, professional development of the Indonesian instructors, administration at the Language
centre at UNRAM, student satisfaction, student accommodation, cultural activities, the Resident Director’s role,
course curriculum and course assessment. The Curriculum Liaison Director of the Language Centre at UNRAM,
Mr Made Sujana, was invited to attend the July RUILI Workshop at UNE where the Partners were able to openly
discuss issues of the in-country language program. As a result of these discussions a new Intensive Indonesian
Language Program Agreement (between USC, CDU and UNRAM) has been mutually drafted and will be signed
by USC, CDU and UNRAM after the overarching Collaboration Agreement (No. 1 above) is finalised and signed.
In addition the Partners have created several other Policy and Procedure Documents to help guide all activities
in the in-country Indonesian language program. These are:
•

Resident Directors Manual

•

Training Manual to support in-country professional development program / tutor training of 2-day
intensive plus 6 x 2 hour weekly sessions

•

Policy and procedures handbook for Australian administration and enrolment for in-country program (to
be passed on to Administering Australian university)

•

Six semesters of new/revised Indonesian language curriculum (funded through the RUILI CASR Grant)

Several additional Agreements and Arrangements have been enacted between members of the Indonesian
Language Consortium but are concerned with relationships and/or issues external to the Collaborative Trial
being described here.
9.4.6

Amendments to the Collaborative Model

In this trial the Collaborative Model as proposed by the Steering Committee was not completely implemented in
that the online component for the trial was in the provision of pre-departure information. The financial aspects
recommended for the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) that sees a 60/40 revenue sharing of
institutional EFTSL was not adopted.

9.5 Evaluation of the Trial
The evaluation of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) will include assessment of activities and
aims including:
1. The dynamics, advantages and systems of the shared administrative framework for managing the in-country
experiences of students and staff.
2. The financial aspects of the shared in-country short courses.
3. The design and delivery processes of new/revised curriculum materials for the shared in-country
programme.
4. The processes linked to the employment, resourcing, mentoring and training of local tutors.
5. Student feedback and evaluation (2008 program).
6. Consideration of the economies of scale and outcomes for the Indonesian sections/departments at USC,
UNE, UTas, and CDU as a result of implementation of The Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B).
9.5.1

Shared Administrative Framework

Creating and following up on the various Agreements was too often a distraction from actual curriculum writing,
USC’s primary role. However due to the fact that Intellectual Property and copyright issues were one of the major

87

Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Higher Education

components in the Agreements and USC was the primary creator of new material, the USC Research office was
particularly concerned with ensuring that any agreement would not in any way, disadvantage USC or render it
liable to copyright infringement.
The intention behind the collaboration and application for grants (to produce a common, core, quality curriculum
– on campus, online and in-country) held by all the Indonesian lecturers and supporting staff sustained and
motivated the project work. The Agreements however will provide value and a firm footing for effective use of the
newly created materials and for future collaboration in language delivery.
9.5.2

Financial Aspects of the Collaborative Trial

Much of this discussion overlaps to some extent with the focus on economies of scale presented below. However
the evaluation of the financial parameters will exclude aspects of pedagogy and staffing. The final report from the
Collaborative Trial outlined numerous financial transactions linked to the in-country immersion program. Some of
these were associated with the establishment of the cooperation such as the legal fees for the advice on IP and
copyright ($2693) and the preparation of an Administrative Handbook of Procedures and Processes ($1400) and
the development of revised curriculum (no cost provided). In addition approximate workload costs have been
suggested: 2 x 3 weeks (Resident Director), 1.5 days post-program administration and approximately 2 weeks of
pre-departure load (HEW 5 appointment). In addition the fee transactions per student enrolment have been
discussed: $150 per non-Provider University student enrolment paid to USC and $300 per student to UNRAM,
the Host University for tutorial fees etc.
In order to provide a reasonable time context to assess the financial arrangements Table 27 provides a 2-year
schematic cycle for the ‘in-country’ exercise. Enrolments – numbers and proportional spread among the partners
- are based on trends reported by the Collaborative Trial and all will be assumed to be Home University
students, i.e., no cross-institutional students. The EFTSL is calculated on the $ amount typically distributed to
Faculties. The in-country subject accounts for 12.5% of the student load or 0.125 EFTSL. As provided in
previous Collaborative Trials, the EFTSL for a languages student would be $15,518 and the share for this unit
would be $1939.75. Drawing upon sector wide trends it might be expected that the Faculty would receive 45% or
$872.89. On the surface it would appear that Faculties in the Partner Universities are participating in a sound
investment as from the $872.89 per student they need to pay $450, which results in a net position before
workload considerations of $422.89. This seems very generous in comparison with many of the Model 1 ‘fee for
service’ arrangements described elsewhere. Table 27 presents the Provider University as a constant in the 2year cycle.
The payment of the student fee to UMRAM, the Host University, will be allocated to each university based on
the schematic student enrolments. Administration costs have been approximated to HEW 5 salary scale with the
Provider University claiming 1.5 hours per total student cohort and Partner Universities 0.5 hours per Home
University enrolled students. Academic Workload has been calculated at 12.5% for the Provider University and
2% for the Partner Universities using a broad $ value based on Level B Lecturer salary scales. In Year 2 of the
schematic cycle, the academic workload distribution has been reduced for the Provider University to 10% and
0.5% for Partner Universities in light of the finalisation or pre-departure information preparation and
administration handbooks. These calculations are possibly too conservative but were adopted based on
information included in the Collaborative Trial Final Report submitted to the Project Director.
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YEAR 1
Students
EFTSL (no. of
students x $872.89)
Income
Administration Fee
($150 per course x 2)
Total
Fee to UMRAM
($300 per student)
Legal fee –
Agreements
Administration
Expenditure Handbook
Administrative
support (HEW 5 $28
per hour)
Workload Academic
Total Expenditure
Net Position at end of Year 1
YEAR 2
Students
EFTSL (no. of students x $872.89)
Administration Fee ($150 per course
x 2)
Total
Fee to UMRAM ($300 per student)
Administrative support (HEW 5 $28
per hour)
Workload Academic
Total Expenditure
Net Position for Year 2
Net Position at end of 2nd Year

Provider University
12

Partner1
5

Partner2
5

Partner3
8

$10474.65

$4364.45

$4364.45

$6983.12

$5400

0

0

0

$15874.65

$4364.45

$4364.45

$6983.12

$3600

$1500

$1500

$2400

$2500

$2500

$2500

$2500

0

0

0

$1400

MODEL ONLY

$854

$70

$70

$112

$2000
$6070
-$1705.55
Partner1
7
$6110.23

$2000
$6070
-$1705.55
Partner2
6
$5237.34

$2000
$7112
-$128.88
Partner3
10
$8728.90

$6900

0

0

0

$17,374.65
$3600

$6110.23
$2100

$5237.34
$1800

$8728.90
$3000

$854

$70

$70

$112

$10000
$14,454
$2920.65
-$2058.70

$500
$2670
$3440.23
$1734.68

$500
$2370
$2867.34
$1161.79

$500
$3612
$4116.90
$3988.02

$12500
$20854
-$4979.35
Provider University
12
$10474.65

Table 27: A Schematic Financial Model for the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) for
Indonesian
The financial schema shows that the Provider University is disadvantaged by the fee structure in place for the
Indonesian Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) of the Collaborative Trial. The disadvantage occurs
due largely to the minimal fee distribution from the partner universities and from the impact of the academic
workload consideration. The ‘fee for service’ distribution represents a 50/50 split and Partner Universities retain
their EFTSL load. In some cases the Provider University may benefit from any cross-institutional enrolments5
(not included in Table 27). The evaluation suggests that in order for sustainability to the Model that either the role
of Provider University is shared on a rotation basis or, if the knowledge and expertise of the past experiences is
valued, then potentially the ‘fee for service’ proportions must be addressed as recommended in the Model
descriptors to a 60/40 institutional fee arrangement. Another cost is the 2 x 3 week program and the 6-week
commitment for the Resident Director. Given the relatively modest student enrolment it may be worthwhile to
impose minimum student numbers for 1 x 3 week course before agreeing to undertake a 2 x 3 week option.

Issues and problems linked to cross-institutional enrolment processes will be discussed in the Evaluation of the
Collaborative Models chapter.
5
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Briefly, if the recommendations of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) were implemented this
would see $1163.89 per EFTSL distributed to the Provider University and $775.93 per EFTSL retained by the
partner universities. In Year 2 the Provider University would get an income of $44615.69 for 2.875 EFTSL. Each
of the partner universities would retain their 40% of the institutional income and would each only incur the liability
expenditure for administration support. They would be in a strong financial situation with zero, or very low
workload obligation for the language academics. For example University Partner 2 would show retained 40%
income of $4655.55 with expenditure of $570, (the Provider University is responsible for the tuition fees to
UNRAM and no administration fees would be implemented), providing a net financial position of $4085.55. The
Provider University would incur expenditure of $31354, which results in a net financial position of $13261 that
can then build in a Faculty infrastructure cost. Ideally the partners can see the value of the incentive to adopt the
revenue sharing advantage for collaboration used in Model I and all preferred enrolment administrative
processes in the collaborations.
Another issue linked to the financial evaluation concerns the risk level for international exchange. In the case of
Indonesia there may be some security in terms of the strength of the Australian Dollar. However the application
of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) to other languages and immersion contexts needs to take
this into consideration.
9.5.3

Processes for Curriculum Innovation

Developing teaching methods and classroom management processes are a major challenge for the in-country
immersion experience. The processes to introduce curriculum and develop appropriate teaching materials have
considered the needs of the Australian students and their expectations around teaching and learning styles but
have also recognised the inter/cross cultural aspects to the in-country immersion. The curriculum is inclusive of
the Indonesian classroom culture and scaffolding provided to students to assist with raising their sensitivities and
tolerance. The processes have also built in regular and routine workshops and meetings for all team members
and the UNRAM management and teachers that enable time to be spent discussing the curriculum. It is
expected the new curriculum will require some new assessment procedures and one of the partner universities,
CDU, has agreed to provide model assessment documents as a guide to UNRAM instructors. Advantages for the
Case Study has been the approach of modeling good practice and engaged collaboration to underpin the
processes being established for curriculum innovation in the in-country language provision.
9.5.4

Mentoring and Training of Local Tutors

The integration of UNRAM staff into the Collaborative Trial, (and the RUILI project) is both innovative and value
adding for the in-country immersion program for Indonesian. The Provider University receives a positive
advantage once the PhD student completes his candidature and has recognised the pedagogic value and longterm benefits in the ‘scholarship’ for his studies.
9.5.5

Student Feedback and Evaluation (2008 program).

To date, the Student Evaluation and Feedback developed for the CASR project has not been administered and
no results are available for the revised UNRAM Lombok program to be offered in January 2009. However
feedback from the 2008 in-country residential schools has been provided and a sample of the findings will be
discussed here. The survey instrument was submitted by a total of 20 students drawn from the 2 x 3 week
residencies. The sample of feedback included here relate to the key aims of the Collaborative Trial. However, it
must be emphasised that the revisions in relation to curriculum were not available to this cohort of students.
Table 28 provides the proportional distribution of students’ responses to a number of statements. The data is
based on the percentages provided by the project team averaged across the two iterations of the residential
school (the ‘question’ numbering is taken from the original data).
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

5%

5%

30%

34%

21%

5%
-

11%
5%

20%
41%

40%
24%

25%
30%

10%

14%

5%

50%

21%

5%

11%

30%

44%

10%

14%

16%

10%

36%

24%

The consortium of four Australian universities in
partnership with UNRAM is giving me excellent
educational opportunities
I actively used my Indonesian ,.., a lot in class
I used Indonesian much more ,.., outside of class
The teaching style was suited to this course and my
needs
Lombok,…, is an excellent location for this (program)
I would consider returning for another course in this
program

23
4
5
11
29
30

Table 28: Student Feedback from the UNRAM Lombok Residential In-Country Program
The interpretation of the sample of the student feedback that links with aspects of the Collaborative Trial is
slightly uninteresting due to the large proportion of students who select the ‘undecided’ option. The indecision
was less relevant for the statement about returning for another course in this program that attracted 30% of
respondents to rate in the negative or express disagreement about that option. However 55% of the cohort
showed their approval for the collaboration in Indonesian. These results need to be reconsidered in light of any
feedback from the 2009 versions as these plan to implement a raft of curriculum and classroom management
changes.
9.5.6

Economies of Scale for Indonesian at USC, CDU, UNE, UTas

The identification of USC as the administrative hub for the management of the in-country program provides an
instance of economies of scale for the support of the in-country program. However the financial and
administrative organisation of the ‘hub’ is not operating at the best advantage. Addressing the concerns
expressed above about the revenue sharing arrangements between the partners and the Provider University
bearing the full responsibility for payment of tuition fees to UNRAM, for example, would see a more efficient
system.
The Economies of Scale for the Indonesian programs at the partner universities are quite strong. Recent advice
to many of the Indonesian sections involved in the Collaborative Trial shows an expectation of cessation of
internal students of Indonesian unless enrolments improve. The shared provision of curriculum improves the
economies of scale and enhances the distance education potential among the partners. It remains unclear as to
any expected positive flow-on effects from the National Asian Languages and Studies in Schools Program
(NALSSP). With enrolments contracting the RUILI and the Collaborative Trail can only be seen as providing
value for economies of scale. Deans/PVCs examining the workload costs at all the universities except the
Provider University can see the advantages outlined for the continuation of the in-country program if the revenue
sharing of institutional EFTSL income can be negotiated, insurance and risk can be assured and the quality of
the program continues to improve.
9.5.7

Management, Administration and Implementation

The management and implementation of the Collaborative Trial exposed a number of problems and structural
barriers or delays to collaboration. One major cause for concern was the settlement or negotiations for accessing
and granting background IP and moral rights of authors, current participants and other 3rd parties, for curriculum
materials or usage thereof. This includes commercially published books and permissions and/or IP produced by
a person now deceased. The most straightforward avenue for collaboration was to use Commonwealth owned
project materials, e.g., TIFL 1994, and new material developed individually or as part of the RUILI initiative.
Evaluating this as a solution means resource allocation to revise and develop new materials as pre-existing
materials produced by others needs IP clearance and is not a straightforward option. The sharing of materials
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produced by the current consortium just requires a simple cross-licensing authority for use among the
signatories.
A second major issue is that of insurance and risk linked to the in-country program. Clear risk policies and
procedures have been devised by each partner with major responsibilities for USC as the Provider University. In
relation to insurance, it must be noted that there is no Australia-wide, or nationalised, student insurance
The Collaborative Trial was reasonably efficient as it liaised with, and worked closely for the RUILI consortium.
However, the administration of the ‘hub’ for the management of the in-country program would have worked more
efficiently if the full dimensions of the Cooperative Blended Model had been negotiated and implemented to
ensure sounder financial outcomes, particularly for the Provider University.
9.5.8

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

Strong, open and frank interpersonal relationships are characteristic of the inter-personal relationships between
the RUILI and Collaborative Trial Members. These have, on the whole, enhanced the planning, preparation and
design of the curriculum materials and the mentoring of the UNRAM tutors. The nature of the inter-institutional
relationships is framed by good will to formalise the collaboration but at the same time protective of their
immediate concerns, as is most appropriate, that means the processes to reach agreement and ensure
compliance with a range of concern is extremely time consuming. The previous discuss about the negotiation
linked to cross licensing, IP and moral rights is one example of inter-institutional relationships and the barrier to
timely implementation of collaborative arrangements.
Prior inter-institutional relationships had existed for USC, the Provider University and CDU with UNRAM linked
to in-country collaboration operating in 2004 and 2005. This built on an older CDU link with UNRAM in Lombok
which was suspended after the first Bali bombing. These established relationships meant good links with the
Pembantu Rektor 1 (equivalent to DVC) and key academics in the language Centre at UNRAM. One of the latter
Mr Untung Waluyo, undertook a PhD during this project with an education topic closely linked to the project
concerns.
9.5.9

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation

The implementation of equitable and innovative teaching and learning initiatives was visible for the Collaborative
Trial. To enhance the teaching and learning environments it is planned to conduct online audio-conferencing for
communication with UNRAM staff and Australian student-to-UNRAM-student learning activities. Much future
collaboration could be built on these beginnings. Quality is unable to be evaluated at this stage for the revised
2009 program as no data is available about benchmarking or student feedback as evaluation was not submitted
in time for the Final Report (student evaluation from the 2008 program was provided earlier). The Project Team
report that prior to the 2009 program ‘there has been significant discontent with teaching style in feedback
(informal and written) and some problems with range of proficiency levels in one class. The new common core
curriculum to be implemented ‘at home and away’ should ease this problem for consortium university students’.
Issues of equity arise in consideration of student access to institutionally funded opportunities to undertake the
in-country program. Some partner universities offer scholarships and many do not fund intensive international
short courses. The funds available through institutional international scholarships ranges from very small
amounts ($250) to significant grants ($1000) that would fund nearly all costs incurred in the in-country
Indonesian program.
9.5.10

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

Indonesia proves to be a financially reasonable destination for in-country immersions due to the favourable
exchange rate for the Australian dollar, affordable tuition costs and inexpensive travel and accommodation is
readily available for students. Such opportunities are relevant for international programs, particularly if an aim for
collaboration is to ensure maximising resource saving. Ideally, all students should participate in the program.
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This means that institutional resources must pay for all associated costs including the workload of the Resident
Director. Students are only liable for a $150 fieldwork or incidentals charge, in addition to the travel costs. As
institutions cannot insist on the compulsory attendance, just highly recommend the program, an alternative
option must be developed and timetabled for those students unable to participate. As discussed above the
transnational opportunity provides a satisfying immersion – linguistic, cultural and educational - experience for
students and scholarships or sponsorships would enable nearly all students to attend the in-country program.
A special issue linked to the globalisation of security caution and awareness is the threat of suspension of the
program due to the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Travel [DFAT] travel warnings. The response
among Australian universities to DFAT warnings has been varied in the past. Some universities have indicated
that they would not agree to send their students to Indonesia, i.e., not able to enrol the students and
consequently the students would not be covered by their Home Universities risk and travel policies and most
importantly insurance. At the same time, other universities recommended that their students reconsider travel to
Indonesia but that they would not prohibit their enrolment and therefore their insurance rights etc. These differing
scenarios resulted in some students cross-institutionally enrolling and attending the in-country program as a
student of the Provider University, i.e., the one that had facilitated the cross-institutional arrangement. The
differing possibilities arise due to different interpretations of the DFAT warnings and risk assessment by the
institutional insurance. Pragmatic considerations about the continued success of the Indonesian in-country
program must be evaluated in relation to institutions’ duty of care towards their students.

9.6 Conclusion
The trial of the Blended Online-In-Country Model (Version B) provides mixed results. It achieved outstanding
success for the development of curriculum and curriculum administration, the mentoring of tutors and the
identification of institutional structures and policies that need attention for collaborations. More limited were the
outcomes for the financial modelling and arrangements for the administrative hub but having established it as the
central contact point, additional negotiation should prove an effective resource allocation mechanism.
Unfortunately the inclusion of an online component that would supplement the in-country immersion did not
develop sufficiently for any form of evaluation. The project team reported that only face-to-face teaching was
considered for the in-county program. However the online component could be developed in the future as some
form of pre-departure exercise and the introduction of inter-cultural communication or cultural sensitisation
activities.
The application of the model to other language contexts the pedagogic value for the in-country immersion
experience and the processes that the project team have established for the mentoring of local tutors have been
sufficiently demonstrated. The relatively modest cost of the local tutors contributes to the viability for sustaining
the Model. It would have limited financial sustainability for more expensive countries such as Japan or Korea.
A by-product of the trial has been the identification of IP and moral rights for curriculum and associated crosslicensing requirements as fundamental to a successful teaching and learning program. The issue of insurance
across participating universities was highlighted and deserves attention for coherent and comprehensive
attention to institutions’ duty of care toward their students.
The project team hopes that future projects with grants perhaps dealing with language advocacy, marketing and
promotion will lift the profile of Indonesian study back to its former standing. They also suggest that scholarships
(‘HECS exempt) for languages students and subsidisation of in-country studies would do much to attract talented
languages students, especially teacher education students.
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10 Case Study 6: German
10.1 Introduction
German is a major world language with an extensive culture and literature record and history. In Australia it has
had a long and somewhat turbulent history marked by its censorship during the war periods in the 20th century
followed by waves of post-war migration and strong settlement patterns in various regions. In secondary schools
German has featured as a prominent language along with French and more recently Japanese, Indonesian and
Chinese/Mandarin. In the tertiary sector German was strongly represented with leading international experts
taking up leadership positions through Chairs in the discipline in many Australian Universities for much of the 20th
century. However, despite the increased profile of Germany its language and the teaching of German have not
gained similar significance. Furthermore in Australia German as a language of the community is in decline.
German is classified a widely taught language in Australian universities (White & Baldauf 2006) but since 1988
seven (7) university programs teaching German have closed, with 18 universities teaching German in 2005 (p:8).
German is taught in all states and the ACT but is not taught in the Northern Territory. In 2003 German was
introduced at RMIT. Over the 2001-2005 period German EFTSL enrolments were relatively stable with a small
contraction of 3.6%. However, along with Indonesian, German EFTSL enrolments were the lowest of the widely
taught languages. There were 19.8 staff positions dropped in universities during 2001-2005 and 10 staff
positions taken up in universities revealing a 9.8 net loss of German academic staff members across Australian
universities. German also showed one of the largest increases in casualisation of teaching staff with growth in
casual teaching hours of 34.41% (White & Baldauf 2006:16). This staffing trend suggests that with contraction of
the number of universities teaching German and the associated reduction of EFTSL and the loss of staffing
positions, the remaining teaching areas are relying on casual staff to provide German teaching to Australian
university students.
Honours programs in the Humanities are seen as the primary ‘training’ ground for the preparation of future
scholars. Although the nature and purpose of such programs are undergoing significant changes in the
contemporary higher education context, there is still a strong adherence to the preparatory role of Honours for a
career within Academia in the Humanities. Given the precarious state in which many language departments find
themselves, it is perhaps not surprising that students of language contemplating a career in academia are
concerned about their career opportunities in the discipline of language and often choose a combined honours or
even move into the ‘area studies’ field (see Pauwels (2007)). In addition structural aspects of Honours viewed as
an add-on undergraduate experience is proving less attractive than options with a clear postgraduate profile.
Graduate Diplomas that frequently do not require an Honours qualification are viewed as a more reliable career
pathway. Many Honours programs in languages have operated with less than 5 enrolments in recent times
putting such programs at risk because of resourcing implications.
The Collaborative Trial implemented the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) in cooperation
for German Honours between UWA, ANU and Monash Universities. The rationale for this collaborative trial
brings together concerns about the absence of– or diminishing – peer-to-peer interaction in German Honours
and an increasing reliance on ‘studies’ (e.g. European Studies) coursework or individual ‘reading’ subjects.
Effectively this reduces the opportunities for interaction and a dedicated focus on German. However to continue
to offer dedicated class-room based German units for very small numbers is not an effective or sustainable future
for staff or managing resources. The residential school component of this trial aims to address these concerns by
a rotation system among the collaboration partners for one ‘unit/subject’ of study. Effectively prior study in the
shared unit would be online and then students would travel to attend the residential school at one of the
collaborating partner universities.
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A second rationale is the perception of advantage to consider curriculum to continue dialogue about a common
national standard for Honours students of German. The Collaborative Trial is not engaging with the excellent
one-to-one setting of the thesis supervision component in Honours programs.

10.2 Dimensions of the Trial and the Collaborative Model
The dimensions of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) being trialled involved a
complexity for the roles of Provider and Host University. The Host University was shared among two of the
partners – UWA and Monash – as this largely involved the hosting of the residential school. However in the
provision of the online materials UWA could be seen as the Provider University. The students enrolled in their
respective Home Universities and travelled to the Host University to attend the residential school.
Table 29 is a summary of the dimensions of the trial:
Collaborative Model
Language

German

The Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
Provider/Host1

Provider/Host2

Provider/Host3

The University of Western Australia

*Australian National University

Monash University

*Australian National University did not host the residential immersion program during rhe Collaborative Trial
Classification of languages based on White & Baldauf (2006)

German

Widely taught

Status of language in Host University

Maintenance of language program at The University of Western Australia,
Australian National University & Monash University

Language levels of collaboration

Honours [4th year level]

Year level of collaboration:

2007

2008

2009

4th

4th

4th

Table 29: Overview of the UWA, ANU & Monash Collaboration for German

10.3 Project Aims & Rationale
The research project‘s key aims were to: i) develop and implement shared curricula for German Honours
students among the collaborative partners; ii) plan and hold an intensive immersion residential school for
German Honours Students; iii) develop a sound pedagogic and financially responsible model of cooperation for
shared Honours teaching across Australia; iv) cooperate with a private provider – Goethe Institute – in the
delivery of programs at the residential school.
The key stages of the project identified in the Expression of Interest include:
1. Development of an administrative framework, including communication strategies, to support the
collaboration and the management of the immersion residential school.
10. Coordinate and hold an intensive immersion residential school: The planning for the enrolment and
participation of students, delivery of curricula and conduct the enrolment, administration and provide the
infrastructure support for students. Cooperate with the Goethe Institute in the delivery of residential school
program.

10.4 Organisation and Implementation of the Trial
The experiences, developments and organisation of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version
A) Collaborative Trial are described below. The overview of the implementation and organisation of the trial
draws upon reports submitted as part of the trial reporting obligations. The evaluation of the Collaborative Trial
and the implementation, or testing, of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) largely
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extracts findings from the trial reports and assesses the outcomes in terms of the model structure and evaluation
factors adopted by the Steering Committee. The evaluation includes some interpretations that may be viewed as
divergent from the views reported by the project team. The discussion also includes some recommendations or
proposals for the enhancement of the collaborative arrangements and in this way links with the Scenarios
proposed for the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) earlier.
10.4.1

Curriculum and Pedagogy

The creation and testing of a residential school model – the Blended Immersion On-Line Model - was the key
focus for the curriculum and teaching and learning innovation of the Collaborative Trial. It was decided to focus
the content of the course to be delivered online and through the Residential School on the German author
Günter Grass. The Residential School provided a variety of immersion activities including students making
presentations to members of the local Goethe Society (German Cultural Society), attending performances of a
Grass play (performances by UWA German Student theatre Group and supported by Goethe Institute). The online material included a simulation exercise, guest lectures from world experts on Grass and many ‘readings’ by
Günter Grass himself.
Contact, communication and knowledge transfer among the project participants and teaching staff took place in
formal and informal settings as well as on-line and face-to-face (on-line classroom and face-to-face session,
video-conferencing, excursions, etc.). This mix of virtual and face-to-face contact proved relevant and necessary
for the provision of a supportive teaching and learning environment. Students had access to recorded lectures,
power point slides, online discussions, feedback, submission of assessments and a publication platform for their
work. The ‘immersion’ experience was enriched by extending the online interactions with students at Koblenz
and Karlsruhe Universities in Germany.
Assessment was shared among the staff at the collaborating universities with a system of double marking.
Marking guidelines and grade schemes were agreed upon by the participating universities ahead of time and
communicated to the students as part of their semester plan. Upon determination of the final grades these were
communicated via email to the respective programme coordinators / conveners and in turn passed on to the
relevant administrative staff as per institutional procedures.
10.4.2

Course Administration

Student enrolment occurred at their Home institutions in the respective Honours / Honours unit codes. No crossinstitutional or Host University, (of the Residential School), enrolment occurred, nor were any new codes
introduced for the trial. This was deemed most workable as the participating universities use very different
systems; ranging from ‘no specific enrolment details’ (ANU only has one Honours Code that covers full-time or
part-time enrolments respectively) to ‘specific and highly fragmented enrolment details” (e.g., UWA has different
unit codes for all aspects of the Honours year).
Following confirmation of enrolment students’ details (name and email address) to the Provider university
students were enrolled in WebCT. the online learning management system (LMS) used at UWA. The notification
of enrolment and provision of student details facilitated participation in an email induction to WebCT. The
enrolment process into UWA WebCT and its management structure was sufficient to “control” traffic and provide
an online learning environment that was well managed with regard to any IP issues.
The other element of the Collaborative Trial involved the development of an administrative framework for the
management of the Residential School. The following steps were undertaken to manage the academic teaching
and learning administration of the residential school. The coordinators report that at the end of every semester,
email exchanges between the various university representatives will determine the place, time and theme of the
joint Honours seminar for the following semester. A first draft of the programme including assessment details is
circulated, discussed and finalised by all universities involved. The universities advertise the joint seminar as
early as possible to all third year and ongoing Honours students. Students submit an expression of interest in
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Week1 of the teaching semester and receive official invitations to participate in the residential school in Week 2.
All assessment items are double-marked by staff at the Provider University and the students’ Home University
(where these two are the same, the assessment is benchmarked by another university involved in the
collaboration). The reporting of marks and grades is conducted within the institutional requirements of the
students’ Home University.
Unfortunately an administrative support framework did not eventuate during the Collaborative Trial. It was the
programme leaders / conveners of German Studies at the cooperating institutions who were responsible for the
administration of the Residential School. The Provider University, UWA, determined that 20% of the concerned
academic’s workload was devoted to the Honours Cooperation. Two casual staff assisted in the development of
unit content and IT interfaces. The rotation of the residential school in the future among the collaboration
partners should see the workload become more equitable and likewise with the planned extension to include
some additional universities. The development of an administrative framework to manage and implement the
Residential School will likewise reduced the workload arrangements.
10.4.3

Financial Arrangements

The funds for the Collaborative Trial covered all travel and accommodation costs of the students attending the
two Residential Schools. The costs for these however, were not standardised in terms of an amount per student
or a calculation of approximate costs for the travel depending on the location of the Residential School vis-à-vis
the place of the student’s Home University. The project team proposes that a flat rate of $1000 per student be
paid to the Host University, of the residential school, to cover travel claims for students travelling to attend the
Residential School. The partner university/ies would pay the fee for their students who enrol in the Unit and
attend the Residential School. This fee should also cover some additional workload factor for the Honours
Coordinator at the Host University and potentially some administrative support.
10.4.4

Formalising the Trial

The Collaboration did not enact any formal contract for the Residential School and the continuation of the
Collaborative Model or for the obligations, roles and responsibilities of the various parties or for any termination,
review or renewal date.
Within the Collaborative Trial decisions were made on a semester-by-semester arrangement about the
Residential School and the online aspect of the Collaborative Model.
10.4.5

Amendments to the Collaborative Model

In this trial the Collaborative Model as proposed by the Steering Committee was not completely implemented.
The variations are listed below:
1. The teaching and learning elements of the Collaborative Model with its rationale of intensive immersion was
not the engaging principle for the teaching and learning pedagogy.
2. As discussed above, the online coursework component was not developed to such an extent that all
students, at Provider and Host Universities could access the material and at UWA students continued to
attend face-to-face classes in addition to the residential school. Clearly the dualism – face-to-face and (ad
hoc) online materials – does not really enhance the Model and its aim to make more effective use of
resources. It would appear that for the integrity of the model the context may need to undergo some revision
from the teaching and learning modes implemented in the Collaborative Trial. The evaluation provides some
commentary on the use of online innovations and structured support for internal students used to face-toface learning contexts.
3. Revenue sharing of a 60/40 split was not trialled.
4. Staffing responsibility for the Residential School was not restricted to the Provider/Host University in the
Collaborative Trial.
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10.5 Evaluation of the Trial
This innovative program of a shared program for German Honours language students is the sole representative
of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A). It is therefore disappointing that the
implementation and the collaboration did not meet the full potential of the model. The set of evaluation criteria
proposed by the Collaborative Trial in the Expression of Interest included:
1. The dynamics, advantages and systems for the shared Administrative Framework in facilitating
collaborations with intensive residential programs.
2. The financial aspects of the residential school and its organisation.
3. The design and delivery of new/revised curriculum materials and pedagogy for the online support of the
residential school.
4. The web based communication strategy for academics, students and administrators.
5. Detailed student evaluation and satisfaction surveys across the student cohort groups.
6. The economies of scale and outcomes for the European language sections/ departments at UWA and ANU
as a result of the implementation of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A).
7. The future possibility for extending the delivery of Honours programs in other languages and other
institutions.
The evaluation of the economies of scale (item 6) has been subsumed into discussion of the financial aspects of
the Collaborative Trial (item 2). Consideration of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) as
a vehicle for delivery of Honours programs in languages (item 7) has been addressed in the Report as part of the
scenarios for application of the Model and will not be separately considered here. The application of the general
Evaluation Factors follows the discussion of items 1-5 below.
10.5.1

Shared Administrative Framework

An Administration Framework was not developed to the implementation stage during the Trial. Largely this was
due to the problems encountered in the low participation rates in terms of student enrolments among the 3
collaborating universities. However such a framework needs to be in place in order for the processing of
enrolments in the Residential School, the practical arrangements for travel and accommodation and the
monitoring of the rotation system that underpins the resource advantages for such collaboration.
The framework would ideally be able to work with all partners for the maintenance of and student access to IT
systems and LMS. Initially the proposal was to engage an IT consultant on a fractional basis, however, the
nature of the support activities during the trial was assessed as ad hoc and did not warrant an appointment. The
administrative framework once established would be able to engage with the various universities even though
institutional IT support is organised very differently, with some support providers residing at faculty, university or
departmental level. During the trial the project coordinator suggested that dependence on IT support was kept to
an absolute minimum, with the view to making the collaboration as user-friendly and sustainable as possible.
This in the longer term would not be sustainable and if the teaching and learning innovations about the nature of
online learning would be implemented, IT support would need to be integrated into the Administrative
Framework.
The operationalisation of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) is dependent upon some
form of shared administrative framework. Unfortunately due to the competitive nature of the Honours
environment it would be challenging for one of the partner universities to be the site for such an administration
‘hub’. As discussed in the evaluation of the Blended Online & Intensive in-country Immersion Model (Version B)
Collaborative Trial for Indonesian, payment of an administration ‘fee’ does not resolve the responsibility issue. To
insist that a Host University become the ‘hub’ in the cycle when it holds the Residential School is not a
reasonable option either. Once the administration process has been established, that knowledge is very
important and if the hub were to rotate along with the Residential School, valuable resources may be
unnecessarily wasted in the familiarisation and training of the Host University administration support. It would
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seem that ideally, a 3rd party, neutral, but familiar with the Australian Higher Education sector, could take
responsibility for this. Recommendation VI identifies the establishment of a Virtual Languages Institute that could
be located inside Universities Australia as a possible location for the administration framework or ‘hub’.
10.5.2

Financial Aspects of the Trial

The evaluation of the financial aspects of the trial, is difficult to ascertain as discussed earlier. However the
Collaborative Trial Reports have proposed that a strategic plan must be developed to determine the sustainability
of the current model as it is resource intensive and must address the cost of local facilitators at all participating
institutions; the cost of staff members teaching and co-ordinating the courses; and cost of technical support as
everyone has to rely heavily on their university’s multimedia providers for communication (video-conferencing or
‘skyping’/iChat) and for the development of their on-line materials. This issue is important for this Model in the
context of Honours in languages students participating in interactive IT. The capabilities of University IT networks
to host the video conferencing or other software is more complex than individual’s experiences with internetbased applications. Issues of licensing, compliance and network security impact on the collaboration as does the
financial impact for payment of AARNET subscription and the imperative to protect itself and its financial liability.
Caution and careful configuration of applications is vital to protect institutions from ‘rogue’ Internet traffic. Of
course the competitive nature of the sector and its diversity of LMS means that collaboration must consider
licensing costs as well as issues of student access as discussed earlier.
Responding to these constraints and issues the following is a proposal for consideration as the financial
dimensions for a Collaboration of this nature for German (and/or other languages) Honours Students. Part of this
discussion was presented in the Scenarios section of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version
A) presentation earlier in this report. To address issues linked to economies of scale it assumes that the sharing
of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) subject/unit involves a 4-year cycle shared
among 4 (minimum) universities each offering it once in the cycle. This would mean that once every 4 years a
particular institution would be both a Host and Provider University. Unlike the Collaborative Trial such a rotation
system would see a shared curriculum developed for the online and Residential School components that would
then be hosted and provided by one of the partners once every 4 years.
Resources would need to be devoted to ensure a robust online experience for all students. Unlike the situation in
the Collaborative Trial the online learning would not just be a repository of resources but would need to consider
integrated and scaffolded learning for the internal students. Students would continue to enrol in their Home
University. The collaborative partner universities would share the revenue on a 60/40 arrangement and the pay a
‘Host/Provider University would need to cover costs associated with student travel and student administration.
The illustrated example takes the recommendation from the Collaborative Trial of $1000 fee per student. Given
the focus on financial matters the following excludes pedagogic issues for the moment.
1. The DEEWR contributions for Commonwealth-supported funding for foreign languages will total $15,518 per
EFTSL in 2009, which comprises a Commonwealth Grant Scheme amount of $10,317 and a Student
Contribution amount of $5,201. If one assumes that the subject/unit of study involved in the Blended Online
& Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) would account for 25% of the Honours load (which approximately
translates to the standard proportion for a coursework requirement currently operating in most Go8 Honours
Programs) then the institutional income would equate to $3879.50 per EFTSL for this Unit. A 60/40 revenue
sharing arrangement, agreed to at institutional level as required by the Model would be implemented.
2. It is difficult to assign a workload calculation for the proposed unit/subject. It must be repeated that unlike the
practices adopted in the Collaborative Trial, the proposed unit would not include a face-to-face classroom
experience except at the Residential School. The online component would be structured to include
opportunities for interaction but no staff members would need to conduct classroom tutorials. If the
formalised agreement were for a 4-year period then potentially the first Host/Provider University might
require some additional funds for the increased workload. Bearing this in mind we might assume that the
workload for the Host/Provider University, in any other year of the cycle, might relate to 20% of the
academic workload calculation (costed below at $20,000).
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3. The Residential School would need to be very structured with intensive immersion learning for at least 10
days (or 2 weekends and the week in between). Clearly financial resources would be greater in the 1st round
of the cycle but economies of scale would start to occur after the initial 12-month period. It is estimated that
$1000 per student would be an average commitment for travel and accommodation to be paid for by the
Host/Provider University.
4. Costs for IT, student support and administration for the Host/Provider University during the year in the cycle
in which it would host the Residential School is assumed to equate to 3 hrs per student (at the average
appointment level HEW5). This workload would need to account for the complete student cohort including
those students for whom the Host/Provider University is not their Home University.
Table 30 is an attempt to graphically map the proposed financial dimensions of the Blended Online & Intensive
Immersion Model (Version A) over a 4-year cycle for 4 universities. Table 30 adopts the 2009 DEEWR student
load income in the calculations for years 1-4 and expenditure items remain constant over the 4-year cycle. In
addition to the costs and income elaborated in 1-4 above Table 30 includes student enrolment numbers.
Students enrol in their Home University and a 60/40 revenue sharing arrangement, of the institutional income,
has been implemented with the Host/Provider University in receipt of the 60%. The example proposed is aimed
at workload and financial arrangements frequently managed by Deans/PVCs in Australian universities. The
student cohort is loosely based on recent enrolment trends, which includes annual variations and institutional
differences in an attempt to reflect the Honours patterns for German in Australian universities. Travel costs will
necessarily vary for real time applications of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) but
have been calculated as follows - $400 air travel + $50 per day x 10 days ($500) for board+ $100 for
miscellaneous expenses.
Deans/PVCs examining this evaluation will need to remember that the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion
Model (Version A) is based on the institutional student income received that has not be subjected to the 45%
(approximate) distributed to Faculties. This means that the 60/40 revenue sharing arrangements are of the
institutional income and not the residue after the 45% has been applied. The financial modelling in Table 30 has
also not taken into consideration any Faculty-based proportion that is routinely reserved for student support prior
to redistribution to the teaching area. It needs to be stressed that it is only as a result of the incentive to
participate in collaboration that the institutional income could be considered. If the 60/40 split needs to apply after
distribution, i.e. to the $1745.78 per student, the Provider/Host University would be entitled to $1047.47. This
would mean that nearly all monies received from the visiting students would be spent on the assumed travel
costs of $1000 per student. While it would mean resource savings in relation to the 3 years when the language
staff were not engaged in the Residential School, it would mean that the hosting in the 4th year would involve
deficit results. Workload relative to the modelling proposed in Table 30 would equate to $60,000 over the 3 years
the local students would complete the online learning and attend the Residential Schools hosted by partner
universities.
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UNIVERSITY A
ROLE

YEAR
1

ENROLLED HOME STUDENTS
Income [25% EFTSL: $3879.50 per student]
INCOME
Fees from NON-HOME University students
TOTAL INCOME
Pay 60% fee to HOST/PROVIDER
Workload calculation (20%)
Administrative support (3 hrs per student in
EXPENDITURE
cohort, at HEW5)
IT and LMS costs
Travel, accommodation ($1000 per student)
TOTAL EXPENDITURE
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION AT END OF YEAR 1 IN CYCLE
ROLE

YEAR
2
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ENROLLED HOME STUDENTS
Income [25% EFTSL: $3879.50 per student]
INCOME
Fees from NON-HOME University students
TOTAL INCOME
Pay 60% fee to HOST/PROVIDER
Workload calculation (20%)
Administrative support (3 hrs per student in
EXPENDITURE
cohort, at HEW5)
IT and LMS costs
Travel, accommodation ($1000 per student)
TOTAL EXPENDITURE
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION for YEAR 2
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION AT END OF 2ND YEAR IN CYCLE
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HOST/PROVIDER
6
$23277.00
$13966.20
$37,243.20
0
$20,000
$1000
$2000
$6000
$29000.00
$8243.20
UNIVERSITY A
Pay 60% per student to
University B
4
$15518.00
0
$15518.80
$9310.80
0

UNIVERSITY B
Pay 60% per student to
University A
2
$7759.00
0
$7759.00
$4655.40
0
0

UNIVERSITY C
Pay 60% per student to
University A
3
$11638.50
0
$11638.50
$6983.10
0

0
0
$4655.40
$3103.60
UNIVERSITY B

0
0
$6983.10
$4655.40
UNIVERSITY C
Pay 60% per student to
University B
2
$7759.00
0
$7759.00
$4655.40
0

0

UNIVERSITY D
Pay 60% per student to
University A
1
$3879.50
$3879.50
$2327.70
$
0

MODEL ONLY

HOST/PROVIDER
5
$19397.50
$16293.90
$35691.40
0
$20,000

0

0
0
$2327.70
$1551.50
UNIVERSITY D
Pay 60% per student to
University B
1
$3879.50
0
$3879.50
$2327.70
0

0

$1000

0

0

0
0
$9310.80
$6208
$14451.20

$2000
$7000
$30,000
$5691.40
$8795.00

0
0
$4655.40
$3103.60
$7759.00

0
0
$2327.70
$1551.50
$3103.60

ROLE

YEAR
3

ENROLLED HOME STUDENTS
Income [25% EFTSL: $3879.50 per student]
INCOME
Fees from NON-HOME University students
TOTAL INCOME
Pay fee to HOST/PROVIDER ($1000 per
student)
Workload calculation (20%)
EXPENDITURE Administrative support (3 hrs per student in
cohort, at HEW5)
IT and LMS costs
Travel, accommodation ($1000 per student)
TOTAL EXPENDITURE
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION AT END OF YEAR 3
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION AT END OF 3ND YEAR IN CYCLE
ROLE

YEAR
4

ENROLLED HOME STUDENTS
Income [25% EFTSL: $3879.50 per student]
INCOME
Fees from NON-HOME University students
TOTAL INCOME
Pay 60% fee to HOST/PROVIDER
Workload calculation (20%)
Administrative support (3 hrs per student in
EXPENDITURE
cohort, at HEW5)
IT and LMS costs
Travel, accommodation ($1000 per student)
TOTAL EXPENDITURE
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION for YEAR 4
NET FINANCIAL SITUATION AT END OF 4TH YEAR IN CYCLE

UNIVERSITY A
Pay 60% per student to
University C
4
$15518.00
0
$15518.00

UNIVERSITY B
Pay 60% per student to
University C
3
$11638.50
0
$11638.50

UNIVERSITY C
4
$15518.00
$16526.60
$32,044.60

UNIVERSITY D
Pay 60% per student to
University C
1
$3879.50
0
$3879.50

HOST/PROVIDER

$9310.80

$6983.10

0

$2327.70

0

0

$20,000

0

0

$1000

0

0

MODEL ONLY

0
0
$9310.80
$6208.00
$20659.20
UNIVERSITY A
Pay 60% per student to
University C
3
$11638.50
0
$11638.50
$6983.10
0

0
0
$6983.10
$4655.40
$13450.40
UNIVERSITY B
Pay 60% per student to
University C
4
$15518.00
0
$15518.00
$9310.80
0

$2000
$9000
$32000
$2044.60
$9803.60
UNIVERSITY C
Pay 60% per student to
University C
2
$7759.00
0
$7759.00
$4655.40
0
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HOST/PROVIDER
3
$11638.50
$20949.30
$32587.00
0
$20,000

0

0

0

$1000

0
0
$6983.10
$2984.00
$23643.00

0
0
$9310.80
$6208.00
$19658.00

0
0
$4655.40
$3103.60
$12907.20

$2000
$9000
$32,000
$587.00
$5241.50

Table 30: Schematic Financial Situation for a 4-Year Cycle of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
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0
0
$2327.70
$1551.50
$4654.50
UNIVERSITY D

The proposed financial scheme to support the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A)
presented in Table 30 shows a sound financial profile over the 4-year cycle for all of the partners. However for
the very small enrolments in University D, a cost neutral position rests entirely on the presumption that a
negotiated agreement for access to the institutional income can be established. Indeed if Faculty distributed
revenue is the basis for the 60/40 split then the financial advantages diminish. It would be likely that if enrolments
fell below 3 students on average then the Host/Provider University would operate the Residential School with a
loss under those circumstances. However a manager or Dean assessing the workload impact to run Honours
classes for the 1-2 students enrolled each year may see the advantages for a zero workload in the nonresidential school years of the cycle that means the staff member can be allocated more effectively to larger
classes or able to complete research activities more timely.
10.5.3

Online Curriculum Materials and Pedagogy

The Collaborative Trial Final Report identified the development of a ‘sound pedagogical model’ as one of the
challenges for the further development of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A).
Evaluation of the materials, use of online technologies and curriculum development would support that
conclusion. The team project leader says ‘As for the pedagogical framework, the use of educational technology
in teaching and learning must be pedagogically based. Adequate planning, implementation strategies, evaluation
and reporting must be included in proposed innovations and projects’.
One of the collaborating partners reports a preference for an integrated course with a focus on methodologies
and advanced language analysis and immersion for future collaborations for their Honours Students. The
subject/course implemented for the Collaborative Trial involved a specialised literature/culture focus that perhaps
could exclude parts of the student cohort of Australian Honours in German students. The Collaborative Trial did
not really take advantage of the resource savings outlined in the model description with some of the students at
one university continuing to participate in face-to-face tutorials, which other external students could not access.
Students need to be encouraged to see the value for online and alternative pedagogies and scaffolding for their
learning needs are fundamental to this, as is assessment linked to the mode of participation in online
communities. For the purposes of this model, the online component could implement a collaborative and
cumulative task that requires online communication and preparation among the networked students for a
presentation at the Residential School, for example.
10.5.4

Web-based Communication Strategies

A successful aspect of the Collaborative Trial was the use of international links and technologies to encourage
discussion and linguistic immersion for the German language Honours students. This provides a sound basis for
future collaboration to ensure Australia-wide conversations with students in German universities. Some aspects
of the Indonesian collaboration would be useful for the partners to consider in terms of regular online realtime
web-based communication and meetings for planning and evaluation purposes.
10.5.5

Student Evaluation

Student feedback in the Collaborative Trial was mixed. Feedback relating to the IT concerns, LMS and other
forms of communication indicated that most student experiences problems when they sought to communicate
with staff and students outside their Home University. Feedback relating to the Residential School experience
was overall (very) positive: although students saw the intensity of the Residential School as demanding they
could see the benefits of such a mode of learning. Many students provided comments in the open–ended section
of the Collaborative Trial Student Evaluation Form:
Student A: Enrolment more complicated problems connecting to IT learning platform lectures online tutorials only sporadic –
viewed the online component as ‘UWA’. Residential school ‘bit of a holiday with a bit of German discussion’
Student B: I have really enjoyed this week’s conference and feel it has given me the motivation to continue with my German
studies. Despite the long hours, I found it very helpful to have an intensive week of discussions about Günter Grass. Every
day we covered different aspects of his work and because it was over a week, everything we had learnt the previous day
was still clear in our minds. I really enjoyed being able to discuss topics with others who are also interested in German
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Literature, especially as this involved not only fellow Honours students from UWA but also from Canberra as well as
lecturers from both Canberra and Melbourne.
Student C: The Gunter Grass Honours Seminar, Semester 2 2007 has been a thoroughly enjoyable experience. The
workload has certainly been demanding, especially the twelve-hour days during the week-long conference but the intensity
has certainly had a positive effect on my language skills. As my first Honours seminar, I was admittedly surprised at the
difficulty of the unit, and I don’t think I am the only one, but having nothing to compare it with, is difficult to comment.
Student D: The Gunter Grass seminar has been an intensive, creative, inspiring week of learning, which has combined
many different learning areas to make it an outstanding learning experience. The inclusion of other honours students from
around Australia has meant that we have had the chance to hear differing opinions and have had a wider range of input than
we are usually accustomed to. I have felt that this has been highly valuable and incredibly worthwhile.
Student E: “I felt the combination of expert lectures in combination with the student presentations was a very effective
structure. Also of great benefit were the assigned additional readings for our specialist topic. It was unfortunate, however,
that a lot of them were not available to us at UWA and there was not enough time to order them. In respect to the readings,
the organisers in Melbourne could have provided a bit more support. The ones that I was able to get hold of, were well
chosen and allowed us to contribute and gain much more from the sessions.
Student F: “I would have liked to have more information given throughout the semester (before we came to Melbourne),
perhaps in the form of online lectures and more communication between the unis. I found it very difficult to know what
standard of work would be expected and thought that there was a bit of a double-up on some of the lecturers’ topics and
those discussed by the students straight after. I would have preferred if we had given our talks before the lecturers as I
found it quite daunting having to go after and make sure that I didn’t repeat too much of what was said earlier. In addition,
many of the secondary sources were unavailable in WA and so, it was difficult for us to do all of the recommended
readings.”

10.5.6

Management, Administration and Implementation

The oversight of this Collaborative Trial was not supported by institutional formalisation beyond the agreement to
undertake the terms and conditions of the project as part of the CASR grant. A consequence of the lack of
formalisation is the absence of formal planning and direction for the collaboration. A contributing factor to the lack
of senior management was the change in Faculty Deans of the collaborating partners during the trial period.
However, interest was high in engaging in collaboration to ensure continued succession planning for German
scholars and the provision of rich language immersion contexts for their students and the rationalisation of
resources. Deans were comfortable about the collaborative arrangements, as the model did not in anyway
interfere with the thesis and supervision component of the Honours year. A meeting in early 2007 witnessed the
representation of nearly all Go8 German Departments/Sections, (French was the representative of Adelaide
University), based on recommendations and support from the Deans.
In spite of this enthusiasm Honours appears to be very much a ‘locally’ managed student cohort and coveted for
their future postgraduate potential. German academics are keen to hold onto Honours students as a result of
long-term investment in these particularly bright students. After 3 years, the Honours students are typically the
high achieving and motivated students who work hard and are interested in the ideas and knowledges of the
lecturers. In addition teaching Honours students is seen as ‘rewarding’ and an opportunity to ensure continuation
of particular research specialisations. Many language academics are reluctant to allow them to be ‘exposed’ or
‘induced’ to consider another university as preferable for their future studies. Genuine fears about retaining
student enrolments at all costs are prevalent. Financial considerations are also believed to be gained if you can
ensure Honours enrolments. Discussion above about the limitations for the collaboration for those institutions
with 1 Honours student to a large extent validates that perception (but workload allocation would typically see a
reading course proposed rather than the type of learning environment proposed in this model). For more than 1
or 2 students, the financial ‘advantage’ for academics teaching Honours coursework cannot be sustained and the
Collaborative Trial Model demonstrates a possibility to rationalise and share resource allocations and
constraints.
The Collaborative Trial recognised the limitations of the collaborative arrangements that had occurred due to the
absence of formalised management and leadership. The Collaborative Trial recommends that the Honours
Initiative would best operate under the direction of an Advisory Board. The board should consist of one
representative from each participating university, as well as one member not related to German Studies, from
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any one of the participating universities who operates at a sufficiently senior level, to be able to comment on
university procedures and regulations. Strategically, Honours coordinators from other German Studies
programmes within Australia should be invited to attend with view to raising awareness and to generate interest
in this cooperation.
10.5.7

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

Prior to the Collaborative Trial all of the partners had established relationships – the Deans of the Collaborating
partners and the German academics – but the sharing of teaching and learning resources had not featured to
date. Changes to the Deans of the relevant Faculties and variations to the management of change and
distribution of resources meant that established patterns of communication, reporting and liaising had
disappeared. The omission of any formalisation of the Honours collaboration and in particular the administration
of the rotated Residential School has limited the development of strong Inter-institutional relationships needed to
ensure a successful collaboration.
10.5.8

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation

As outlined in earlier discussion the Collaborative Trial did not fully realise the potential for quality and innovation
in the provision of teaching and learning to the German Honours Students. The innovative basis for the Model –
the combination of online learning and the residential school – needs to consider questions of equity: How can
students be encouraged to see the residential school as a desirable and hopefully compulsory component of
their Honours program? How can the program ensure that students with family and/or employment commitments
are able to attend? Aspects of quality were implemented during the Collaborative Trial in relation to the bench
marking processes for student assessment. Quality mechanisms need to be incorporated into future curriculum
and teaching and learning developments to increase the success of the program and the Model’s aim of
providing quality immersion experiences for language learning students.
10.5.9

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

Access to international peer-to-peer interaction in real time was provided to students participating in the
Collaborative Trial. The opportunities to engage in conversation and discussions with students who have
German as their first language and who reside in Germany afford many worthwhile immersion experiences.
Issues linked to the recommendation to increase such transnational experiences include financial and/or license
purchasing and compliance requirements for IT applications.
It may be that a future application for the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) could be
linked to pre-departure planning for study abroad purposes.

10.6 Conclusion
The outcomes of the Collaborative Trial are disappointing given the high expectations for the collaboration as a
showcase of the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion Model (Version A) particularly in relation to Honours in
other languages programs. The reluctance to participate, in the face of widespread support by Deans, highlights
the competitive and highly prized nature of Honours students. Part of the reluctance may be as a result of
curriculum not being developed as a cooperative during the Trial. More positive is the consideration to develop a
national curriculum in German in Australia in the future. The modelling of a possible 4 x 4 application shows the
financial sustainability for such collaboration but the individualism afforded Honours students in the Home
University appears to prohibit the future of the exercise.
An alternative Scenario around community languages provision and the Blended Online & Intensive Immersion
Model (Version A) may offer some viable applications for the model.
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11 Evaluation of the Collaborative Models
11.1 Introduction
The aim for this chapter is to undertake an evaluation of the Collaborative Models developed in the project and
trialled by the project teams reported in the Case Studies 1-6. The approach to evaluation adopts a ‘realist’
approach (Pawson & Tilley 1997) that asks ‘What works under what circumstances’ rather than a ‘results’
approach which is interested in what does or does not work (Funnell 2006). The Cooperative Blended Model, for
example, involved 4 trials each operating under different conditions: different languages with varying status such
as widely taught or moderately taught; languages that were new to the university or a collaboration aimed at
maintaining a language offering; one involved a 2-way exchange of languages with partner universities operating
as a Provider of one language and a Host University for the second. Funnell argues that evaluation should
avoid a ‘straight jacket’ interpretation for program outcomes and
allow for the fact that very different outcomes may be both useful and achievable for different groups of people. This
means that our outcome measures, attributes and expected levels of achievement may need to differ if we are to
understand the nature and importance of the impact of a program (2006: 7)

A key issue in conceptualising the evaluation is the formulation of the specific questions that need to be
addressed in order to consider – what works under what conditions. Drawing upon Owens (2005) the evaluation
will consider how the Collaborative Trials demonstrate:
1. The impact of the Collaborative Model trialled in the provision of languages.
2. Under what conditions the Collaborative Models should/can be included, or not, for language policy and
planning in Australian universities.
The evaluation of the trialled Collaborative Models clearly rests on the type and quality of the data. The
evaluation is restricted to the information included in the reporting stages of the Collaborative Trials. Within those
reports, which were guided by Reporting Templates, (see Appendix 5) the project teams offered a substantial
amount of self, or reflective evaluation on the outcomes of the trial. Comparative student evaluation data
submitted by 4 of the trials facilitates some general trends about the student experience of the Cooperative
Blended Model in learning languages. Financial reporting on participation levels (student enrolments and staffing
workload allocation) contributes to the evaluation of collaborative resourcing outcomes. Evaluation of ‘end of
project’ reports is complex and in this case largely dependent on descriptive qualitative data that is largely about
monitoring the trial rather than evaluation. In addition to these notes of restriction and data applicability it should
be recognised that for most of the trials, implementation of the language program first occurred in 2008. This
timeline disallows much comparative evaluation with successive or previous cohorts or experiences. For Case
Study 4 – Classics – only 1 semester of data is available. In recognition of these limitations an Evaluation of the
Collaborative Trials and the Virtual Languages Institute is commissioned for late 2009 after the conclusion of the
time commitment by the relevant DASSH Deans/PVC to support an additional 12-month period at the end of the
CASR funded Collaborative Trial.
The Collaborative City-Based Model was not trialled or discussed as a specific Case Study. In lieu of the lengthy
history, and currency, of similar forms of collaboration an Evaluation of the Model was commissioned. This
section of the report will provide a brief overview of the Evaluation and discussion of the recommendations about
the appropriate circumstances for its application.
Four Factors were included to categorise aspects of the Collaborative Trials in each of the Case Studies;
Management, Administration and Implementation; Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional; Teaching
and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation’ and External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities
in addition to specific issues proposed by the project teams. In this examination of the Collaborative Models the
impact of the Collaborative Trials on the particular model and the conditions that facilitated its implementation will
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be based on the Case Study data. Following the discussion of the specific models the four Factors adopted for
the evaluations throughout this investigation will also be discussed in relation to problems, issues or structural
constraints that impacted upon the success of the Collaborative Models. Throughout the evaluation reference will
be made to the specific Recommendations proposed in this report that respond to the outcomes of the
Collaborative Trials and the evaluation of the Collaboration Models. First, the Evaluation of the Collaborative
City-Based Model will be presented.

11.2 Collaborative City-Based Model: An Evaluation
The discussion of the Collaborative City-Based Model draws upon the report Innovative approaches in the
provision of Languages Other Than English in Australian Higher Education Evaluation of Model 2: Collaborative
city-based model (Hajek et al 2008). The methodology for the evaluation comprised 50 interviews with
participants from 12 universities who were, or had previously, participated in collaborative efforts for the delivery
of languages education through versions of the Collaborative City-Based Model. In the report (Hajek et al 2008)
the authors adopt different meanings for the terms Host University and Home University. Where these terms
appear, the use of the terms as clarified in this report (see Introduction and Clarification of Terms) will be bolded
and italicised in parentheses directly after each mention (see example 1 below).
As described in the Collaborative Models the report identifies two reflexes of the Model in operation:
1. Languages staff from the host institution (Provider University) travel to the home institution (Host
University) – typically the case for most first-year classes, although not always;
2. The students, not the staff, travel.
The first evaluative impact for success, relates to the type of organisation possible for the Collaborative CityBased Model. Participants in Collaborative City-Based Model arrangements reported much higher student
enrolments for option 1 above i.e., where languages staff from the Provider University travels to students at the
Host University. Table 31 is an overview of the universities that participated in the Evaluation of Model 2.

City

Universities

Adelaide

University of Adelaide
Flinders University
University of South Australia

Brisbane

University of Queensland
Queensland University of Technology
Griffith University

Melbourne

The University of Melbourne
La Trobe University
Monash University

Sydney

University of Sydney
University of New South Wales
University of Technology, Sydney
Macquarie University

Table 31: Universities Involved in the Project (Hajek et al 2008:16)
In the evaluation of the Collaborative City-Based Model Hajek et al (2008) find that the iterations of the
partnerships are dominated by differences, rather than consensus, for the procedures, management and value of
the partnerships. For example, the stakeholders involved in the management and leadership of the
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collaborations differ widely across the sector. In relation to funding, the awareness of the income and
expenditure, the type and amount of information about financial matters known in language disciplines and the
institutional financial arrangements likewise are not consistent for the Case Studies involved in the Evaluation of
the Collaborative City-Based Model. The authors argue that the
broad task of evaluating these differences was complicated by contradictory and conflicting interpretations of current
arrangements within each site, indeed within each institution. In what was the most striking feature of the interview
process, we found major differences of interpretation about the existence of these collaborative programs, as well as
their relative success or otherwise – both across and within institutions (Hajek et al 2008: 16).

The factors included in the Evaluation were: the rationale for the collaboration; formalisation of agreements;
financial matters; enrolment procedures; program and curriculum issues; administration of programs; promotion
of collaborative language programs; attitudes of academic staff; workload; parking and closure of programs.
Hajek et al (2008) provided an evaluation of the various factors impacting on the Collaborative City-Based Model
and ranked them in terms of increasing importance; very important and becoming increasingly important.
•

Increasing importance: financial matters.

•

Very important: student enrolment processes; promotion of languages in collaboration; administrative
arrangements; attitudes of teaching staff; formalisation of agreements.

•

Increasingly important: workload; parking provisions at Host University; LMS

The Report’s recommendations about the structure and organisational issues of inter and intra--institutional
arrangements to facilitate productive collaborations are grounded in reliable administrative and funding
structures, pedagogical developments and LMS access, staffing and workload consideration and the student
experience in learning languages through Collaborative City-Based Model arrangements (an extract of the
reports recommendations has been attached in Appendix 3). Many of the recommendations have been
incorporated into the dimensions of the Collaborative City-Based Model that was finalised and described in the
Collaborative Models chapter of this report. As with many of the Collaborative Trials experiences and problems,
adequate and comprehensive knowledge transfer and exchange has been highlighted as central to the success
of the model.
Of the Four Factors applied to each of the 6 Case Studies, External Events: Globalisation and Transnational
Opportunities plays no role in the evaluation of the Collaborative City-Based Model. The model is engaged in
local, same city operations for the provision of languages.
In the introduction above two aspects for the interpretation of the Evaluation were identified; a) the impact of the
Collaborative Model trialled in the provision of languages and b) under what conditions the Collaborative Models
should/can be included, or not, for language policy and planning in Australian universities. Evaluating the impact
of the Collaborative City-Based Model is based on the report Innovative approaches in the provision of
Languages Other Than English in Australian Higher Education Evaluation of Model 2: Collaborative city-based
model and not trialled data. This requires a slight alteration for the evaluation of the Model’s impact on the
provision of language to consider to what extent the Collaborative Model has had an impact on the provision of
languages.
The impact of the Collaborative City-Based Model will be examined in terms of the success, or other wise in the
provision of languages. An aspect included in the Evaluation of the model was the ‘closure of programs’. It might
seem that closure means non-success in the impact of the Model to attract students. This is not automatically the
case. For example the Collaborative City-Based Models utilised for the provision of Spanish in a number of
collaborations did attract more students to study the language. However, it was the very popularity of the
language, demonstrated by the increase in enrolments and strong student demand that contributed to the
closure of the program. The collaboration was disbanded and the Host Universities expanded the staffing of
Spanish and provided all teaching in the language, full 3-year course, to its Home University internal students. It
was underlying student demand that established the Collaborative City-Based Model as successful but also
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caused the cessation of the partnership. A secondary, and concomitant impact on the provision of languages is
the continuation of the exaggerated pyramid structure of student enrolment. In many cases the Collaborative
City-Based Models is structured such that the Provider University staff travel to the Host University, the
students’ Home University, to deliver 1st year level languages. If students wish to continue the study the situation
changes and they have to travel to the Provider University to attend classes. The reality for the model is that
very few students continue with the language due to the cross-institutional arrangements including travel for
classes. In this lies the conundrum, if the Model was operating as per Scenario 2 in the Collaborative Models
chapter this particular issue would not arise as the respective Home Universities of the students offered the
language at post first year levels. However, if a university is keen to trial cooperation for the introduction of a new
language, and the long term view is that a full 3 year course should be available it is likely that the impact of the
Collaborative City-Based Model on the condition that students complete first year at Home and later years at the
Provider University then success is doubtful.
Overall, the authors consider that Collaborative City-Based Model arrangements remain viable in the current
university climate with a note of reservation about the financial viability. The cautionary note is not that the
financial structure of the Collaborative City-Based Model itself is problematic, in relation to the dimensions
described in the Collaborative Models chapter of the current report, but more that inadequate costing and
insufficient knowledge transfer and communication at institutions provoked difficulties for the evaluation. In
‘relation to the funding structure of collaborations themselves, the failure to recognise the financial costs incurred
by both institutions has contributed to the closure of a number of programs. This relates to programs with small
and large candidatures’ (Hajek et al 2008: 16).
Addressing the second aspect, under what conditions the Collaborative Models should/can be included, or not,
for language policy and planning in Australian universities, the authors’ recommendations go a long way in
offering insights to the dimensions of a suitable context and have been incorporated into Recommendation I of
this final report (see Appendix 3 for an extract from Hajek et al (2008) of their recommendations). In terms of
what programs may not be suitable for application in the Collaborative City-Based Model the authors suggest
that arrangements which require students to travel to the Provider University for post first year provision are not
likely to succeed. Interpreting this would mean that if a sequence is to be offered to students in a language the
classes need to be held at the Host University, the students’ Home University, which entails adoption of the
staffing arrangements from the Cooperative Blended Model if all of the language is to be offered via
collaboration. This would not be the most satisfactory arrangement. In Scenario 2, a collaboration was offered
whereby 2 universities cooperate in the provision of 2 languages that they both staff and provide to their
students. It may be that this might be a realistic option. However many Deans/PVCs may think that the first year
ab initio is relatively inexpensive to run at the Home University and so prefer to look at exchanging post first year
classes. This option may be preferable for managers but careful negotiation would need to look at the
possibilities for advanced language study through language collaboration given language academics’ position on
teaching ‘bright’ engaged future Honours students and the opportunities to teach their specialities.
The Collaborative City-Based Model would seem suitable for the exchange of lesser-taught languages through
collaboration and/or languages with diminishing student demand but to bolster the partnership and ensure postfirst year enrolments, the staff would need to travel for the classes.

11.3 The Cooperative Blended Model
Four Case Studies trialled the Cooperative Blended Model each with slight differences from the recommended
Model, except for the Chinese/Mandarin trial at JCU. Effectively these divergences from the proposed Model
structure need to be evaluated for their impact – positive or negative - on the desired outcomes for its
application. This proves quite difficult to assess as some of the innovations, i.e., the implementation of an
exchange or 2-way collaboration, were implemented alongside other non-standard features that are not included
in the model’s description such as cross-institutional enrolment. This interaction meant it was difficult to evaluate
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the strengths, or weaknesses, independently and also to determine if in fact the change could be applied as an
alternative for the model.
For the purposes of the evaluation of the Cooperative Blended Model the issue of cross-institutional enrolment
as a possible ‘alternative’ or innovation will not be addressed here (see the discussion in the Management,
Administration and Implementation section below). It negatively affects the outcomes of the model due to its
impact on ‘ease of student enrolment and result reporting’ and administration costs incurred by both universities
and the destabilising effect of differential EFTSL flow.
Another deviation was the responsibility placed on the Host University for the employment administration of the
sessional staff. The main advantage in this change is that it affords the tutors access to all LMS and provides
better integration into the Host University despite the absence of an established teaching area in the language of
the collaboration. Given the intimate link between student enrolments and the provision of teaching and quality
assurance risk that the model allocates to the Provider University, it would seem unreasonable if student load
was not the same at both universities for the 2 languages, that the Host university should bear the teaching
costs of a larger cohort. If the ‘fee for service’ revenue sharing of the model was implemented this change to the
responsibility for staffing costs could not be justified. The magnitude of the change in order to ensure integration
of the sessional staff is disproportionate to the financial cost.
In the face of these two negative evaluations for the amendments to the Cooperative Blended Model, the
consideration of a 2-way exchange based on the prescriptions associated with the model would seem a viable
alternative. The ‘fee for service’ revenue sharing would mean that the return differences are limited only by the
power of student demand and the proportional return to the Host University is adequate to cover infrastructure
costs. Furthermore the exchange factor provides a stable effect on the inter-institutional relationship as far as
both would have an interest in ensuring the visibility of the program and the long-term success.
An additional staffing and workload change – the travel of academic staff from the Provider University to the
Host University – is not a recommended alteration. The conditions under which such arrangements occur in the
Modern Greek Collaborative Trial are solely linked to the community fundraising efforts, which remain unformalised in the university context. This change move the Cooperative Blended Model nearer to the dimensions
of the Collaborative City-Based Model but the partners in the relevant collaboration are not located in the same
city. The positive outcomes for the change mean increased promotion and visibility of the program. Given the
resource allocation constrains arena of the Australian Higher Education sector and their role in the rationale for
undertaking collaborations this change cannot be recommended. The participation of the community sector is a
factor that could be applied to other community languages if formal agreements and plans are instituted and the
extent of involvement of the Provider University academic workload was revised.
A revealing element common to a number of the Collaborative Trials of the Cooperative Blended Model was the
extent to which the internal students resisted the online learning environment. This problem was more extensive
than originally planned as the vast experience of the participants in the collaboration resided in distance
education or with external students where it had not been as visible. The evaluation would support the initial
response to adjust the curriculum to ensure that the online learning was more integrated into the program in the
sense that students were guided into this learning mode through assessment activities that reflected a scaffolded
development of the acquisition of the online learning literacy. The alternative response, to increase face-to-face
teaching contact hours is not well suited to the financial component of the Model and its reliance on sound
planning for resource allocation.
In terms of the type of language – widely, moderately, lesser taught – the evaluation does not have enough data
to compute the impact or suitability of each. No lesser-taught language was trialled. However, the reservation
about the modest enrolments for Chinese/Mandarin is realistic as this widely taught language represents one of
the ‘growth’ languages in Australian Higher Education. It cannot be determined at this stage if it is the model
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through which it is delivered, the lack of visibility of the program or the degree structures at the Host University
that are the main constraints.

11.4 The Blended Online Immersion Model (Version A)
Three key elements of the Blended Online Immersion Model influence the success or otherwise of the model in
the provision of languages; the online learning curriculum and teaching materials; the Residential immersion
School and the administrative hub to support these two components. It is the very lack of success in Case Study
6 that highlights what needs to happen for the collaborative model’s application. The lack of an administrative
hub and official formalisation meant that little monitoring of the wider picture ensued. The evaluation could point
to the need for a shared cooperative curriculum but if Scenario 3 would the type of language program offered it
might be that if the Blended Online Immersion Model were the only ‘site’ for study then it is likely that 1 or 2
people would develop the materials per se. Hopefully the wider support community could offer advice etc on
pedagogic issues but without some form of framework to administer the model, this again would depend on the
engagement and enthusiasm of the particular staff member, which has proved unworkable in the long term.
In order to hold a residential component there must be an organisation or framework to support the activities and
program. Effectively this points to the pivotal point for this model, in contrast to some others, which highlight the
local tutors or the language program, an administrative hub. As argued in the presentation of the Case Study, it
is not reasonable to insist that a Host University become the ‘hub’ if the Residential School incorporates some
form or rotation. Valuable resources may be unnecessarily wasted in the familiarisation and training of the Host
University administration support. It would seem that ideally, a 3rd party, neutral, but familiar with the Australian
Higher Education sector, could take responsibility for this. Recommendation VII identifies the establishment of a
Virtual Languages Institute that could be located inside Universities Australia (Recommendation VIII) as a
possible location for the administration framework or ‘hub’.
This report hesitates to recommend all language programs as suitable for the Blended Online Immersion Model.
The evaluation clearly shows that Honours programs, or at least the one in German around Australia, are too
sensitive and cooperation is not willingly provided due to perceptions of ‘losing’ postgraduate possibilities in the
future. As exemplified in Scenario 3, the model is ideal for lesser-taught languages and those with very small
enrolments.

11.5 The Blended Online In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)
The application of the model to other language contexts is strong in relation to the pedagogic value for the incountry immersion experience for students’ language learning. And the processes that the project team have
established for the mentoring of local tutors have been sufficiently demonstrated. Establishing collaborative
working partnerships with academic teaching staff at a distance is identified as a key requirement for interinstitutional rapport building and delivery of a successful program, but not necessarily a readily achievable one.
Barrett (2004:3) in her evaluation of the requirements for successful licensing agreements and partnerships with
accredited international education providers identifies issues of quality assurance and student articulation
between overseas and home providers as the main factors.
The relatively modest cost of the local tutors contributes to the viability for sustaining the Model. It would have
limited financial sustainability for more expensive countries such as Japan or Korea.

11.6 A Synthesis of the Collaborative Models
The evaluation of the Collaborative Models revealed that in addition to some specific organisation issues there
are some structural and institutional problems and contexts that function as barriers to the implementation of
collaboration. These issues have been classified in terms of the four factors that have been applied in the
evaluation of the Collaborative Trials.
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11.6.1

Management, Administration and Implementation

In the Evaluation of the Management, Administration and Implementation of the Collaborative Models, four
distinct, but inter-related, issues surfaced as constraints for collaboration:
1. The management of copyright compliance and IP for curriculum and teaching materials to be used in
collaboration.
2. Cross-institutional enrolment processes.
3. EFTSL transfer and over-enrolment ‘penalties’ (but note this is likely to be irrelevant in the future).
4. Student load income and institutional arrangements for ‘fee for service’ payments.
The ultimate design and description of the recommended arrangements and structures of the Collaborative
Models were sensitive to issues 1-3 above. Several of the Recommendations of this report emerged out of these
four issues.
IP and Copyright Compliance
Issues related to IP and copyright adversely affected several of the Collaborative Trials. In Case Study 2 crossinstitutional enrolment was imposed on the collaboration as a response to concerns about possible copyright
compliance issues. The Indonesian trial reported in Case Study 5 was frustrated by the lengthy delays in the
finalisation of formal agreements due to the institutional requirements that needed to be repeated at successive
partners in the documentation review and acceptance process. The evaluation sees 3 possible options for
dealing with these related issues6:
1. Original curriculum and teaching materials created by the consortium specifically for the collaboration.
2. Course materials created by consortium specifically for the program but containing 3rd party copyright
material reproduced under Part VB of Copyright Act.
3. Coursework incorporating Licensed 3rd Party Copyright Material
Option 1 involves original curriculum and teaching materials created by the consortium specifically for the
collaboration sees copyright held by the consortium for the purposes of the program. This is the preferred option
as the materials have no 3rd party copyright material and the members of the consortium receive automatic
perpetual licence to use the materials for the collaborative teaching materials. This means there are no concerns
about copyright or limitations on the use of the material. Of course this means resource allocation – time,
workload – to prepare the new materials, which would need to ensure quality assurance mechanisms,
particularly in light of commercially available resources.
Another issue relates to the ownership of the course materials. Course materials may consist of works already
created by a consortium university staff member and may be subject to ownership by the author or the university
(the creator university). It may require the creator university to assign copyright to the consortium or the
consortium to licence from creator university (or from the author - depending on the university’s IP ownership
regime), which may include a licence or royalty fee payable by the consortium to creator university / author. A
creator university/author may wish to assign copyright in material already created to the consortium for free or to
licence the material for free for the purposes of the program. If the course material is being commissioned new
for the program, then staff will undertake the creation specifically for that purpose and copyright will vest in the
consortium for the program.
The costs involved in Option 1 depend on whether a licence fee or royalty is paid to the Creator University or
author if using material already created.
The Coursework needs to be original and created or contributed by consortium members (any use of 3rd party
copyright material will complicate the process with considerations of Part VB limits and/or commercial licences
6
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and agreements). For legal requirements a Licence/Agreement governing copyright ownership can be
incorporated into any overarching Consortium Agreement).
Option 2 involves the situation where course materials are created by the consortium specifically for the
collaboration teaching program but containing 3rd party copyright material reproduced under Part VB of Copyright
Act. This option provides a benefit to the consortium in that the teaching can access use of 3rd party copyright
material without the need for a commercial licence or further payments providing Part VB limits are adhered to.
The central issues are that only a restricted amount of 3rd party copyright material can be reproduced under Part
VB such that no more than one portion of a single copyright work can be online at any one time at a given
university (see below) and no more than 10% of a single copyright work can be reproduced in total for the
duration of a particular unit.
To date there has not been an assessment of the copyright needs as might feature in the Collaborative Models
and so the interpretation to be discussed of the relevant section, 155ZMD (online portions of copyright works), of
PartVB is untried and somewhat speculative and needs to be approached with caution. The reading of part
135ZMD appears to apply to a particular university regardless whether students from another university have
access to that online work. However, this technical ability to by-pass the intended restrictions of s135ZMD may
see CAL challenge the validity of such an interpretation if it is relied upon in any significant scale by universities,
potentially jeopardising collaborations. Cross-institutional enrolments, as imposed on Case Study 2, may avoid
any potential negative outcome regarding the s135ZMD issue, but it has many other negative restrictions (as will
be elaborated below). However it is unlikely that Part VB material will be used by itself but rather, in conjunction
with original material created by universities requiring consideration of Option 1 above. No additional costs are
presumed for Option 2. Legal costs are likely to be incurred in relation to providing an interpretation of 135ZMD
and any likely implications. If keeping within easily defined limits of Part VB there are no new legal processes or
considerations (other than when used in conjunction with original material above).
Option 3 involved the preparation and delivery of coursework that incorporates licensed 3rd Party copyright
material. This option has advantages in that the use of a license removes any copyright concerns and if
appropriate utilises ready-made and potentially superior curriculum and teaching material. Option 3 is far more
costly than the other two options in that it may require more restrictive online environment and related
infrastructure, need for periodical renegotiation of licences with publishers (lack of independence) and may
require licences from a number of publishers – potential for considerable expense. Negotiations with publishers
for a licence to incorporate significant portions of their published material into the coursework will likely include
issues such as online security of the material. If it can be guaranteed that only authorised students will access
the material then licence fees should be minimised. In terms of resources 3rd party copyright material is limited
only by what has been negotiated in the licence. Legal expertise will be required in the negotiation of the
licence(s) with the publishers.
It would seem that Option 1 would be preferable – particularly given the quality assurance recommendations for
curriculum and teaching materials. However, Option 2 is attractive as it provides the possibility for including
published materials. Thus Recommendation IV has been designed so that a proper review can assess and
provide procedures for the issues of IP and copyright compliance as they manifest in collaborative arrangements.
Cross-Institutional Enrolment Processes
This issue arose in many of the Collaborative Trials. In the Cooperative Blended Model trial of Arabic and Italian
cross-institutional enrolment was imposed on the collaboration based on concerns with copyright compliance as
discussed above and in the Modern Greek trial it was used as a temporary mechanism prior to accreditation of
the Graduate Teaching Diploma. As reported in the Evaluation of the City-Based Model cross-institutional
arrangements have been the standard practice historically for student enrolments. It was also invoked as a
mechanism for facilitating student enrolment in the Blended Online & In-Country Immersion Model (Version B)
due to institutional risk assessment differences.
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Cross-Institutional Enrolment was set up to facilitate students access to complete units of study at a university
other than their Home University to complement their study program and many institutions have limits on the
number of credit points accrued via this method and some only allow it for post-first year subjects. The second
main reason for its implementation was for quality assurance purposes around institutional EFTSL reporting and
compliance to DEEWR and equality and accountability for the distribution of Commonwealth student load funding
to universities. The administrative support and procedures for cross-institutional enrolments vary widely in
Australian universities but all have implemented a process to manage the arrangements. The four main patterns
(A-D) identified in this project for cross-institutional enrolments are presented in Table 32:
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A

STUDENTS

ADMINSTRATION AT PROVIDER
UNIVERSITY

ADMINSTRATION IN HOME
UNIVERSITY OF STUDENT

Obtain relevant enrolment forms of the
provider university from their 'Home'
university

Receive confirmed student enrolment
from other university

Provide students with relevant
enrolment forms from the
Provider University

Complete enrolment forms and submit
to student administration at their home
university
Receive confirmation of enrolment from
their home university student
administration

Update own records with crossinstitutional enrolment

Enrol students
Confirm enrolments to students
Forward confirmed enrolment
paperwork to provider university

B

C

D

Obtain relevant application forms of the
provider university from their Home
University
Complete application forms and submit
to student administration at their Home
University
Submit (online) enrolment registration
to Provider University
Receive enrolment confirmation from
Provider University

Staff receive student application
paperwork from other university

Students enrol in a 'dummy' subject at
their Home university

Receive confirmed student enrolment
from other university

Provide students with relevant
enrolment forms from the
Provider University

Obtain relevant enrolment forms of the
provider university from their Home
University
Complete enrolment forms and submit
to student administration at their Home
University
Receive confirmation of enrolment from
their Home university student
administration
Students enrol in a 'dummy' subject at
their Home University

Update own records with crossinstitutional enrolment

Enrol students

Students receive a letter about their
dummy subject enrolment from their
Home University

Direct students to relevant academic
staff member (no institutional record
of student)

Record the application from the other
university
Send enrolment information to
students from other university
Process enrolments from students at
other university
Confirm students' enrolment at the
Provider University

Confirm enrolments to students
Forward confirmed enrolment
paperwork to Provider University
Receive student from other university
who brings a letter of enrolment

Students take letter to Provider
University student administration
Students directed to relevant academic
staff member

Table 32: Cross-Institutional Enrolment Processes
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Provide students with a letter for
them to take to Provider
University

Frameworks A-D as shown in Table 32 all involve the students having to complete more stages, or access
additional documentation and complete it appropriately than they would otherwise do as an internal student
enrolling in a Home University listed subject. It is hardly surprising that the students studying Italian at Deakin
(framework C reflects the adopted arrangements) identified the procedures as more complicated than normal
enrolment processes. Student administrators frequently report (Winter 2006) that most students are unfamiliar
with or lack the skills and competencies to complete such documentation and frequently seek assistance from
their offices. Advice seeking and support provided by student administration has not been noted in Table 32
above but has been costed in the financial modellng for all of the Collaborative Trials. In addition to variations in
the application of cross-institutional enrolments, institutions differ in the reporting of results to students. Table 33
provides an overview of the reporting processes for each of the frameworks described in Table 32.
Students

1

2

A OR B

A OR B

Receive a transcript from
the Provider university
(i.e., not their Home
University)

Administration at
Provider University

Administration at students'
Home University

Prepare transcript of marks for
cross-institutional students
Send a separate transcript to
students at other university
with the results from their
cross-institutional study

Students receive a
pass/fail grade on their
transcript from Home
university

Process results from crossinstitutionally enrolled students

Process results from Provider
university

Request a transcript from
Provider University with
fully graded marks.

Send results to students' Home
University

Manually enter course codes and
name into student transcript
Report pass/fail status only (some
annotate students' transcripts in the
Notes section with the fully graded
mark from Provider University)

Students receive a
transcript from their home
university
3

C

Process results from crossinstitutionally enrolled students

Process results from Provider
university

Send results to students' Home
University

Manually enter course codes and
name into student transcript
Report fully graded marks to
students

Students receive a
transcript from their Home
University
4

NO RECORD OR
PARTICIPATION IN
REPORTING RESULTS

D

Process results from ACADEMIC
STAFF MEMBER from Provider
University
Manually enter course codes and
name into student transcript
Report fully graded marks to
students

Table 33: Student Results Reporting Processes for Cross-Institutional Enrolment
Consideration of the additional administration linked to the management of cross-institutional enrolments and the
reporting of students results suggests that institutional quotas or maximum number of credit points able to be
accrued this way has much merit. If collaborations incorporate cross-institutional enrolments and students would
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feel confident to complete the processes and not be deterred by the extra involvement then student
administration costs and workloads will be more considerable than the conservative costs provided in the
financial modelling of the Collaborative Models that were not dependent on cross-institutional arrangements.
The realities for students’ experience of cross-institutional enrolment (Hajek 2008, Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006,
Winter 2006) are not conducive for sustaining collaborations for the provision of languages. Students resist
processes that require elaborate, duplicate and time consuming submissions and participation. With everything
being equal the opportunity to change study programs will more often than not be a discontinuation of a program
that relies on cross-institutional arrangements. It is not just the process of enrolling that impacts upon the student
experience. Students are typically subjected to the academic progress procedures from the Provider University
that may differ from those they are familiar with and often face issues accessing its LMS and registration.
Maintaining the collaboration depends on reaching student enrolment targets and stimulating underlying
demand. Once students have enrolled the retention rate needs to be on par with other programs at the institution
and it seems to make sense to prioritise student ease of access to the language offered in the collaboration.
Cross-institutional enrolment does not facilitate easy access. It is appropriate to use this mechanism for the
occasional student completing an ad-hoc subject enrolment but is less optimal for a collaboration with a
substantial student cohort.
The arguments for avoiding cross-institutional enrolment procedures are compelling as outlined above and
account for Recommendation I that suggests a preference for Home enrolment in collaborative ventures.
Student demand and enrolments are the ‘bottom-line’ for the sustainability of language collaborations and
without ease of access, Home University classes and possibilities for progression, it is likely students will opt for
another choice of subject even if the primary interest lies in the language offered through the collaborative
arrangement. However this report recognises that for some collaborative arrangements in certain settings of the
City-Based Model application, university managers may wish to implement, or continue with cross-institutional
enrolments for institutional organisational reasons.
EFTSL transfer and over-enrolment ‘penalties’
This issue was relevant for the Collaborative Trials but is possibly ‘out of date’ given the recommendations
presented in the Bradley Report (2008). However it was included here to highlight the problems of EFTSL
transfer and over-enrolment in collaboration. The issue has been separated into the two arguments in order to
clarify different aspects of the issue. In brief the Home University must transfer the relevant student load
associated with the cross-institutional enrolment(s) to the Provider University. Students enrol crossinstitutionally. The relevant EFTSL proportion of cluster funding and student contribution goes directly to the
Provider University.
EFTSL attracts infrastructure payments to the reporting institution and so are desirable. However if the
institutional profile is such that the student load or places allocation is at capacity, any additional EFTSL attract a
‘penalty’. The reporting institution does not receive the full student load amount as part of this sectoral policy to
manage student places across universities. Implementing a cross-institutional collaboration increases the risk of
exposure to possible over-enrolment scenarios, particularly if the language proves popular. In the current climate
with Australia losing ground in league tables in relation to the proportion of the youth population completing
university education, this penalty for over enrolment seems out of place. Encouraging student participation and
institution’s responses to consider initiatives for languages education is at risk due to the impact of the penalty
and the ability of universities to pay teaching costs. Most universities would value retaining the EFTSL of their
students to ensure the reporting benefits are retained. Cross-institutional arrangements have in the past
precluded this possibility. EFTSL transfer is seen as ‘losing’ student load. In the Collaborative Trial of Italian and
Arabic the EFTSL transfer in a 2-way exchange can prove contentious if inequities in student demand occurs.
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Student load income and institutional arrangements for ‘fee for service’ payments
According to Hajek et al (2008) situations occur that even when staff from the Provider University travel to the
Host University to teach, there is most often a 100% transfer of EFSTL to the Provider University. This leaves
no funding in place for infrastructure costs to the Host University such as administration, the provision of office
space and access to facilities (such as photocopying) for visiting staff, for the cost of LMS or for the use of
lecture halls, classrooms and audiovisual equipment. The failure to include infrastructure costs has proved a
major source of contention for collaborative arrangements.
Recommendation I highlights the need for sound financial organisation and rationale for collaborations. This
refers to both the ‘fee for service’ or revenue sharing arrangements and cross-institutional ones that need to
consider infrastructure costs for the Host University. In the ‘fee for service’ scenario the Host University retains
the EFTSL of its students and so gains the infrastructure flow-on as part of the institutional reporting. The
Provider University receives 60% of the student load and the Host University 40%. Of course in order to ensure
that the teaching and direct line managers can receive adequate distribution, the revenue sharing should be
organised at the institutional level prior to the distribution to Faculties or Schools. This forms an incentive and at
the same time can address organisational or resource issues in the relevant section.
11.6.2

Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional

Interpersonal and inter-institutional relationships proved integral to the establishment of the partnerships and to
the implementation of the model. Understanding the role of relationships in collaboration is both very
straightforward and also fraught with difficulties. But in terms of addressing barriers to the success of
collaboration it is possibly the factor with the least impact – and potentially the one with the most. Good
relationships need to exist in order for collaboration in the first place so in that way it is the most important factor
of the four. But in relation to the organisation of the collaboration or the implementation of the Collaborative
Model it is possibly the most elusive factor. Cooperation and success rely on transparent and supportive
processes and procedures. Existing relationships underpinned much of the motivation to collaborate in the first
instance. However, the issue of visibility of the language offerings in collaborations is not so well supported
despite the strong inter-institutional relationships. A specific recommendation does not address the need to
ensure adequate promotion and therefore visibility but the issue is linked to the need for appropriate
documentation and organisation of processes
While interpersonal relationships are often the first point of contact in the collaboration process the administration
of the partnership must address the issue of Integrity and staffing of the local tutors and their integration into the
Host University. For internal students their contact with the collaboration and ensuring good enrolments and
retention rates often depend on the accessibility and engagement with the sessional staff member. The tutor is
not however a staff member of the Host University, based on the parameters of the Collaborative Models and
therefore issues of visibility are more difficult to resolve.
Not only are relationships the initiator for collaboration in some instances they might be the end of the
partnership or at least the viability of the arrangements. This is nowhere more evident than in the Modern Greek
Collaborative Trial. The dedication, extensive networks in the community, with influential industry partners and
schools reflect the power of relationships for raising support and visibility of the program but evaluation of the
sustainability indicates high risk of discontinuation without the formalisation of those relationships with a long
term view.
11.6.3

Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation

The impediments to implementing a high quality innovative curriculum to a substantial cohort of engaged and
motivated students though the Collaborative Models are on the whole functions of administration, enrolment
processes and LMS licensing and IP compliance formalisation. These have all been discussed elsewhere in this
report. Equity and student access to the teaching staff at the Host and Provider University were evaluated, with
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some reservations about visibility, quite positively. The central issue was somewhat unexpected. The institutions,
notably in the trials of the Cooperative Blended Model and the language academics involved demonstrated
strong relationships and reputations in the area of distance education. However, the innovative aspect of the
Collaborative Models, the synthesis of classroom and virtual learning spaces, was less than successful for the
internal students. Their reliance on face-to-face teaching was counterbalanced by their perceptions that online
referred to a repository of materials rather than an active interactive space for learning. Internal students were
unable discipline themselves for the online learning modes and in some cases the classroom experiences didn’t
work to motivate them to complete online tasks. The evaluation suggests that scaffolding aimed at ‘training’ the
students to study online with assessable tasks that builds their learning literacies is imperative for Collaborative
Models teaching and learning outcomes.
11.6.4

External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities

Internationalisation and student exchanges form an increasing part of the Australian Higher Education context. In
this project an instance of in-country immersion established intensive short-courses as viable learning
opportunities for Australian students. Short courses provide students with a cohort of Australian students all
immersed together in a setting in which the language of instruction is the language of use in the wider
community. Australian students can benefit from their peers in sharing the impact of that immersion context. The
short course nature suits many students who have employment, work and family commitments that prevent them
from undertaking semester-long exchanges. Planners can see the benefits, given favourable exchange rates and
tuition costs, in addition to the pedagogic advantages of immersion learning in the language. Academic
researchers and teachers can extend their networks for long-term cooperation. It can facilitate the development
of quality assurance measures for articulation between international partners and Australian universities.
Two issues emerge in the evaluation of the transnational opportunities and collaboration that identify sector-wide
practices that need review and/or reform:
1. Insurance and risk assessment
2. Scholarships and support for short-course immersion
As described earlier differing risk assessments of the same event – the issuing of a DFAT travel warning – at
various Australian universities resulted in varying actions in relation to enrolment in an in-country program and
supporting student travel. In view of providing excellence in pastoral care and consistency about the security and
risk factors linked to international travel, consideration of student insurance arrangements in international
collaborations is fundamental. Collaborative partners likewise, need assurances that coherent and consistent risk
assessments can be expected.
The second issue – the provision of scholarships to support students undertaking in-country intensive immersion
short courses is largely an institutional concern. The availability of scholarships varies from institution to
institution. The access to the scholarship system to support international short-courses is also variable. Even if
access is provided, predominantly the calculation of funding for the scholarships is time-based rather than
activity based or credit point accrual rated. This means that short courses are calculated as a proportion of the
(full) time semester of 12-14 weeks. This type of approach underscores the contribution of the short course to the
student’s degree (credit point weighting) and/or the intensity of the immersion experiences. Structural reform of
the scholarship provision and access pathways would enable the inclusion of, or accessibility to, a valuable asset
in students’ knowledge portfolio.
Transnational opportunities for intensive immersion experiences for some languages are limited by the in-country
costs and the currency exchange rate. Another factor is the ‘desirability’ of the in-country location that can affect
student demand even if a less expensive locale can be identified for which a particular language is the main
language of use.
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12

Conclusion: Collaboration and Alignment

The Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Universities report has focused on the design,
implementation and evaluation of collaborative arrangements for the provision of languages education in
Australian Universities. The theme of collaboration is cooperation and partnership. The context of the Australian
Higher Education sector could not be characterised as a collaborative one at the institutional level, dominated as
it is by talk of market share and fierce competition for student enrolments. Interestingly, within the institution
collaboration is much desired in the promotion of research engagement with industry and other academy
members at ‘competing’ institutions. In the context of this report collaboration likewise is supported and the report
has shown that it can help rebuild and grow languages. The degree to which the report can evaluate the
collaborative trials a success has, ironically, largely depended on structures that still align students with their
Home University. So the new element alignment in collaboration is actually a concept that occupies more space
in ‘competition’ than it does with ‘partnership’ or ‘cooperation’. If collaboration can be seen to align students and
outcomes with the Home University, then, the greater the chance the venture will succeed. Of course alignment
alone is not sufficient, the evaluation presented here requires attention be paid to a range of structures and
practices in Australian Higher Education.
The report provides a number of Collaborative Models and the essence of their operating conditions and
fundamental dimensions that will assist with a robust collaboration in the provision of languages:
1. The Cooperative Blended Model
2. The Collaborative City-Based Model
3. The Blended Online & Intensive (In-Country) Immersion Model
The Report presented 6 Case Studies involving Arabic, Chinese/Mandarin, Classical Greek, German,
Indonesian, Italian and Modern Greek. Each Case Study trialled one of the Collaborative Models in order to
determine the constraints and barriers to its implementation and any facilitating factors that promoted its
advantage. The findings highlight specific institutional as well as wider sectoral issues that impact on the
successful delivery of languages through collaboration.
This report underlines the operating contexts for collaboration in the provision of languages education in
Australia’s universities. It has demonstrated that languages can be introduced to institutions via collaborations
that effectively expand the range of languages available in Australian states and territories. The introduction of
Arabic facilitated by this project, means that Western Australia is the last remaining state that does not provide
the language at university level although Arabic is available to Year 12 secondary students. Such students are
unable to continue with their studies if they enrol at a university in Western Australia. In recognition of the
absence of pathways, the report recommends establishing opportunities to ensure tertiary study is available for
each Year 12 language in at least one Australian university.
Collaboration cannot be maintained, nor is it desirable as a replacement for languages departments/sections in
Australian universities. For Australia to reclaim its reputation as world leading in the area of languages education
and language policy university graduates, school teachers and other professionals need to include language
qualifications in their knowledge portfolio. The provision of languages education in Australia’s universities
requires reconsideration of the resources distributed to support the teaching and learning activities. Collaboration
can assist with short to medium term needs and to extend the diversity of offerings but it is inadequate for
international benchmarking and standards of excellence.
This report has identified some of the key resource management and planning conditions for the delivery of
languages in collaborations. Fundamental to all these aspects is the need to prioritise the information exchange
among Deans/PVCs, student administration and management and the language academics. The areas
prominent in the planning for collaboration include arrangements for student enrolment/administration with the
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results of the trials pointing towards a preference for students to enrol in their Home, the Host University. In
addition sound financial arrangements that recognise infrastructure and other indirect costs, as well as licenses,
IP and copyright for curriculum and teaching materials are important considerations. These elements depend on
cooperative institutional negotiation and sector-wide consideration of reform to the over-enrolment ‘penalties’ (as
proposed in Bradley 2008) and the resource and legal contexts for quality collaborations.
Included in the report were elements of student participation in collaboration for language learning and the
associated administration involved in the enrolment and reporting processes to students. A strong principle
linked to the alignment metaphor and collaboration is the requirement to ensure ‘student ease of access’. To
meet the alignment suggests the Collaborative Models privilege a Home University enrolment process for
students as it allows for a more inclusive student population to undertake the language study offered through
collaboration. If this is not possible then the process needs to minimise disadvantage to cross-institutional
enrolment processes for students and student administration. Complementing the student driven participation in
collaboration, the preference for Home University enrolment may also mean greater resource efficiencies for
student administration. That said, universities themselves need to decide which arrangements best suit their
particular needs and circumstances and to ensure optimal student experience in collaborative arrangements.
Concern about student welfare and the duty of care for Australian Universities hold for their students in
international collaboration is paramount for international collaboration and language learning in-country
experiences. The project identified the consequences of differing risk assessment as a result of insurance
arrangements as an area of concern for consistent pastoral care of students.
If the Collaborative Models can be employed judiciously for purposes of expansion and short term redress to
maintain resource deprived languages then it will hopefully mean in the longer term that Australian Universities
can align themselves with other leading countries in the area of languages provision and exporting graduates
with strong bilingual proficiencies.
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APPENDIX 1: PROJECT ADMINISTRATION
The project methodology involved five stages to be completed during the three-year project:
Stage I

Project Management
A steering committee was formed to guide the project. Chaired by Professor Anne Pauwels (UWA/
University of Birmingham) the committee included, representation of DASSH Executive, a representative
of private providers, language experts, Project Director and a DEEWR representative.

Steering
Committee

The committee met at least once face-to-face every year of the project and in teleconferences as
required.

Project Director

A Project Director position was established to managed the project – prepare tender and contract
documents for studies commissioned as part of the project, oversee the Collaborative Trials, manage
the budget and financial aspects of the project, organise Steering Committee meetings, agenda and
minutes, manage the Expression of Interest (EoI) process for the Collaborative Trials, oversee the
Project Expert Teams, ensure project timelines and milestones were achieved, coordinate information
relating to structural issues that emerged from the project and take responsibility for all report
preparation and project presentations.

Stage II

Data Collection

Desktop
Archival
Research

The Archival Research reviewed and analysed recent local, national, and international reports on the
provision and delivery of languages through collaborative arrangements in higher education settings.
The aim of the data collection was to inform research and policy options for the provision of minority
languages in the higher education sector and to identify collaborative models that may be useful to trial
in the project.
An online survey was administered at all Australian universities in order to determine:

1. What languages are being offered by which university; to what level and in what
locations?
Online Survey

Private
Providers

2.
3.
4.
5.

What collaborative activities have been undertaken?
What made course provision, teaching, and learning outcomes successful or not?
What are the financial implications for providing these courses and collaborations?
How many Universities have recognition arrangements with non-university providers? What are
these arrangements?
6. How can external providers assist in language provision?
The aim of the data collection was to identify suitably accredited organizations (through the Australian
Qualifications Framework) that could potentially form collaborations with Australian universities to offer
an equivalent introductory or level one language course.

In-depth
Interviews

A number of in-depth interviews were conducted with major stakeholders involved in collaborations for
the provision of languages in Australian universities (as identified through the online survey). The
stakeholders included Deans/PVCs, Heads of Schools, student administrators and language academics.
The interviews were intended to determine the significance of the factors identified in the desktop
archival review in Australian universities and to identify the major issues confronting managers and
planners for collaborative partnerships.

Stage III

Development of Collaborative Models
A number of Collaborative Models were designed for implementation in the Collaborative Trials

Collaborative
Models

Cooperative Blended Model
Collaborative City-Based Model
Blended Online & Intensive (In-Coutnry) Immersion Model (Version A & B)
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Stage IV

Collaborative Trials
Development of Selection & Funding Guidelines
Calls for Expression of Interest (EoI)
Presentation to DASSH Conference for Review of EoIs
Sub-committee convened by Prof Ken Armstrong, NZ to select successful EoIs for trial
Chinese/Mandarin (UNE & JCU)

Expression of
Interest process

Arabic & Italian (UniSA & Deakin)
Notification of 6 successful EoIs

Modern Greek (Flinders & CDU)
Classical Greek & Latin (UNE, UN & USQ)
Indonesian (USC, CDU, UNE, UTas)
German (UWA, ANU,Monash)

Contracts for
Collaborative
Trials

A template was employed that outlined the aims, outcomes, reporting obligations, budget processes, IP,
and project timeline and milestones for each trial. The agreement was a contract between UWA and the
nominating university (i.e., first mention in list above).

Facilitated
Workshop

A one-day workshop was held in Melbourne for all participants in the 6 Collaborative Trials, the Steering
Committee and the Project Director. Each trial presented an outline of their collaboration. Project
Administration involved the setting up of Project Expert Teams (PETs), identification of issues to be
addressed by all 6 trials including: promotion and marketing, student enrolment processes, student
evaluation and reporting obligations.

Establishment of
Project Expert
Teams [PETs]
for 6 trials

PETs were established for each trial. Membership comprised a Steering Committee representative,
representatives from each of the participating institutions and the Project Director.
A number of PET meetings were held throughout the trial:

PET Meetings

May 2007

Facilitated Workshop in Melbourne (all trials)

November 2007

Adelaide, Melbourne visit (Modern Greek & Arabic / Italian trials)

January 2008

Workshop & meeting in Lombok (Indonesian trial)

March 2008

Melbourne meeting for German Honours (included representatives from Adelaide,
ANU, Melbourne, Monash, Sydney Tasmania, UQ, UWA).

May 2008

Armidale UNE (Chinese/Mandarin & Classics trials), USC Maroochydore
(Indonesian trial)

August 2008

JCU Cairns campus re Chinese/Mandarin trial

November 2008

Adelaide (Modern Greek & Arabic / Italian trials)

Occasional reports were prepared for a variety of briefings and stakeholders throughout the project. A
number of major reports were submitted to DEEWR:
Reporting:
Interim & Final
Reports

1. June 2006 Progress Report prepared by Ms Helen Burns, Project Manager (UQ)
2. December 2006, Progress Report prepared by Ms Helen Burns, Project Manager (UQ)
3. June 2007 Progress Report prepared by Dr Joanne Winter, Project Director (UWA)
4. December 2007 Progress Report prepared by Dr Joanne Winter, Project Director (UWA)
The project also reported to DASSH – Executive Board Meetings & Annual Conferences

Stage V

Evaluation of the Collaborative Models

Evaluation of the
Collaborative

An evaluation of the Collaborative City-Based Model was commissioned. The report - Innovative
approaches in the provision of Languages Other Than English in Australian Higher Education Evaluation
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City-Based
Model

of Model 2: Collaborative city-based model – is available on the DASSH website (www.dassh.edu.au)
Drawing upon the findings of the project reports (Hajek et al 2008, Lo Bianco & Gvozdenko 2006, Winter
2006) 4 Factors were identified to be employed in the evaluation of the Collaborative Models:

Identification of
Evaluation
Framework

Management, Administration and Implementation
Relationships: Interpersonal and Inter-Institutional
Teaching and Learning: Equity, Quality and Innovation
External Events: Globalisation and Transnational Opportunities.

Stage VI

Reporting & Dissemination of Results

DEEWR &
DASSH Reports

Reporting to DEEWR and DASSH (see Stage included the outcomes for the relevant period, a financial
statement, progress reports of ongoing work and indication of future activities for the next 6-12 month
period.

DASSH
Conferences

An essential component of research of this nature will require the information learnt to be widely
disseminated to universities. Once again the DASSH network of Deans provides immediate access to
the change agents within the faculties of arts, social sciences and humanities.

DASSH website

www.dassh.edu.au

Academic
conference &
journal
publication

To be pursued following submission and acceptance of Final Report

Project Timeline
0 – 6 months
7 – 12 months
10 – 12 months
13 – 33 months
24 - 36 months
12 - 36 months +
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Project Management
Data Collection
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APPENDIX 2: STEERING COMMITTEE
Member

Affiliation

Role on Committee

Membership

Prof Richard Baldauf
Ms Georgia Bray
Ms Helen Burns
Prof John Fitzgerald

University of Queensland
DEEWR
University of Queensland
La Trobe University

2006-2009
2008-2009
2006
2007

Prof Richard Fotheringham

University of Queensland

Ms Judy Gordon
Prof Anthony Liddicoat
Prof Joseph Lo Bianco

DEEWR
University of South Australia
University of Melbourne

Prof Michael Macklin

University of New England

Mr Thomas Natera

Chair

2006-2009

Prof Linda Rosenman
Prof Adam Shoemaker
Prof Faith Trent
Prof Adrian Vickers

DEEWR
University of Western
Australia/University of Birmingham
University of Queensland
Australian National University
Flinders University
University of Sydney

Languages Expert
DEEWR nominee
Project Manager
Languages Expert
DASSH Executive Board
representative
DEEWR nominee
Languages Expert
Languages Expert
DASSH Executive Board
representative
DEEWR nominee

2006
2006
2007-2009
2008-2009

Dr Greg Whateley

University of New South Wales

Dr Joanne Winter

University of Western Australia

Ex officio
Ex officio
Ex officio
Languages Expert
Representative of Private
Providers
Project Director

Prof Anne Pauwels
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2007-2009
2006-2007
2006-2009
2006
2006
2007

2006-2008
2007-2009

APPENDIX 3: EXTRACTS FROM REPORTS
COMMISSIONED FOR THE PROJECT
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Extract from Lo Bianco, J. & Gvozdenko, I. (2006) Collaboration and innovation in the provision of languages other than
English in Australian Universities. Melbourne: University of Melbourne, 136-137
FACTORS
Factors identified from the Australian data which facilitate success of innovation and collaboration schemes
1. P a r t nership with communities and various organizations (Clyne, 2001, 2006 interview Appendix B; Ingram & Wylie,
2003; LOTE Review, 2003; Kinoshita Thomson, 2005);
2. Work opportunities for graduates on completion their degrees/courses (ALLC,1994; UWA, 2001);
3. I n t roducing various combinations of double degrees and courses (Staddon, 1996; R oever & D uffy, 2004; LOTE
Review, 2003, Deakin University, Tasmania University, 2003; UNE, 2004);
4. S p o n s orship of communities, government and other organizations (Clyne, 2006 interview, Appendix B; LOTE
Review, 2003, Deakin University);
5. D e d i c a t i o n of staff (Barrett, 2004; Felix, 2003; Orton, 2001; LOTE Review, 2003, Deakin University; Staddon, 1996);
6. E n c o u ragement of students with a background in a language to undertake a language study/promotion of courses
(Clyne, 2006 interview Appendix B; Roever & Duffy, 2004);
7. Seeking ways to enhance the outcomes for student through a successful program (Barrett, 2004; Ingrahm & Wylie,
2003);
8. P r e p a r e dness to negotiate terms of the program (Barrett, 2004; Staddon, 1996);
9. M u t u a l respect (Orton, 2001; Felix 2006 interview, Appendix B);
10. Flexible format of language delivery (Staddon, 1996);
11. I n c r e asing students’ motivation in self-management of language learning (Staddon, 1996);
12. Technology enhanced language teacher encouragement to experiment in teaching (Staddon, 1996);
13. I n c r e ased access to higher education (Mitchell,1993);
14. Availability of various programs which had never been previously offered (Mitchell,1993).
Factors identified from the Australian data which inhibit success of innovation and collaboration schemes
1. Funding arrangements. Lack of government support and outside sources (Erebus, 2002; Felix, 2006, University of
Tasmania, 2003; Dixon & Martin, 1990; Norrby, Debski, Nickolas, 2004);
2. I m p rovement of teacher training preparation (Clyne, 2006 interview, Appendix B; Staddon, 1996; McMeniman &
Vivian, 1997; Mitchell,1993);
3. L a c k of resourcing/technical support (hardware & software); (Felix, 2006 interview Appendix B; Mitchell,1993);
4. I n t ernal competitions between faculties (e.g. Arts and Education) (Erebus, 2002);
5. R e d u c t i o n of staff contact hours (LOTE Review, 2003, Deakin University);
6. I n c r e ase stuff/student ratio (Australian Academy of the Humanities, 1975);
7. L a c k of commitment from leadership for future LOTE promotion (Roever & Duffy, 2004);
8. L a c k of central policy (Dixon & Martin, 1990; UNE, 2004 p.27);
9. S t aff development (Tasmania University, 2003; Roever & Duffy, 2004);
10. L i t t l e motivation to sell a subject to student body (UNE, 2004);
11. L a c k of experience in distance education (UNE, 2004);
12. L a c k of commitment (UNE, 2004);
13. C r e d i t transfer (The Language Challenge, 1990);
14. D i f f e rent weightings of language units at various institutions (The Language Challenge, 1990);
15. M i s match of teacher/student expectation of language programs (Barrett, 2004);
16. H e a v y student load (Staddon, 1996; Roever & Duffy, 2004);
17. The cost effectiveness of video-conferencing for administrative support (Mitchell,1993).
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Extract from O’Phelan, J. de Riva (2006) Private and Adult Community Education Providers of Languages Other
than English (LOTE): Interest in collaboration with Australian Universities. Canberra: Decies Management
Consulting, 27-29.
National bodies
Australian Defence Force School of Languages: Wing Commander Ian Dibley, CO ADF School of Languages,
and Executive Officer Squadron Leader Catherine Smith; Mr Bruce Murray, Director of Studies
National Centre for Language Training: Dr Greg Whateley, Education Manager
Australian Capital Territory
CIT (Canberra Institute of Technology) Solutions Pty Ltd: Mr Michael Palic, International Language Training
Manager
New South Wales
TAFE NSW: Ms Rita Cheung, Program Manager, Languages Other Than English
& Women's Programs, Access & Gen Education Curriculum Centre
TAFE NSW - Granville Campus
TAFE NSW - Northern Sydney Institute
TAFE NSW – Manager, Educational Programs, OTEN
TAFE NSW South Western Sydney Institute of TAFE, Ms Carmel Ellis, A/Faculty Director, Employment
Preparation Faculty
NSW Vocational Education and Training Board (VETAB): Ms Catherine Kearney, Senior Project Officer Ms
Nadine Khoury, Relieving Manager, Accreditation & Approval Services
Muurrbay Aboriginal Language and Culture Cooperative
South Australia
Director, Quality Branch, Department of Further Education, Employment, Science and Technology
TAFE South Australia: tafeinfo@saugov.sa.gov.au
Adelaide Institute of TAFE: Mr Neven Marovich, Languages Coordinator, Centre for Tourism and International
Languages
Vocational Language Learning Centres, South Australia and Victoria: Ms Joanne Ammerlaan, National Manager
Tasmania
Institute of TAFE Tasmania: Mr Germán Duarte, Acting Team Leader, Language Programs South
Queensland
The University of Queensland Institute of Modern Languages:
Georgiana Poulter, Director
TAFE Queensland Cooloola Sunshine Institute of TAFE: Elizabeth Wicks
TAFE Queensland Gold Coast Institute of TAFE
Victoria
Lyceum Language Centre, Melbourne: Ms Rosalba Fogliani, Director and Principal and Mr Andrew Wilkinson,
Director
Horwood Language Centre, The University of Melbourne: A/Professor Robert Debski, Director
The School of Languages, The University of Melbourne
RMIT School of International and Community Studies: Guosheng Chen, Program Co-ordinator Applied Language
Western Australia:
Central TAFE: Mrs Joan Mulcahy, Learning Portfolio Manager, Travel, Tourism, Languages and Library Services
Foreign government and independent cultural institutes and associations
Alliance Française (Canberra): Mr Bertrand Calmy, Chief Representative of Alliance Française in Australia
Camões Institute: Ms Cesaltina Ferreira
Confucius Institute (Beijing)
Dante Alighieri Society (Melbourne): Mr Tom Hazell, President
Goethe-Institut (Sydney): Mr Rainer Manke, Head of Language Department
Japan Foundation (Sydney)
Alejandro Malaspina, the Spanish Cultural and Resource Centre (Manuka, ACT)
Taipei Economic and Cultural Office
Embassies and High Commissions
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An extract from Hajek, J., Slaughter, Y. & Stevens, M. (2008) Innovative approaches in the provision of Languages Other Than
English in Australian Higher Education Evaluation of Model 2: Collaborative City-Based Model. Research Unit for
Multilingualism and Cross-Cultural Communication, University of Melbourne: Melbourne, 7-8.
11. Recommendations
Overall, the authors consider that Model 2 arrangements remain viable in the current university climate, and make
the following recommendations:
Recommendation 1: Identify a clear need for the program
Identify a clear need for the collaborative program, ensuring that there is sufficient student demand, that financial
costs are taken into account, and that there is a clearly identified rationale for its implementation.
Recommendation 2: Ensure equitable funding arrangements
All direct and indirect costs associated with courses and their administration for both institutions should be
accounted for in the division of funding. We argue that a fee per student funding model allows for the best
outcome (see Sections 5.3, 7 and 8).
Recommendation 3: Identify stakeholders
Stakeholders need to be clearly identified by both institutions involved, and at a local level it must be decided what
is the best way of doing this to make the collaboration most effective. The key stakeholders involved in Model 2
collaborations differ greatly between institutions (see Section 5.6). Regardless of the differing approaches to the
collaborations, it is vital that the relevant staff members, at an administrative and an academic level, are identified
in the formal agreement and, accordingly, in course documentation. Intuitively, we would argue that this should
involve liaison between an academic member of staff at the home institution and the visiting staff member/s,
although there are examples of long-standing collaborations where Faculty staff undertake these roles.
Recommendation 4: Facilitate local student enrolment
Students should enrol in courses at their home institutions; cross-institutional enrolments should be avoided under
Model 2 collaborations (see Sections 5.4 and 8). (Note that cross-institutional enrolments play an important role in
other contexts. Our comments are in relation to Model 2 collaborations only.)
Recommendation 5: Provide greater support for staff members involved in teaching
Participation in collaborative arrangements of staff members from the host institution should be facilitated: they
should have their work at the home institution included in their workload, timetabling details should be organised
to fit in with their other teaching duties, parking should be made available and the cost covered, and office space
and local admin support at the home institution should be provided.
Recommendation 6: Provide formal documentation
The most important function of a formal agreement on collaborative arrangements is to be a clear point of
reference for all parties involved. The document should be freely available and distributed to all relevant
administrative and academic staff (see Section 11 for a template for a formal agreement).
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APPENDIX 4: COLLABORATIVE TRIALS - EXPRESSION
OF INTEREST PROCESS
Selection of Collaborative Trials for Funding: Process and Procedure
A summary of Collaborative Models to be presented on DASSH website.
Distribution of the Call for Expressions of Interest to all Deans (language responsibilities),
Upon receipt of Expression of Interest from Deans collate responses and analyse in terms of the Criteria and
Guidelines for Funding Collaborative Trials. Analysis and Expressions of Interest distributed to DASSH Executive
& CASR Steering Committee Members.
DASSH Conference September 2006: Chair of CASR Steering Committee to present an overview of the Collaborative
Models, report on the Criteria and Funding Guidelines for the Collaborative Trials and the processes implemented
for the Selection of Collaborative Trials, and provide feedback about the analysis of the Expression of Interest.
A joint meeting (CASR Steering Committee and DASSH Executive) to be convened to discuss Expressions of Interest
and to make funding decisions. This meeting to be chaired by DASSH Executive New Zealand member to ensure
transparency and reduce conflict of interest situations. Deans who have submitted Expressions of Interest and who are
members of the DASSH Executive and/or CASR Steering Committee will be excluded from the discussion of their
submission and ineligible to vote on the funding of the proposals.
The Selection of Collaborative Trials to be funded with reference to the Criteria and Guidelines for Funding
Collaborative Trials. A report to be prepared outlining the funding decisions. Deans who submitted an Expression of
Interest to be informed of selection and funding outcomes (HB).
A series of on-site face-to-face meetings in October / November with successful universities to establish the protocols
and project management for the collaborative trials. Steering Committee to appoint Project Expert Teams (PETs) for
each trial. Project Director to be member of all PETs.

1
2
3
4
4

5
6

Call for Expression of Interest
OVERVIEW

This Call invites you to submit an Expression of Interest (see the Expression of Interest Pro forma) that outlines a
project proposal which could be selected as one of the Collaborative Trials to be funded as part of the CASR
Project - Innovative approaches to the provision of languages other than English in Australian Higher Education
– managed by DASSH. The Collaborative Trials to be funded by CASR will be based on 3 Models developed as
part of the CASR Project and described on the DASSH website (www.dassh.edu.au):
1. Cooperative Blended Model
2. Collaborative City Based Model
3A. Blended Online and Intensive Immersion Model
3B. Blended Online & In Country Immersion Model.
Here are some illustrative suggestions for the types of collaborative projects that could be developed (of course
we are happy to consider other forms of collaboration) and relevant Collaborative Model:
Type of project
Collaboration in the production of teaching materials to be used as the basis of a common
curriculum
Collaboration to share teaching resources and research expertise in the development of shared
online units for advanced / intermediate students
Introduction of intensive summer/winter schools immersion programs for linguistic proficiency and
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Collaborative Model
1, 3A, 3B.
1, 2
3A

improved interaction for students from small enrolment languages
Collaboration between universities to arrange periods of study and/or internships for students in
target language countries
Facilitate students to study strategic or community languages “in situ” and establish a national
standard to assess their capability
Articulating with private providers for language provision
Better use of technology and other technological approaches for online learning across several
universities
Collaboration to enhance experiences of Honours students through intensive immersion
(residential school) and online interactive study

3B
2, 3A, 3B
1, 2
1, 2, 3A, 3B
3A

DIMENSIONS OF THE CALL FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST

1. The proposed budget, personnel, Collaborative Model and timelines for the implementation of the
various stages of the proposed Collaborative Trial are to be clearly indicated on the Expression of
Interest Pro forma.
2. The proposed Collaborative Trial to be submitted on the Expression of Interest Pro forma to Dr Joanne
Winter, Project Manager (jewinter@cyllene.uwa.edu.au; Fax: 08 6488 1059).
3. The Expression of Interest Pro forma to be received by 5pm WST (7pm EST).
4. The Expression of Interest Pro forma must be signed by at least one of the Deans (a member of
DASSH) in the Collaborative Trial.
5. The Criteria and Guidelines for Funding the Collaborative Trials (see below) will be used in the selection
of successful Expressions of Interest.
6. A CASR workshop – ‘Strengthening languages through collaborations’ - @ the DASSH 2006
Conference (Griffith University) will provide opportunities for discussion and clarification of submitted
Expressions of Interest. Revised Expressions of Interest to be forwarded to Dr Joanne Winter
[jewinter@cyllene.uwa.edu.au / Fax: 08 6488 1059] by Monday 9 October 2006.
7. The Selection of Collaborative Trials will be decided at a joint meeting of the CASR Steering Committee
and the DASSH Executive. This meeting to be chaired by the DASSH Executive New Zealand member
to ensure transparency and reduce conflict of interest situations. Deans who have submitted
Expressions of Interest and are members of the DASSH Executive and/or CASR Steering Committee
will be excluded from the discussion of their submission and ineligible to vote on the funding of the
proposal.
8. Successful Collaborative Trials to be announced in late October.

Criteria and Guidelines for Funding the Collaborative Trials
GUIDELINES FOR FUNDING

1. The CASR Steering Committee and DASSH Executive are keen to fund 3-5 Collaborative Trials
2. Collaborative Trials will be funded in the range $10,000 - $80,000.
3. Funding will be allocated on a case-by-case, needs analysis basis.
4. Collaborative Trials will be funded for 2 years by CASR monies, on the understanding that the ‘funded’
Institution(s) will continue the trial for an additional 12 months (self-funded).
5. Budgets for Collaborative Trials cannot include money for equipment.
CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COLLABORATIVE TRIAL

The following criteria are fairly broad and the DASSH Executive and CASR Steering Committee will consider all
Expressions of Interest in view of the aims of the CASR project and its Rationale
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a) In principle, at least three projects to be funded will draw upon different Collaborative models
(www.dassh.edu.au).
b) At least one project to be funded will address the provision of ‘very small’ languages.
c) In principle at least one of the Collaborative Trials to be funded will result in the introduction of a
language not previously offered by one of the collaborating partners in the past 5 years.
d) In principle at least one of the Collaborative Trials to be funded will result in the maintenance of a
language ‘at risk’ (e.g. non replacement of retiring staff) in at least one of the collaborating
institutions.
e) We would be keen to fund a Collaborative Trial that would provide the opportunity for the
introduction of, or maintenance of, an ‘at risk‘ community language.
RATIONALE AND AIMS OF THE CASR PROJECT

1. The shrinking diversity in the range and number of languages offered in Australian higher education;
2. The absence of language programs of community groups represented in Australia’s population e.g.
Arabic in WA, Qld, in Australian universities;
3. The diminishing place of ‘very small’ language enrolment subjects;
4. The staffing and funding constraints for maintaining languages e.g. retiring staff, decreasing EFTSL,
maintaining a language major with less than 3 staff members etc
5. The experiences and evaluations of current collaborative efforts and their relative strengths and
limitations (Models).

Expression of Interest Proforma
Proposing Dean
Name
Collaborating Dean
Name
Title of proposed Collaborative Trial

University
University

Language(s)
Rationale for the proposed Collaborative Trial
Description of Collaborative Trial: should indicate roles and
responsibilities of Collaborative Partners
Outcomes for proposed Collaborative Trial
1. Co-operative Blended Model
2. Collaborative City Based Model
Identification of
Collaborative Model

3A. Blended Online and Intensive Immersion Model

3B. Blended Online-In-country Model.
Project Plan and timeline (outline the relevant stages of the Proposed
Collaborative Trial and the associated timeframe)
Timeline for
proposed
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Collaborative
Trial

YES
Please indicate if the required timeframe for your insitution policy,
processes and procedures to adopt aspects of the Collaborative Trial
will mean a late start to any aspect of the proposed project.

NO

Estimation of the start date
Personnel
Budget
items

Materials
Travel
Other

Budget

Justification and ranking of Budget Items [Essential, Desirable, Optional]
Details of In-kind contribution (at least 20%)

Total Funds for Proposed
Collaborative Trial:

CASR

In-kind

Total

I/We understand that the Collaborative Trial period of 2 years will be supported by CASR funds and I/we
commit to continue the Trial for at least 12 months after the end of the funding period (2006 – 2008).
Date

Signature

Overview of Expressions of Interest Received
PROPOSALS AND INSTITUTIONS
Prop.

Title of Expression of Interest

Collaborating
Institutions

1

Collaboration in the development, delivery and evaluation of advanced level units

UTS, QUT

2

Enhanced collaborative city based model for teaching Indonesian language

Flinders

3

UNE/JCU Partnership in French Language Studies

UNE, JCU

4

Blended online and intensive immersion model

UNE, JCU

5

Two way collaborations: Arabic, Indonesian, Thai

Sydney, UTS

6

Arabic and Italian on UNSW campus

Sydney, UNSW

7

"Blended model" UNE/ JCU partnership in Chinese language studies

UNE, JCU

8

Enriching the Honours experience in European languages

UWA, ANU

9

Collaborative curriculum development and teaching in the delivery of Intermediate and
Advanced Indonesian language tuition at regional universities

USC, UNE,
Tasmania, CDU
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10

Collaborative Graduate Diploma in Language Teaching (Modern Greek)

Flinders, CDU
(?Griffith)

11

Co-operative blended model Offering Arabic and Italian at Uni SA and Deakin
respectively

Deakin, UniSA

12

Classics around Australia

UNE, Newcastle,
USQ

13

Teaching Arabic through digital video linkups: stand alone arrangements followed by
immersion models

ANU, UWA

14

Teaching Thai on-line and in-country

ANU, UTS

15

Development and teaching of collaborative in-country Thai language and culture courses

RMIT, Rajabhat
University, Thailand
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APPENDIX 5: COLLABORATIVE TRIALS - PROJECT
MANAGEMENT
PROJECT EXPERT TEAMS [PET]

The successful projects will work with a PET (Project Expert Team) during 2007-8. The PET Teams will function
to provide expertise and to facilitate project monitoring, development, evaluation and reporting between the
subprojects and the CASR Steering Committee and DASSH Executive. All PET Teams to be chaired by the
Project Director.
PETs to comprise:
CASR Project Director [Chair]
Nominating Dean or Dean’s nominee
Collaborating Dean(s) or Deans’ nominee
CASR Steering Committee member*
*Member should not be directly involved in the Project.
PROJECT EXPERT TEAM MEETINGS

In addition to local meetings and activities several formal PET meetings were conducted during the trial period.
Date

Place

May 2007

Melbourne

Focus

PETs and other attendees

Discussion of Aims and Outcomes of each
Collaborative Trials
Establishing project management
organisation and reporting obligations

Members of:
Flinders & CDU PET
UNE & JCU PET
UNE & Newcastle PET
UniSA & Deakin PET
USC, UNE, CDU, & UTas PET
UWA, ANU & Monash PET
Steering Committee members
UniSA PET members
UniSA Division of Administration
UniSA Student Administration

Identification of structural and organisational
issues that need to be monitored for
evaluation of the Collaborative Trials

November 2007

March 2008

Adelaide

Melbourne

Problems linked to imposition of crossinstitutional processes on Collaborative Trial
Copyright compliance and collaboration
Marketing and networking for Modern Greek
trial in Darwin
Enrolment and certification processes for
education qualification
Honours collaboration in G08 universities:
German and other European languages
Progress of Collaborative Trials
Marketing to students

May 2008
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Armidale

Flinders PET members
UWA, ANU, Monash PET
German Studies representatives from
UQ, Melbourne, UTas, Adelaide
(French), Sydney
Chair, CASR Steering Committee

Student administration and resources

UNE members of USC, UNE, CDU,
UTas PET
UNE members of UNE Newcastle PET
UNE member of UNE JCU PET
Faculty of Arts & Science UNE Student
Administration
Head of School – Humanities, UNE

Discussion of formalisation processes for
collaboration

USC, UNE, UTas, CDU PET
(Teleconference)

Faculty restructuring and threats to
innovation (financial reporting)
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May 2008

Maroochydore

May 2008

Maroochydore

August 2008

Cairns

September
2008

Adelaide

Discussion of formalisation processes for
collaboration
Collaboration
provision ofarrangements
Indonesian in
Financial and and
administrative
regional
universities
for in-country program
Progress and promotion of Chinese program
at JCU
Progress and evaluation of Case Study 2
and Case Study 3

USC legal office and research office
management
USC Faculty Student administration
USC legal office and research office
management
USC Faculty Student administration
UNE JCU PET
Flinders CDU PET
UniSA and Deakin PET
Chair CASR Steering Committee

REPORTING TEMPLATES FOR COLLABORATIVE TRIALS

Interim Report TEMPLATE
Project Title
Report Author

THE PROJECT TO DATE
Timeline and Milestones
Administration and support
Communication and knowledge transfer
IT in the project
IP & copyright
Financial report of Project
STRUCTURAL ASPECTS OF THE MODEL
Enrolment procedures
Course value
Staffing
Assessment Procedures
FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE MODEL

PEDAGOGICAL ASPECTS OF THE MODEL
Advantages and disadvantages
Modifications to the model
OTHER
Constraints / problems
Suggestions / improvements Recommendations
General comments and feedback

Guide to the Interim Report
THE PROJECT TO DATE
Timeline and Milestones: Document and evaluate the project in light of the contract objectives and account for
changes, delays etc to the project development (particularly in terms of any structural or institutional problems)
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Administration and support: Evaluate the role for, and ongoing needs of, project administration.
Communication and knowledge transfer: Describe the contact, communication and knowledge transfer
among the project participants and teaching staff, where relevant and evaluate the needs, success, constraints
etc for the sustainability of the project. Identify any recommendations about ensuring quality for communication
etc. in light of the model being trialled in the project.
Financial report of Project: Please use broad categories as in the original Expression of Interest in light of the
reduced budget allocation. We don’t need any breakdown beyond these broad categories such as
personnel/staffing; materials, travel.
STRUCTURAL ASPECTS OF THE MODEL
Enrolment procedures: Describe the type of enrolment process used, or to be trialled, eg cross-institutional,
Home university enrolment etc, and any administrative arrangements that needed to be modified or implemented
to accommodate collaboration.
Course value: credit points, hours, year level
Staffing: Arrangements, selection process, workload (project preparation, curriculum support, tutor etc)
Assessment Procedures: What, How, Standardisation, Marking Guidelines, Grade Scheme (if different how
resolved, descriptors used etc)
FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE MODEL: Description of planned or trialled aspects of the financial
arrangements and organization of the collaboration relating to the provision of languages (not the financial
reporting for the project administration) e.g. income and expenditure, revenue sharing etc

End of Project Final Report TEMPLATE
Instructions
1. A PROVIDER University refers to the institution that provides the language learning and material expertise
and a HOST University is the one where the students attend face-to-face tutorials and/or residential schools.
We have included space in the template for you to report staffing appointments and other financial
arrangements and to identify which university – Provider or Host – assumes responsibilities for these.
2. Please complete the Template in WORD and submit file with the following naming protocol: Nominating
Institution Abbreviation, language, author initials. E.g.USCIndonesianPM.doc
3. In completing the Template you can insert as much space as you need for the information. You are welcome
to append any supporting documentation for the sections of the template.
Part A: Details of Collaborative Trial
A.1 Collaborative trial:
A.2

PET
Nominating
Rep

A.3

Collaboration
partners [details
as per contract]

A.4

Partner I (nominating
institution)
Dean’s contact details

Partner II

Partner III

Partner IV

Dean’s contact details

Dean’s contact details

Dean’s contact details

Current Dean

Part B: Language(s) of Collaborative Trial and the Collaborative Model
Language A (identify)
Language B (identify)
Classification of language based on
Classification of language based on
White & Baldauf (2006)
White & Baldauf (2006)
Status of language in collaborative partner I: new or
Status of language in collaborative partner I: new or maintaining
maintaining offering
offering
Status of language in collaborative
Status of language in collaborative
partner II: new or maintaining
partner II: new or maintaining offering.
offering.
Levels of offerings in collaboration:
Levels of offerings in collaboration: ab
ab initio, intermediate, advanced
initio, intermediate, advanced
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University course level by year
2007
[e.g.

1st

University course level by year

2008

2009

1st,

1st,

2 nd

2 nd,

2007
3rd

e.g.

1 st

Model for collaborative trial (based on CASR Formulation)
Provider University

2008

2009

1st,

1st, 2 nd, 3rd]

2 nd

Identify Model Number and Name
Host University

Part C: Agreements & MOUs for the Collaboration
Was a formal agreement / MOU signed for the collaborative
C.1
Yes
! No
trial?
If No (C.1) describe how the trial was facilitated by the partner institutions. Discuss any problems
C.2
that arose, and/or advantages, due to the absence of any agreement.
What type of document – agreement? MOU? - was signed?
Please provide the ‘title’ to the agreement / MOU.
Who were the signatories to the agreement/ MOU? (VC, DVC. PVC, Dean of
Faculties)
What was the time/life span in years for the agreement?
If Yes (C.1)
What happens upon expiry? Was a renewal or review period included in the
Please
agreement?
provide
C.3
answers to
Describe the consultation process, and identify the key stakeholder roles, for
this set of
formulating and finalising the agreement.
questions

!

Describe the areas covered by the agreement - (Staffing? Financial terms?
Reporting? Reviewing? Copyright? IP?).
Describe the type of briefing documents you needed to prepare for the various
stakeholders.
C.4 Provide feedback on the value of the agreement to the trial?
Provide recommendations about the nature of formal agreements/MOU for future collaborations
C.5
based on your experiences.
Part D: Administration Processes for Collaboration (Note student administration and enrolment considered in section
E)
Was an administrative position dedicated to the collaborative trial
D.1
Yes
!
No
!
at the nominating (typically the provider) University?
Was an administrative position dedicated to the collaborative trial
D.2
Yes
!
No
!
at the host University?
- which administrative staff (level of appt/seniority) and their institutional roles
provided support to the trial;
- the time fraction(s) spent on trial support;

D.3

If No (D.1
and/or D.2)
provide an
overview
(separately for
each
institution) of:

- workload reorganisation and/or portfolio responsibility;
- financial costs of administrative support (direct and indirect);
- any limitations for the trial due to the absence of a dedicated staff member
-the arrangements for dealing with the partner university administration

D.3

If Yes (D.1
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and/or D.2)
describe the
role and
appointment of
the
administrative
support
(separately for
each
institution).

Was the appointment made at the provider university or the host university
List key responsibilities and duties undertaken in the support role.
Outline the costs for the position (direct and indirect)
Describe how the support changed over the 2-year period of the trial and
provide feedback about whether this need would diminish over time and be
able to be reabsorbed into the ‘normal’ administration for teaching and
learning.
Describe the arrangements for dealing with the partner university (by admin
support)
Identify advantages and/or disadvantages of the dedicated position

D.4

Discuss the role and
commitment (including some
assessment of whether it
would be a once-off need or
an ongoing one) of other
administrative agencies
(excluding student admin) in
the university for the
collaboration

e.g. IT / web management admin
Library admin
International office admin
Financial services
Risk assessment and health and safety
Other

Part E: Student Administration and Enrolment
E.1

Student enrolment
method (for students
at Host university)

Students enrolled
at the Host
university

!

Students enrolled at
Provider University
via crossinstitutional
enrolment

!

Other /
Mix

An example:

E.2

Document the steps
undertaken by
students and student
administration to enrol
a student in a unit
delivered at a Host
university by the
Provider University

1. Student completes enrolment form online at the Host university
2. Student administration at Host university sends off paperwork to
Provider university
3. Provider university processes and returns confirmation of enrolment to
Host university
4. Host university student administration informs students of confirmation
5. Student accesses Provider university for info on timetable, materials etc

E.3
E.4
E.5

E.6

E.7

List any problems – and how they were resolved – for the enrolment of students in the trialled
units/subjects.
Describe the process for including the units/subjects in the handbook/student information in the
partner institution(s). Identify any problems for this process.
Describe the mechanism for the reporting of student results. Include a description of a) the process
for submission of marks to Boards of Examiners (student admin) and b) the mode of representing
mark and grades on student transcripts. Identify any problems experienced in the reporting of results.
Describe the processes for dealing with student progress matters for students involved in a
collaborative teaching context. Which university rules and regulations apply? Include some
assessment as to whether this Is a relevant issue. Supplement with an example or experience if
privacy (of the case) can be maintained.
Describe any course or unit translations that are needed e.g.
Course and/or unit/subject weighting or minimum number requirement;
Grading scheme differences (e.g. H1= 80+ vs H1=85).
How is this managed for collaborations involving a minor/major sequence (i.e. more than 1 or 2
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!
Please describe

units/subjects)?
Describe the processes established between the Provider and Host universities to facilitate or enable
E.8
adequate and efficient communication between student administration units at each institution.
Provide some feedback from student administrators about the processes and regulations developed
E.9
during the trial.
Part F: Financial Arrangements for Collaboration
What kind of student load arrangement
EFTSL
‘Fee for
F.1
!
!
Other
was instituted for the collaborative trial
transfer
service’
Proportional share (Provider/Host) for ‘fee for service’ e.g. (60/40) or $ fee exchange (e.g. $200 per
F.2
student)
F.3 ‘Fee for service’ organised at what level of institutional structure (e.g. university, faculty, school)?
Document any legal costs incurred in setting up the collaboration and identify the nature of the cost
F.4
e.g. licensing, contracts etc
F.5

Discuss how the collaborative financial arrangements impact on the institutional, faculty and school
budget mechanism? Were any special considerations or compensations needed to be included?

F.6

Provide an overview of any relevant revenue sharing from the collaboration.

F.7

Provide an evaluation of the relative success of the financial arrangements for the trial. Provide any
recommendations for future collaborative efforts in terms of financial arrangements

Part G: IT and the Collaboration

G.1

Identify the IT student-learning platforms (e.g. Blackboard, WebCT) used at the Provider
and Host universities including the version/model.

Provider
Host

Discuss any incompatibility issues that arose due to differences in learning platforms and
how these were resolved. Did licensing issues arise and why?
List the main functions or uses of technology in the trial (e.g. access to digitised library
G.3
holdings; lectures; feedback).
Was student support for IT (different programs etc) provided for during the trial? How
G.4
and to what extent was this outside the ‘normal’ level of support?
G.5 Discuss the advantages and benefits of IT for the collaboration.
G.6 Identify the IT needs that future collaborative efforts need to be aware of and plan for.
Part H: IP and Copyright
H.1 Describe the ways in which IP was handled among the collaborative partners
Were the IP arrangements formalised? [Append a copy of agreement if not a matter of
H.2
confidentiality.]
Did problematic issues of copyright emerge in the trial (e.g. teaching materials, digitised
H.3 library readings) and in what ways did they impact on the collaboration. Describe the
ways in which these were resolved
H.4 Provide any recommendations for future trials about IP processes or copyright
Part I: Staffing
What kinds of
Full time
Fractional
Sessional/casual
No dedicated academic staffing
!
!
!
academic/teaching staff were !
I.1
involved in the trial at the
Level of
Length of contract (weeks)
Host university?
Appointment:
I.2
Which partner (Provider or Host) was
Salary
responsible for aspects of the staffing Recruitment and selection
(please indicate N/A if not relevant):
Daily supervision
Knowledge transfer, training and professional
development
G.2
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Office space
Computing and library access
Staff card
Describe the recruitment and selection process including the roles for the Provider and
I.3
Host partners.
I.4
What level of supervision did the Host university provide?
Describe the strategies adopted for ensuring the staff were integrated into the Host
I.5
university
With Host student administration
With academic/teaching staff at
Provider university
I.6
What communication processes were in place for staffing?
With enrolled students prior to
semester
With student administration at
Provider University
Discuss the professional development opportunities available for the staff appointed at
I.7
the Host university
I.8
Was staff paid for marking?
I.9
What mechanisms were adopted for quality control in assessment procedures?
Describe any amendments and the reasons for the changes to staffing arrangements
I.10
that occurred during the trial.
Provide some feedback from staff at the Host university about their experiences and
I.11
(dis)satisfaction with the trial
I.12
How was the collaboration factored into staff workload at the Provider university?
Comments: positive or negative re staffing arrangements and any suggestions for
I.13
avoiding problems in future collaborations.
Part J: Teaching & Learning
School
Describe the school, faculty/division, institutional teaching and learning
J.1
Faculty/division
procedures required for approval of the collaborative trial unit/subjects.
University
Identify the key stakeholders (role or function not by name) involved in the
J.2
approval process.
J.3
Graphically represent the approval process (hierarchy).
Discuss the participation of each institution in the timetabling and planning of
J.4
classroom contact for the units/subjects
Examination process: setting of papers, monitoring, timetable etc. Provide an
J.5
overview of any issues that arose as part of the collaboration.
Was material / curriculum development part of the trial? If YES provide an
overview by type, e.g. online lectures, online activities, classroom activities,
J.6
assessment. Identify which partner – Provider or Host – was responsible for
the development.
Prior to the CASR project had the Provider university undertaken similar
J.7
collaborations in teaching and learning? Elaborate.
Provide an overview of any teaching and learning innovations that featured in
J.8
the collaborative trial. Evaluate to what extent the nature of the collaboration
may have motivated the developments.
Describe any modifications to or development in teaching and learning policies
J.9
in the Provider and/or Host universities due to the trial.
Comments: Issues in teaching and learning encountered during the trial and
J.10
ways in which problems were addressed and resolved.
Part K: Students and the Collaborative Trial
Provide a description of how the unit/subject was marketed and how students were
K.1
made aware of the innovation.
K.2
Provide enrolment data (student numbers) for the unit/subject in the trial.
K.3
Discuss to what extent the enrolment statistics exceeded, met or were less than initial

143

Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Higher Education

expectations.
Provide discontinuation proportion of enrolment statistics and some reasons for this (e.g. normal
attrition, too difficult, timetabling clashes etc)
Major area of interest (e.g. languages students, political science
students, language teachers) for the student cohort
Describe the type of
Proportion of full time and part time students
students enrolled in
the unit/subject
Students planning a sequence of language study / ‘one-off’ unit takers

K.4

K.5

Evaluate to what extent the students IT skills were adequate and appropriate for the trial
unit/subject
Discuss any other student related problems that were dealt with in the trial and how resolved.
Proportion of students who completed
survey
Student Evaluation Data: Please make
Was an institutional instrument
sure results from the CASR Steering
administered? Any general trends that
Committee have been forwarded to Jo
can be reported.
Winter.
How will feedback from student
evaluation be acted upon in the Provider
and Host universities?

K.6
K.7

K.8

K.9

General comments on student issues for planning purposes.

Part L: CASR Project and the Collaborative Model
Describe any modifications made to the model (financial, student enrolment processes etc) during
the trial. Provide the reasons for the changes and an assessment as to the improvement or
L.1
otherwise to the original model description.
Identify the advantages and disadvantages the collaborative model provided for the delivery of
L.2
languages education
L.3
Identify any suggestions / improvements to the model and how these might be achieved
L.4
Identify any constraints / problems occurred during the trial due to the collaborative model.
L.5

Provide general comments and feedback on the Model

L.6

Summarise any recommendations for the collaborative model

Attach a financial overview for the expenditure of CASR funds using the broad categories used in
the original Expression of Interest budget.
Part M: Any further comments / feedback
L.7

STUDENT EVALUATION INSTRUMENT FOR COLLABORATIVE TRIALS

EVALUATION OF STUDENT EXPERIENCE
We would like to hear from you about your language learning experiences. The unit/subject in which you are enrolled is the result
of a partnership between your university and one or more other Australian universities. The main aim for this survey is to find out
how successful and enjoyable the experience has been.
The survey should only take you about 10 minutes. We have included space for you to give us an additional comment at the end
of the questionnaire. The survey is anonymous and the information provided will remain confidential. The survey trends and
findings, (it is being administered to students enrolled in 11 Australian universities), will be considered for the preparation of a final
Some background information
report on the project.
If you would like any information on the survey please contact the Project Director Dr Joanne Winter
(jewinter@cyllene.uwa.edu.au).
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Please provide the following information about your unit:
1.

The university which will award your degree (including the credit from this
unit/subject):

2.

The university which provides the teaching materials and study guide for the
unit/subject:

3.

The university where you study the unit (attend tutorials etc):

4.

Language studied:
Year of unit study:

5.

Level:

6.

Ist

2nd/3rd
Beginner

4th
Intermediate

other
Advanced

The unit/subject
Please answer each of the following questions by choosing ONE of the options for questions 1-5. Multiple
selections can be made for questions 6 & 7.
1. The learning for this unit included:
! Online lecture and reading materials AND weekly face-to-face tutorials
! Online lecture and reading materials AND a face-to-face workshop/seminar of 1-5 days
! Online reading materials AND video/streamed lectures AND weekly face-to-face tutorials
! All reading materials and activities were online AND NO face-to-face component
! All lecture and tutorial materials were available in face-to-face settings (including in-country courses)
2. The enrolment procedures for the unit were:
! More complicated than for other subjects
! About the same as other subjects
! Less complicated than other subjects
3. I was given enough information about this unit/subject to understand what would be involved in studying a
language in this unit/subject?
Yes !
No !
4. I was able to complete all online readings or lectures - if required- AND face-to-face components of the
unit/subject in the same week they were scheduled:
Always!

Usually !

Sometimes !

Rarely !

Never !

5. ALL of the components of the unit/subject were coherent and complemented each other (i.e., combinations
of online readings and lectures and/or tutorials and/or semester workshops and/or in-country course).
Very well integrated !
!

Well integrated !

Poorly integrated !

Very poorly integrated

6. Studying a language in this unit/subject with online and face-to-face combinations including intensive
immersion (in-country or local residential school) was a positive learning experience because:
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[Please choose as many options as you feel best reflect your positive learning experiences in this
unit/subject.]
6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8
6.9
6.10

It offered me flexibility in organising study time
It enriched my learning environment
It enhanced my exposure to reading and writing in the language
Study a language that may otherwise would not be available to me at my ‘Home’
university
Face-to-face classes motivated me to complete/undertake online components
Online components motivated me to attend face-to-face classes
Face-to-face classes provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language
skills
Online components provided me with an opportunity to practise my oral language
skills
Face-to-face classes provided an opportunity to interact with other language learning
students
Online components provided an opportunity to interact with other language learning
students

7. I experienced some problems in studying a language in this unit/subject with online and face-to-face
combinations including intensive immersion (in-country or local residential school) such as:
[Please choose as many options as you feel best reflect your positive learning experiences in this
unit/subject.]
7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5

Organising my time for online and classroom components
Inability to discipline myself for the responsibility of independent learning required for
online learning
Unfamiliarity with online learning technologies
Absence of immediate feedback for online component

7.7

Lack of teacher support
Problems with connecting to IT systems (e.g. speed, download volume) and
compatibility issues
Uncomfortable with the dynamics of face-to-face language learning interaction

7.8

Overwhelmed by the intensity of the language learning immersion classroom

7.6

8. Would you recommend studying a language in the mode of this unit/subject to other students?
Yes !

No !

9. Are you planning to continue with this type of language study?
Yes !

No !

A further course is not available !

10. Please provide any other comments about your experiences in this unit/subject:
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APPENDIX 6: FINAL REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS
FROM COLLABORATIVE TRIALS
CASE STUDY 1: CHINESE

Recommendation 1
Establish a steering group for the implementation of the collaboration
At the beginning of the period of implementation of the collaboration, establish a steering group of all principal
stakeholders at both universities to meet regularly (using technology to link over a distance), allocate
responsibilities, have oversight of the process and take an advocacy role within each institution. This will help to
avoid the uncertainty over roles, processes and procedures that has emerged during this collaboration.
Recommendations 2 and 3 relate to improving information sharing and documentation of timelines, tasks and the
staff responsible for them at each institution.
Recommendation 2
Improve bilateral access to documentation relevant to the collaboration.
2A. Establish a secure shared folder or webspace accessible to designated staff from both universities.
2B.Arrange access for relevant staff of each institution to the intranet, LMS, and staff pages of the other.
Recommendation 3
Facilitate knowledge transfer and stability of administrative practices in the case of staff movement by
drawing up and maintaining a manual of procedures and responsibilities, linked with a checklist or timeline.
Recommendation 4
Funding for subject academic staff to visit the Host university at the beginning of each academic year
should be guaranteed by the Provider University.
Recommendation 5
Provide support during the period of gradual establishment
Recognise the initial investment costs (particularly in terms of extra staff time and workload) and the lead-in time
required in the introduction of a new language. Allow for enrolments to start small and grow. It is essential that
allowance be made in the budgeting and financial aspects of the model for this establishment period.
Recommendation 6
Strengthen the position of the Tutor within the model.
The model stands or falls by the quality of the tutor. Tutors of Chinese are not in ready supply and it is too risky
for the tutor to be employed only as a casual. Adapting the model to employ the tutor on a fractional fixed term
contract would ensure continuity, stability and a return on investment in training the tutor. Arrangements would
have to be made for supplementing their workload at the provider university if enrolments in the blended model
fell suddenly.
Recommendation 7
Promote the understanding that students are required to be active members of a larger online group.
Encourage awareness amongst students and staff that the students are expected to be active members of a
larger mixed mode class cohort, and that a significant part of their learning takes place online.
Recommendation 8
Recognise workload involved in supporting the model and clarify workload allocation procedures
A clear policy or model is desirable for workload allocation at the provider university, both to academic staff and
to administrative support staff.
CASE STUDY 2: ITALIAN & ARABIC

Recommendation about the nature of formal agreements/MOU for future collaborations
Given the success of the trial in terms of attracting student interest in universities where the languages were previously
unavailable, a longer term contractual agreement of around 5 years is recommended to provide an adequate commitment to
the collaborating institutions, staff and students enrolled in the respective language majors.

Recommendation for future collaborative efforts in terms of financial arrangements
While the provider institutions received full funding for the teaching of their respective languages, the cross-institutional
enrolment model proved complex for staff and students. It also created an imbalance in enrolments/funding, with 168

147

Collaborative Models and Languages in Australian Higher Education

students of Italian at Deakin (22 EFTSL) and 28 students of Arabic at UniSA (3.5 EFTSL). It is therefore recommended that
the 60/40 financial model be adopted, as occurs with other collaborative arrangements. This would provide the host
institution of Italian (Deakin) with significantly more funding for the administration of Italian.

Recommendation for future trials about IP processes or copyright
Direct enrolment at the host institution is recommended, without cross-institutional enrolment at the provider institution.
Existing university copyright licences cover students accessing online resources at the provider institutions hence access
could be granted via a password. Moreover, it would also resolve the problems of the dual enrolment, permit the inclusion of
results and grades on transcripts, allow the enrolment of exchange and study abroad students and of “double” crossinstitutional enrolment.

Recommendation for the Collaborative Model trialled in the study
While the Italian-Arabic trial was successful, cross-institutional enrolment burdened the collaboration. Best practice models
for collaboration need to be identified and made available to other institutions involved in the trial to ensure that university
management are able to efficiently manage the introduction of new languages in collaboration with other institutions
CASE STUDY 3: MODERN GREEK

Recommendation for future trials about IP processes or copyright
Formalised agreements provide a solid platform for the calibration of project models and deliverables. They ensure that
milestones can be negotiated and agreed targets met by all stakeholders.

Recommendation for the Collaborative Model trialled in the study
This model is one that can be useful to other languages in recognition of the outcry, Australia-wide, regarding the lack of
adequately trained language teachers and the demise in the number of students exiting our schools with a second language
acquisition. We would hope that this model be promoted to and supported by Education Authorities on a Federal and State
level across Australia as a means of developing our language teacher resources in Australia, and in order to strengthen
Australia’s current position on languages. This is a positive example of how Australia can create partnerships and work
collaboratively with existing current resources (community and other stakeholder foreign governments included) in the
support of such programs that achieve a quality “win win” outcome.
The financial support of the program through government, non- government, foreign agencies and the private sector are
strong factors in securing success for the program and should be pursued and supported into the future. There is potential in
extending this program to those students undertaking diplomas and degrees (post and undergraduate) in “education” who
are still studying and can commence the language units as part of their “electives” in their education degree course in order
to achieve a “double degree” upon continuing in and completing an enrolment in the language specific Graduate Diploma in
Language Teaching or those who have just finished who can continue immediately into enrolment in the language specific
GDLT.
CASE STUDY 4: CLASSICS

Recommendation for future trials about IP processes or copyright
A clearly set out agreement at the beginning of the process ensures no IP issues over the course of the agreement.
CASE STUDY 5: INDONESIAN

Recommendation about the nature of formal agreements/MOU for future collaborations
The overarching collaborative agreement and any other necessary contracts or MOUs should have been negotiated in the
first six months of the project, not the last. Templates for such agreements may be useful as well as government
participation and encouragement of such processes.

Recommendation for future collaborative efforts in terms of financial arrangements
Funding of the annual training for in-country instructors need to be assured on an ongoing basis. UNRAM should be able to
provide this but assistance and input from Australian partners or grant sources would be beneficial.
CASE STUDY 6: GERMAN

Recommendation for the Collaborative Model trialled in the study
To lobby the three Deans to encourage and support sound and innovative pedagogy in Honours cooperations
(not just in German Studies) by providing the “earned funds” for this sound investment.
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