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ABSTRACT 

DemocraGc processes are at the foundaGon of the students-as-partners (SaP) 
framework. Student selecGon for SaP projects however, is typically in the hands of staff, 
which is undemocraGc and faculty assumpGons and pracGce exclude parGcular students 
from co-creaGon projects. We describe a case study in which students and staff jointly 
select students for a co-creaGon project in the School of Biomedical Sciences at the 
University of Melbourne. Our reflecGons suggest that co-selecGon, compared to 
selecGon of students by staff alone, further realizes the democraGc ideal of SaP by 
integraGng the student perspecGve early in the co-creaGon process. We reflect on the 
democraGc processes in our case study through the lens of deliberaGve democracy and 
share prospects and perils of voGng and deliberaGon to embed the student voice in 
student selecGon for co-creaGon.  
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The students-as-partners (SaP) framework, in which students and staff collaboraGvely 
create components of curricula or pedagogical approaches, has a long tradiGon in giving 
students a voice through democraGc processes (Dewey, 1903, 1997). Others have highlighted 
that enacGng democraGc values can reignite the social purposes of the university (Wijaya 
Mulya, 2019) and that when students and staff jointly deliberate on the purpose and 
implementaGon of educaGon, this can shi` the focus of learning from the individual to the 
collecGve (Bryson et al., 2015; Wenstone, 2012). Reviving social purposes may be parGcularly 
beneficial for student learning and engagement in compeGGve learning environments such as 
the School of Biomedical Sciences (SBS) at the University of Melbourne (UoM) where, as is our 
experience, many undergraduate students are focused on their individual marks to obtain one 
of the coveted spots in compeGGve graduate programs such as the Doctor of Medicine. 

Another driver for SaP projects is the potenGal benefits for students engaging in co-
creaGon. It has been reported that co-designing curricula promotes student engagement, 
moGvaGon, and enhances metacogniGve awareness, as well as strengthening learner idenGty, 
fostering student-staff relaGonships, and developing a broad range of graduate acributes 
(Felten et al., 2014). These potenGal benefits for students stress the importance of which 
students are selected for co-creaGon. 

SelecGon of students has been the Achilles’ heel of SaP projects (Bovill et al., 2016; 
Felten et al., 2013). In typical selecGon procedures, staff invite students individually or in a class 
through open enrollment (Felten et al., 2013), and this is usually based on whether students 
meet prerequisites for a class or match staff assumpGons or selecGon criteria such as a track 
record of academic achievements (Gutman et al., 2010). As a consequence, students who would 
arguably benefit the most from SaP acGviGes (Kuh et al., 2017; Mercer-Mapstone et al., 2021) 
are disadvantaged because they o`en do not meet the prerequisites for a class, do not match 
staff selecGon criteria, lack confidence or networks to self-select or be selected, and do not have 
Gme and resources to engage with SaP projects (Felten et al., 2013; Marquis et al., 2018).  

Staff selecGng students for co-creaGon is problemaGc in principle because it enforces the 
tradiGonal power relaGonship separaGng students (who are more like hired consultants) from 
the staff (who have the decisional and execuGve power). Moreover, these tradiGonal selecGon 
processes for SaP are undemocraGc, not solely because the student voice is excluded from 
selecGon into staff-student projects, but also because such selecGon processes typically result in 
the exclusion of specific student groups from co-creaGon (i.e., lower-achieving students). A 
recent study reflected on under-represented student groups in staff-student projects and 
described a representaGve democraGc process to address this problem by engaging delegates 
from a student union’s representaGonal network in co-creaGon (Islam et al., 2021). We build on 
this work and explore how the student voice can be incorporated during the selecGon of 
students for co-creaGon projects.   
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THE CREATE A SUBJECT CHALLENGE 
Student engagement has been a pressing concern in many universiGes. At the UoM, 

enabling undergraduate students to feel more connected to the academic community has been 
idenGfied as an area of urgent need of development (University of Melbourne, 2019). Between 
2009 and 2014, for example, there was an increase in students who reported that they kept to 
themselves at the university and a decrease in students who said they were confident that at 
least one of their teachers knew their name (Baik et al., 2015). To prototype an approach to 
improve student engagement at the Faculty of Medicine, DenGstry, and Health Sciences (MDHS) 
within the university, the staff authors of this paper iniGated the Create a Subject Challenge 
(CaSC) project. 

The CaSC was inspired by an iniGaGve at the University of Amsterdam to enable students 
and staff to co-create interdisciplinary subjects (de Greef et al., 2017). Our project consisted of 
four phases to co-select student candidates for the co-creaGon of a breadth subject in the SBS 
curriculum (Figure 1). A breadth subject is a subject that undergraduate students take to 
explore a different area of study from the degree they are enrolled in. The objecGve of breadth 
subjects is to broaden students’ knowledge and skills beyond their chosen major specializaGon. 
 
Figure 1. Phases of the Create a Subject Challenge 

 
Note: In Phase 1 students created their idea based on documenta5on provided by staff. In Phases 2 and 3, students 
and staff co-selected the students for co-crea5on. In Phase 2 students and staff voted for the best subject idea, 
while in Phase 3 a jury of students and staff selected the best subject idea. The students with the best idea would 
then proceed to Phase 4, where student candidates and staff co-created the breadth subject.   



Interna'onal Journal for Students as Partners                                                                           Vol. 7, Issue 2. October 2023 

Post, G., Nguyen, L., Tan, J., Lim, S.H., Paquet-Fifield, S., Barrese, M., & Clark, C. (2023). “Co-selec'ng students 
for more democra'c co-crea'on: A case study from the Create a Subject Challenge.” Interna'onal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 7(2). hJps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v7i2.5236 

154 

In the project’s first phase, students were invited to think of an idea for a new subject. 
As we adverGsed through various channels, including student union social media accounts, and 
we did not put any restricGons or recommendaGons on which students could parGcipate, we 
envision that this approach was more inclusive for lower-achieving students than staff selecGng 
students. We are aware that this approach was not more inclusive for other students typically 
excluded from co-creaGon, including students who lack Gme and funds. It also didn’t overcome 
the challenges of self-selecGon for co-creaGon (see also the Discussion). Fourteen self-selected 
teams of three to five students with varying levels of educaGon (from bachelor to PhD) and 
studying in a range of disciplines (from mathemaGcs to business management and geneGcs) 
developed an idea for a new subject and presented this either in a poster, a 1-minute video, or a 
300-word text (refer to Table 1 for ideas presented). They were encouraged to use resources 
provided on the CaSC website on how to pitch an idea, how to write learning objecGves and 
align them to acGviGes and assessments, and how the proposed subject would fit in the SBS 
curriculum (Post, 2020). 

In the second phase, students and staff from the University of Melbourne voted for their 
three favorite ideas. By using their staff or student UoM credenGals, they accessed a Qualtrics 
form where the ideas were presented. In total, 539 students and 44 staff voted (this is about 
20% of total full-Gme students enrolled in the School of Biomedical Sciences, but this 
percentage is probably lower as many students from other schools and faculGes voted), and 
each subject proposal in a voter’s top three was assigned one point. The five ideas with the 
most points were shortlisted for the third phase (Figure 2, p.157). 
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Table 1. Submissions to the Create a Subject Challenge 
RANK SUBJECT IDEA TOTAL 

VOTES 
TOTAL 

STUDENT 
VOTES 

TOTAL 
STAFF 
VOTES 

1 The Future of Medicine 192 179 13 
2 Principles of Public Health 177 168 9 
3 Global Health Challenges of Humanity 168 153 15 
4 Cancer: Causes and Consequences 162 156 6 
5 From Womb to Tomb: A Clinical PerspecGve 154 146 8 
6 Outbreak: Preparing for a Pandemic 134 123 11 
7 FoundaGonal Concepts of Public Health 122 113 9 
8 Pathways in Health 119 112 7 
9 Science CommunicaGon & Crowd Psychology 106 88 18 

10 General PracGce: Diagnosis 106 103 3 
11 Decoding the Epigenome 104 98 6 
12 Almonds and Alzheimer’s: the Olfactory System 77 73 4 
13 Interdisciplinary Tools in Biomedicine 67 55 12 
14 Principles of SyntheGc Biology 61 50 11  

Total 1749 1617 132 
Note: Subject ideas ranked according to total votes. The total votes by student and staff for each subject idea are 
also presented. A total of 539 students and 44 staff voted. Each par5cipant cast three votes, one for each of their 
favourite three subject ideas (total votes 1749). Students with the top five ideas overall were invited to pitch their 
idea to a jury of students and staff at an online event. 
 

The third phase consisted of an online event in which student groups of the five top-
voted ideas pitched their proposals and elaborated on subject learning intenGons and 
structures to a jury made up of three students (representaGves from the Biomedicine Student 
Society) and three staff (a SaP expert from an external university, a teaching academic, and a 
learning and teaching academic development fellow from UoM). The jury was provided with a 
rubric describing several criteria for judgment, including how well students explained their ideas 
for learning outcomes, assessments, and acGviGes and the quality of reasoning to support the 
proposed ideas (Appendix A). A`er each group’s presentaGon, the jury members and the 
audience had 5 minutes to ask the presenters for more clarificaGon and elaboraGon. 

The jury then deliberated on the winning idea. Students of the winning idea became the 
student co-creators who jointly worked with SBS academics in a 2-day workshop (Figure 1, 
Phase 4) to further develop the idea into a formal new subject proposal document that was 
submiced for consideraGon by the School of Biomedical Sciences. Unfortunately, the subject 
proposal did not eventuate into a subject in the SBS curriculum, as the university paused the 
development of new subjects due to uncertainGes brought on by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
However, the student candidates were engaged to consult on the development of another 
subject in a postgraduate school within MDHS.  
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DISCUSSION 
We reflect on the co-selecGon processes in the CaSC (Figure 1, Phase 2 and 3) through 

the lens of deliberaGve democracy, which has been argued by many to be the ideal form of 
democracy (Moshman, 2020). Fundamental to deliberaGve democracy is the reasoned exchange 
in which every voice is heard, and these deliberaGons ideally lead to consensus—in pracGce, 
deliberaGons are o`en followed by a vote. It has been argued that through the process of 
deliberaGon a decision can be more raGonal and enlightened, and that the deliberaGon has a 
developmental parGcipatory effect in that parGcipants develop more sophisGcated views and 
make more democraGc decisions considering other perspecGves (Knappe, 2017). DeliberaGve 
democracy is also increasingly based on epistemic findings that this form of democracy can 
harness the wisdom of the crowd (Landemore, 2013) and that people reason becer when they 
engage in dialogue than when they reason on their own (Mercier & Claidière, 2021; Mercier & 
Landemore, 2012). 

Although deliberaGve democracy is by no means easy and may present challenges in 
educaGonal pracGce, it does provide useful guidance in idenGfying shortcomings in deliberaGon 
and voice representaGon (Moshman, 2020). AcGviGes that foster deliberaGve exchange—from 
town halls to surveys, to student-staff workgroups collecGng feedback on policies—strengthen 
democracy. Based on this framework, we asked the quesGons: compared to staff selecGng 
students, did the co-selecGon process allow every voice to be heard? And did the co-selecGon 
process facilitate a deliberaGve exchange between students and staff? We raised these 
quesGons for both phases in co-selecGon. 

In Phase 2, student groups presented ideas in a poster, text, or video, followed by a vote 
by staff and students. Capturing the student voice in this process is a major advancement from 
selecGon processes by staff alone. The large number of students voGng for their favorite idea 
speaks to the appeGte to parGcipate in co-selecGon (a`er the challenge, hundreds more 
students found their way to the voGng form—despite it being taken off the website). Student 
votes had a clear effect on which groups were selected for co-creaGon. When all the votes were 
counted, three projects—including the subject idea that was eventually selected for the final co-
creaGon process by the student and staff jury members—were not in the staff’s top five but 
made it into the final round based on the student votes (Figure 2). Remarkably, the subject 
ideas that received the least votes from students, Interdisciplinary Tools in Biomedicine and 
Principles of SyntheGc Biology, were in the top five of most staff votes.  
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Figure 2. Student and staff votes for the subject ideas 

 
Note: Percentage of student (n = 1617, in blue) and staff (n = 132, in red) votes per subject proposal. 
 

When reviewing this voGng process in the context of deliberaGve democracy, however, 
there are important consideraGons. One is that if majority rule is all there is to democracy, then 
the minority views are at risk of being voted into silence (Moshman, 2020). Evidence for this can 
be disGlled from Table 1 and Figure 2, where the student vote determined which 5 ideas were 
selected (adding staff votes only changed the ranking of number 3 and number 4 in the overall 
top five). Staff voice was a minority view as 12 Gmes more students than staff voted, which 
shi`ed the decisional power from staff to students to determine who was selected for co-
creaGon. Also, since deliberaGon between staff and students was confined in this phase, the 
voGng process was unlikely to be informed by arguments put forward by minority groups, 
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including staff and students who couldn’t shoulder the extra workload of developing a subject 
idea (Dwyer, 2018). We did see the effects of what happens when staff become a minority in the 
decision-making process and their experience gets lost in curriculum co-creaGon. What staff 
considered important topics for a new subject differed from those of students. Each of the top 
subject ideas considered by staff can be regarded as mulG-disciplinary and/or interdisciplinary in 
nature (Figure 2), which is not as apparent in the top five among students. Another aspect, 
though not apparent in our data, is loss of insights in curriculum design; for example, how 
proposed subjects would fit (or not) into exisGng curriculum, anGcipaGng the pracGcal 
constraints a new subject would present (i.e., availability of experGse and staff to teach topics), 
and whether resources are available to address such challenges and workloads. 

There was more room for exchanging arguments during Phase 3, where the top five 
student groups presented their subject ideas to a jury consisGng of student and staff 
representaGves. Furthermore, the votes of staff (n = 3) and student (n = 3) representaGves were 
equal in numbers. Members of the jury and the audience asked clarifying quesGons about the 
subject ideas a`er each 15-minute presentaGon. A`er the final presentaGon, the jury took 30 
minutes in a Zoom break-out room to deliberate and come to a decision. During the jury 
deliberaGons, all members of the jury put their favorite idea forward, which resulted in two 
ideas favored by all members. A`er further deliberaGon, the jury selected one subject proposal. 
Although this representaGve democraGc process of co-selecGon, where members of the jury 
represented students and staff, may be less ideal compared to parGcipaGve democraGc 
processes (Bryson et al., 2015), this process did provide more opportuniGes for deliberaGons 
between students and staff than Phase 2. 

To conclude, we argue that student-staff co-selecGon improved co-creaGon in several 
ways. In addiGon to students being included in a decision process that is typically exclusive to 
staff, co-selecGon provided students (and staff) with opportuniGes to engage with co-creaGon 
that suited their circumstances. To engage in co-selecGon, students voted on ideas (in Phase 2) 
and/or contributed to discussions during the online event (via the chat funcGon in Zoom or 
using their microphone and camera). This process limited the factors that have been idenGfied 
to exclude the voice of some students—including lacking confidence or networks to self-select 
or be selected, not meeGng class prerequisites, and not having the Gme and resources to 
engage in the co-creaGon projects (Felten et al., 2013; Marquis et al., 2018). For example, a 
student with Gme constraints and who lacked the confidence or networks to find peers to write 
a subject idea could sGll engage in co-selecGon as voGng was anonymous and generally took no 
more than 10 minutes. The academic diversity of students (their level of educaGon and the 
discipline they were studying in) who engaged with the challenge, either by proposing a subject 
idea or voGng, is an indicaGon of the inclusivity of the CaSC. As the CaSC was open to everyone 
at the UoM, students from other disciplines outside of SBS submiced and voted on ideas. 

To provide students (and staff) with more opportuniGes to engage in co-selecGon 
deliberaGons—and to bring the process closer to the ideal of deliberaGve democracy—we next 
discuss recommendaGons for co-selecGon.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
Further improving connecGons and discussions between students and staff key to co-

selecGon would bring the CaSC closer to the ideal of deliberaGve democracy and harness the 
benefits of dialogic reasoning. Previous research has shown that the exchange of ideas can 
counter individual biases (Mercier & Sperber, 2017) and that increasing interacGon is criGcal for 
improvement in group reasoning and decision-making (Besedeš et al., 2014; Mercier, 2016; 
Woolley et al., 2015). EssenGal to this is to ensure all voices are heard. Even when staff hold a 
minority view—at the UoM the student/staff raGo is 6:1 (University of Melbourne, 2023)—their 
arguments, if sound and convincing, should inform consensus in deliberaGve democraGc 
processes. 

To make co-selecGon more deliberaGve, we suggest pracGcal improvements for future 
iteraGons of the CaSC. Engaging voters in discussions of the ideas, for example, by giving them 
the opportunity to provide feedback on ideas on the voGng form or direct them to a forum 
where subject proposals are discussed, would further facilitate deliberaGve and parGcipatory 
democraGc processes. FacilitaGng discourse would not only make co-selecGon and co-creaGon 
more democraGc by drawing from students’ and staff’s social and cultural contexts (Wijaya 
Mulya, 2019), but would also provide opportuniGes for deliberaGons to improve co-selecGon 
through the wisdom of the crowd (Landemore, 2013; Mercier & Claidière, 2021) and dialogic 
reasoning (Mercier & Landemore, 2012). 

Another, more ambiGous improvement would be to not only co-select students for co-
creaGon, but also to co-select staff. During the co-creaGon process (Phase 4), it became 
apparent that staff—teaching academics who iniGated the CaSC—lacked important experGse in 
the content of the subject proposal. Students made connecGons with other staff in the faculty 
to invite them into the co-creaGon process and to help develop the subject idea further. In 
future iteraGons, we would look for ways to embed this co-selecGon of staff in the CaSC. 
Students could, for example, nominate staff they would like to collaborate with in designing the 
subject, or groups consisGng of students and staff would be invited to present their ideas. 
Having student-staff teams parGcipate would also improve opportuniGes for staff’s voice to be 
represented in discussing subject proposals early in the CaSC. 

We argue that the CaSC process provides a good template for students and staff to 
pracGce a more deliberaGve democraGc process of co-creaGon, as two student authors reflected 
elsewhere: 
 

From the outset, this was a fun and exciGng project where we could use our experiences 
as undergraduate students as a plaworm to create something that would benefit other 
students and ulGmately leave an impact on our peers. . . . Based on our pracGce, we 
strongly advocate for greater democraGzaGon of the curriculum development for 
breadth and core subjects at undergraduate university levels. (Nguyen & Barrese, 2022) 

 
This study was approved by the School of Biomedical Sciences Human Ethics Advisory Group 
(HEAG) of the University of Melbourne (Ethics ID Number: 1955436.1).  
  



Interna'onal Journal for Students as Partners                                                                           Vol. 7, Issue 2. October 2023 

Post, G., Nguyen, L., Tan, J., Lim, S.H., Paquet-Fifield, S., Barrese, M., & Clark, C. (2023). “Co-selec'ng students 
for more democra'c co-crea'on: A case study from the Create a Subject Challenge.” Interna'onal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 7(2). hJps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v7i2.5236 

160 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
Staff authors were awarded a faculty grant to develop the Create a Subject Challenge. The 
majority of funding was spent on remuneraGng students’ co-creaGon work in Phase 4 to balance 
the pay-to-work raGo for these students and to offset unfair parGcipaGon of financially stable 
students who can shoulder the extra workload (Dwyer, 2018). 
 
NOTE ON CONTRIBUTORS 

 
Ger Post is a teaching and learning academic specialised in neuroscience and interdisciplinary 
educaMon at the University of Melbourne. As a PhD student at the same university he researches 
collaboraMve reasoning, parMcularly how teams can outperform individuals in criMcal thinking. 
Together with Jiang-Li Tan, Saw Hoon Lim, Sophie Paquet-Fifield, and CharloXe Clark he iniMated 
the CaSC, and they were later joined by Lily Denise Tuong Vi Nguyen and Michael Barrese who 
won the Challenge. 
 
Lily Denise Tuong Vi Nguyen received a Master of Public Health from the University of 
Melbourne. The subject idea ‘Principles of Public Health’ that she developed with Michael 
Barrese and three other students to address an undergraduate knowledge gap, won the CaSC. 
She now works as the Coordinator, Office for Research at The Royal Melbourne Hospital, 
facilitaMng research acMviMes. 
 
Jiang-Li Tan is a teaching specialist within the School of Biomedical Sciences and Melbourne 
Medical School at the University of Melbourne. He is involved in various educaMonal acMviMes, 
from curriculum development and learning design to tutor training. He specialises in developing 
assessment rubrics in interdisciplinary educaMon and working with students to advance their 
metacogniMve skills. 
 
Saw Hoon Lim develops and delivers educaMon in the Department of Biochemistry and 
Pharmacology at the University of Melbourne. She teaches biochemistry to undergraduate 
students and coordinates a University Breadth Subject called Designer Humans, exploring with 
students and colleagues, the biomedical advancements that are conMnually shaping the human 
species and examining the ethical, social and philosophical impacts of such advancements. 
 
Sophie Paquet-Fifield is a senior lecturer in the Department of Microbiology & Immunology at 
the University of Melbourne. Her research spans undergraduate students' engagement, the 
impact of Digital Learning Tools in deep learning in biomedical sciences, effecMve 21st century 
assessment in higher educaMon & quality of teaching and learning in the discipline of Pathology. 
  



Interna'onal Journal for Students as Partners                                                                           Vol. 7, Issue 2. October 2023 

Post, G., Nguyen, L., Tan, J., Lim, S.H., Paquet-Fifield, S., Barrese, M., & Clark, C. (2023). “Co-selec'ng students 
for more democra'c co-crea'on: A case study from the Create a Subject Challenge.” Interna'onal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 7(2). hJps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v7i2.5236 

161 

Michele Barrese was a student in the Bachelor of Biomedicine when he developed the subject 
idea 'Principles of Public Health' with his peers. Their proposed subject focused on contemporary 
Australian public health issues, such as the pandemic and First NaMons Australian healthcare. 
He is now a Doctor of Medicine student at the University of Melbourne, and is passionate about 
amplifying the student voice in curriculum design to improve student wellbeing and their 
learning experience. 
 
CharloEe Clark is a senior lecturer and teaching fellow in the Department of Anatomy and 
Physiology. She has extensive experience in curriculum review and curriculum design with a 
focus on construcMve alignment of intended learning outcomes to best pracMce teaching, 
learning and assessment strategies and incorporaMon of evidence-based educaMonal innovaMon 
and technologies. 
 
REFERENCES 

Baik, C., Naylor, R., & Arkoudis, S. (2015). The first year experience in Australian universiMes: 
Findings from two decades, 1994-2014. Melbourne Centre for the Study of Higher 
EducaGon, The University of Melbourne. hcps://melbourne-
cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/1513123/FYE-2014-FULL-report-
FINAL-web.pdf 

Besedeš, T., Deck, C., Quintanar, S., Sarangi, S., & Shor, M. (2014). Effort and performance: What 
disGnguishes interacGng and noninteracGng groups from individuals? Southern Economic 
Journal, 81(2), 294–322. hcps://doi.org/10.4284/0038-4038-2013.020 

Bovill, C., Cook-Sather, A., Felten, P., Millard, L., & Moore-Cherry, N. (2016). Addressing potenGal 
challenges in co-creaGng learning and teaching: Overcoming resistance, navigaGng 
insGtuGonal norms and ensuring inclusivity in student–staff partnerships. Higher 
EducaMon, 71(2), 195–208. hcps://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-015-9896-4 

Bryson, C., Furlonger, R., & Rinaldo-Langridge, F. (2015, July). A criGcal consideraGon of, and 
research agenda for, the approach of ‘students as partners.’ InternaGonal Conference on 
Improving University Teaching, Ljubljana, Slovenia. hcps://iutconference.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/Bryson_Paper_IUT2015.pdf 

de Greef, L., Post, G., Vink, C., & WenGng, L. (2017). Designing interdisciplinary educaMon: A 
pracMcal handbook for university teachers. Amsterdam University Press. 
hcps://www.jstor.org/stable/j.cc1sq5t4k 

Dewey, J. (1903). Democracy in educaGon. The Elementary School Teacher, 4(IV), 1993–204. 
Retrieved from hcps://www.journals.uchicago.edu/journals/esj/about 

Dewey, J. (1997). Democracy and educaMon: An introducMon to the philosophy of educaMon. 
Free Press. 



Interna'onal Journal for Students as Partners                                                                           Vol. 7, Issue 2. October 2023 

Post, G., Nguyen, L., Tan, J., Lim, S.H., Paquet-Fifield, S., Barrese, M., & Clark, C. (2023). “Co-selec'ng students 
for more democra'c co-crea'on: A case study from the Create a Subject Challenge.” Interna'onal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 7(2). hJps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v7i2.5236 

162 

Dwyer, A. (2018). Toward the formaGon of genuine partnership spaces. InternaMonal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 2(1), 11–15. hcps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v2i1.3503 

Felten, P., Bagg, J., Bumbry, M., Hill, J., Hornsby, K., Prac, M., & Weller, S. (2013). A call for 
expanding inclusive student engagement in SoTL. Learning Inquiry, 1(2), 13. 
hcps://doi.org/10.2979/teachlearninqu.1.2.63 

Felten, P., Cook-Sather, A., & Bovill, C. (2014). Engaging students as partners in learning and 
teaching: A guide for faculty. John Wiley & Sons, Incorporated. 

Gutman, E., Sergison, E., MarGn, C., & Bernstein, J. (2010). Engaging students as scholars of 
teaching and learning. In C. Werder & M. OGs (Eds.), Engaging student voices in the 
study of teaching and learning (pp. 130–145). Stylus Publishing.  

Islam, M., Burnec, T.-L., & Collins, S.-L. (2021). Trilateral partnership: An insGtuGon and 
students’ union collaboraGve partnership project to support underrepresented student 
groups. InternaMonal Journal for Students as Partners, 5(1), 76–85. 
hcps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v5i1.4455 

Knappe, H. (2017). ParGcipatory and deliberaGve democracy In Doing democracy differently: 
PoliMcal pracMces and transnaMonal civil society (pp. 45–76). Budrich UniPress. 
hcps://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvbkk41f 

Kuh, G., O’Donnell, K., & Schneider, C. G. (2017). HIPs at ten. Change: The Magazine of Higher 
Learning, 49(5), 8–16. hcps://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2017.1366805 

Landemore, H. (2013). DemocraMc reason: PoliMcs, collecMve intelligence, and the rule of the 
many. Princeton University Press. 

Marquis, E., Jayaratnam, A., Mishra, A., & Rybkina, K. (2018). “I feel like some students are 
becer connected”: Students’ perspecGves on applying for extracurricular partnership 
opportuniGes. InternaMonal Journal for Students as Partners, 2(1), 64–81. 
hcps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v2i1.3300 

Mercer-Mapstone, L., Islam, M., & Reid, T. (2021). Are we just engaging ‘the usual suspects’? 
Challenges in and pracGcal strategies for supporGng equity and diversity in student–staff 
partnership iniGaGves. Teaching in Higher EducaMon, 26(2), 227–245. 
hcps://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2019.1655396 

Mercier, H. (2016). The argumentaGve theory: PredicGons and empirical evidence. Trends in 
CogniMve Sciences, 20(9), 689–700. hcps://doi.org/10.1016/j.Gcs.2016.07.001 

Mercier, H., & Claidière, N. (2022). Does discussion make crowds any wiser? CogniMon, 
222(104912). hcps://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogniGon.2021.104912 



Interna'onal Journal for Students as Partners                                                                           Vol. 7, Issue 2. October 2023 

Post, G., Nguyen, L., Tan, J., Lim, S.H., Paquet-Fifield, S., Barrese, M., & Clark, C. (2023). “Co-selec'ng students 
for more democra'c co-crea'on: A case study from the Create a Subject Challenge.” Interna'onal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 7(2). hJps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v7i2.5236 

163 

Mercier, H., & Landemore, H. (2012). Reasoning is for arguing: Understanding the successes and 
failures of deliberaGon. PoliMcal Psychology, 33(2), 243–258. 
hcps://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2012.00873.x 

Mercier, H., & Sperber, D. (2017). The enigma of reason. Harvard University Press. 

Moshman, D. (2020). Reasoning, argumentaMon, and deliberaMve democracy (1st ed.). 
Routledge. hcps://doi.org/10.4324/9780429316029 

Nguyen, L., & Barrese, M. (2022). Student view. HERDSA Connect, 44(1), 10. 
hcps://www.herdsa.org.au/sites/default/files/HERDSA%20CONNECT%20-
%20autumn%202022%20-%20updated%2026may.pdf 

Post, G. (2020, July 14). Create a Subject Challenge. School of Biomedical Sciences, The 
University of Melbourne. hcps://biomedicalsciences.unimelb.edu.au/study/create-a-
subject-challenge 

The University of Melbourne. (2019). Student life at the university of Melbourne: A strategy for 
undergraduate student life [White paper]. 
hcps://staff.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/3151274/Student-Life-White-
Paper.pdf  

The University Of Melbourne. (2023). Annual report 2020. (n.d.). 
hcps://annualreport.about.unimelb.edu.au/ 

Wenstone, R. (2012). A manifesto for partnership. hcps://www.nusconnect.org.uk/resources/a-
manifesto-for-partnership-2013/download_acachment 

Wijaya Mulya, T. (2019). ContesGng the neoliberalisaGon of higher educaGon through student–
faculty partnership. InternaMonal Journal for Academic Development, 24(1), 86–90. 
hcps://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2018.1520110 

Woolley, A. W., Aggarwal, I., & Malone, T. W. (2015). CollecGve intelligence and group 
performance. Current DirecMons in Psychological Science, 24(6), 420–424. 
hcps://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415599543 

  



Interna'onal Journal for Students as Partners                                                                           Vol. 7, Issue 2. October 2023 

Post, G., Nguyen, L., Tan, J., Lim, S.H., Paquet-Fifield, S., Barrese, M., & Clark, C. (2023). “Co-selec'ng students 
for more democra'c co-crea'on: A case study from the Create a Subject Challenge.” Interna'onal Journal for 
Students as Partners, 7(2). hJps://doi.org/10.15173/ijsap.v7i2.5236 

164 

APPENDIX A 
 
Create a Subject Challenge Final Event—PresentaGon Judging Rubric  
 
Group Name/Number: 
 

Criteria Description Score 

Subject focus/theme 

Clearly defined 3 

 Identified, but direction/objective 
diffused 2 

Not clearly identified 1 
Details of subject components 
explained 
Consider the ideas proposed for: 
• Learning outcome(s) 
• Learning and teaching activities  
• Assessment activities 

Clearly and completely (all 3) 3 

 Clearly but incomplete (not all 3 
covered) 2 

Ambiguous overall 1 

Ideas proposed are creative 
Consider originality of the proposed 
ideas in relation to: 
• Learning outcome(s) 
• Learning and teaching activities  
• Assessment activities 

Originality evident in all 3 3  

Originality evident, but not in all 3 2  

Not evident 1  

Arguments/reasoning  
Consider how well thought out the 
reasoning/justification is for:  
• Learning outcome(s) 
• Learning and teaching activities 
• Assessment activities 

Convincing/well justified for all 3 3 

 
Can be improved (not convincing for 
all 3) 2 

Not convincing or,  
Not clearly connected to proposed 
ideas 

1 

Presentation evidence of 
teamwork 
Consider how well parts of 
presentation are integrated and 
whether they are contributions by 
each member of the group.  

Strongly evident 3 

 Moderately evident 2 

Not evident 1 

Handling of questions 
Consider how meaningful responses 
to questions were. 

Thoughtful 3 

 Can be improved 2 
Unclear or does not relate to 
question 1 

Total presentation score  

 


