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Abstract

Higher education is in a period of change driven by increasing demands for student-cen-
tred learning, flexible delivery, and stronger industry relevance. While innovation in
course design is widely recognised as essential, academics often face barriers such as lim-
ited time, institutional constraints, budget and financial constraints and risk aversion.
Building on previous pedagogical and innovation models, this paper presents the ena-
bling innovation framework, developed through an iterative, design-thinking process and
grounded in Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation theory. The framework conceptualises three
interconnected modes of innovation: everyday, strategic, and radical. The development
of each mode highlights the importance of time and scholarly activity as underpinning
concepts of the framework. Everyday innovation involves small, often spontaneous ad-
justments to teaching practice; strategic innovation is collaborative and aligns with insti-
tutional or program-level goals; and radical innovation is transformative, disrupting ex-
isting practices to create new cultures of learning. Together, these modes offer multiple
entry points into innovation, encouraging academics to engage meaningfully with course
design regardless of their level of risk appetite or institutional positioning. By framing
innovation as a continuum supported by scholarship, the framework provides educators
with a practical scaffold to initiate and sustain pedagogical change. This work argues that
enabling innovation at different levels fosters a stronger culture of creativity, adaptability,
and quality in higher education teaching and learning.

Keywords: higher education; pedagogical innovation; everyday innovation; strategic
innovation; radical innovation; enabling innovation framework

1. Introduction

Higher education is undergoing a time of disruption driven by a demand for im-
proved outcomes, student-centred learning and more flexible opportunities with a
stronger connection to the real world (Victorino et al., 2022; Major et al., 2020; Fitriyah et
al., 2025). The traditional learning culture has been challenged, and the institution is being
forced to adapt and modify itself to survive rapid changes evident in industry and the
evolution of the discipline fields that higher education serves (Fitriyah et al., 2025; Liu,
2024; Major et al., 2020; Victorino et al., 2022; Walder, 2014a, 2015; White & Glickman,
2007). This disruption has created a need for innovation in the design of learning
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programs and teaching across the sector. This paper presents a framework to support
higher education educators to explore new and creative pedagogical and curriculum de-
sign. Enabling higher education staff to be innovative in their course design has often been
difficult as the design of learning can be restricted by the limitations of tradition, stand-
ards, and expectations (Walder, 2014a; Wood et al., 2019; Fitriyah et al., 2025). Thus, bring-
ing innovative ideas into course design can be difficult due to a lack of encouragement
and understanding of how to be innovative in teaching or course design. Existing frame-
works do not offer practical scaffolding across every day, strategic and radical innovation.
Thus, we saw a need to develop a model that would assist educators to be more innovative
in their course design. This paper presents both the framework that was developed and
the methodology that was used to develop the model. Importantly, the authors of this
paper each have a strong history in innovation in higher education over a number of years,
both with research (Cain et al., 2024; Campbell & Tran, 2021; Al-Harthi et al., 2018: Wood
et al., 2019) in the area and with innovative practice (Korf & Campbell, 2019; Thomson et
al., 2017). This meant that they were well placed to carry out this development work.

In this paper, we define innovation in the context of higher education as changes
made by educators that disrupt their usual patterns of teaching and learning to improve
the outcomes for students and impact their thinking in noticeable ways (Major et al., 2020;
Walder, 2014b). Innovation may be radical and disruptive to previous learning design, or
it may be focused on a single component or element in a program. Effective innovation is
intentional and responsive to the context, and it includes not only the advantages of tech-
nology but also broader elements of teaching such as the learning environment, classroom
interaction and collaboration, and the role of the teacher. We propose a framework that
demonstrates the continuum of innovation (Major et al., 2020) and supports academics
with a scaffold that enables their explorations of new ways to design learning. In this time
of disruption and uncertainty in the education space, we suggest this framework that en-
courages quality pedagogical innovation that is novel, beneficial to students and impact-
ful on student outcomes and the student learning experience.

2. Literature Review
What Is Innovation?

Innovation defines a process or action that is new, novel or different, called upon
when a wicked or complex problem requires a solution (Walder, 2014b). It has not always
been linked with the field of higher education, where tradition and stability have been
hallmarks of excellent experience for students. Walder (2015) observed that “innovators
have been patiently waiting for support for pedagogical innovation, whether it be finan-
cial, specialised, institutional, or related to human or technical resources” (p. 186) when
describing the parameters of innovation in higher education institutions.

Innovation in the design of learning in higher education has been prompted sponta-
neously by change in response to an unexpected or unpredictable situation (Major et al.,
2020; Victorino et al., 2022; Walder, 2014a, 2014b). COVID-19 created a need for urgent
innovation in the design and presentation of learning, allowing students who normally
went on campus for classes to continue studying online while locked down (Fitriyah et
al.,, 2025; Major et al., 2020). The use of technology in higher education teaching had been
slowly changing the approaches and opportunities, but in early 2020, the speed of inno-
vation changed abruptly to meet these new demands (Fitriyah et al., 2025; Liu, 2024; Vic-
torino et al., 2022). The shift to online learning that began with COVID-19 continues to
permeate all programs and institutions, driving the need to intentionally design for online
learning first, including a strong focus on the opportunity for students to engage with and
manage their learning in multi-modal ways. Student-centric learning with a subsequent
movement away from classroom/teacher centred learning required new approaches and
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designs and innovation that was both radical for programs and personal for educators
(Victorino et al., 2022).

Educators have had to adapt their learning design and teaching practice for other
reasons such as increased accessibility for students from marginalised areas, which have
resulted in a greater diversity of students coming into the academy. They in turn expected
a more active learning experience; technology has continued to afford greater access to
resources and knowledge, with teacher-centric learning experiences no longer valid as
best practice (Major et al.,, 2020). As learners changed, educators were required to make
adjustments and be responsive in their teaching. This included the design of learning ac-
tivities and also the design of assessment. Previous research shows that while innovation
in times of disruption is important and necessary (Cain et al., 2024), there is a need for
innovation at all times and not just at times of major flux such as during COVID-19.

A deeper understanding of the effectiveness and purpose of assessment led to greater
need for innovative assessments that apply and transform information rather than report-
ing back presented knowledge (Major et al., 2020). Industry required evidence that grad-
uates would not only be able to recall information but to use their learning in creative
ways to address unexpected situations. Along with deeper understanding of how to better
assess student learning came the introduction of artificial intelligence and new technolo-
gies, changing the way students were able to share their learning.

The quality of the teaching learning experience has become increasingly valued (Ma-
jor et al., 2020) as institutions increasingly compete for student enrolments. Harvey and
Williams (2010a, 2010b) defined five categories of measures of quality in higher education,
with their criteria remaining relevant when thinking about innovation. Quality can be
identified by its exceptionality, its fitness for purpose, its value for money, and the level
of transformative experience it offers for learners. In a time of online, self-managed learn-
ing, quality begins with the design of learning, including the planning, the use of multiple
access points, and the opportunity for individualisation of the learning materials and ex-
periences (Sackdanouvong, 2024). The learning design must recognise the diversity of the
student body and engage students who are distracted and busy by providing relationship,
reflection, improvement, transformation, novelty and a connection between technology
and pedagogy. Previously, we argued that the design of innovative learning can be re-
stricted by the limitations of standards and standardised expectations (Walder, 2014a;
Wood et al., 2019; Fitriyah et al., 2025). Innovation may be the key to engaging students in
today’s education world.

The expectations of industry and the work environment to be involved in the design
of learning in higher education also drive innovation in higher education learning design.
Employing bodies and agencies describe their requirements through sets of standards that
they expect to see in graduates with a focus on the practical elements of work in a field.
Employers have different expectations and requirements and are more closely involved
in the design of programs and outcomes (Major et al., 2020; Victorino et al., 2022). Aca-
demic study includes both practical and theoretical learning, and designers need to be
able to creatively bring the world of work and the world of the academy together and
ensure that students experience foundational knowledge as well as current research-in-
formed knowledge in their learning. Such a dilemma will be addressed through innova-
tive thinking at the design level. New uses of technology, collaboration, multi-purpose
learning spaces and opportunities need to be imagined in the design in order to connect
and support innovative practice that addresses the requirements of industry partners.

While disruptive innovation theory was considered to underpin this work, it was
discounted as the main theory. Disruptive innovation can occur in response to an unex-
pected need or a challenging situation (Christensen, 1997; Christensen et al., 2015) such as
those thrown at us during COVID-19. One reason it was not used is that it has previously
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been associated with goods and services (Cain et al, 2024). While important to
acknowledge this may have subconsciously influenced the authors, we consciously chose
the theory underpinning this paper to be Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation theory, as this
is one of the oldest and commonly used models of innovation adoption. Rogers defines
diffusion as “the process in which an innovation is communicated through certain chan-
nels over time among the members of a social system” (Rogers, 2003, p. 5). The four core
elements of Rogers’ theory are innovation, communication channels, time, and the social
system (Rogers, 2003). This work particularly finds the concept of categorisation of
adopters to be especially important. The categorisation includes innovators, early
adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards, which has often been used to de-
scribe uptake by individuals of new educational tools. This theory is widely used in edu-
cation and important in the authors’ previous research work and thus resonated well with
this framework.

The aim of this work is to enable academics to explore innovation in their teaching
for the purpose of improving the student experience in their courses.

This paper is framed by the following research question:

1. What type of framework can enable innovation in course design that enhances stu-
dent engagement and learning?

3. Materials and Methods

To answer the research question, several meetings were conducted, including an in-
itial meeting with another colleague who worked in the same type of role (Sub Dean in
learning and teaching at a regional Australian university). Meetings after the initial one
were just the two of us in the room, taking time and thinking creatively using a co-gener-
ative dialogue way of talking (Gribble & Campbell, 2025). By using a co-generative dia-
logue, meetings were reflection and solution-orientated around our problem. These meet-
ings were conducted with mutual research and collaboratively to create an innovation
framework which in turn improves the teaching and learning process. These characteris-
tics of co-generative dialogue were described by Martin (2006). Our meetings were be-
tween 60 and 90 min in length and went through an iterative design process, and while
each session was not recorded, detailed notes were taken by the two authors.

Using design thinking with the approach described by Foster (2021), we were able to
take the time to delve deeply to better understand the problem and focus on what we
knew and what we needed to know. This allowed us to think about the overarching ques-
tion, problem, and then how we might solve this. The meetings began with the idea that
we need to allow academics to innovate in their course design. After reading the literature
and experiencing and creating various types of innovation, we felt we had the end in sight.
Thus, we structured our meetings to enable dialogue to develop around the key ideas of
innovation. Based on current innovation theory (Major et al., 2020; Rogers, 2003; Walder,
2015), we discussed the innovation, our contextual importance, and how our framework
needed to be different to other prior frameworks to solve the problem we had and to en-
able innovation. Thus, we talked in terms such as innovation, communication channels,
social system, and time. This allowed us to really flesh out how to enable innovation in
our higher education context.

To form and build on our thoughts on innovation, we used a co-generative dialogue
discussion technique in meetings (Tobin, 2006). It can be described as “a form of struc-
tured discourse in which teachers and students engage in a collaborative effort to help
identify and implement positive changes in classroom teaching and learning practices”
(Martin, 2006, p. 694). We had regular meetings where we discussed innovation and what it
meant to each of us, identifying both success and challenges as well as concrete examples of
innovation. This in turn became the innovation diagram presented in the Results Section 4.
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Co-generative dialogue in education can be described as a reflective, solution-oriented
peer conversation and can be characterised by mutual respect and collaboration (El Kadri
& Roth, 2015; Roth & Tobin, 2001; Tobin, 2006). Importantly, this way of discussing and
building dialogue uses the principles of equity, respect, and inclusion. It is expected those
in the meeting will have an equal voice and take turns speaking, as well as listen atten-
tively to one another, and that they will also value diverse perspectives (Hsu, 2021). As
mentioned, our ideas and the themes were captured through detailed notes, and with an
iterative design approach, we continued to build on our work. At the beginning of the
next meeting, we would check our notes from the last meeting to use as inspiration for the
next meeting. Over several meetings, the framework was developed.

There were several versions developed during the design phase of the project, as part
of an iterative design process similar to Reeves’s (2005) design-based research model. This
iterative process allowed us to refine as needed. However, only the final version has been
shared in the results. As part of the design phase, this model has been shared with various
colleagues at two universities in the form of short presentations with the aim of demon-
strating how innovation can be put into course design. Framed within Roger’s Diffusion
of Innovation theory (Rogers, 2003), this allowed for discussion around innovations and
the types of innovation. This sharing allowed for confidence in the framework and the
desire to share it further. Interestingly, throughout the sharing process at both universi-
ties, we asked for feedback, and only minor feedback and tweaks occurred. These have
not been detailed as they are very minor, and the framework did not change in any way.
Examples of the minor tweaks is the fixing of a typo in the framework image, improving
capitalisation, making dot points consistent, and ensuring the assessment example in eve-
ryday innovation is clear. In addition, only the words to describe the various innovations
were modified to be more general for a larger audience.

4, Results

In trying to explain a way to consider innovation, we described a culture of innova-
tion that offered different entry points, thus allowing wider access to being part of that
culture and building a culture that enabled innovation across a workplace. Table 1 com-
pares the new framework to the models suggested by Walder (2015) and Major et al.
(2020), highlighting where the models coincide in their descriptions of innovation. Across
the three models, innovation is always about improving the learning experience for stu-
dents by offering something new or novel in the learning experience, the way students
engage, or the outcomes. It benefits all stakeholders. While both Walder (2015) and Major
etal. (2020) define innovation through its elements, our model suggests that it is the timing
and level of action that define the innovation. There are layers of innovation, or a contin-
uum that begins with small responsive new practices; a layer that embeds these new prac-
tices in innovations that respond to factors beyond a single teacher classroom; and the
most complex final layer, where there is major change that is viewed as sustainable or
critically disruptive.
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Table 1. A comparison of earlier frameworks/models for innovation with the current framework.

Maijor et al. (2020)

Walder (2015)

Campbell and Wood
Current Framework

Pedagogical innovation happens
when there is a drive to improve the
quality of teaching in HEI, due to ex-
ternal factors and student feedback.
It is a continuum from ‘small i’ inno-

vation to ‘big I innovation.

Pedagogical innovation happens be-
cause there is a need to bring novelty
to the classroom to re-engage students

and professors.

Pedagogical innovation happens
because of a drive to improve the
student experience, to increase
enrolments, and to meet the de-

mands of industry/field.

It is described as

e Newness

. Benefiting the institution, stu-
dents and stakeholders

e  Bringing value to the learning

There are 6 parameters

e  Professor

e  Students Itis
e  Scholarship of Teaching and ]
Learning .

. Culture of the institution

described as

Everyday Innovation
Strategic Innovation
Radical innovation

community e  Culture of discipline
e  Reality outside the institution
Underpinned by Underpinned by Underpinned by
e Context e  Cultural and contextual drivers e Scholarlv Activit
that come from collegial interac- . y y
e QOutcomes e Time

tions and student feedback.

An enabling culture of innovation includes everyday actions, strategic actions and
radical actions, all underpinned by two key elements. These are time, and in the instance
of higher education, scholarly activity, as can be seen in Figure 1.

Enabling innovation

Enable innovation and provide 4

academic support.

_/

Everyday innovation

Minimal learning and teaching
innovation that provides ‘quick-
wins’ and long-term gains to
benefit the student learning
experience.

___________________________________

Figure 1. Overview of the enabling innovation framework.

Scholarly activity across all innovations

Scholarly activity underpins each innovation category.

Strategic innovation

Proactively introducing
innovative teaching strategies
and processes that improve
overall student engagement.

Radical innovation

Major learning and teaching
innovation that makes a
transformative and meaningful
impact to the student learning
experience.
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There are three enablers of innovation, which are described in detail below. Briefly,
they are everyday innovation, strategic innovation and radical innovation. These are unpacked
in further detail below.

Everyday innovation, as shown in Figure 2, is the innovation that is small and takes
minimal effort. It might be a tweak of existing practice or an unplanned action in response
to a student or situation. On reflection, the individual sees that it had a positive impact
and worked to bring change. It becomes part of practice easily and with minimal effort.
An innovator or early adopter (Rogers, 2003) injects everyday innovation into their teach-
ing as an immediate response to student engagement or feedback and validates their in-
novation through scholarly reading and collegial feedback. However, a laggard may only
explore everyday innovation when the institution requires change, taking a minimal ap-
proach to meet leadership expectations.

Enable innovation and provide academic support.

Everyday innovation

Minimal learning and teaching
innovation that provides ‘quick-

wins' and long-term gains to
benefit the student learning

experience.

- Create a Welcome message as a podcast or
video Use visual stimulus to create interest and
energy within subject sites.

- Link Discussion and Assessments to motivate
and encourage student participation throughout
the session.

- Integrate technologies to weekly virtual
lectures to gauge audience engagement and
feedback, e.g. Padlet, Mentimeter, Hypothes.is
- Provide digital multimodal feedback (audio,
video or screencast recordings) for marking
assessments over traditional marking methods.

Figure 2. Everyday innovation and some of the ways innovation can occur in learning and teach-

ing.

Strategic innovation is innovation that is a proactive response to the big picture of an
organisation or context or to an issue or challenge that affects the whole school, faculty,
or university (see Figure 3). It would usually be a collaborative piece of work, developed
as a project that has value in a wider context than a single subject, course, or program.
Small innovations become strategic when those who have experimented can see a wider
impact and through scholarly reflection strengthen and embed these changes across their
practice. This is the moment when the early/late majority starters (Rogers, 2003) recognise
the gains of the innovators and are open to innovation in their own practice.
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Strategic innovation

== Proactively introducing innovative
IE teaching strategies and processes
that improve overall student
engagement.

- Educational design support for
academics

- Learning technologies

- Adaptive learning

- Strategic projects

- Inclusive design

- Universal Design for Learning (UDL)
- Teaching strategy change

Figure 3. Strategic innovation and some of the ways one can innovate strategically.

Radical innovation is both transformative and impactful across a wide context, and it
is disruptive of existing practice or process. Examples of this also include being collabo-
rative, that is, relying on diverse perspectives and experiences coming together to chal-
lenge what is happening (see Figure 4). It can have risks when implementing, but these
risks can be managed, and it comes from a place of informed and iterative thinking. Rad-
ical innovation brings major change to program structures, student engagement, and in-
dustry engagement and is a major disruption to existing practice. This is what Major et al.
(2020) described as “big I” innovation (p. 12). Innovators and early adopters (Rogers, 2003)
will engage with radical innovation in response to external factors, including recognising
the diversity of students and their needs, being involved in industry or through their
scholarship of teaching and learning. At this point in the cycle, early adopters will watch
and engage; the majority may resist change until they see outcomes; and laggards will
perhaps begin to make small changes (everyday innovations) that align with radical de-
signs.

@ Radical innovation
Major learning and teaching
innovation that makes a
transformative and meaningful

impact to the student learning
experience.

- Subject build redevelopment
- Bespoke digital media and learning
resources

Scholarly activity across all innovations - Interactive Oral Assessment

- Authentic assessment

Scholarly activity underpins each innovation category.

Figure 4. Radical innovation as well as time and scholarly activity underpinnings.

All three actions are creative work that is iterative and needs time to observe, incu-
bate, trial, potentially fail and re-trial, and time to reflect and make sense of what happens.
Authentic creative work is informed by scholarly activity or scholarship of teaching and
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Enable innovation and provide academic support.

Everyday innovation

Minimal learning and teaching
innovation that provides ‘quick-

wins’ and long-term gains to
benefit the student learning

experience.

- Create a Welcome message as a podcast or
video Use visual stimulus to create interest and
energy within subject sites.

- Link Discussion and Assessments to motivate
and encourage student participation throughout

the session.

- Integrate technologies to weekly virtual
lectures to gauge audience engagement and
feedback, e.g. Padlet, Mentimeter, Hypothes.is
- Provide digital multimodal feedback (audio,
video or screencast recordings) for marking
assessments over traditional marking methods.

learning, and it takes interrogation of what is already known and a curiosity to try new
ways of doing. It involves knowledge, analysis, divergent thinking, and a synthesis of
existing information, juxtapositioning this with unexpected combinations and testing
ideas against those of others. Scholarly activity may take many forms; however, academics
are often busy, particularly if education or teaching-focused, and it is hoped this frame-
work will allow educators to really unpack their innovation to in turn lead to scholarly
research activities rather than conference presentations and other types of activities.

For it to be impactful, the creative work of innovation takes more than surface
changes that solve a challenge but cannot be sustained or address variations within the
context. The three actions (everyday, strategic and radical) may stand alone, or they may in
fact work together to build a stronger and sustained culture that brings real change to the
teaching and learning experience of all stakeholders. The three actions provide oppor-
tunity for different levels of engagement with innovation, making it less onerous for those
who need time before changing.

5. Discussion

Our work with academics highlights for us the challenge of innovation in practice for
many educators in higher education. The framework as described in Figures 1-4 allows
teaching academics to think about innovation in course design and ways they can inno-
vate in pedagogic and course design. The full diagram below (see Figure 5) shows various
examples of the different types of innovation to allow staff to really think about what they
want to change and how this might be an innovation.

Enabling innovation

Strategic innovation

@ Proactively introducing innovative
teaching strategies and processes
that improve overall student

engagement.

- Educational design support for
academics

- Learning technologies

- Adaptive learning

- Strategic projects

- Inclusive design

- Universal Design for Learning (UDL)
- Teaching strategy change

@ Radical innovation
Major learning and teaching
innovation that makes a
transformative and meaningful

impact to the student learning
experience.

- Subject build redevelopment
- Bespoke digital media and learning

resources
Scholarly activity across all innovations - Interactive Oral Assessment
5 ; ; : - Authentic assessment
Scholarly activity underpins each innovation category.

- Conferences and workshops

- Quality assurance and future improvements to online
sites

- Evidence-based practice

- Education research and scholarship

Figure 5. The full enabling innovation framework including suggestions.
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The enabling innovation framework is underpinned by Rogers” Diffusion of Innova-
tion theory (Rogers, 2003) with the four core elements of innovation, communication chan-
nels, time, and the social system forming a foundational premise of the different actions.
We have also shown that the framework allows for engagement with innovative practice
by any of Rogers’ categorisation of adopters. For example, his innovators through to lag-
gards can use this model to innovate.

5.1. Everyday Innovation

It is sometimes difficult to discern when innovation happens in higher education. We
began by considering innovation in course design, but the model that emerged led us to
consider where it begins. Walder (2014b, p. 23) describes the process by which educators
make the decision to change something in their teaching in response to a problem or a
desire to bring improvement to the outcomes. Academics are under pressure to engage
students, to produce outcomes, and to not take risks with their teaching. We recognised
in our conversations that many academics do not have a strong pedagogical background
and are under pressure to engage students and gain positive feedback. They are limited
by institutional pressure when suggesting radical innovation (Wood et al., 2019), and yet
within their own sphere of influence, they make small changes that impact the student
experience. In the model, this is represented by everyday innovation and is valuable in in-
spiring confidence and encouraging a scholarly approach to making change in this con-
text.

5.2. Strategic Innovation

Everyday innovation centred our dialogue on the difference between a small ‘personal’
adjustment in response to student presence and the larger strategic innovation which re-
quires a collaborative approach, with institutional support, focusing on the intentions of
the institution (Thomson et al., 2017). Using the concept of a continuum of innovation as
described by Major et al. (2020), this means that while something may begin as an every-
day innovation, it may continue and move through to strategic innovation, noting that
both everyday and strategic innovation potentially showcase Walder’s (2014a) seven dis-
tinctive notions of innovation.

Strategic innovation, though, would more likely be evident when designing the peda-
gogical approach in a program or course, meeting the requirements of standards and in-
dustry and aligning the design with the intention of the institution. In the model, the move
from everyday innovation to strategic innovation comes when everyday innovation is ac-
cepted and encouraged. Strategic innovation becomes the next step as an outcome of reflec-
tion and scholarly exploration that deepens and widens the understanding of pedagogy
through a collaborative design process (Thomson at el., 2017). Thomson et al. (2017) de-
scribe a case study of the design of a new Bachelor of Physiotherapy program which had
to strategically meet the requirements of the accreditation body and the graduate attrib-
utes defined by the institution. The innovation was not only in what was designed but in
the way it was designed, with the collaborative process including opportunity for diverse
views and experiences. This was a response to institutional planning and informed ongo-
ing strategic pedagogical design. Strategic innovation can perhaps also attract institutional
funding and support, which suggests a greater chance for its ongoing development.

5.3. Radical Innovation

The final element in the model is that of radical innovation, the innovation that cre-
ates a major transformation in the learning design. Radical innovation may come about be-
cause of a determination to move in a new direction, engaging students in learning that is
very different from previous learning, and creates new relationships, new methods, and
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new connections within the learning environment. It rises from a need to challenge previ-
ous experience (Walder, 2014a) and is developed through collegial discussion and explo-
ration of the experiences of others, both as learners and teachers. It reflects a determination
to create a new culture of learning, requiring a focus on professional learning and sharing.
The disruptive climate within higher education has created a climate where radical inno-
vation offers the chance to be different and effective, and we imagine that radical innova-
tion could invite those who are risk takers to introduce innovative approaches in many
different areas. One example could be in the assessment of and for learning. Another may
be the inclusion of authentic partnership experiences in industry or including activities
that support diverse students to excel. Radical innovation depends on scholarly activity to
validate the decisions made in the learning design.

5.4. Scholarly Activity

One area of the framework to note is the scholarly activity section underpinning the
model. This is often called Scholarship of Learning and Teaching (SOTL); however, this
has been labelled in the model as scholarly activity in order to acknowledge that not eve-
ryone publishes this activity in education. The model recognises that effective teaching is
a scholarly activity that allows for reflective practice rather than a transactional process.
Scholarly teaching is a requirement to be met by all higher education educators in Aus-
tralia (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency, 2022), acknowledging the
power of research to invite innovation and experimentation with pedagogical thinking.
Competitive funding places greater importance on the sustainability of newly designed
programs and teaching practices. The need to show impact and to report on practice has
lifted expectations of accountability and reporting on changes in teaching.

Collaborative working with peers both in the academy and in industry includes op-
portunities for peer review, reflection, and questioning. Innovation driven by an intention
to improve outcomes and impact is demonstrated by an increased use of design thinking
or designing to provide learning that addresses the needs of society and teaches students
how to address complex problems, collaborate, integrate knowledge and skills, show em-
pathy, and experiment to find new ways of responding to situations or challenges. (Liu
2024; Victorino et al., 2022).

5.5. Implications for Practice

The framework recognises that innovation needs time to become fully embedded in
practice, and this is not always available to academics who are teaching and busy with
service and research activities. The social system for course design and pedagogical inno-
vation is based on several teams working together from different perspectives to create
improved courses and learning experiences. Implementing the framework in the context
of course design or in the teaching of content supports those who are hesitant to explore
new pedagogies to start small, within their own boundaries, because the framework giv-
ing value to everyday innovation.

Such everyday innovation happens in the social system of the classroom and so is de-
pendent on the connections between teacher and students. It is responsive in a particular
context to a particular instance of learning. However, it sits within the larger social system
of a course team or course structure, and changes that are effective are communicated
through the system to improve the learning experience for a wider group of students.
Thus, an everyday innovation may become a strategic innovation, embedded into the peda-
gogies of a course, multiple courses or across a university.

For example, when an academic has introduced a new approach in the classroom that
requires students to develop their skills, to work as active team members, or to solve a
practical problem, student engagement and understanding of collaboration improve
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across a session (everyday innovation). At the next course review, the course team recog-
nises the impact of the change in a single course and makes a design decision to include a
similar activity each year in the program (strategic innovation). The continued successful
impact of innovation is noticed and investigated by education researchers, resulting in a
policy decision to include the practice in all faculty courses, thereby radically changing
student experience and ensuring that hesitant academics are supported to implement the
pedagogy (radical innovation).

Utilising the framework provides a guideline for course teams to reflect on everyday
innovation in the design of their individual teaching and to then consider how such an
innovation would impact across a full course, informing strategic innovation on a wider
scale, or suggesting radically new ways of course design. At its most practical, the frame-
work is a tool to support innovative practice in higher education, as it captures instances
of creative design across individual, team or whole of faculty pedagogical activity and
describes a way of connecting them to inform the design of quality teaching and learning.
Understanding the different types of innovation described within the framework sup-
ports the different types of adopters described by Rogers (2003) and enables them to enter
innovative practice at the level they are ready for.

6. Conclusions

This work was begun through a need to enable and support academics to be able to
innovate in both their pedagogical and curriculum design and development. The sug-
gested framework enables innovation and, importantly, discussion of the innovation with
various stakeholders. The broad suggestions provide an encompassing way of looking at
innovation deliberately to allow for these conversations.

The limitations of this work are that only two colleagues designed this framework.
However, it has been socialised in numerous ways with stakeholders across more than
one university and accepted, which suggests the work is sound. Informal feedback was
also positive, and interestingly, no particular changes were suggested. Further studies on
how the framework can be used would be beneficial in the future. Another potential study
is on how academics and professional staff are using and implementing the framework.

A further limitation is our choice of methodology. We intuitively implemented co-
generative dialogue into our methodology to enable exploration of the different ways we
were both thinking about the model. However, in keeping with the collaborative and re-
spectful intent of the method, we were able to navigate differences in experiences and
understanding throughout the development of the model. This work is an example of
strategic innovation.

Innovation can be a risk in an environment where there are standards and expecta-
tions that place boundaries on the activity. This framework supports innovation at a vari-
ety of levels across higher education. It encourages an individual to do something novel
in response to student needs or to improve the student experience, or it encourages a team
of academics to respond to institutional requirements in unexpected ways that offer nov-
elty and change in their learning within the bounds of the context. Finally, it encourages
radical new approaches that surprise and engage teachers and learners in transformative
learning.
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