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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this report is to present the findings from the thematic analysis of comments submitted during the 
Advancing Melbourne Education Roundtable held 19-21 April 2021. A total of 366 comments were included in the 
analysis, which was conducted independently for each of the three days. An iterative coding process was completed 
for each of the three sets of comments, and ideas were categorised independently of the intended discussion 
questions from the day. (Additional details regarding methodology can be found in Section 1.) 

Key findings 
Findings indicated that there was an openness to online teaching and learning, an acknowledgement that it had 
benefits/a role, and an impression that online teaching and learning would be, generally, less daunting than it was in 
2020. However, there remained a notable sentiment among some that online teaching and learning would/could not 
adequately replace the on-campus experience. In addition, the importance of flexibility emerged as a strong theme, 
particularly in providing learning opportunities that were accessible to a range of students with varying employment, 
carer, or disability-related needs. Specifically, the idea of being flexible related to conversation on delivery mode, 
course design, and teaching practice. Similarly, another common theme was that decisions about the future of the 
campus, the lecture, or delivery mode should be made in consideration for all components of teaching and learning. 
Findings indicated a general desire for purposeful decision-making which took into consideration specific learning aims 
and needs. 

In addition, key findings are provided below in relation to primary questions which guided the Education Roundtable. 
Further details related to each day’s analysis are provided in Sections 2-4. 

What is the role of the campus? 
The following emerged as the most prominent roles of ‘campus’ in the future of teaching and learning: 

• Facilitate connection and belonging (both inside and outside the classroom). 

• Provide spaces/facilities for classes for which there is no suitable online alternative. 

• Complement/align with other components of teaching and learning which might take place online or off-
campus. 

What is the future of the lecture? 
There was split opinion about the future of the lecture, including both that the traditional lecture was dead and that it 
had a remaining role. Those that foresaw a place for the lecture tended to suggest that the specifics of that place 
would depend upon discipline, learning objectives, and each teacher’s skills and preferences. There seemed to be 
agreement, however, that a change in terminology was necessary, and that finding alternative ways to label class 
types would help facilitate the conversation around advancing teaching and learning practices. 

What programs could move to online delivery? 
The predominant sentiment around moving programs online was that decisions should be made with consideration 
for disciplinary needs and for specific learning objectives; however, the following types of programs were also 
identified as being the most suitable for online delivery: 

• Large programs 

• Programs which lead to professional accreditation 

• Niche programs 

• Short courses 

In addition to the identified programs above, the following findings emerged in relation to moving programs online: 

• In lieu of moving entire programs, some individual subjects/classes might be more suitable (e.g., those 
involving theory/explanation, or large classes) 

• Providing flexible options for students would be an important (but not the exclusive) criteria in determining 
the delivery mode for each subject/course. 
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• Dual delivery was seen simultaneously as beneficial to some and unappealing to others, and preference 
seemed to be more present for a hybrid option which would comprise a combination of on-campus activities 
supported by asynchronous online learning. However, delivery-mode preference seemed to vary by discipline 
and by individual. 

How do we increase the diversity of the student cohort? 
Findings indicated that efforts to attract, admit, and support diverse student groups were interrelated and would 
support each other. Specifically, findings suggested that better supporting (and being known for supporting) diverse 
students would in turn help attract prospective students from underrepresented backgrounds. 

Predominant suggestions for attracting and/or admitting students from underrepresented groups included the 
following:  

• Reduce the financial barrier by lowering fees and/or expanding scholarships/loan schemes. 

• Expand pathway programs. 

• Provide alternative admissions criteria/measures for students from underrepresented groups. 

• Change University messaging to make study seem inclusive and more viable. 

In addition, main findings related to supporting students from diverse backgrounds focused primarily on curricular 
change and adjustments to course design: 

• Incorporate and value diversity within the curricula. 

• Structure course design (and learning experiences) to make learning possible for those with different needs 
(e.g., employment, carer, or disability requirements). 

• Ensure enough support services or resources for students during their studies. 

• Utilise inclusive pedagogies. 

• Incorporate student voice and co-design into the classroom, course design, and University governance. 

• Ensure that all students feel safe and welcome. 

Areas for further analysis 
There would be scope for additional analysis which connected comments that referred to each other, which 
considered frequencies by users rather than comments, and that consolidated comments from all three days. 
Additional comments on opportunities for further analysis can be found in Section 1.3. 
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1. Methodology 
This report presents the findings from thematic analysis of comments submitted during the Advancing Melbourne 
Education Roundtable held 19-21 April 2021. Discussion took place on a web-based platform and responses were 
provided as written comments. The thematic analysis of comments made during the three days of the Education 
Roundtable was conducted independently for each of the three days. However, one researcher conducted the analysis 
for all three days, which allowed for some consideration of patterns across the full set of comments. The researcher 
conducting the analysis did not participate in the Roundtable and conducted the analysis with no preestablished codes 
in mind. 

1.1. Preparing the dataset 
The data were provided in an Excel workbook in which each row represented each time a text comment was 
submitted. Each comment was also accompanied by multiple variables represented in the columns, including, among 
others, the day’s main conversation, the user identification number, and the user’s employment characteristics. This 
meant that one person (i.e., a ‘user’) might have been represented in more than one row, depending on how many 
times they submitted a comment. In addition, ‘rows’ and ‘comments’ can be considered synonymous in this report. 

The worksheet was copied into a new workbook and converted to a table, with the following changes made to the 
columns: 

• Columns which were identical for all users were deleted (forum_id, forum_title) 

• Columns in which all rows were blank were deleted (department, division, business unit, state, school 
attendance type, school student type, school division) 

• Columns which were redundant were deleted in favour of those with shorter or clearer labels 

o ‘Are you full time, part time or casual?’ was deleted, ‘Employment frequency status’ was kept 

o ‘What is your length of tenure at the university?’ was deleted, ‘Age’ was kept (renamed ‘tenure’) 

o ‘What is your position classification?’ was deleted, ‘Staff level’ was kept 

o ‘How do you identify your gender?’ was deleted, ‘gender’ was kept 

o ‘School candidature type’ was deleted, ‘Are you a Professional or Academic staff member?’ was kept 
(renamed ‘professional/academic?’) 

• Columns which were not necessary for the thematic analysis but might be useful later were hidden from view 
(comment_id, conversation_id, is_facilitator, emotion_given, agree, disagree, hearts, gender, tenure, staff 
level, employment frequency status, professional/academic?, comment wordcount) 

There were two people identified as ‘facilitators’ across all three days, and all of the comments associated with their 
user IDs were removed from the dataset. The remaining comments were then filtered by day using the 
‘conversation_title’ column. Comments from each day were copied into their own sheets (e.g., one worksheet for Day 
1, another worksheet for Day 2, and a third for Day 3). Next, the comments made by each day’s facilitator(s) were 
removed from that respective day’s dataset. However, for each of these nine users, comments were included in the 
dataset(s) for the day(s) in which they did not act as the facilitator. This resulted in the removal of 77 more comments, 
resulting in a remainder of 366 comments: 172 comments from Day 1, 128 from Day 2, and 66 from Day 3. 

For future reference, the worksheet for each day’s comments maintained the same table format as the mastersheet, 
with the 13 hidden columns mentioned above. This would maintain the potential for further analysis which could be 
differentiated by additional variables (e.g., whether someone was a professional or academic staff member). 

1.2. Iterative coding process 
The iterative coding process was conducted using Excel. For each day’s dataset, a portion of the comments were 
extracted to devise possible categories and codes. For Days 1 and 2, 20% of the comments were extracted from each. 
For Day 3, 30% of the comments were extracted due to the smaller sample. Main points, ideas, and topics were 
identified for each comment in this extracted sample. These sample codes were then grouped into a maximum of ten 
categories which were then incorporated back into the day’s full worksheet. The initial coding process then began for 
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the full day’s dataset, with comments coded based on the devised categories and with new codes within categories 
created as they emerged.  

Once this first round of coding was complete, a revising process took place: comments categorised as ‘other’ were 
reviewed and recoded for further differentiation; less prevalent categories were consolidated into larger themes; and, 
occasionally, a code was moved into a different category. 

During the Roundtable, comments were able to be placed in threaded discussions; however, this analysis did not 
consider the thread of a discussion or the relationship between comments (e.g., if one referred to another). Each 
comment was coded independently. That meant that some comments were unclear in what they were referencing 
(e.g., ‘Good point!’). The prevalence of these comments, where applicable, have been identified in the discussion 
under each day’s results in Sections 2-4. 

In addition, the codes, even under the same category, were not mutually exclusive. A comment, and a piece of text 
within each comment, might have referred to multiple ideas simultaneously. Each of these ideas would be counted. 
However, a comment was only counted once for each individual code, even if it included multiple sentences relating 
to that idea. That comment might receive multiple codes under the same category, however. As such, the sums for 
each category/theme are not cumulative, and the sum of rows under all categories comes to more than the total 
number of comments made. The results from each category, therefore, cannot be added to the results for another, 
but must be considered in isolation. 

Two measures have thus been used in the tables below to represent the frequency of each idea: ‘% of rows’ is used to 
indicate the percentage of comments from that day within which that code appeared, and ‘% of codes’ indicates the 
percentage of all coded instances from the day. As each comment/row could comprise multiple codes, the number of 
coded instances was higher than the number of rows. In addition, in the description of the analysis under each day’s 
results, commentary on the percentage of comments refers to the percentage of comments only from that day. 

1.3. Additional notes on methodology 
Many of the comments were quite dense, comprising an average of 140 words per comment in the final sample, and 
some comments included multiple paragraphs’ worth of ideas within one cell. In some instances, the researcher 
added line breaks within a cell to make the comment easier to read, interpret, or code. However, having two 
researchers might have reduced the possibility that some ideas were missed or miscoded. Alternatively, using coding 
software such as NVivo, rather than Excel, would have enabled easier splitting of text within comments while still 
maintaining association with other variables (e.g., staff level or gender). 

Given the format of the data, this report refers most often to the percentage of comments which indicated an idea, 
rather than the percentage of people. Further analysis could consider responses by user, divide the comment boxes by 
sentence, or consider differences in wordcount in users’ comments (as some users contributed more substantially to 
the comments than others). Additionally, further analysis could link related comments to each other or identify 
(concretely) to what other comment an ‘unclear’ statement might refer. 

In preparing this report, some quotes have been cut to indicate only the pieces relevant to the respective theme. 
Some minor changes have been made to punctuation or spelling, and names have been removed where they were 
included in the text. Quotes have not been otherwise altered. 

Further detail about the analysis for each day’s comments are included in the respective sections below. 

2. Day 1 results 
The overarching conversation for Day 1 focused on the question, ‘What is the role of “campus” in teaching and 
learning at Melbourne?’ Three related discussion questions were used to guide the day’s conversation:  

• What is the future of the lecture?  

• What is the “best” use of campus for the education of our students? 

• What might be different about how we use the campus for undergraduate vs. graduate students?  

In conducting the analysis of comments from Day 1, comments were coded independently of the three discussion 
questions. In other words, no a priori codes related to these three discussion questions were used. Upon completion 
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of the iterative coding, however, the future of the lecture emerged as its own substantive theme. It appeared that 
there were few comments that addressed the other two discussion questions explicitly.  

In addition, four of the main thematic categories directly addressed the Day 1 conversation regarding the role of the 
campus. For the purposes of ease of description and clarity of interpretation, these four themes have been placed 
underneath the heading ‘Role of the campus’ in Table 1 below. They are discussed in more detail in Sections 2.1.1-
2.1.4. The remaining five themes addressed slightly different topics and are described separately in Sections 2.2-2.4. 
(For the full table of themes and examples, see Table Ai.) 

Table 1. Themes identified from Day 1, ‘What is the role of “campus” in teaching and learning at Melbourne?’ 

Theme n rows 
% of rows 
(n=172) n codes 

% of codes 
(n=373) 

Role of the campus 69 40% 135 36% 

Connection and belonging 38 22% 66 18% 

Purposeful alignment 23 13% 24 6% 

Practice and place 20 12% 25 7% 

Teaching and learning benefits 13 8% 20 5% 

Other considerations 68 40% 113 30% 

Future of the lecture 38 22% 59 16% 

Commentary on online teaching and 
learning 35 20% 38 10% 

Purpose of university 6 3% 6 2% 

Unclear, N/A 22 13% 22 6% 

 

2.1. Role of the campus 
Of the 172 comments from Day 1, 69 (40%) included one or more codes related to four categories which addressed 
the role of the campus: connection and belonging, practice and place, purposeful alignment, and teaching and 
learning benefits. While these four themes comprised separate coding categories during the iterative coding process, 
they are discussed together here for clarity.  

One overarching idea related to the role of the campus was that the campus provided opportunity for certain things 
which could not be replicated remotely. Primarily, these ideas referred to (1) the opportunity for interaction and 
relationship building and (2) suitability for practice-based or place-based classes. Comments in which these ideas were 
present comprised over one quarter (27%) of the day’s comments. In this group, the predominant suggestion seemed 
to be that the campus was necessary for encouraging connection (particularly social interaction) and for facilitating 
practical classes (such as labs or demonstrations).  

This differed slightly from the two other themes which indicated what the campus could provide or what it provided 
better than a remote experience. For example, 13% of comments suggested that the role of the campus was not 
necessarily fixed but that it would/should be determined in alignment with other components of teaching and 
learning. In addition, the 8% of comments that referred to the teaching and learning benefits predominantly, though 
not exclusively, indicated that certain aspects of teaching and learning were easier or better facilitated when 
conducted together in-person. Each of the four themes related to the role of the campus is discussed in more detail 
below. 
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2.1.1. Connection and belonging 
There were 38 comments (22%) which indicated that the role of the campus included supporting the development of 
students’ connectedness and sense of belonging. This comprised the most frequent theme related to the role of the 
campus. Within this theme, the primary ideas were that the campus provided opportunity for students to build 
relationships with peers and with staff, and that it provided more opportunity for frequent, informal interaction than 
was available remotely. In addition, comments under this theme suggested that being on campus together helped 
encourage students’ sense of belonging and community in ways that could not be achieved remotely. While some 
comments suggested that connection and belonging could be fostered through learning experiences on campus, 
others focused more on the opportunities for extracurricular activities and interactions. More details related to these 
main ideas are described below. 

The most predominant subtheme related to connection and belonging suggested that the campus provided 
opportunity for social connection and interaction. Mention of ‘interaction’ included examples both inside and outside 
the classroom and was present in 15% of comments from Day 1, such as in the following: 

No matter how hard we try to provide an interactive environment among learners in our 
subjects, students have been missing the face-to-face social/peer interaction they used to 

have before COVID. Perhaps the University campus has a role to play in this regard.  

Many of these comments indicated that such interaction was necessary and could only be provided in person. For 
example, 

Ultimately, people are “social” beings, they need physical interaction, talk in person, and 

touch. Regardless of the course, those “dimensions” are key to a successful development as a 

learner and human being. 

Such comments indicated that the campus could provide opportunity for both formal and informal interaction in ways 
that would not be possible otherwise, including the opportunity for casual, spontaneous social interaction specifically; 
for example, 

I think students value student-centric campus experiences (student-student relationships): 

coffee with friends in a cafe, student club activities, informal modes of socializing, etc. 

Comments about social interaction did not exclusively pertain to peer interactions, though. A couple comments 
mentioned the opportunity for students to interact with staff: 

I think this is spot on when it comes to drawing students into/on to campus. My sense is that a 

large part of this attraction is interaction with our academic experts. 

A related idea pertained to the role of the campus in supporting students’ sense of belonging, an idea 

which was present in 4% of comments. This was seen as important especially (but not exclusively) for 

international students: 

The sense of belonging and connectedness play a role in enriching the educational experience. 

For international students, it is even more critical to be on campus to immerse themselves into 

the Australian culture and language (QILT survey). So, the role of campus, in my opinion, is 

vital. 

A similar idea, mentioned in 5% of comments, was that being on campus helped students feel a part of a 

cohort or learning community. These comments suggested that it was not only the campus that encouraged 

connection and belonging but learning together face-to-face. Some comments indicative of this idea 

included the following: 
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…space for students and staff to establish and develop learning communities. To establish 

learning communities, we develop relationships. This occurs in formal times and places (e.g., 

classes) and at the edges of formal times and places. Learning communities are in subjects, in 

disciplines (student clubs and societies) and in the university…Additionally, learning 

communities are strengthened by their interactions with others. Interactions with people in 

the multiple disciplines and in the community are important. 

I think connection with the discipline is important in the transition to University. The social 

cohort in discipline might be, as you say, the most compelling thing for students early in their 

studies at Uni. This has implications for us when thinking about the large classes we have and 

also the way we think about fostering connections among students outside of class.  

On the other hand, there were also some comments which focused on the opportunities for connection 

outside the learning experience, such as through club and society events (mentioned in 3% of comments) or 

through the broader notion of the “campus experience” (mentioned in 2% of comments). Similarly, there 

were a couple comments which referred to more ambiguous benefits of being part of the campus 

community, such as ‘feeling energised’ by learning together. 

In relation to the day’s main question, ‘What is the role of “campus” in teaching and learning at 

Melbourne?’, analysis of comments under this theme highlighted various ideas for how the campus could 

or should support connection, interaction, and belonging. However, the underlying connotation seemed to 

be that connection and belonging were vital and that the campus played a pivotal and unique role in 

fostering these for the students. 

2.1.2. Purposeful alignment 
The second theme, under which 13% of comments were coded, indicated that the role of the campus related to its 
alignment with other contexts and components of the teaching and learning experience. (The term ‘purposeful 
alignment’ is being used to describe the potentially complementary relationship between activities which take place 
on and off campus; it is meant to differentiate between ‘constructive alignment’ of learning objectives, teaching 
practice, and assessment.) As one user mentioned, the role of the campus would be one ‘part of a blended learning 
approach’. The majority of these comments did not necessarily identify an explicit way that such a blended approach might 
manifest, but, instead, acknowledged that ‘these two locations (on campus and off campus) have their own pedagogical 
demands and limits’. Some other comments which demonstrate this notion are the following: 

Some parts have to be done in person but there are some parts that can be done online (more 

efficiently). 

I wonder if a more purposeful, pre-planned divide between online and face-to-face learning 

will do the trick? There's certainly a role to face-to-face learning, but I don't think that the 

online experience must necessarily be as challenging as it was for many in 2020. 

A similar set of comments acknowledged the benefits of both on-campus and online activities and emphasised that a 
purposely designed learning experience could utilise the best of both. Some comments that encapsulate this idea are 
the following: 

However, both on-campus and online is important for our students. Authenticity to our 
discipline (i.e., learning to be prepared for actual career experience) suggests an openness for 

preparing our music students for playing, engaging and teaching music beyond a physical 

location is now a norm post-2020. 
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Speaking from an academic literacy education perspective, I see great value in the campus 

experience, and I think there is no inherent conflict between this and the online experience. 

These modes complement each other in their strengths and possibilities. I’ve enjoyed both 

teaching online and in person. When teaching on campus, I love being able to move around 

the classroom, projecting my voice, observing student interaction and talking with students in 

an “organic” way. I enjoy the sense of space and place this experience gives. 

On the other hand, some comments did offer specific suggestions, such as the comment that ‘one way to do this is to 
adopt a more flipped classroom approach’. This idea was echoed in other comments, including some which described 
a context in which theory portions could be delivered online and interactive aspects could be delivered on campus. 
For example, 

I like to think of it as moving the "so-called boring one-way theory/concept bits" to an offline 

mode (pre-recorded videos) where students can asynchronously watch at their leisure, and 

then holding live classes that apply theory and concepts where students are more involved by 

asking and answering questions or asked to do activities on the spot.   

We need more interactive classrooms, but at the same time, we still need to teach the basic 

theory and concepts too. Interactiveness takes a chunk of class time, and in order to not 

increase contact hours for the more one-way teaching portion, we can offload some/all of 

that part to offline videos, where students can learn at their own pace and not have attention 

span issues in a live 50-minute lecture.  

Another alternative that was mentioned was to hold intensive on-campus classes, followed by either asynchronous or 
synchronous online study, such as the experience described in the following comment: 

The university I study through requires distance students to attend campus for 2/3 day 
intensive per semester. There are two points I can contribute on this. Firstly, I find the once a 

semester visit is sufficient to make connections with other students, experience the campus, 

and meet the teaching staff. Secondly, the on-campus seminars do provide for an element of 

theatrics, an opportunity for theories and cases to be discussed in great detail without too 

much structure. I love recorded lectures, there's flexibility to re-visit topics when I want to. 

However, I get so much joy out of a well-run seminar, but they don't need to be weekly. 

There was some support for the idea that in-person classes did not need to be weekly, but a more common response 
suggested that the way that on-campus and off-campus activities would be best aligned would be determined by 
other factors, such as the learning objectives and the needs of the students. That group of comments comprised a 
distinct theme as they referred to a combination of different aspects. To reduce repetition, they will be discussed in 
Section 2.2 and will also provide additional insight into the idea that the role of the campus is as one piece of a 
purposefully aligned learning experience. 

2.1.3. Practice and place 
The next theme related to the role of the campus suggested that the campus helped facilitate practice- and place-
based classes. There were 20 comments (12%) in which this idea was mentioned, approximately half of which referred 
specifically to practical or clinical subjects that required some hands-on activities, such as in the following comment: 

I had a similar experience trying to run online anatomy practical sessions—students felt 

confused by the content as they were unable to explore anatomical features in a tactile way 

with critical haptic feedback.  

In the above comment, among others, the focus seemed to be on the need for tactile learning activities. The comment 
continued: 
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Our students, both undergraduate Biomed & Science as well as our postgraduate Medical 

students, provided us with a lot of very frank feedback to indicate hands-on learning 

opportunities, particularly in anatomy teaching, are deeply valued and were sorely missed by 

our students in 2020. It seems clear that these experiences should be retained as part of a 

vibrant on-campus experience for our students, in anatomy and across many other Disciplines. 

While some users indicated that they had found ways to provide hands-on opportunities remotely, their comments 
also indicated that being together, in person, could not be sufficiently replicated remotely. The following comment is 
indicative of this idea: 

Practical classes in science were the hardest to replace. Although we were able to send prac 

kits to students at home, and I am busy designing self-guided field trips, it still does not 

replace the in-lab or shared in-field experience. Students lack the confidence to take on these 

kinds of tasks independently, and it is incredibly difficult to provide guidance remotely. 

This idea was not exclusive to the sciences. As one user mentioned, ‘on campus teaching and learning is essential for 
face-to-face delivery of all Performing Arts practice-based subjects e.g., dance, acting, singing’. 

In addition to commentary on practical classes, a smaller set of comments (3%) focused on the ways the campus 
supported placed-based classes, such as in the libraries or museums. For example, one comment mentioned that ‘the 
physical presence of the campus permits classes outside when the weather is good…[and] the gardens, permit studies 
of plants, form, adaptation’. 

Another smaller set of comments (2%) indicated that the campus supported practical classes not only by providing the 
space to meet in person but also in the facilities and equipment it offered. In this sense, the role of the campus 
seemed to be to provide both the space(s) for learning together and the necessary facilities and equipment to do so. 

2.1.4. Teaching & learning benefits 
While the previous theme focused on the requirements of classes centred on practice or place, the fourth theme 
pertained to more general benefits to teaching and learning when they occurred on campus. This theme was 
identified in 8% of comments from Day 1. This theme, more than the previous three, included much overlap between 
the idea of ‘the campus’ and that of learning face-to-face. While the comments under this theme focused on benefits 
of learning together in the classroom, many of the identified benefits could be met by meeting in person but off-
campus. However, these comments seemed to focus on being in the classroom together and so are included in the 
conversation around the role of the campus.  

Main ideas under this theme were that learning face-to-face was easier or better for 

• encouraging ways of thinking 

• facilitating discussion and collaboration  

• monitoring students’ progress, and 

• maintaining students’ attention and engagement. 

The first of these ideas suggested that learning together in-person supported development of learners’ ways of 
thinking, such as creativity, spontaneity, and critical thinking, such as in the following quote:  

The campus, a physical environment, is essential to nurture creativity in students and staff 

(visceral mode of creativity).  

A similar set of comments focused the way being face-to-face encouraged group activities and related 

graduate attributes, such as collaboration and discussion: 

Seeing their peers face-to-face will facilitate collaboration, strengthen their communication, 

and increase awareness of social and cultural diversity (graduate attributes).  
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…space to develop and practice skills to interact effectively and inclusively. These skills are 

important skills for inclusive teamwork, stakeholder engagement, problem definition, problem 

solving, hazard identification, testing etc. 

A related idea was that the learning process was easier or better for students when experienced on campus. For 
example, comments indicated that it was easier to pay attention, engage, and participate when learning face-to-face, 
as demonstrated in the following comments: 

I speculate that if students are making an effort to get dressed and travel to class, they are 
making an effort to come and learn. So, the mindset is likely to be positive and they will be in 

the mode of 'ready-to-learn'. 

[Person X] notes the opportunity in on-campus teaching to scan groups of students in parallel. 

Similarly, students can scan the other groups. Reviewing the work of others is a valuable 

learning activity. 

Additionally, 5 comments (3%) emphasised the importance of being able to monitor students’ progress and their 
learning activities: 

Interacting with students in person provides feedback to the facilitator in a way that Zoom is 

often limited. Being on campus allows for the facilitator to ask students to move, rather than 

sitting in one place for hours. To indicate their preferences, views, judgements through 

physical movement. 

Comments under this theme seemed to emphasise the value of learning face-to-face and the benefits for both 
teachers and learners, which, it was inferred, was a role that the campus could play. Overlap with commentary on 
learning face-to-face appeared throughout the other themes of the day, as well, particularly around the role of the 
lecture.  

2.2. Other considerations 
In addition to the comments above that seemed to more directly refer to the role of the campus, 40% of comments 
from Day 1 indicated that other factors would determine the future of the campus, the university, or the lecture. 
These comments fell under the theme labelled ‘Other considerations’ when they did not clearly refer to another more 
specific area; for example, if it was not distinguishable whether they were discussing the role of the campus or the 
future of the lecture but were still indicating that some other factor would determine the future of teaching and 
learning. While some comments named specific factors (e.g., the learning objectives), 6% of comments indicated that 
it depended on either unspecified or multiple factors. 

Two predominant subthemes emerged: one which focused on the need for flexibility and the other which suggested 
that the student cohort (e.g., the disciplinary context or year level of the students) would determine the direction. 
Each of these themes was present in 11% of the Day 1 comments. 

The first of these predominant subthemes pertained to the idea that it was important to design learning experiences 
so that they had an element of flexibility for the students. For example, 

I also acknowledge that student life is getting busier and they cannot get to every lecture, so 

online modes and lecture capture are also essential to allow flexibility. 

Even once the on-shore/off-shore issue is resolved, I suspect students will still want the 

flexibility to attend synchronously (whether in person or live streaming) and/or to catch up on 

a quality recording later if they can’t make it. 

There were a few other subthemes which related to this idea. For example, 3% of comments mentioned students’ 
busy work/study lives and 5% indicated that issues with transport and a long commute inhibited students from 
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attending campus. Another 2% mentioned issues with the timetabling system as a limit to the functionality of 
attending classes on campus. Then, 3% of comments focused on each of the following: the need to provide equal 
access for all students and to support inclusive teaching and learning practices. While comments under these 
subthemes did not necessary indicate the need for flexibility, they suggested that students had varying needs and 
commitments which would affect their ability to engage with learning experiences on or off campus. 

Importantly, though, there was also some explicit commentary that flexibility should not be considered the principal 
consideration. Instead, the second predominant subtheme (also present in 11% of comments) focused on supporting 
the specific needs of each cohort, whether by discipline or year level. Some of these comments seemed to address the 
discussion question about differences between undergraduates’ and postgraduates’ needs; for example, 

Many undergraduates are desperate for engagement on campus, both the academic in 

seminars, tutorials, the library and the social.  

Can we assume that UoM post-grads have already had an 'undergraduate experience' ~a 

minimum of 50% of them previously at UoM? So maybe they are an even more discerning 

audience and will have higher expectations of the value of 'on campus'. 

However, other comments differentiated between types of programs and/or disciplinary context: 

I wonder [if] there might be a difference between types of postgraduate study as well; in 

particular between UoM's professional entry masters (in education, medicine, law, etc.) and 

masters taken by people who are already practising in the relevant field. 

Engineering PG students are perhaps a bit different as (most?) come straight through from UG 

to PG. This is perhaps different from students who are returning to PG study after a period of 

work. Do we need to cater to them differently I wonder? 

It seemed that students from underrepresented schools, from overseas, or from regional Victoria, might also have 
particular needs regarding their sense of belonging; for example, 

We need to remember this particularly for students who come to us from underrepresented 
schools – i.e. students are more likely to feel disconnected or isolated if they do not know 

others on the campus or their degree when [they] come to us in first year - the size of the 

University is daunting - we need to make it less daunting for all students. 

Similar to the idea that discipline would determine format, 5% of comments indicated that the learning objectives 
should determine the format of the learning experience: 

Perhaps a key question would be, what graduate attributes are met in the on-campus 

experience, and what attributes are met via online experiences. 

This idea was echoed in other comments, as well as by those which posed other questions for consideration. Indeed, 
many of the comments in this theme posed additional questions for consideration in response to the day’s discussion, 
such as these below:  

What messages about the University's core values, 'who we are' and what is important to us 

do we imbue through spending time on campus? What is UoM's 'hidden curriculum'? 

What is the message Melbourne is sending to the public currently? Do potential students 

know what they can expect in 2022? And if not a clear message (thus these roundtables), are 

they aware that there are lots of options available, and that it's the content, not the delivery, 

that Melbourne are specialising in? 
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A common pattern among the questions posed was the idea that there were many interrelated issues which needed 
to be differentiated before decisions could be made about the role of the campus or the lecture. The comment below 
explicitly identifies many of the related questions which emerged throughout the day: 

We need to make sure that whatever we do we understand that two different but interrelated 

issues are at stake here: 1) What are the best practice methods for educational delivery (i.e. 

informed by best pedagogy, not determined simply by demands for flexibility, etc); and 2) How 

can we improve the student experience more holistically?…Many of the issues noted by 

students here are actually about balancing the demands of life and desire for a social campus 

experience rather than learning experiences. How could we make learning experiences more 

desirable, as well as accessible? This is a separate issue to best methods of delivery, and 

though methods may be mediated by these concerns they should not be the only determining 

factor. 

In addition to the subthemes described above, comments in this theme suggested the following aspects as those 
which should be taken into consideration: 

• The University’s messaging to students and the public 

• Teachers’ workloads 

• The learning objectives 

• Technology, resources, and support 

• Cost 

Overall, comments in this theme suggested that the role of the campus was not fixed and that decisions about on-
campus/off-campus or synchronous/asynchronous activities could only be made by considering other underlying 
factors. 

2.3. Future of the lecture 
Of the three guiding discussion questions for the day, only that about the future of the lecture was addressed 
frequently enough to comprise its own theme. There were 38 comments (22%) that fell into this theme and which 
presented a range of opinions, including both that the traditional lecture had no place and that it was still a valuable 
teaching format in some circumstances. In addition, comments in this theme focused predominantly on the ideas that 
the role of the lecture would depend on other factors, that students expect and prefer in-person lectures, and that 
there were better ways to define and conceptualise the ‘lecture’. 

There were, understandably, comments which took a stand regarding whether the traditional lecture remained 
necessary and/or valuable. For example, 6% of comments supported the idea that in-person lectures remained 
advantageous, and 3% mentioned the advantages of recordings (primarily that they could be paused and re-watched). 

Related comments (6%) focused on students’ expectations of lecture time, but there was not a consensus around 
either what students’ expectations were or whether that should determine the future of the lecture. While most of 
these comments suggested that students expected or preferred in-person lectures, others suggested that students 
appreciated the flexibility of watching recordings on their own time. Below are comments indicative of those related 
to students’ expectations: 

What is the student expectation of a 'lecture'? I suspect most will start their Uni journey think 

of it in the historical context. How do we transition the students’ expectations to something 

different in this digital age? 

We need to demonstrate to students the benefits of attending lectures by making them 

valuable learning experiences.  
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Funny, our survey gave us very different results: 

1) In one survey, students overwhelmingly desired face-to-face lectures 

2) In a second survey, students indicated they preferred short "chunked" recordings (either 

with or without interactions) because the necessary information is accessible. Their second 

preference was Live lectures - well ahead of recorded lectures or recordings of 30 minutes or 

longer. 

Yet, others suggested that, whatever the format, the University would need to make sure students understood the 
value of attending: 

Throwing out a controversial statement, the reason students don't attend lectures is because 

we signal to them they are unimportant, not because they are archaic anachronisms. We do 

this in several ways: 

1) we say attendance is not compulsory.  (Yet many make tutorial attendance a hurdle.) 

2) we record the lectures. 

Importantly, other comments acknowledged that the matter was not an issue between in-person or recorded 
lectures, but that it was one of ‘synchronous vs. asynchronous’ time. Indeed, a notable group of comments indicated 
that either definitions and terminology needed to change (5%) or that other class formats could/should be considered 
(4%). These comments suggested that thinking of teaching time as being ‘lecture plus tutorial’ no longer made sense, 
or that it made sense only for a few disciplinary contexts. The comments below present some of the discussion around 
reframing the way lectures are either conceptualised or defined: 

The ways in which lectures are characterised varies considerably and accounts for differing 

views. I find that those who dislike lectures tend to define them narrowly—an hour-long 

uninterrupted didactic monologue—but this is somewhat of a stereotype…Lectures have 

largely (though not always) moved beyond this narrow definition to incorporate active and 

interactive teaching and learning strategies. I see a lot of staff at this University doing very 

creative things in lectures.  

This doesn't mean 12 weekly 2-hour lectures. A subject could have only 4 in-person lectures, 

each of which introduces a different phase or aspect of the subject at hand, with the rest 

being pre-recorded material. I firmly believe that the inspirational aspect of the lecture can't 

be replicated online. 

Overall, comments about the future of the lecture suggested a range of possibilities and indicated that the specific 
shape of ‘lecture time’ would likely vary across different contexts. In addition, 6% of comments specifically suggested 
that the future of the lecture would/should depend on other factors, including learning objectives, students’ needs, 
and the teacher’s own preferences/expertise; for example, 

In some disciplines the uninterrupted monologue can be very valuable, allowing the lecturer to 

construct an argument and narrative, while in others facilitating interaction in lectures (using 

poling or discussions in small groups) might be more beneficial to student learning. The 

approach to lecturing should depend upon the pedagogical goals rather than the format.    

The idea that decisions should be based on a range of conditions emerged throughout the Education Roundtable, as 
did the idea that, whatever was decided, teachers would need adequate support to implement those decisions 
effectively. 

2.4. Commentary on online teaching and learning 
Throughout the three days of the Education Roundtable, there were recurring comments that focused on the benefits 
and challenges of online teaching and learning. For the most part, the comments presented were not unique to the 
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Education Roundtable and they represented much of what is already known about the potential challenges and 
benefits of online teaching and learning. In addition, these comments did not tend to indicate a stance on what the 
University should do. However, the respective comments from Day 1 are summarised here, and, in the respective 
sections about subsequent days, discussion will briefly address any areas of interest which emerged. 

Most of the general comments about online teaching and learning from Day 1 focused on the associated challenges. 
This was mentioned in 9% of comments, with challenges being primarily those around student engagement, 
monitoring students’ progress, the time required for creating effective online learning experiences, and establishing a 
sense of community. 

On the other hand, 5% of comments acknowledged the benefits of online teaching and learning. These included the 
opportunity for students to participate anonymously, that some online classes achieve better student attendance than 
their in-person counterparts, and that material can be delivered in a variety of media. 

In addition, comments that specifically addressed specific guiding questions pertained to opinions on blended delivery 
modes. These 4% of comments mentioned that we should identify which activities need to be synchronous, that it 
would be alienating for some students to watch online as others participated in-person, and that effective blended 
learning would require sufficient infrastructure and teaching support. 

2.5. Purpose of university 
Comments coded under ‘Purpose of university’ (4%) discussed the purpose of university generally and/or the aims of 
the University of Melbourne. While they could not be categorised under any of the other substantive themes, they did 
discuss the future of teaching and learning at the University of Melbourne. Specifically, these comments seemed to 
focus on the ways learning is conceptualised; for example, how education is defined (i.e., compared to training) and 
the need to ‘situate teaching and learning as a central part of a broader experience’. In this sense, these comments 
related to those in Section 2.2 which indicated that there were other questions which needed to be first addressed; in 
this case, questions about what the University wants learning to look like and the types of learning experiences it 
values. One specific suggestion that related to the guiding discussion questions was that the university experience 
should prepare students for the ‘modern world’, perhaps by designing learning experiences that learners can regulate 
themselves.  

2.6. Unclear, N/A 
There were 22 comments (13%) that were identified as being either wholly or partially unclear. Most of these were 
not relevant (e.g., ‘Test’ or ‘Thanks!’), referred to another comment, or made a statement whose meaning was 
unclear without future elaboration. Three comments were duplicates. While the majority of the comments in this 
category (11% of those from Day 1) were not otherwise included in another substantive category, three had portions 
of text which were coded as part of another category.  

3. Day 2 results 
The conversation for Day 2 focused on the question, ‘What programs should the University move to online delivery?’ 
and it was guided by the following three discussion questions: 

• What are the best opportunities for online program delivery at the University of Melbourne? 

• Should we offer undergraduate programs online?  

• Should we just offer every subject as dual delivery? 

As with Day 1, the comments from Day 2 were coded independently of the three discussion questions, but, this time, 
none of these three questions emerged as one of the main themes from the day’s comments. Analysis can provide 
insight into these questions, nonetheless, as there were some comments that explicitly mentioned each of these 
questions. Analysis related to the discussion questions will be discussed under the identified themes. 

Table 2, below, presents the main themes which emerged from Day 2 comments. (See Table Aii for the full table with 
themes and examples.) Three of these themes were each present in over one quarter of the comments (27%) from 
Day 2, including those which identified other considerations that would determine the answer, suggestions for 
possible formats for what online teaching and learning could look like, and more explicit discussion around what type 
of teaching and learning works (or could work) online. 
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Table 2. Themes identified from Day 2, ‘What programs should the University move to online delivery?’ 

Theme n rows % rows 
(n=128) 

n codes % codes 
(n=233) 

Other considerations 35 27% 53 23% 

Possible formats  35 27% 41 18% 

What works/could go online  34 27% 37 16% 

Commentary on online teaching and 
learning  

27 21% 40 17% 

Suiting students  20 16% 22 9% 

What does not work online  19 15% 21 9% 

Unclear, N/A  18 14% 19 8% 

3.1. Other considerations 
One of the most common themes from Day 2 included comments which offered additional questions and 
considerations about moving to online teaching and learning. Comments coded under this theme (27%) indicated that 
the decision to move programs online, or which programs should move online, depended upon answers to other 
questions which had not yet been determined. In general, these questions related to how flexible we wanted to be, 
what type of university we wanted to be, what the market appeal would be, and matters of cost or resources. 

As in Day 1, comments about being ‘flexible’ occurred frequently throughout Day 2. Indeed, it was the most frequent 
discrete code from Day 2, having been identified within 12% of comments. Most of these comments suggested that 
online teaching and learning provided the most flexibility for students, especially for those who would need to 
commute a far distance and those who have employment or carer needs. However, a few others mentioned the need 
to be flexible for teachers as well. The following comments are indicative of the Day 2 conversation around being 
flexible: 

The dual delivery mode gives [students] flexibility and choice in determining how they will 

learn.   

The inner-city nature of the Parkville campus can be a decisive factor for various groups of 

people. Giving people the flexibility to reduce, with potentially the option to eliminate, this 

travel would be advantageous I believe. 

My experience as an undergrad at Melbourne was a constant battle to bypass barriers to 

studying the quantity and type of classes I'd benefit most from. Allowing the bulk of the 

structure to be student/faculty driven I think will pay greater dividends.   

Also in alignment with ideas presented in Day 1, three comments (2%) specifically mentioned postgraduate students’ 
need for flexibility, primarily due to either work commitments, but others indicated that students generally might 
have work commitments, regardless of whether they were postgraduates: 

What about accessibility for a single parent who finds attending full [face-to-face] difficult? Or 
a student who needs to work to support themselves while studying? I believe online delivery 

offers significant advantages to these students.  

Yet, not all of the comments that discussed flexibility indicated that it should be the primary consideration. Similar to 
the Day 1 idea that students’ preferences should not be the key factor in the decision-making process, a few 
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comments from Day 2 mentioned that decisions about what to move online should not be determined by flexibility, 
either alone or primarily.  

Among the other factors that users suggested, the next most common subtheme, emerging in 5% of comments, 
indicated that the higher education market would/should be a consideration in the decision to move programs online. 
These comments tended to suggest that University of Melbourne programs should go online in order to offer 
something that was not offered elsewhere. Others warned that the market already comprised many online options 
and that the University should consider how it would want to be, or could be, situated within that competition. A 
related 2% of comments asked what type of students the University wanted to target, or could target, with their 
online programs. (For more detail about ideas related to the market, see Sections 3.3 and 4.3.) 

In addition to the questions posed above, the theme of ‘Other considerations’ also included comments that 
mentioned variables that would determine whether a program were put online. For example, 5% of comments 
mentioned that it depended upon costs or resources, either in the sense that resources would determine what is 
possible or that we would need to consider how we want to distribute resources (human and monetary). Another 2% 
of comments listed various variables that, themselves, would go into considerations about cost such as how upfront 
costs would be treated and the assumed lifetime of pre-prepared materials, among many others. 

Additionally, 4% of comments indicated that the question about what programs (or subjects) could move online would 
differ by each discipline, and 3% suggested that it depended on the learning needs of the subject or the course. Other 
comments mentioned that the value of online courses depended on how skilled or engaging each teacher was or 
whether the activity seemed “worth it” for the students.  

In sum, the comments under this theme related to the overarching pattern for comments to indicate that decisions 
about the future of teaching and learning at the University would/should depend on other factors, including students’ 
needs and the specific learning objectives of each program, subject, or cohort.  

3.2. Possible formats 
The second theme from Day 2 also emerged in over one quarter (27%) of comments and discussed the formats of 
online learning which would be suitable, preferable, or possible. Unlike with the first theme, comments under 
‘Possible formats’ focused less on whether programs should go online and more on how they might. More specifically, 
they indicated what type of format (e.g., dual delivery or hybrid) would be preferable. While the first theme suggested 
that the decision about what could go online would vary, comments under this second theme tended to indicate that 
it would indeed be possible to put a program online but not necessarily in a wholly online format. 

In addition, this theme related to, but was not identical to, the theme of ‘Purposeful alignment’ from Day 1. Whereas 
the comments under ‘Purposeful alignment’ from Day 1 seemed to focus primarily on how on-campus learning could 
complement online learning, those coded under ‘Possible formats’ from Day 2 tended to either (a) provide more 
specific suggestions for the type of relationship between online and on-campus learning or (b) discuss the shape that 
online learning could/should take. 

For example, the most common subtheme, arising in 8% of comments, suggested that it was not a question of ‘online 
or on-campus’ but of what was offered synchronously versus asynchronously. It seemed similar differentiation was 
needed between what was delivered live and what was recorded. (Confusion over various dichotomies existed 
throughout the full dataset; see Sections 2.1, 2.3.) Another set of these comments indicated that focusing on 
asynchronous work (or considering what could be done asynchronously) would be advantageous, primarily in reducing 
teachers’ workloads. The comments coded here differed from those under ‘Commentary on online teaching and 
learning’ or ‘What works’ because they seemed to focus more on what online teaching and learning could look like 
(i.e., the shape it could take), or on how terminology was influencing the conversation about what it could look like. 
For example, 

You bring up a good point about different modes - we can have F2F vs online, and we can 
have synchronous vs asynchronous, and we should be clear about not conflating these terms 

as they aren't interchangeable, and they can all be mixed and matched as needed. 

The comments below provide an indication of those which focused on the synchronous/asynchronous possibilities of 
future online programs: 



Melbourne Centre for the Study of Higher Education | Thematic Analysis of Education Roundtable Comments 
 

19 

If appropriate and depending on the subject/discipline needs, such a subject would be 

designed largely if not entirely as an asynchronous learning experience so students can 

complete at their 'own' time. 

[Person X] raises am important point about the relative merits of pre-recorded (asynchronous) 

and "live" (synchronous) online learning. Online learning doesn't need to be wholly pre-

recorded…But what is the right balance between synchronous and asynchronous learning? 

In addition to comments which supported asynchronous teaching and learning, 5% suggested that a combination of 
on-campus and online activities would be best, most often referred to as a ‘hybrid’ or ‘combination’. For example, 

I see the scope for multiple delivery strategies to coexist with a mix of face to face and online 
experiences, both embedded in single subjects. I am not referring to blended synchronous 

delivery nor the 'dual' mode imposed by these days of transition, but rather a progressive shift 

of some components of a subject to an online format, but not necessarily the entire subject. 

Of course, different disciplines have their own constraints, but the setup of on-campus vs 

online or "dual delivery" isn't drawing out the power of hybrid approaches where the 

experiences supplement each other. 

More specific comments (5%) supported the idea (also mentioned in Day 1) of holding intensive on-campus periods 
followed by online activities, such as the following: 

Great point, online learning in person after an experience of intensive cohort building in 

person is an entirely different dynamic and the pedagogy can be much more expansive. 

What about an old idea, of (part term) residentials? I personally attended this mode here at 

UoM in 2014 in the Masters of Tertiary Education Management with the LH Martin Institute 

and MGSE…As a personal experience, I felt it worked really well, was one of my fondest 

educational experiences, and addresses many of the worries of lost campus experience and 

still provides for primarily online and flexible delivery for a graduate class. 

Alternatively, 3% of comments explicitly suggested that dual delivery would be the way forward or indicated the 
benefits of teaching through dual delivery modes. For the most part, it seemed that these comments were referring to 
dual-mode attendance in synchronous sessions (i.e., blended synchronous learning [BSL]), though this was not always 
explicitly stated. The following comments are indicative of those which referred positively to dual delivery: 

I think dual delivery is an interesting idea, it will definitely mean more work for the teaching 

team. I would also suggest that it is 'and/both' rather than 'and/or'. 

BSL is the most challenging and interesting form of delivery.  While we can't innovate in the 

layout and furnishing of students' bedrooms and study nooks, we'll see some clever up-cycling 

of teaching spaces, web conference tech, and room layouts to allow for better and better BSL.  

Other ideas which were mentioned (in 5% of comments) included outdoor classes, that mode of delivery matters less 
if the teacher is engaging, sharing online components across different institutions, or reconceptualising either a whole 
new approach to assessment or to the concepts of teaching and learning.  

Analysis of this theme could partially address the discussion question that asked if all subjects should just be taught 
through a dual-delivery mode. Based on the responses discussed in this section, it seemed there was some positive 
inclination towards the idea, but more frequent was the idea that a hybrid structure would be preferable. In other 
words, the 27% of comments which were coded under this theme seemed to generally indicate that some type of 
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online component would be possible. As one comment stated, ‘Within a course or a degree, perhaps a mixed mode of 
delivery can be negotiated,’ but then followed up, ‘Dual delivery - please don't go there.’  

3.3. What works/could go online 
This theme, unlike ‘Possible formats’, addressed the types of programs or the types of teaching and learning activities 
which would either be suitable for or possible within an online format. Analysis of this theme partially addressed the 
first two discussion questions for Day 2: ‘What are the best opportunities for online program delivery at the University 
of Melbourne?’ and ‘Should we offer undergraduate programs online?’ 

There were 8 separate comments (6%) which mentioned specific programs that might be most suitable online, many 
of which mentioned multiple types of programs, including  

• large programs which could be delivered at scale; 

• programs which lead to professional accreditation (e.g., MBAs, MEd, Master of Cybersecurity/Data Science, 
Master of Nursing); and 

• niche programs. 

Some comments about these three types of programs are included below for elaboration: 

Globally, these areas [that lead to professional certification] almost guarantee a steady and 

growing number of enrolments (remember that online courses work best at scale) mainly due 

to the fact that a) the certifications that are gained result in professional and financial growth 

for the graduates and b) they attract learners who are either in employment or in employment 

transition. 

In some cases, big courses - like a Bachelor of Education or a Bachelor of Psychology - are 

likely to provide great return on investment (depending on how cluttered the competitor 

market is). 

Programs that may suit what we might call a 'niche' need, in that there aren't thousands of 

people clambering to do the program, but because they're somewhat niche, there aren't 

many, or any, universities serving that need. Online study can provide a great benefit in those 

circumstances because we're not limited to Metropolitan Melbourne for our cohort…(Niche in 

quotations because the need might not be small - for example plenty of people get dementia 

or experience disabilities - but the number of people looking to do the programs is small.) 

There were also comments which outlined the characteristics of programs that had already been successfully 
converted to online programs: 

We do have a small number of fully asynchronous courses in the Grad Cert, Specialist Cert 

category in MDHS that are specifically designed to provide accredited professional upskilling 

that are taken by busy clinicians who don't want to interact - they just want applied learning 

and new skills. These are considered "light touch" in delivery in terms of teacher time, because 

the main input, once built, is assessment and even this can be largely automated. Not a model 

for every cohort of students, and probably not well suited to undergraduate degrees and 

master’s degrees but there may be a place for 100% asynchronous delivery for some smaller 

professional qualifications. 

Similar comments mentioned that ‘large classes’ would be suitable online but there was some ambiguity about 
whether that referred to large subjects or programs with large cohorts. Slightly less certain were comments about 
exchange opportunities, with 4% of comments suggesting that exchange might work online, depending on the 
objectives. 
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In addition to the comments which identified specific programs or characteristics of programs, there were many which 
talked about the types of subjects or subject components which would be suitable online. These included instances 
where explanation was needed from the instructor, theoretical components, ‘good’ lectures, short courses, and 
‘structured’ classes. In addition, and in slight disagreement from Day 1, 5% of comments from Day 2 emphasised that 
interaction was possible online, even for large classes or undergraduate classes. Another 2% of comments indicated 
that undergraduate courses could be put online. While these comments did not explicitly state which programs could 
go online (or whether whole programs could be offered fully online), they support the idea that online contexts could 
sufficiently support some aspects of teaching and learning.  

Analysis of this third theme from Day 2, ‘What works/could go online’, indicates that there is some support for the 
idea of moving certain programs online and that doing so might not only be possible but advantageous in some 
respects. 

3.4. Commentary on online teaching and learning 
The 21% of comments that were included under ‘Commentary on online teaching and learning’ were similar to those 
from the identically titled theme from Day 1; they focused on the benefits and challenges of online teaching and 
learning without necessary indicating what the University’s future direction should be. They also reflected previous 
responses about the logistics of teaching online, and they are therefore discussed more briefly here. 

For example, 5% of comments discussed some of the benefits of online teaching and learning, such as prompting a 
purposeful structure for content delivery or incorporating a wider range of media for feedback. Another 4% 
mentioned that the online learning environment might mirror the real-world working environment for certain 
professions. 

Then, a few comments each discussed the challenges of (3%) or hours of teachers’ time required for (5%) online 
teaching and learning. These responses reflect those in other reports, and in the responses from Day 1, such as 
difficulty encouraging participation or monitoring students’ work when teaching via Zoom. 

There were, however, a small number of comments which more explicitly indicated preferences about modes of 
online delivery. For example, 2% of comments referred to each of the following: that a split cohort is harder, that dual 
delivery has challenges, or that BSL is complex. 

In combination with comments from previous themes, those under this theme suggest that general sentiment about 
online teaching and learning might be split and support the idea from Day 1 that preferences vary by disciplinary 
context, learning needs, and individual teacher. 

3.5. Suiting students 
16% of comments from Day 2 focused on students’ expectations, preferences, or skills. They were grouped into a 
distinct theme because they touched upon a range of different ideas. For example, 5% discussed the issue of 
attracting students, which related both to considerations for what should go online and the market value of putting 
programs online. Similar to comments from Day 1, 4% indicated that students want to be face-to-face, with some 
comments, but not all, suggesting explicitly that this was reason enough to continue offering courses face-to-face. 

However, as in Day 1, not all comments in this theme indicated that decisions should be made exclusively to suit 
students’ preferences. For example, 2% suggested that students’ preferences should not be the only consideration for 
what goes online and 3% acknowledged that different students had different needs/preferences.  

The comments under this theme varied in whether they indicated a stance about moving programs online as well as in 
what that stance was. However, generally they supported the idea that it would be important to consider how 
students would respond to such changes. In addition, these comments related to those which advocated designing 
courses that would suit students’ desire/need for flexibility and those from Day 3 which suggested that different 
learning modes might appeal to a wider range of prospective students (see Section 4.3). 

3.6. What does not work online 
Comments under the theme, ‘What does not work online’ (15%), unlike those under ‘Commentary on online teaching 
and learning’, identified specific types of programs or subjects that would not be suitable for wholly online teaching 
and learning. As with the comments in Section 3.4, comments under this theme reflected those from Day 1 and from 
other reports on the future of online teaching and learning. To address the context of the Education Roundtable, more 
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detail is provided instead around comments that identified what would be possible (as in Sections 3.2 and 3.3), rather 
than what would not. 

For the most part, though, comments under this theme focused more on individual subjects than on whole programs. 
For example, 4% of comments indicated that labs, studios, object-based subjects, and field trips would not be suitable 
as wholly online offerings.  

On the other hand, 2% of comments did mention that undergraduate programs could not go online and 2% stated 
that exchange programs would not work online. (The latter are in comparison to the 4% discussed in Section 3.3 which 
indicated that exchange would be possible depending on the learning objective.) Similarly, 2% of comments suggested 
that being on campus was especially important for international students’ connection-building, as was also mentioned 
in Day 1. 

Among the comments in this theme, there was some specific discussion about music courses being particularly ill-
suited to wholly online delivery because sound technology was not yet up to par, meaning that nothing online is truly 
synchronous. 

3.7. Unclear, N/A 
Unlike the ‘Unclear’ comments from Day 1, all the 14% of comments which comprised the ‘Unclear, N/A’ category in 
Day 2 could not be coded into any of the other substantive categories. Half of these (7% of total comments from Day 
2), referred to another comment and the meaning was therefore unclear. The meaning of 4% of comments was 
unclear because they either referred to research (2%) or made a statement (2%) without indicating a stance. In 
addition, 3% of comments were considered out of scope because they referred to something personal (e.g., feeling 
insulted), and one comment was a duplicate. 

4. Day 3 results 
The main conversation question for Day 3 was, ‘How can we increase diversity among our student cohorts?’, which 
was supported by the following three discussion questions: 

• What can we do to improve access for international students from under-represented groups? 

• How can admissions go beyond ATAR for domestic students?  

• What innovations in program delivery and curriculum can we adopt to target diversity and leverage that 
diversity in our student cohorts? 

There were fewer comments made (n=66) on this day than on the other two: approximately half the number as that 
on Day 2 and a third the amount on Day 1. Coding for Day 3 comments was done in a similar manner to those from 
the other days; however, the comments from Day 3 more consistently addressed the day’s main question about 
increasing diversity in the student cohort. Only 4 comments (6%) were categorised as being unclear or not applicable.  

The final coding categories, presented in Table 3 below, were therefore more uniform and referred to areas of the 
university in which change was identified as being necessary for either increasing or better supporting a diverse 
student cohort: curriculum and pedagogy, admissions practices, marketing and recruitment, and big-picture 
institutional changes. (For the full table of themes and examples, see Table Aiii.) 

In addition, there was some overlap between the categories; for example, some comments which discussed ways to 
better support diverse students also explicitly mentioned that this would likewise help attract future students. Such 
comments were coded in relation to the area of practice or policy where the change was deemed necessary (e.g., in 
how we recruit or in how we support the students after they arrive). 
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Table 3. Themes identified from Day 3, ‘How can we increase diversity among our student cohorts?’ 

Theme n rows % of rows 
(n=66) 

n codes % of codes 
(n=139) 

Curriculum and pedagogy 27 41% 47 34% 

Admissions 22 33% 48 35% 

Marketing and recruitment 17 26% 32 23% 

Big-picture changes 6 9% 8 6% 

Unclear, N/A 4 6% 4 3% 

 

4.1. Curriculum and pedagogy 
The main area for change which received most attention on Day 3 was ‘Curriculum and pedagogy’, which was 
discussed in 41% of comments. These comments primarily focused on changes that would improve the experiences of 
diverse students once they began their studies at the University; however, a few also suggested that such changes 
would additionally help to attract future students, such as the following: 

The way we treat students inside and outside our classrooms, throughout their academic 

journey and beyond, can influence the future students we attract. 

 If we have a reputation for embracing diversity alongside showing expertise in the 

implementation of inclusive frameworks for teaching and learning, then students with diverse 

needs may view the University as a legitimate option for study. 

The comments in this theme can be further grouped into the following subthemes (as shown in Table 4): changes to 
program design or administration; inclusive or intercultural pedagogy; supporting students through their studies; and 
challenges/requirements for curricular change in this area. Each of these subthemes is discussed in more detail below. 

Table 4. Subthemes under the Day 3 theme 'Curriculum and pedagogy' 

Subtheme n rows % of total rows 
(n=66) 

% of rows in 
theme 
(n=27) 

% of total codes 
(n=139) 

Course design 18 27% 64% 13% 

Teaching practice 9 14% 32% 6% 

Supporting students 9 14% 32% 6% 

Challenges for curricular change 8 12% 29% 6% 

 

4.1.1. Course design 
The most common ‘Curriculum and pedagogy’ subtheme related to matters of course design or administration, which 
was mentioned in one third (27%) of all Day 3 comments (and almost two thirds of comments within this theme).  

One primary idea was that curriculum should value, embrace, or include diverse sources of knowledge, an idea which 
was present in 8% of comments. Specifically, comments suggested that course material include content related to 
diverse contexts and perspectives; for example, 
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We need to understand how to plan for inclusivity from our course/subject level intended 

learning outcomes, to assessment, to the materials and instructional methods we use in our 

teaching. This can't happen solely at the point of lesson design; we have to take this into the 

development of courses and subjects. We need to consider the barriers to accessing learning 

that our students might have as well as consider the strengths they bring to our space and 

how these can be embraced.  

One specific suggestion for how diverse perspectives could be incorporated was to increase instances of co-design 
with students, promoting student voices, or welcoming students into decisions about governing. Such ideas were 
present in 8% of comments, such as the following: 

We have to make our classrooms and co-curricular activities truly inclusive and respectful. This 

means engaging students and co-creating with them at different levels. This allows students 

an insight into their strengths and limitations, along with giving them agency over their life-

long learning journey. It also means properly engaging students at a governance level. We 

have this incredible human resource that can allow for a better university experience 

development. This will lead to attracting more students looking for safe and inclusive spaces 

to learn and evolve. 

Another common suggestion, mentioned in 9% of comments, was to change the format of the academic calendar or 
the expected study load. The idea seemed to be that changes to the calendar might make it easier for students to 
balance work and study; however, there was little consensus on whether a term- or trimester-based system would 
make it easier or harder for students to attend paid employment. In addition, a few comments agreed that promoting 
the plausibility of part-time study might make attending university seem more possible for students who need to 
support themselves financially. Some of the comments related to changing the academic calendar/expected study 
load are included below: 

A 50-point study load is essentially the equivalent of a full-time job. For students other than 

those fortunate enough to live at home or on campus, such a study load is just not feasible as 

students need to support themselves, participate in extracurricular activities to be competitive 

graduates, as well as find time for leisure and rest. 

Less ambitious proposals could be substantially increasing the availability of subjects in 

Summer or Winter intensive periods. 

Feedback from unis with trimesters indicates that it makes matters worse, since students 

don't have big breaks in between study periods to recharge their finances through work or 

their energy levels. Having been a student with trimesters myself I found it gruelling. Three 

exam periods a year and only a week break in between.   

Additional comments under this subtheme suggested that changes to assessment practices (5%) or to the subjects 
which were designated as ‘core’ (versus ‘elective’) (2%) would help, primarily by sending the message that diverse 
forms of knowledge were valued by the University. In general, comments under this subtheme indicated a notable 
sentiment that changes to course design or the structure of learning could better support students’ diverse needs. 

4.1.2. Teaching practice 
The second subtheme under ‘Curriculum and pedagogy’ pertained to matters of teaching practice and suggested that 
students’ classroom learning experiences could be changed to better support the experiences of diverse students 
and/or better foster diversity and inclusion. This subtheme emerged in 14% of comments from Day 3. 

Many of these comments (8% from Day 3) mentioned the need for ‘inclusive pedagogy’, including practices that were 
inclusive in regard to gender, sexuality, and ability, among other considerations. For example, 
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Regarding the third question, we mustn't forget gender inclusion in non-traditional areas. 

Teaching students about inclusive practice is important for their student experience and also 

so that our graduates have the capabilities to lead inclusive practice.  

One of the key lessons for me is the importance of inclusive pedagogies. These approaches to 

teaching can be scaled up and should be something the university invests heavily in to build 

the capacity of staff to teach diverse cohorts effectively…How many of our teaching 

academics feel confident in designing courses for students that will not create barriers to 

success? As a collective academic group, how much awareness is there of the barriers our 

students face? Can we honestly look at our lectures, practicals, workshops, tutorials and 

identify and rectify aspects that reduce effective engagement and learning for students from 

diverse backgrounds, or those who are neurodiverse, colourblind, or those suffering from 

mental health issues like severe anxiety?  

Other comments provided more specific suggestions related to teaching practice. For example, some focused on 
making diversity visible in the classroom (2%) or ensuring that learning spaces were accessible for students with a 
range of disabilities (2%): 

At the moment, the physical campus, the online spaces and the teaching environment leave 

much to be desired for many of our students with different types of disability. I'd love to see 

the university's infrastructure as a whole be much more accessible.  

There were also a couple of comments which suggested more active facilitation of intercultural interactions in the 
classroom, such as by supporting students’ in how they approach intercultural interactions or by utilising more 
multicultural groupwork. In some ways, it was surprising that there were not more comments which suggested as 
much. Instead, comments under this subtheme focused more on the inclusion of diverse voices in the classroom or on 
inclusive practices, rather than intercultural activities. 

4.1.3. Supporting students 
The next subtheme was also present in 14% of comments from Day 3, and it focused on what could be done to 
support students during their studies. The main ideas included ensuring that students felt safe and welcome, that they 
had necessary academic support, and that staff were understanding. Comments discussed both the needs of specific 
groups of students and of being respectful towards all; for example, 

How do we ensure that our campus is a safe and welcoming place for LGBTQ students?...The 
University continues to maintain a reputation for being an unsafe/unwelcoming space for 

LGBTQ students, and trans and gender diverse students in particular, given the ongoing 

support for scholarship and teaching at the University that denies the legitimacy of some 

identities…It seems to me that more needs to be done to try and undo this highly damaging 

reputation that the University has developed over the decades around these issues, so that we 

can make sure we can still attract and support LGBTQ students (and staff). 

More unfortunate is the multitudes of examples I could list and accompanying unhelpful or 

downright hostile responses to students seeking support and understanding…There are 

professional staff and academics who do their very best, but we are often confronted with a 

degree of unwillingness, possibly based on ignorance, which I find surprising in this day and 

age.  

Among these comments were two (3%) which specifically mentioned the planned changes to the number of Academic 
Skills staff and how reductions in support staff might work against the desire to support students from 
underrepresented backgrounds; for example,  



Melbourne Centre for the Study of Higher Education | Thematic Analysis of Education Roundtable Comments 
 

26 

The plan to reduce the number of AS staff seems to me to be at odds with the University's 

commitment to diversity and inclusion. Academic Skills are so important to supporting and 

retaining students (both international and domestic). I also have concerns about reductions to 

student-facing services at a time when students are still so clearly impacted by the pandemic. 

There was also some explicit acknowledgment that if the University were known for being a welcoming and 
supportive place, it might not only serve to better support the students that attend but to attract future students from 
a range of underrepresented backgrounds. 

4.1.4. Challenges for curricular change 
In addition to the subthemes above which identified specific areas for possible change, 12% of comments identified 
challenges with or requirements for making curricular change that would better support or attract diverse students. 
Most of these (9% of Day 3 comments) focused on the need for proper resourcing and support for teachers/subject 
designers, such as in the following comment: 

And if this all sounds like it is beyond your current capacity, that speaks to the importance of 

resourcing this well. True inclusion of a diverse student cohort will take serious investment in 

the capacity of staff to teach well and a culture that values inclusive teaching. It cannot be left 

to chance, or extraordinary individual effort, that our students end up in a subject that is 

designed for their success. 

While the comments under this subtheme acknowledged the challenges of redesigning curricula to be more inclusive 
or diverse, they did not suggest that the challenges would be inhibitive. Instead, they seemed to indicate that doing it 
well would require multiple steps and a range of considerations. 

4.2. Admissions 
One third (33%) of comments from Day 3 focused on areas for potential change in admissions practices and policies. 
These comments were not, as prompted by the discussion questions, exclusively about attracting a wider range of 
domestic applicants. They also discussed admissions practices which would affect students from a range of 
underrepresented groups, including those from underrepresented countries and from low-socioeconomic 
backgrounds. While the ‘Admissions’ theme was second to ‘Curriculum and pedagogy’ in number of comments in 
which it emerged, it comprised a similar proportion of total code instances from the day (35% compared to 34% under 
‘Curriculum and pedagogy’). 

In line with the discussion prompt about moving beyond the ATAR, there was a notable number of comments (12%) 
regarding the disadvantages or problems with the ATAR. The comments noted primarily that the ATAR seemed to 
measure preparedness rather than ability and that achievement in ATAR was associated with financial status. Below 
are a two comments indicative of those that discussed the disadvantages of using the ATAR as the primary criterion 
for admissions: 

I think looking beyond ATAR for entry criteria is a really important step in creating a more 

diverse cohort. We do know that achievement in ATAR is highly correlated with financial 

status and [the] majority of our undergraduate cohort do come from independent schools. 

The 'teaching to ATAR' and spoon feeding we so lament in our students' school experience 

stems from the pressure that we as an institution place on getting a high ATAR. We cannot 

complain about these things - we created them. 

Similar comments discussed the advantages of holistic application processes (3%) such as interviews or essays, which, 
it was suggested, would allow the University to get to know more about the applicants, including their interests, and 
abilities: 

In this context we should consider other ways of engaging and admitting students, like e.g., 
through our own assessments like portfolios and conversations. A portfolio submission, 
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followed by a conversation (some call it an interview) allow [the University] to get to know an 

applicant a little beyond the aspect of academic assessment only. The will to study and the 

ability to clearly articulate goals, aims and ideas, is something which is fundamentally 

undervalued in the ATAR assessment but so important in learning and work life.  

Agreement was not consistent, however, as 8% of comments identified perceived disadvantages of ‘whole person’ 
admissions practices. Some of the issues identified were that the subjective nature may facilitate further opportunities 
for bias against applicants from less advantaged backgrounds. Likewise, 5% of comments identified certain advantages 
of the ATAR as a measure and 3% acknowledged the challenge of creating an alternative measure. Some comments 
which are indicative of those which critiqued these holistic measures are the following: 

The "whole person" applications **also seem to select for privilege**. In the US, this privilege 
is not only economic, but also very white. Applications select for, not only GPA, test scores, 

and an essay, but also the number of extracurricular organisations and leadership positions 

held. Participating in extracurricular activities is often expensive, and, for students who need 

to work to supplement family income, time that they simply don't have. 

I would be keen that any alternatives to ATAR we design avoid falling into other pitfalls. It's 

tricky, because we all want things we can objectively measure: a test score, a GPA, a number 

of extracurriculars or leadership positions. We can benchmark these numbers against each 

other. But as researchers, we know that we sometimes need to go the qual route rather than 

the quant route (or at least mixed methods!). 

A handful of comments explicitly suggested an alternative process to either the ATAR or essay-and-interview-style 
processes, such as a lottery system for those who might not meet the required ATAR or standards-based profiling 
which might also appeal to future employers. One of the more frequently mentioned alternatives was a ‘top X%’ rule 
in which the top 9-or-10% of students from each included school (e.g., from each Victorian school) would be 
guaranteed admission (though not necessarily into any or all programs). Similar comments suggested a ‘hybrid 
approach’ which included both standardised and holistic measures: 

I agree that ATAR itself is not the problem; it's how we use it as a single measure. Perhaps we 
need to move towards some sort of hybrid approach? Let students present a kind of 

portmanteau of measures from a set we have validated and can trust? 

Related comments suggested that the alternative measure should be ‘limited to underrepresented students to avoid 
conveying additional advantages to those who do not need them’: 

Additional or alternative assessments…could and should be managed for a certain percentage 

of the overall student cohort (whose ATAR would not give them access), e.g., 30% of students 

are admitted not according to ATAR but according to their 'alternative capabilities' to study 

particular subjects. 

In this regard, there was also notable discussion around the value of pathway programs, and the 12% of comments 
which mentioned such programs indicated that they were positive methods of both recruiting and admitting students 
from underrepresented or disadvantaged backgrounds. A related comment suggested learning from the pathway 
programs designed for Indigenous students. There seemed to be general agreement among these comments that 
pathway programs should be expanded or that additional options, such as online options, be created; for example, 

My faculty (FVAS) runs a Diploma in General Studies as an alternative pathway into 
Melbourne Model degrees. It is based at Dookie and while the cohort is small, it is growing. I 

think this is an excellent way to support alternative pathways to higher ed for local undergrad 

students. I've wondered how a student, without a good high school result (cf. ATAR discussion 
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here!) might find a place to do this training at Melbourne. My feeling is that these students 

look to the 'mostly online' degree providers—CSU, Curtin and others. Could an online option 

be a way to provide options for this cohort? 

The online [pathway] option would provide a level of flexibility for under-serviced and under-

represented groups that a campus-based solution can't do. The thinking here is perhaps about 

more mature students who have had non-traditional paths through their latter years of school 

and beyond.  

Similar comments suggested expanding Access schemes or changing the criteria for the schemes in order to target a 
wider range of prospective students: 

I know this is likely not possible, but if students could demonstrate they have been getting 

formal rehabilitation, or attending structured therapy, are in paid employment, a carer, 

volunteer etc. on top of their studies in high school or during University more easily than the 

current criteria process that is set for 'Access' this would be great.  

Other suggested criteria to be considered in the admissions process included students’ extracurricular activities and 
their potential towards graduate attributes. Another comment suggested that prospective student receive credit for 
prior work experience, and three (2%) suggested working with schools to devise more suitable criteria. 

On top of these suggestions for more substantial changes to admissions policies, it was also suggested that clarifying 
terminology around Access schemes or improving the online application system would make it easier for a wider 
range of students to apply, regardless of changes to admissions criteria: 

The terminology around trying to apply for 'Access' is also not very plain or prompted unless 

you have a school or someone show you. While it is an option in the Admissions process, as a 

'Family First', this is again something to navigate in Admissions, often different at every 

University and can feel something of a stigma or unknown in how to approach applying at 

such a large institution. 

 

Even just working on cleaning up existing online systems to meeting accessibility and 

culturally safe standards would encourage more applications, even if nothing 'back end' was 

changed. 

These last suggestions could provide easier-to-implement options prior to those which might require more substantial 
time and effort, such as changes to criteria or establishment of new pathway programs. 

4.3. Marketing and recruitment 
Approximately one quarter (26%) of comments indicated that a change to marketing or recruitment strategies would 
help increase diversity of the student cohort, either by attracting a wider range of students or by reducing barriers to 
study. Among these, the following suggestions emerged more prominently: 

• Reduce financial barriers 

• Change University messaging 

• Expand outreach 

• Focus on local diversity  

The most common idea related to marketing and recruitment was that the student fees were inhibitive, an idea 
mentioned in 11% of comments. Comments within this group suggested that lowering the financial barriers to study, 
for some or for all students, would assist considerably in expanding access to underrepresented groups. While some 
comments explicitly referred to fees for international students, others mentioned the challenges for students from 
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low-income backgrounds who would need to work to support themselves through their studies and for those on a 
temporary protection (humanitarian/refugee) visa who would not qualify for HECS support. In response to these 
issues, 6% of comments suggested expanding scholarships or loan schemes. Some indicative comments about fees, 
scholarships, or loans are included below: 

Looking at our international cohort, it not only comes from a limited range of countries but is 

often comprised of those that can afford to come and pay fees. Therefore, regardless of 

geographical spread, we only attract a certain type of student. This [is] neither diverse nor 

inclusive in my view. Therefore, the university needs to be more active in cordoning off some 

resources for merit-based scholarships, especially from regional countries that are not 

currently present on campus. 

We know that domestic students benefit from access to an income contingent loan (ICL) 
scheme (HECS-HELP) and the impact of this is that it (largely) disconnects students’ choice 

about university study from the issue of cost…I wonder if there are ways we should be 

exploring, particularly in target countries, to introduce a form of ICL, perhaps in partnership 

with philanthropic agencies or others, where the risk of non-repayment can be covered? 

Second to discussion about cost was that about messaging, including the idea that the University needed to improve 
its reputation regarding its inclusive nature. In addition, it was suggested that the Melbourne Model might need 
reframing to seem advantageous rather than costly and that the University could leverage its geographic position or 
promote the use of English as an international language. The conversation around messaging understandably blended 
into the conversation around outreach and the need to touch base earlier with potential students so that they 
considered Melbourne as an option for them. The comment below offers an example of the relationship between 
messaging and outreach: 

We need to do more work to make sure all students see Melbourne as a viable option and 

somewhere they could belong. In doing so we need to be careful that we don't condescend to 

students. We have a campaign each year for Access Melbourne - which is great- but our 

headlines have been something like "Find a future you never dreamed was possible" [and] our 

current headline is "Find a future you thought was out of reach". This clearly takes a deficit 

view of the audiences we're trying to engage. A counter example might be La Trobe's 2017 

campaign which celebrated "All Kinds of Clever". I think this is something small that might 

contribute towards changing perceptions. 

The conversation on outreach was then also related to the return-on-investment assessment of expos and school 
visits; however, the general idea in the comments was that, if expanding the student cohort was indeed an aim, then 
the benefits should be a priority over (or balanced with) cost.  

To [the] last point about changing perceptions and inclusive marketing - in marketing and 

recruitment a lot of activity is designed around best ROI - which means at an undergraduate 

level that there is a large focus on certain quite privileged schools. We travel to these schools, 

we do expos, career nights and have academics present. This is not to suggest we don't do 

activity in underrepresented schools, but they certainly do not receive the same level of 

engagement. Maybe the university could consider an equal split of feeder schools and 

underrepresented schools when designing special outreach activity?   

I currently work in the graduate space and if I could do anything to boost representation 

amongst underrepresented students it would be to hold expos in large regional centres (like 

Bendigo and Ballarat) that feature all of our study areas, not just our undergraduate degrees. 
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The challenge for the university is supporting these initiatives even if they yield lower ROI 

compared to traditional audiences. 

The final set of comments related to marketing and recruitment suggested that, given the currently closed borders, it 
would be helpful to shift focus to opportunities for local diversity or exchange. For example, one comment suggested 
utilising a potential Australian-New Zealand bubble for exchange programs. 

In general, the comments under this theme indicated that a more diverse range of prospective students could be 
attracted by making the University seem like a more viable option, primarily by reducing the financial barrier or by 
changing its messaging.  

4.4. Big-picture changes 
Unlike the themes discussed above which included specific areas for change, the 6% of comments coded under ‘Big-
picture changes’ indicated that there were underlying institutional issues which would first need to be addressed 
before attracting or better supporting students from diverse backgrounds. Specifically, 5% of comments suggested 
change to the representativeness of the University’s hiring practices or leadership, and a similar 3% suggested that the 
internal hierarchical structures were problematic. One comment that is indicative of those about broader institutional 
change is the following: 

Going a bit further/deeper, staff representation is also important; you're more likely to get 

diverse students and for them [to] thrive if you have a diverse staff base. For staff from 

'majority' backgrounds, including those who haven't experienced financial precarity, perhaps 

[provide] training or a campaign to help educators/administrators be more understanding of 

[low-LSES] needs.  

Other comments indicated there were multiple issues of equity and privilege which would need to be addressed and 
that it would be ‘difficult to do “real”/ “honest” diversity if we don't talk about our privileges’. 

4.5. Unclear, N/A 
Four comments (6%) from Day 3 were categorised as being unclear or not applicable. None of these were also coded 
under any other major category. Two referred to another comment, one referred to research without indicating a 
stance, and one was a duplicate. 
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Appendix 
Table A i. Full table of themes and examples from Day 1 

Theme n rows 
% of rows 
(n=172) n codes 

% of codes 
(n=373) 

Role of the campus 69 40% 135 36% 

Includes comments which were categorised under one of the four themes which more directly addressed the role of 
the campus. 

Connection and belonging 38 22% 66 18% 

Comments indicated: 
• The role of the campus was to support student 

connection, interaction, or belonging 
• Connection/belonging was important, and the 

campus was necessary for their facilitation 
• The campus supported connection-building in 

ways that could not otherwise be supported 

Sample comment: 

The sense of belonging and connectedness play a role in 
enriching the educational experience. For international 

students, it is even more critical to be on campus to 

immerse themselves into the Australian culture and 

language (QILT survey). So, the role of campus, in my 

opinion, is vital. 

Purposeful alignment 23 13% 24 6% 

Comments indicated: 
• The role of the campus should align with other 

components of teaching and learning 
• It is not a matter of either/or but could be 

and/both on and off-campus 

Sample comment: 

I wonder if a more purposeful, pre-planned divide 

between online and face-to-face learning will do the 

trick? There's certainly a role to face-to-face learning, 

but I don't think that the online experience must 

necessarily be as challenging as it was for many in 2020. 

Practice and place 20 12% 25 7% 

Comments indicated: 
• Some practical classes need to take place on 

campus 
• One role of the campus is to provide space(s) 

and/or facilities for certain types of classes 
 

Sample comment: 

I had a similar experience trying to run online anatomy 

practical sessions—students felt confused by the content 

as they were unable to explore anatomical features in a 

tactile way with critical haptic feedback.  

Teaching and learning benefits 13 8% 20 5% 

Comments indicated: 
• Teaching and learning are better or easier face-

to-face/on-campus 
• Teaching and learning on-campus promotes 

different ways of thinking and facilitates certain 
graduate attributes  

Sample comment: 

The campus, a physical environment, is essential to 

nurture creativity in students and staff (visceral mode of 

creativity).  

Other considerations 68 40% 113 30% 
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Comments indicated: 
• The role of the campus should/would be 

determined by other factors, including the 
cohort, discipline, and age of the students 

• Programs should provide flexibility for students 
in how they attend 

• Decisions should consider students’ unique 
needs or preferences 

• Decisions should consider the logistical and 
practical needs (e.g., workload, technology, and 
cost) 

Sample comments: 

I wonder [if] there might be a difference between types 

of postgraduate study as well; in particular between 

UoM's professional entry masters (in education, 

medicine, law, etc.) and masters taken by people who 

are already practising in the relevant field. 

I also acknowledge that student life is getting busier and 

they cannot get to every lecture, so online modes and 

lecture capture are also essential to allow flexibility. 

Future of the lecture 38 22% 59 16% 

Comments indicated: 
• The traditional lecture is/is not dead 
• The future of the lecture would be determined 

by specific learning needs 
• Other terms would be more suitable for 

discussing the future of what was previously 
called the ‘lecture’ 

Sample comment: 

Should we redefine the traditional 'lecture' or rename 
our experience to something new? I like the idea of the 

new name because it steps away from historical 

expectations. 

Commentary on online teaching and 
learning 35 20% 38 10% 

Comments indicated: 
• Online teaching/learning has challenges 
• Online teaching/learning has benefits 

Sample comment: 

I have struggled with student attendance I consistently 
used to get 70% of my class (9:00 am lecture) turn up in-

person as there are activities in class. But I consistently 

get greater than 90% (9:00 am lecture) of my class turn 

up online each week all 12 weeks of semester. Greater 

than 95% attendance consistently all 10 workshops, with 

the offering of split online/in-person lab workshops.  

Purpose of university 6 3% 6 2% 
Comments indicated: 

• The University should reconsider how it 
conceptualises teaching and learning 

• Questions about the value of a university 
education  

Sample comment: 

Of course, it might also be argued that university 

education need not align directly with the real world, but 

rather provide a unique opportunity for the development 

of knowledge and critical thinking - which may also have 

intangible outcomes in the workplace.  

Unclear, N/A 22 13% 22 6% 
Included comments that: 

• Referred to other comments 
• Referred to research without elaborating 
• Referred to the Roundtable 
• Were duplicates of others already coded 

Sample comments: 

Is anyone else getting a persistent "webinar has expired" 

when trying to join Zoom? 

Here's an interesting article on Debunking six 

continuing fallacies of higher education… 
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Table A ii. Full table of themes and examples from Day 2 
Theme n rows % rows 

(n=128) 
n codes % codes 

(n=233) 

Other considerations 35 27% 53 23% 

Comments indicated: 
• Programs should move online to provide 

flexibility to students 
• Decisions to move programs online should 

depend on other variables (e.g., the needs of 
each discipline, program, or cohort) 

Sample comment: 

Online subjects allow flexibility for people who are 
working and wanting to upskill. I think that works as 

often people who are coming back to do continuing 

professional development are motivated and wants to do 

it. 

Possible formats  35 27% 41 18% 

Comments indicated: 
• Formats which would/would not be preferred, 

including dual delivery 
• Other formats which would be possible besides 

wholly online (e.g., hybrid programs or 
intensives) 

• Focus should instead be on what could be 
synchronous or asynchronous 

Sample comment: 

The short intensive residential stint might be a way of 
combining the best of online and on-campus learning for 

a sub-cohort of our learners, especially those based 

overseas. 

What works/could go online  34 27% 37 16% 

Comments indicated: 
• Specific programs which would be suitable for 

online delivery 
• Some subjects/classes could go online, even if 

whole programs might not 
• Whether undergraduate programs or exchange 

programs could go online 

Sample comment: 

In some cases, big courses - like a Bachelor of Education 

or a Bachelor of Psychology - are likely to provide great 

return on investment (depending on how cluttered the 

competitor market is). 

Commentary on online teaching and 
learning  

27 21% 40 17% 

Comments indicated: 
• That online teaching and learning has challenges 

and/or benefits 
• That some forms of online delivery are more 

difficult than others 

Sample comments: 

I think dual delivery is an interesting idea, it will definitely 
mean more work for the teaching team. 

What online programs can do apart from teaching 
content is to raise awareness about the benefits of 

engaging with the digital world… 

Suiting students  20 16% 22 9% 

Comments indicated: 
• We should/should not consider students’ 

expectations 
• We should consider how these changes will 

appeal to future students 

Sample comments: 

How much should we be led by students’ needs… 
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• Students want/don’t want to study online 
Do we have data on the cost of online delivery vs on 

campus, and whether this is a price point that is more 

attractive to some student cohorts? 

What does not work online  19 15% 21 9% 

Comments indicated: 
• Specific programs/subjects/classes would not be 

suitable for online delivery 

Sample comment: 

Studios and labs are really tricky to replicate online. 

Unclear, N/A  18 14% 19 8% 

Included comments that: 
• Were duplicates 
• Referred to a personal matter 
• Referred to another comment or research 

Sample comments: 

Whoa, that sounds like a very strongly held position. 
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Table A iii. Full table of themes and examples from Day 3 
Theme n rows % of rows 

(n=66) 
n codes % of codes 

(n=139) 

Curriculum and pedagogy 27 41% 47 34% 

Comments that suggested or commented on changes 
regarding: 

• Course design 
• Program administration 
• The academic calendar 
• Teaching practice 
• How students are supported/treated 

Sample comments: 

One ambitious idea would be to move to trimesters or 
terms. 

We have to make our classrooms and co-curricular 
activities truly inclusive and respectful. 

Admissions 22 33% 48 35% 

Comments that suggested or commented on changes 
regarding: 

• Criteria for admissions 
• Alternative pathways for admissions 
• How the ATAR is used/viewed/valued 

Sample comment: 

I agree that ATAR itself is not the problem; it's how we 
use it as a single measure. Perhaps we need to move 

towards some sort of hybrid approach? Let students 

present a kind of portmanteau of measures from a set we 

have validated and can trust? 

Marketing and recruitment 17 26% 32 23% 

Comments that suggested or commented on changes 
regarding: 

• Messaging sent to prospective students 
• Efforts to attract students 
• Aspects that inhibit students from applying 
• Outreach 

Sample comment: 

We need to do more work to make sure all students see 
Melbourne as a viable option and somewhere they could 

belong. In doing so we need to be careful that we don't 

condescend to students. 

Big-picture changes 6 9% 8 6% 

Comments indicated: 
• Bigger institutional change would need to be 

made first 
• The University needed to address inequity in its 

hiring practices 

Sample comment: 

Going a bit further/deeper, staff representation is also 

important; you're more likely to get diverse students and 

for them do thrive if you have a diverse staff base. 

Unclear, N/A 4 6% 4 3% 

Included comments that: 
• Were duplicates 
• Referred to other comments or research 

Sample comment: 

good point ;-) 
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