Addressing potential challengesin co-creating lear ning and teaching: overcoming
resistance, navigating institutional normsand ensuring inclusivity in student-staff
partnerships

Abstract

Against a backdrop of rising interest in studergsdming partners in learning and teaching in
higher education, this paper begins by explorirggrilationships among student engagement, co-
creation and student-staff partnership before pliogi a typology of the roles students can assume
in working collaboratively with staff. Acknowledginthat co-creating learning and teaching is not
straightforward, a set of examples from higher etioa institutions in Europe and North America
illustrates some important challenges that caneadsring co-creation. These examples also
provide the basis for suggestions regarding hovw shallenges might be resolved or re-envisaged
as opportunities for more meaningful collaboratidine challenges are presented under three
headings: resistance to co-creation; navigatingitini®nal structures, practices and norms; and
establishing an inclusive co-creation approach. Tgaper concludes by highlighting the
importance of transparency within co-creation apphes and of changing mindsets about the
potential opportunities and institutional benefits staff and students co-creating learning and
teaching.
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Introduction

The idea of students as partners, change agenthjqars, and co-creators of their own learningtess the subject
of increasing interest in recent years (see formpla Bovill et al. 2011; Carey 2013; Dunne and Zrai2011).
However, within most universities, decision-makindgeaching and learning is generally the domaiacafdemic
staff, and students often lack agency and voicenfiv008). Recent work on co-creation of learnind gaching
challenges these traditional norms and practicgarding the ‘academic’ and ‘student’ roles withigher

education and advocates a greater democratisdtitie @ducational process. Co-creation of learaimg teaching
occurs when staff and students work collaborativétih one another to create components of currianidor
pedagogical approaches.

Emerging research demonstrates that studentsvaleable and often unrealised resource in higher
education (Gardebo and Wiggberg 2012) and thateswidstaff and students derive significant bendfam
working collaboratively on teaching and learning/@giard et al. 2013). Key benefits for staff, studemd
institutions include: enhanced engagement, motinadind learning; enhanced meta-cognitive awareargsa
stronger sense of identity; enhanced teaching Esdroom experiences; enhanced student-staffortdtips and
development of a range of graduate attributes (€2ettker et al. 2014). Positive outcomes for staff accur at all
career stages (Mihans et al. 2008). While a cofiatiive approach is often promoted uncriticallypasitive
(Arnstein 1969; Ling 2000), and while we have witsed and researched the benefits of co-creatingjihgsand
teaching through partnerships, such work is nesiraple nor inherently goodlany staff are intrigued by the
possibilities of co-creating learning and teachimg, may struggle with the challenges they antieipa experience
(Allin 2014) as they move beyond and across trawiii roles.

In this paper, we outline different roles that st often adopt within co-creation and we ackndgee
that co-creation is a broad concept encompassiu®ys# approaches, but we focus on co-creation ghretudent-
staff partnerships. The case studies we includeyrfrom higher education institutions in Europe &me United
States, provide examples of staff-student partigssihrough these examples, we present key clygtethat can
emerge and illustrate some of the ways in whicBetahallenges might be addressed not only to ecabteeation
but also to embed a partnership ethos and prodésis the wider learning community (Healey et @012). We
conclude with recommendations for enhancing tramsyy within co-creation approaches and for chamgin



mindsets about the potential opportunities andtutginal benefits of staff and students co-cregatearning and
teaching.

Student engagement, co-creation and student-staff partnership

Student engagement is both a requirement for, areitcome of, partnership. This complex phenomenon
encompasses student involvement, excitement asisfmrce (Ahlfeldt et al. 2005), layered and megfiiin
participation in, and commitment to, learning (Ketral. 2010), and emotional as well as intellecioabstment;
according to Mann (2008), it is the opposite oéadition. Always situated, student engagement vagesss
contexts in higher education, for example, withiclassroom or in relation to a particular task ssignment, and
within and across the course or programme of sgBdyson and Hand 2007). Recognising that studegagement
is often a collective enterprise, Healey et al1@0argue that student engagement and partnerahipeenhanced
through shared learning communities.

A significant influence upon student engagementitegesn the re-conceptualisation of students as
‘consumers’ within a managerialist and marketisigthér education environment. Issues of quality esste and
the primacy of student choice often dominate disicus of how to enhance student satisfaction imarsities
(Nixon 2011). In contrast, if higher education rederstood as a cooperative enterprise (McCullo€®®ahen co-
creation can be a mainstream approach to curriemdmpedagogical development. We recognise thatlhoo-
creation involves partnership—where collaboratialisfshort of the equality implied in partnershiputill
partnership involves co-creation and student engagé (see Bovill et al, 2014 and Healey et al. 3014

One way to conceptualise co-creation is as occigpyia space in between student engagement and
partnership, to suggest a meaningful collaborabietween students and staff, with students becomimig active
participants in the learning process, construatinderstanding and resources with academic stafbther
approach is to keep the three phenomena—studeagengent, co-creation and partnership—in dynamic
relationship to one another, allowing for variatiarhow they interactWe argue that engaging students in
partnership, defined as “...a collaborative, remijt process through which all participants hawedpportunity to
contribute equally, although not necessarily ingame ways, to curricular or pedagogical conceiz@atabn,
decision making, implementation, investigationanalysis” (Cook-Sather et al. 2014, 6-7), is orapsing way of
challenging the dominant consumerist vision of biglducation and allows for variation in how studemngage in
approaches to co-creation.

When students take authentic responsibility foratiecational process, they shift from being passive
recipients or consumers to being active agentfieasame time, they shift from merely completirgrieng tasks to
developing a meta-cognitive awareness about whaiig) learned (Baxter-Magolda 2006; Cook-Satheai.et
2014). That shift fundamentally alters the studelg, prompting a related reorientation for acadestaff from
being disciplinary content experts to also beiralitators of learning and shared enquiry. Someokuis suggest
that “...in co-production, power is seen to be etawhich might be too challenging for studentstt(& and
Williams 2010, 117). However, we believe that adluptontext-specific co-creation approaches cap beldents,
and staff, successfully navigate co-creation ofrleey and teaching.

Co-creation can take a variety of forms acrosediffit disciplines and institutions. Staff and shisenay
collaborate to: evaluate course content and legraimd teaching processes; (re)design the contemus§es;
research learning and teaching; undertake diseipliresearch; design assessments such as esstgrpies
choose between different assessment methods; add tfreir own and others’ work. Likewise, co-creattan
occur on different scales including: individuals$room and course initiatives up to the instihaldevel
addressing pedagogical, operational and strategitsgAt each of these levels, co-creation chalen@prms in
different ways (see Cook-Sather et al. 2014; Heelel. 2014; Moore-Cherry et al. In press, foaage of
examples).

A typology of student roles adopted in co-creation of learning and teaching
Based on our personal experiences and other mofietscreation in higher education literature (Deramd
Zandstra 2011; Healey et al. 2014; Healey et gbréss), we have identified four roles studentsroissume in co-



creating learning and teaching : Dnsultan, sharing and discussing valuable perspectivegaming ant
teaching (2)o-researchercollaborating meaningfully oteaching and learning reseamhsubject-based research
with staff (3)pedagogical catesigne, sharing responsibility for designing learningdbing and assessment,
(4) representativestudent voices contributi to decisions in a range of university settings (Sigeire 1) These
roles are not mutually exclusiviedee, significant overlap may occufFor example, studer engaged as
consultants with statb reflect on teaching practice may also b-researchers on a Scholarship of Teaching
Learning project.

Figure 1: Student roles in ayeation of learnin and teaching
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co-designer
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The top three roles in Figure 1 are typically defsart on staff creating opportunities for collabimnat In
contrast, the student representative role is aftedent led analthough many institutiorwork constructively with
student unions, these bosliare generally student run and student controlleib difference in who initiates -
creation can influencine nature and focus of -creation activityand the degree of access to learning and tea
decisions. We acknowledge the importanceand he growing literature focusing on, the studentespntative rol:
in partnershipsome of which focles on learning and teaching (see for exan@hapman et al. 20; Swedish
National Union of Students 2014jowever our discussion in this paper focuggsnarily on the three ste
initiated roles of consultant, aesearcher and pedagogica-designer.The overlapping spheres in Figur:
highlight that coereation frequently entails students adopting rpldtroles that can require the crossing oferent
domains of institutional and individual practi

The challengestaff and students experience ir-creating learning and teachiare sometimes related to
very real concerns abolibundaries capabilities and riskzor instance, inviting a student to work i co-
researcher collaborating meaningfully oteaching and learning research or subpaecresearch, requires a



rethinking of the purposes and processes of relseand their relationship to teaching. Similarlyaféare often
accustomed to planning and evaluating their tegchractice alone (Barnett and Hallam 1999; Shuld288).
Thus, opening these processes up to review caprigeiped as entailing considerable personal an@gsimnal
risk. Reconceptualising studentspesiagogical co-designersharing responsibility for designing learningdbing
and assessment, or@msultantssharing and discussing valuable perspectivesaming and teaching, requires
rethinking assumptions about teaching, learningygg@and knowledge (King and Felten 2012). Thesgustesome
of the many challenges faced by those who begicreating learning and teaching, and it is to thebsdlenges that
the paper now turns.

K ey challengesthat can arisein co-creating lear ning and teaching through staff-student
partnerships

The challenges we present here by no means encemalb#ize difficulties that can arise in co-creatiwork, but we
focus on those that are raised frequently, in apedgence and in the literature, as real or peegblvarriers to co-
creation through partnerships. These challengetypigally identified by both staff and student fiepants, and
broadly speaking, they fall into three complex amdrlapping themes: resistance to co-creationarhiag and
teaching; navigating institutional structures, piGs and norms; and establishing an inclusive aeagr.

1 Overcoming resistance to co-creating learning and teaching

In higher education, resistance to change and etimv may be a result of cultural forces includatgdemics’ own
experiences as students, the expectations of ¢wteaents and inherited practices from colleagHeghes and
Barrie 2010). Similarly, Sheth and Stellner (19¥phave suggested that “two factors which deterrminevation
resistance are habit toward an existing practickpamceived risks associated with the innovation.”

Custom and common practices alongside the pext@eesonal and institutional risks of redefining
traditional staff-student roles and relationshipirm the challenges staff and students experi@nce-creating
learning and teachin&taff concerns may centre on how they can find fioneo-creation work on top of already
heavy workloads; how students can contribute megnilly to designing learning and teaching when theynot
have subject or pedagogical expertise (a concamredtby students); and whether or not studentsidthawe voice
in elements of learning such as assessment. Studeyt also question why they should step out of {béen
comfortable) traditional role in order to engagedcreation and ask how they will benefit fronstHifferent
approach. While these are valid and important cors;cehey often recede when staff and studentsgthttwlly
work together to co-design projects.

When staff and students realise that their exjstiabits may not be the most effective approadéaming
and teaching and that the risks they take in catizme can have significant benefits, resistanadten eased. Of
course students should not be asked to work faorizbtheir expertise, but students have direct endnt
experience as learners—experience that staff tdtgnor are simply removed from. In addition, stoideat all
levels can gain confidence and capacity when poglations within the educational environment stifa more
collaborative approach through which students haiee and an active role in their own and othezarihing
experiences (Cook-Sather 2011). Kenney-Kennicudt. 2008, 1) argue that “attention to potersi@lirces of
student resistance at the outset as well as didteaing and response to student concerns” campertant
strategies in overcoming resistance to potentiahgk. In example 1 below, we illustrate how studespticism
and resistance to co-creation might be addressedgh more effective communication.

Example 1: Fostering motivation through communimaiin an urban geography programme: University
College Dublin, Ireland.

At University College Dublin, 290 second-year urgtaduate students and 13 Masters-level postgraduate
students were engaged in a co-creation projegirdaps, the postgraduate students were asked igndes
fieldwork study for second-year students focusedran transformation in Dubliand its links to social,
economic and cultural processes. The geographieahatic and temporal scope of the project wasrmadlto
the Masters students, alongside the relevant segesdearning objectives. Each group of Mastardestts



developed a fieldwork route through the city andisied a research activity for the second-year stisd&Vith
the module coordinator, the postgraduates testedbilites and made adjustments to better meet tHaleno
goals. Fieldwork plans were presented to the segeadcohort who voted as a class on their prederre
options and the fieldwork was then undertaken.

Following the in-class presentations a short qoesaire was given to the second-year studentgietjc
their responses to the idea of Masters studentkimgowith the module coordinator and the seconds/aa a
team, to help devise an element of the curriculline results illustrated a mixed response with most
comments being positivelowever, a few responses were negatiités not co-creation, it's just choice”;
“It's a cop-out. Masters students are only two yeaut from us.”A small but vocal cohort seemed to consider
that postgraduate students should not be doingihisof work, that they had neither the knowledge
capabilities to b@edagogical co-designerand that the module coordinator was using this way of
avoiding work. Having this feedback prior to stagtifieldwork enabled the lecturer to identify amttieess
key areas of resistance.

Following the presentation and prior to the fislddy, the lecturer explained to the undergraduatssthe
postgraduate students had been invited to co-ctieatiéeldwork exercise, asked students to considet
benefits might accrue to both them and the modobedinator by adopting this approach, and outlithed
rationale for giving the second years choice. Tajkio the students began a process of encouraggateg
meta-cognitive awareness of the learning and tegghiocess, while identifying and directly addreggheir
concerns and articulating the broad pedagogiciaale for this approach became an effective mttnal
tool. The discussion uncovered that much of thistasce was founded on anxiety about the unknowlnean
worry that the appropriate scaffolding for learnimguld not be provided. The discussion also enldtive
existing relationship between students and stafflired in the module.

Staff sometimes under-estimate student abilitietdribute meaningfully (Bovill 2014) and interpre
student experiences as a deficit rather than at asthe collaboration (Felten and Bauman 2013)il®\Errington
(2001, 33) argues that “teachers need to be alatehange can be worthwhile and have confidentteein ability
to bring about the necessary innovations with appate support,” what is clear from example 1 &t tstudents
also need to be made aware of the benefits ofgnyew approaches to learning and that their confid@eeds to
be gradually built in order to overcome any potantsistance. Recognising these challenges amidprg simple
interventions, such as developing opportunitiestaff and students to discuss ideas or refleexperiences of co-
creation, can foster motivation by articulatingieis of the possible (see Goldsmith and Gervacid 20

Resistance may also emerge in disciplinary contsiishave associated professional accreditatibersv
staff may struggle to balance ensuring studentegelspecific programme outcomes and professidaatiards on
the one hand, and on the other, the possibilignifancing student motivation and meta-cognitioaubh co-
creating learning. Hutchings et al. (2011) sugtfest in such cases, flexibility exists in the pealgigal means even
if the ends are fixed, allowing for co-creatiorhiow students work toward prescribed standards.

A final source of resistance, particularly fromfgtenay arise from a cynicism about the goals aaldies
of those involved in co-creation. For example, &taid staff may perceive that an institutional etitre about co-
creation is driven by senior managers aiming torowe student satisfaction and the overall rankihtne
institution in league tables. In such an environineome staff who are sympathetic to the educaditicalaes of co-
creation may not want to be involved with what tiseg as a tainted project. These potential tensietvgeen
personal and institutional goals are part of treater challenge of navigating pre-existing struetunorms and
practices that is the focus of the next section.

2. Navigating institutional structures, practicesand norms

In some institutions, staff may feel that insiitatal structures, practices, and norms are in éensith co-
creating learning and teaching. Even at institigiaere teaching is a high priority, an orientatiowards co-
creation may be novel since it falls outside tiadil views of student and staff roles. In contextere this work is
countercultural, co-creation through partnershigibiwindividual classrooms often seems more maablgeand



less risky than trying to establish co-creatioroasreither the disciplines or an entire institu{i@ook-Sather et al.
2014). Similarly, staff and students new to co-tieeetend to find co-creating small elements ofhéag and
teaching to be more achievable than immediategngiting co-creation of large-scale curricula (Dslpét al.
2010).

In example 1 above, the postgraduate studentsimesk/ed in co-creating one fieldwork experiencet n
the entire curriculum. Another case of a smalleleschange comes from the University of GlasgowetiSnd,
where students studying the Masters in LearningTaathing in Higher Education design one of therided
learning outcomes for their dissertation. Althowgiablished learning outcomes exist for the podtgrte level
dissertation, encouraging students to articulateadritheir own learning outcomes enables them telde a sense
of voice in their education and contributes to stud cultivating graduate attributes including, daample, self-
awareness. All students negotiate the wording anteait of this learning outcome with their supesvisand
students are assessed against their self-defirtedroa as well as the established outcomes. Coigneddes not
mean that all standards are up for debate, bugrétiat structures are modified to address thdeshge of
balancing institutional requirements with efforigsdtudents and staff to co-create additional opmities for
learning and engagement.

No matter the level of institutional commitmentthe current economic climate, one of the majardss
facing universities is the need to maximise reamaitt of students despite resource constraints elessures
frequently lead to large class sizes, often cited harrier to co-creation. In example 1, a snrallg of Masters
students were involved in co-creating the currioulbut the large group of undergraduate students imgolved in
enhanced dialogue with staff that contributed tangjing views of learning and teaching. In anotlsedrom the
same university, the large first year IntroductiotHuman Geography class of 400 students has ntovetds co-
creating learning and teaching through harnessiegriteractive potential of virtual learning envirents. In the
classroom, the students were divided into smaliriait groups of 15 students led by graduate stisdand then were
asked to complete tutorial activities. Similar witkes were completed by students in small groupskimg together
online via discussion boards in advance of eadulecCompleted work from both settings was suladitb the
lecturer who used students’ work in the next lextorframe discussions. In this way, students dmurted both to
lecture content and structurecreating with the teachgbut also began to collaboratively and subconstyou
‘figure out’ major ideas and concepts in advancela$s ¢o-creating with their peejsThis just-in-time
collaborative teaching approach (Simkins and M2@%0) not only promoted good learning behavioursgher
levels of engagement, but also addressed thréeahain drivers of student success: student-studesmaction,
student-faculty interaction and time on task (A41893).

Although challenging, shifting towards co-creatmfiearning and teaching in large classes is ptessihd
in some instances, similar processes can unfdhieanhstitutional level. Birmingham City UniversiStudent
Academic Partners scheme, described in exampléo®/bexemplifies institutional embrace of co-creati This
scheme has been successful because it built upstimgxnstitutional commitments to learning butrgued those
through a new approach involving students in aeasfgnnovative ways spanning three of the co-@eables
outlined in Figure 1: co-designers, co-researchrdsconsultants.

Example 2: Improving courses, mentoring students@ranging mindsets through students working asl@cec
partners: Birmingham City University, England.

Students have been employed as academic partrigirsneangham City University (BCU}ince 2008
when, in collaboration with the Students’ Union, BCreated its Student Academic Partners (SAP) sehem
Originally, SAP sought, through funded partnerghigiects, to place students within pedagogic asdarch
communities to reinvigorate the curriculum and ereethe learning experience. Students and sta#f wer
invited to apply for paid student time, where studevere employed to work in partnership with staf€o-
create learning resources and changes to the wumicacross selected projects (around 50 projeutyear).
The number of applications has increased everyamaiinstitutional support continues as the presjeetiver
a range of quality enhancements.



In 2010 SAP won the prestigious Times Higher Etinoog THE) award for outstanding support for
students. The strategic partnership with the Stisd&mion in co-creating the initiative was impartan
gaining the THE award, and this external recogniti@s significant in persuading managers, staff and
students of the wider institutional benefits oftparships. SAP is now an integral part of the Ursitg's
corporate plan contributing to BCU's distinctivemas “an exemplar for student engagement, working i
partnership with students to create and delivemxaellent university experience and achieve higklkof
student satisfaction and graduate employment.”

With institutional support, the SAP scheme hadwagbto include an additional student academic
mentoring programme (20 projects per year) anadssedepartmental initiative (20 projects per yéaa) seek
to employ students as the instigators of interigistary work. There is a new ‘Student Jobs on Casip
service that, in its first year, offered over 1,3@0dent jobs in all forms of university activignd which
provides a further avenue through which studenmshegzome engaged within the work of the Universditgst
recently students have co-autho&tddent Engagement: Identity, motivation and conity@Nygaard et al.
2013), a book that showcases the work of the BCP Séheme.

This institutional-level commitment to the ethdsstudents as partners’ is becoming part of thwitaof
the organisation and means that student engagesneoitv seen as a state of mind for many staffsindents.
The continuing challenge is to increase the numbstudents and staff who engage in these purands
ensure inclusivity for all sections of the studpopulation (something we explore in the next segtiCurrent
discussions are focused on the role of partneystip to, and within, the first-year experience &he desire
to create a greater sense of student belongingnhie BCU learning community.

As example 2 illustrates, the key to mainstreansioxgreation within diverse institutional contexs i

resolving perceived tensions between institutiatralctures, practices and norms on the one hanéhansations
on the other, through developing structures antiveting practices that reflect staff and studesgds and interests.
Flexibility is also essential because co-creatiattices will evolve as structures and norms chat@a institution.

3. Establishing an inclusive co-creation approach

A third common challenge that emerges in the estdlges of co-creating learning and teaching is toostrike a
balance between inclusion and selection (Felteth &013). At the start of a co-creation projetaffaypically
invite students to join the work. This raises difft questions of how they determine whom they imiite, and

which students have the capacity to contributesoime cases staff aim to include all students iarqular course.

In other situations, staff intentionally chooseghavho have often been excluded from, or undersepted in,
higher education communities. In either case, staduld consider whose voices are heard and whres®s,
whose participation is invited and whose is not] afnat the implications are for co-creation pragette larger

institutions of which they are a part, and the widlial and groups of participants involved. Exanfpldemonstrates

how some of these challenges have been addressed.

Example 3: Opportunities for co-creating teachimpeoaches with a diversity of students: Bryn Mawiti€ye,
Pennsylvania, USA
Bryn Mawr College first piloted student-staff pagtship programmes in 2006 with support from The

Andrew Mellon Foundation to introduce academic digmament to the College. The initial goal of the
programme was to explore what would happen if up@detluate students were positioned as pedagogical
consultants in semester-long, one-on-one partnEsshith academic staff at Bryn Mawr and nearby
Haverford College, two selective liberal arts ingtons in the mid-Atlantic United States. Durirmat pilot
year, five academic staff members approached tbedowtor of the programme, indicating that theyteal
help in making their classrooms more welcoming thvarsity of students. The coordinator inviteddgtnts
who had participated previously in diversity iniiti@s or in courses on multicultural education étpther
design the pilot.



Based on the recommendations of those studentfirghéive student consultants were students from
underrepresented backgrounds, recommended by @estiaf for the role. Each consultant met with/linés
staff partner at the beginning of the term to agneen guidelines for their work together; observeé class
session of the focal course each week and tooletbtabservation notes; met weekly with the staéimtver
to discuss the notes; and met weekly with the daatdr of the programme and other consultantsgoudis
how best to support academic staff in these exiiora All consultants focused on what the staffmbers
were already doing to create classrooms that weteoming to a diversity of students and what treiaé
members could do to make their classrooms moreongf. Student consultants were paid by the haur fo
their participation.

That set of student consultant responsilsliiecame the permanent model for the partnersbigramme,
now in its ninth year, and developing classroonas #ie more welcoming to a diversity of students fraone
form or another been the focus of the programmekwEach semester there has been an intenticioat ef
made to invite and include students from undersgred backgrounds and from the increasingly
international population at the College. Some mtgjdave sought students with particular identied
others have recruited students across dimensiodis@fsity. The experience of co-creating teaching
approaches in such partnerships appears to ing@ater openness to, and appreciation of, diffeeand to
foster deeper connection and empathy across staddrdtaff positions, perspectives and culturattities
(Cook-Sather 2015).

In these partnerships and in associated resean@cfs focused on how to learn from and support a
diversity of students (Cook-Sather and Li 2013)dsht consultants report that their experiences and
knowledge are viewed as resources rather thanitdetive students are seen as “holders and creaftors
knowledge” (Delgado-Bernal 2002, 106). Throughphet and in subsequent partnerships, these stadent
have not only helped staff reconceptualise andseettieir pedagogical practices but also built tbein
confidence and capacities and increased their serisdonging and importance (Cook-Sather and AQLG2.
Students have also contributed meaningfully toaesdeng partnership projects and the scholarshiparhing
and teaching.

Taking an inclusive approach to partnership oftuires staff and institutions to reframe theircpgtions
of students (and colleagues) who have traditiortadign marginalised. For instance, deafness is caitymo
understood as hearing loss. As a result, deaf peaypl seen as needing to be ‘fixed’ or ‘cured’ keefbey can be
full participants in the community. That belief viiever, is often at odds with the life experiencEmany deaf
people. Instead of considering deafness as ait@dsp can be recognised as “an expression of huragation that
results in bringing to the fore specific cognitieeeative, and cultural gains that have been owkdd within a
hearing-centered orientation” (Felten and Baumat82870). In this conception, hearing loss givey teadeaf-
gain’ (Bauman and Murray 2010). Rather than foaysin real or perceived deficits of certain groupstodents,
adopting a ‘deaf-gain’ perspective highlights thetidct capacities, assets and valuable perspactia different
students bring to co-creation of learning and teagthrough for example, sharing of classroom eepees from a
range of perspectives to enable thoughtful pedagbgedesign for the benefit of all students amadifst

Substantial benefits can arise from viewing diverse often excluded students as valuableesearchers
consultantsaandpedagogical co-designergvhere it is possible for staff to work with artiem cohort or class of
students, this offers an immediate solution to sofitbe challenges of selecting students to colatso Where
selection has to take place, it becomes criticab$tablishing and maintaining trust that selectioteria are
transparent.

Discussion

Directly addressing challenges in the three arbaseaas well as others—embracing and wrestling, wittiher than
avoiding or dismissing them—opens the way for rdting resistance, institutional structures, pragiand norms,
and how we might more often establish an inclusiw&reation approach across our universities. Emefits of co-
creation appear to be worth trying to overcome aparent risks (see, for example Cook-Sather @044; Healey



and Jenkins 2009). As has been shown in some @dm@ples presented, through co-creation, studentstaff
engage more deeply in learning and teaching artdtivt institution as a whole. Furthermore, co-éoeasupports
in students and staff the development of an enlthmeta-cognitive understanding of learning andheear
processes (Cook-Sather et al. 2014). Through wgrikirpartnership to co-create teaching and learexmgriences,
students develop a range of graduate attributesemployability is maximised (Jarvis et al. 2013)-research, co-
design and consultancy processes and outcomesssaive the barriers between teaching and resetireteby
countering some of the existing tensions betweesdtacademic practices (Barnett and Hallam 1999).

Our exploration of the challenges of co-creatiaotigh student-staff partnerships throws into rehef
roles staff and students adopt within higher edanaRecognising that these are socially constrhatel
changeable can help both staff and students bedhirtk in fundamentally new ways about teaching kEarning.
The shift from a “narrative of constraint”, whichduses on obstacles and limitations, to a “namrativgrowth”,
that expects challenges in the learning procesymy enables new practices but also opens upuigans of the
possible (O’Meara et al 2008). Once mindsets apathership begin to change, other challenges raayvbrcome
by considering several guiding principles for ceating learning and teaching such as: startinglsathler than
undertaking co-creation of an entire programmeiculrm; making clear that entry into co-creatiov@untary;
ensuring that collaboration is meaningful and moempty promise; and regularly questioning motivagi and
practices (Cook-Sather et al. 2014). Some evidatsmesuggests that effective use of technologissipport co-
creation, particularly at the course level, carucedthe challenges experienced by staff (MooreGitrdartin
2010).

Based on our experiences, one of the most impoganés in effectively co-creating learning ancdthéag
is good communication: clearly articulating whatareation means and requires as well as outliriegbtoader
benefits and complexities involved. At the insiidatl level, challenges can be reduced by explgithiat co-
creation often leads to more engaging and effecagsroom practices, and may shift the cultudeaartmental
level to a more collaborative one with a sensehafed responsibility for teaching and learning. iirty, providing
institutional backing in the form of small-scalenfling can facilitate further co-creation and cuwriien innovation.

Concluding comments

Taylor and Robinson (2009, 71) remind us thasttident voice itself is a project of ethical resgbitity,”
something that can be overlooked in many univeisitiatives. This ethical imperative underscotes importance
of transparency in building trust between staff andents within partnerships: in the recruitmenstofdents; in
sharing and co-creating goals; and particularlgrig remaining areas of teaching and learning wsiafé still hold
authority, such as assessment. The challengesré&fngdn partnership ethically suggest co-creategrning and
teaching within a course (co-creatiornthe curriculum) may be easier than students aftiwsbrking together to
design an entire programme (co-creatbthe curriculum), at least until an institutionéh@s develops that values
student-staff partnership.

Cultivating this ethos among staff and studermnis, &ross an entire unit or university, remains afrtee
biggest challenges to co-creation through partigr&ome institutional drivers may help to changgching and
learning practices since these shifts align withhedgtments to enhancing graduate attributes and @yapllity, to
deepening student learning and engagement, ardbfiiiag scholarly approaches to learning and teagchi
Evidence strongly suggests that co-creating legraird teaching can contribute to these high-lewe$ aAt the
same time, a growing body of research demonstth&partnerships can change individual staff @udlty, too.
When personal and institutional goals and practiessnate, transformation becomes possible.

We acknowledge that many of the challenges arisiitigin co-creation are based on reasonable concerns
about why co-creation may not be the most suitapfgoach in some contexts. At the same time, we fawnd
that breaking down traditional teacher-student lolauies, while simultaneously recognising and maiintg the
professional standing of academic staff, opensipitiies for redefining and broadening understaydi of
academic expertise in the rapidly changing worlteathing and learning.
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