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Abstract 
 
Universities agree that there is a need to educate students about academic integrity 
and that the quality of the awards they confer on their students is compromised if 
students gain credit for work where breaches of academic integrity have been 
overlooked or not dealt with in a consistent matter. This paper describes how one 
university developed a new institutional framework and accompanying policy document 
in order to simplify the processes, ensure that students receive educational assistance 
when required and respond to the dissatisfaction of academic staff with the existing 
policy and processes. The context for these changes included perceptions in the press 
that the number of cases of academic misconduct were increasing and that there is an 
ever-increasing reliance on electronic sources of information. The development of the 
institutional framework and the related policy are analysed using a policy cycle model 
and conclusions are drawn about the success of the policy implementation based on 
practice aligning with policy. 
 
Introduction 
 
There are many different views about what constitutes academic integrity and how it 
should be managed, with some commentators on academia such as Dr Dale Spender 
saying that universities are wasting their time and resources trying to police plagiarism 
in the context of unacknowledged appropriation from the internet in the 21st century 
(Trounson, 2008). Others still see a need for citation and integrity and consider that 
“‘cut and paste’ is bad form even in the midst of the electronic heartland” (MacFarlane, 
2008). Sharman and Wilshire (2007, p. 506) bring some realism to the debate when 
they say that anyone who does not think that universities should be in the business of 
making judgments on academic integrity just does not understand the nature of a 
university. Most universities have a policy covering academic misconduct in their 
institution and this was confirmed by a project undertaken by the Teaching and 
Learning Centre at Murdoch University (2005). The Academic Integrity Project 
(Teaching and Learning Centre, Murdoch University, 2005) conducted an audit of 42 
Australasian institutions with the resultant finding that “almost every institution 
recognised that there was a need to educate students better about academic integrity, 
but they also recognised a need to make detection and disciplinary procedures more 
efficient and transparent.” Griffith University is no exception to this finding and this 
paper will focus on how this particular university sought to improve the way they 
managed academic misconduct and promoted academic integrity firstly through the 
development of good policy and then by promoting good practice. 
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Policy development 
 
Policy development does not take place unless a problem is first identified and then 
makes it onto the agenda of an institution. Often important issues do not make it onto 
the agenda because other more publicised issues are receiving all the attention. 
“There are common steps in how problems develop. Interest groups, officials and 
politicians identify a particular problem, and strive to make it of concern to the 
public” (Cobb & Elder cited in Althaus, Bridgman & Davis, 2007, p. 48). 
 
A number of high profile cases of plagiarism at Australian universities (e.g. University 
of Newcastle in 1998; University of New England in 2006) reported by the media has 
piqued public interest in the academic integrity of the nation’s publicly funded 
universities. By regularly reporting the number of cases and the ways in which cases 
are dealt with, the media has taken on the role of watchdog for the higher education 
sector and forced tertiary institutions to respond. At some stage this response 
requires the institution to review its existing policy thereby drawing it into the policy 
cycle. In reflecting on the development and subsequent implementation of a new 
policy on academic misconduct at Griffith, it is useful to review it against the 
application of the Australian Policy Cycle model (Figure 1) described by Bridgman and 
Davis (2000, p. 24). Bridgman and Davis (2003, p. 99) believe that policy developers 
are informed by patterns which are helpful in assisting them but “no policy model can 
claim universal application”. Griffith’s policy on academic misconduct is a good 
example of the ‘Australian Policy Cycle’ in action, with one modification and that is the 
implementation step duplicated after a formal evaluation. The first implementation was 
a trial prior to formal evaluation to allow for any improvements prior to final 
implementation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: The Australian Policy Cycle (Bridgman & Davis, 2000, p. 24) 
 
Identifying the issues and policy analysis 
 
Identifying the real policy problem to be solved is a challenge in itself, highly 
influenced by the University’s reputation, the potential risk to that reputation, media 
opinion, bureaucratic convenience and those with access to Executive Management. 
As Althaus, Bridgman and Davis (2007, p. 50) state: 
 

Most issues emerge through these familiar processes but the government 
agenda can be expanded through extensive use of data and indicators, 
evaluations of policy effectiveness and a willingness to look beyond the easy 
subjects.  
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Highly influential in Griffith’s approach to looking beyond the easy subject was Deputy 
Dean (Learning and Teaching) Professor Anna Stewart, who has an extensive 
background in criminology and juvenile justice. As a newly appointed Deputy Dean 
(Learning and Teaching) Professor Stewart consulted with academic staff to identify 
issues in learning and teaching. They identified their most pressing concern was the 
reactive, punitive and bureaucratic nature of the University’s policy on academic 
misconduct. This coincided with a Freedom of Information request from the Courier 
Mail newspaper asking the University to document all cases of academic misconduct 
dealt with by the University over the past two years. This information was difficult to 
find and was not documented consistently across the faculties. 
 
The first steps in the process of identifying the issues and analysing policy responses 
included getting agreement on the problem and then engaging in institutional 
research. This culminated in the following outcomes: 
 

 a comprehensive literature review about the causes of and responses to 
academic misconduct was commissioned (November, 2006); 

 Griffith academic staff were surveyed on their attitudes to academic integrity 
using the UK Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) (2005) Plagiarism 
Advisory Service Survey (N=234); 

 an honours student, James Ogilvie (supervised by Professor Stewart), 
surveyed students’ (N=500) attitudes to plagiarism; 

 a visit to Oxford Brookes and Lancaster Universities in the UK was undertaken 
because in the literature they were cited as examples of international best 
practice in managing academic integrity; 

 key individuals from across the University were identified and approached to 
participate in the Academic Integrity Reference Group (AIRG) and assist in 
developing an academic integrity framework. 

 
This process provided necessary evidence and confirmed earlier anecdotal evidence 
that the existing academic misconduct policy was unpopular with academic staff and 
the information about identified cases was not being consistently recorded. Further, it 
showed that when students were identified, the policy was being inconsistently 
applied across the academic elements with quite diverse figures recorded. For 
instance, in 2005 there were 257 cases recorded across the University and in 2006 
the number was 109. 
 

Policy instruments 
 

The research conducted in these first two stages of the Australian policy cycle 
(identify issues and policy analysis) provided the necessary evidence to move to the 
third stage and develop the policy instruments necessary to address the issues. 
According to Hood (1983) there are “five common policy instruments used in 
Australia” (Hood cited in Althaus, Bridgman, & Davis, 2007, p. 89). The University has 
used two types of policy instruments to construct a framework for promoting academic 
integrity (“a policy through advocacy”) and to manage cases of academic misconduct 
(“a policy through law”). The objective was to build an institutional response based on 
the principles of procedural fairness that was easy for staff to use, encouraged them 
to take responsibility in responding to concerns, ensured that repeat concerns were 
tracked across the institution and provided students with fair, transparent, and 
consistent responses. The product of these first three stages, viz. identify issues, 
policy analysis and policy instruments, was the first draft of an institutional Framework 
(“a policy through advocacy”) that provided for a two-tiered response to academic 
misconduct. This evidence-based holistic framework focused on prevention and 
educational responses and was to be centrally administered by an Academic Integrity 
Manager, to facilitate whole of institution consistency and tracking. The Framework 
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was based on three interrelated foundations. These are the concepts of prevention, 
promotion, and management. 
 
The two-tiered approach recognises that some students who engage in academic 
misconduct do so inadvertently because of poor time management, inadequate study 
skills and lack of familiarity with academic writing conventions. Therefore, Tier 1 cases 
are handled by the Course Convenor and the policy provides for an educational 
response such as resubmission, a reduced mark or referral to a learning adviser or to 
the Student Academic Integrity Tutorial. Tier 2 acknowledges that some students 
engage deliberately in academic misconduct with the intent to deceive. These 
conscious, premeditated forms of academic misconduct are considered serious and are 
formally managed by the Dean (Learning and Teaching) for the appropriate academic 
group. The Academic Misconduct Policy, “a policy through law”, provides for penalties 
to be imposed on these students such as nil marks, fail grades and, as a last resort, 
exclusion from the university. 
 
Consultation and coordination 
 

Consultation was an important part of the process as it offers an opportunity to engage 
in debate and develop a solution (Bridgman & Davis, 2000, p. 25). This allowed the 
stakeholders to have some ownership of the policy. The Framework was taken to senior 
University committees and a new University assessment committee was formed to 
provide ongoing governance. Professor Stewart was a member of a project board that 
was responsible for implementing ‘text-matching’ software at Griffith. Liaison with other 
University support groups facilitated the development of staff and student resources. 
 
During the initial trial in three academic faculties, it was found that the policy was 
effective and efficient in recording and identifying multiple incidences of academic 
misconduct, effective in providing information about a student’s academic performance 
and effective in identifying the types of students likely to engage in academic 
misconduct. For instance, it was usually students with a GPA within the range of 3.5 to 
4.5. This data was readily available by interrogating our centralised database. However, 
there were a couple of areas where greater clarity was required. Academic staff were 
unsure of the role of the Academic Integrity Manager and about what constituted Tier 1 
and Tier 2 cases. Further professional development was required for academic staff 
leading to a Communication and Coordination plan that incorporated the following: 
 
 email letter to Course Convenors from the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic) 

 information in the Council news 

 presentation to the University Assessment Committee 

 email from Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic) to students 

 individual contact with the Academic Integrity Manager 

 internal evaluation of the Semester 2, 2007 trial 

 development of support material 

 attendance at Faculty Board meetings and School meetings 

 training for Course Convenors on each campus. 
 
Plans were also put in place to provide funding for and coordination of the following: 
 

 educational resources 

 online training packages 

 text-matching software 

 development of websites for staff and students 

 staff information and change management 
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 upgrading the Student Academic Integrity Management system from Filemaker 
Pro to PeopleSoft. 

 
Decision and implementation of trial 
 
In October 2007, the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic) presented the framework to 
the University Council. Council approved a trial of the Framework in three academic 
elements (25% of students) and appointed an interim Academic Integrity Manager 
(Karen van Haeringen). Early in 2008, a full-time Academic Integrity Manager 
(Jennifer Martin, now called Student Academic Integrity Coordinator) was appointed. 
In mid-2008 the trial was extended University-wide. After a reasonable period of time, 
the trial was to be evaluated with the eventual goal being university-wide 
implementation. The Academic Integrity Reference Group had now become an 
Academic Integrity Change Management Group and through representation on this 
group academic staff from across the disciplines and staff from support areas were 
able to give ongoing feedback. The Semester 2, 2007 trial identified a number of 
minor problems with the processes. Academic staff wanted more guidance when 
deciding on the seriousness of the case and with making consistent responses. In 
response to this request, the seriousness matrix, developed by Yeo and Chien (2007) 
at Curtin University was adapted with the permission of the authors for use at Griffith. 
In order to validate this instrument in the Griffith context, the Deans (Learning and 
Teaching) participated in a workshop considering a number of hypothetical cases of 
academic misconduct. The result was a high level of agreement with regard to levels 
of seriousness and outcomes for students leading to the adoption of the matrix. It has 
since been validated by academic staff in their responses to questions about the 
usefulness of the matrix. One of these staff members is quoted below: 
 

Yes – this was very useful. It helped me consider the different types of 
misconduct and compare and contrast the extent of the misconduct across 
students. 

 
In a survey of Deans and Deputy Deans, Learning and Teaching nine out of ten said 
they were satisfied with the matrix (Holman, 2009). 
 
Evaluation 
 
During the Semester 2, 2007 trial feedback was requested from every academic 
immediately after they dealt with a case through a small number of short structured 
questions. Then at the end of the 2007 trial period, interviews were conducted with 
randomly selected academic staff that had processed cases in the period from 
October to December 2007. 
 
In 2008 the University was audited by the Australian Universities Quality Agency 
(AUQA, 2008) and received a commendation “for the adoption of an evidence-based 
approach to academic integrity underpinned by research literature and practice”. 
AUQA later followed this up with an invitation to include Griffith’s Institutional 
Framework for Promoting Academic Integrity among Students in its Good Practice 
Database. In February 2009, to further assess the effectiveness of the Framework 
after its university-wide roll out, the Academic Integrity Manager/Student Academic 
Integrity Coordinator prepared a self-review report summarising the development of 
the Institutional Framework and the implementation process, providing statistical 
information on academic integrity cases and reporting qualitative feedback from 
academics that had used the process. The self-review also summarised the 
University’s position at that time using the JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service 
Roadmap (2005) set of questions. The University further commissioned a review from 
an external consultant which was conducted in March 2009. The evaluation report 
recommended that “the policy and processes set out in the Institutional Framework for 
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Promoting Academic Integrity among Students be adopted as the policy and processes 
for dealing with student academic misconduct across the University” (Holman, 2009). It 
was also recommended that the University “approve a policy for dealing with student 
academic misconduct that satisfies all the legal requirements, together with a 
companion document, a Framework, modified from the existing framework”. The policy 
for dealing with student academic misconduct represents “policy through law” and the 
Framework represents “policy through advocacy”. It is this combination of policy 
instruments that has facilitated widespread acceptance by the University community of 
the importance of upholding academic integrity. 
 
Implementation 
 
The University Council approved two new policies to take effect from the beginning of 
2010, the Student Academic Misconduct Policy and a modified Institutional Framework 
for Promoting Academic Integrity among Students, with full implementation university-
wide. This implementation coincided with the launch of a new Student Academic 
Integrity Management System (SAIMS) built as an add-on in the PeopleSoft Enterprise 
System that allows academic staff to submit identified cases of academic misconduct to 
an online system which is centrally administered by the Student Academic Integrity 
Coordinator. All the evidence and correspondence is stored in the system. Academic 
staff receive continuing support from the Student Academic Integrity Coordinator and 
ongoing education is provided in the form of presentations to staff, websites for staff 
and students, a booklet of guidelines for academic staff, good practice guides, 
assistance with assessment design, job aids and self-paced tutorials on using SAIMS. 
 
Practice 
 
The processes for managing academic integrity at Griffith are set out in the flow charts 
below (Figure 2). 

 

 
 
Figure 2: Student academic misconduct process 
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Generally, universities situate academic integrity within either of two paradigms, these 
being the paradigm of crime and punishment and the paradigm of learning and 
teaching (Hartle, Kimmins, & Huijser, 2009, p. 3) Under the previous academic 
misconduct policy, the University was managing academic misconduct within the 
crime and punishment paradigm. The new policies attempt to move the majority of 
cases into the learning and teaching paradigm with only the more serious ones 
remaining within the crime and punishment paradigm. One of the influences on this 
decision was Professor Stewart’s academic background in crime prevention. 
Professor Stewart (2008) argues that there are “two predominant crime prevention 
approaches: developmental and situational”. Therefore, using the developmental 
approach, Griffith has sought to reduce the risk factors and provide students with the 
resources that assist them to navigate their way through the conventions of academic 
writing and also give them the opportunity to learn from their mistakes. However, the 
situational approach recognises that some students will weigh up the costs and 
benefits of indulging in academic misconduct and therefore, there must be well-
publicised robust processes for dealing with serious cases of academic misconduct 
and a perceived greater likelihood of getting caught. 
 
One of the developments that has contributed to the perception that there is a greater 
likelihood of getting caught has been the implementation of SafeAssign text-matching 
software. Presently 734 courses are using SafeAssign for submission of assignments 
and a large number of cases of plagiarism that are submitted to the Academic 
Integrity Management system have been detected using the SafeAssign software. 
However, this software can also be used as a learning tool and students are given the 
opportunity to submit a draft assignment so that they can learn about what may be 
considered to be plagiarism and seek assistance to produce work that satisfies the 
academic conventions of academic writing. 
 
Two-tiered process 
 

Our decision to manage cases of academic misconduct using a two-tiered process 
allows us to move seamlessly between the two paradigms. Often, a concern about a 
breach of academic integrity is initially thought to be a Tier 1 case but on investigation 
more serious concerns emerge and the case can then be referred from the Course 
Convenor to the Dean (Learning and Teaching) for a decision. Conversely, 
sometimes mitigating circumstances can result in a Tier 2 case receiving an 
educational response rather than a punitive one. Our centralised tracking system 
allows the Student Academic Integrity Coordinator to assign cases from repeat 
offenders to a Tier 2 decision-maker. These cases may appear to be Tier 1 cases 
initially but the process allows for a firmer response for subsequent offences, 
particularly where the student has been directed to educational resources and given 
the opportunity to learn from their mistake the first time. 
 
Academic engagement 
 
Bretag and Green (2009, p. 13) argue that commitment from those in charge of 
applying the policy is as important as having a clear policy. Early in the trial, we 
decided it was important to get the Deans (Learning and Teaching) involved in the 
development of the policy and the practical implications of consistency of application 
across the University. They would then promote the policy to their discipline groups. 
Our academic community has engaged with the new processes in a very positive way 
with a subsequent increase in the numbers of cases being reported. There have been 
2,057 cases reported from the beginning of the trial in October 2007 to the end of 
2010. This is in clear contrast to the numbers being reported prior to the development 
of the Framework. So academic staff are clearly aligning their practice with policy 
which was not the case prior to 2007. Table 1 shows the numbers of cases for 2010 
separated into disciplines. In 2010, there were 43,280 students enrolled in the 
University, so these figures represent only 2% of the total student population. 
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Table 1:  
Total number of cases in 2010 by discipline* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* This does not include numbers of cases by OUA students 
 
Integral to the success of the process has been the importance of having a central 
administrator that they can approach for advice. 
 

The position of Academic Integrity Manager is critical to the effective operation 
of the Academic Integrity Framework. The Academic Integrity Manager is the 
pivotal person managing each student misconduct case, supporting the 
academic decision-maker through the steps of the process with forms, draft 
correspondence (correspondence and forms are now handled online) and 
advice as needed. The Manager maintains the records, and is hereby able to 
ensure that a student’s past history, anywhere in the University, is taken into 
account in deciding a penalty. The Manager also plays an important role in 
raising awareness and promoting the Framework. (Holman, 2009) 

 
Decisions 
 
Data collected on outcomes in 2010 shows that about 75% of the decisions result in 
educational outcomes for the student (Figure 3). These responses do not mean that 
the student’s marks are not affected. They can be referred to educational resources 
and also for help from a learning adviser but they may still receive a reduced mark 
based on marking the portion of the assessment that is not plagiarised or if they are 
given the opportunity to resubmit the work after obtaining help then they are not 
eligible to receive any more than a ‘pass’ mark. The penalties referred to in the data 
are nil marks, fail grades and exclusions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Educational outcomes vs penalties (2010) 
 
From Figure 3 it can be seen that although 35% of cases are referred to a Tier 2 
decision-maker only 25% of those cases result in penalties being imposed. The 

© International Journal for Educational Integrity Vol. 7 No. 2 December, 2011 pp. 13–22 ISSN 1833-2595  

Discipline Numbers 

Arts, Education and Law 201 

Business 164 

Health 229 

Science, Environment, Engineering and Technology 245 
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reasons for this divergence will include mitigating circumstances being taken into 
account, remorse or lack of intent on the part of the student and the inexperience of 
the student. This aligns practice with the intent of the policy to manage the majority of 
cases within the learning and teaching paradigm. 
 
Appeals 
 
As a percentage of cases managed, the number of students appealing to the 
University Appeals Committee has decreased. In 2005 there were 23 appeals, 19 of 
which were upheld out of a total of 257 cases (9% appealed) and in 2006 there were 
21 appeals, 10 of which were upheld out of a total of 109 cases (19% appealed). In 
2010, there were only 23 appeals, 3 of which were upheld out of a total of 839 cases 
(2.7% appealed). This would imply that students perceive that the process is fair and 
equitable and that the decisions made are able to be vindicated when open to the 
scrutiny of the appeals process. 
 
Concluding statement 

 
These policies and processes have allowed the University to respond to breaches of 
academic integrity in an equitable and timely manner, foster the continued 
development of a culture of integrity and reduce the administrative burden on 
academic staff. They benefit students by improving the quality of their learning 
experiences and providing an opportunity for academic staff to intervene and direct 
them to educational resources to assist them. These processes have emphasised the 
importance of assuring the quality of assessment as policy and practice in the area of 
educational integrity is dependent on good assessment design. The University is 
presently developing a new assessment policy that will assure the quality of academic 
standards and provide new governance arrangements for assessment. 
 
References 
 
Althaus, C., Bridgman, P., & Davis, G. (2007). The Australian policy handbook (4th 

ed.). Sydney: Allen and Unwin. 
Australian Universities Quality Agency (2008). Report of an audit of Griffith University. 

Retrieved from http://www.auqa.edu.au/qualityaudit/universities/ 
Bretag, T., & Green, M. (2009). Determining outcomes for academic misconduct: Is it 

more important to be consistent or fair? Conference proceedings Wollongong: 
4th Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity. Retrieved from http://
ro.uow.edu.au/apcei/09/papers/2/ 

Bridgman, P., & Davis, G. (2000). The Australian policy handbook (2nd ed.). Sydney: 
Allen and Unwin. 

Bridgman, P., & Davis, G. (2003). What use is the policy cycle? Plenty if the aim is 
clear. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 62(3), 98–102.  

Hartle, R. T., Kimmins, L., & Huijser, H. (2009). Criminal intent or cognitive 
dissonance: How does self plagiarism fit into academic integrity? Conference 
proceedings Wollongong: 4th Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity. 
http://ro.uow.edu.au/apcei/09/papers/5/ 

Holman, L. (2009). Review of the Academic Integrity Framework and Implementation 
Action at Griffith University. Unpublished report.  

Joint Information Systems Committee (2005). Plagiarism advisory service roadmap. 
Retrieved April, 2007, from http://www.plagiarismadvice.org/documents/
Roadmap_v4r4b.pdf 

MacFarlane, K. (2008). When will the Internet catch up to futuristic plagiarism? The 
Australian, 21 July. Retrieved from http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-
education/opinion/futuristic-plagiarism/story-e6frgcm6-1111116976752 

© International Journal for Educational Integrity Vol. 7 No. 2 December, 2011 pp. 13–22 ISSN 1833-2595  



22 © International Journal for Educational Integrity Vol. 2 No. 2 December 2006 pp. xx-xx  ISSN 1833-2595  

Sharman, J. C., & Wilshire, C. (2007). Fighting plagiarism in Australian universities: 
Why bother? Australian Journal of Political Science, 42(3), 503–508.  

Stewart, A. (2008). Crime and prevention: Plagiarism. Campus Review, 1 December. 
Retrieved from http://www.campusreview.com.au/pages/section/article.php?
s=Comment&idArticle=6017 

Teaching and Learning Centre, Murdoch University (2005). Audit of academic integrity 
and plagiarism issues in Australia and New Zealand. ACODE: Academic 
Integrity Project. Retrieved from http://www.tlc.murdoch.edu.au/project/acode/ 

Trounson, A. (2008). Cut and paste ‘not plagiarism’. The Australian, 16 July. 
Retrieved from http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/cut-and-paste
-not-plagiarism/story-e6frgcjx-1111116922520 

Yeo, S., & Chien, R. (2007). Evaluation of a process and proforma for making 
consistent decisions about the seriousness of plagiarism incidents. Quality in 
Higher Education, 13(2), 187–204.  

 
About the authors 
 
Jennifer Martin is a former Arts Faculty Librarian with experience in teaching 
information literacy to students.  After completing some postgraduate study in Higher 
Education, in 2003, Jennifer extended her interest in the area of learning and 
teaching, working on a number of projects in that area.   In early 2008, Jennifer took 
on the role of Student Academic Integrity Coordinator to administer the management 
of cases of academic misconduct across the whole of the university.  Jennifer has 
also overseen the development of a range of educational resources focused on the 
promotion of academic integrity and the development of an online system for 
recording and managing cases of academic misconduct.   In 2010, Jennifer was jointly 
awarded, with Karen van Haeringen, an Australian Learning and Teaching Council 
Citation for Outstanding Contributions to Student Learning. 

 
Karen van Haeringen has been Head of the Secretariat at Griffith University since 
1994. One of the Secretariat’s many roles is academic policy development including 
those relating to the University's Quality Assurance Framework. In 2006 Karen 
received a Carrick Citation for Outstanding Contributions to Student Learning for the 
outcomes of a policy project relating to the provision of program and course 
information to students. In 2007 and 2008 Karen undertook the role of Institutional 
Contact for Griffith’s Cycle 2 AUQA Audit. Most recently Karen has been working on a 
number of policy projects related to student assessment, in particular academic 
integrity, and was jointly awarded, with Jennifer Martin, an Australian Learning and 
Teaching Council Citation for Outstanding Contributions to Student Learning in 2010. 
 

 
 
 

© International Journal for Educational Integrity Vol. 7 No. 2 December, 2011 pp. 13–22 ISSN 1833-2595  

An earlier version of this paper was originally published in the refereed proceedings 
of the 5th Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Culture and values. The 
University of Western Australia, 26-28 September: http://www.apcei.catl.uwa.edu.au/
procs 

http://www.apcei.catl.uwa.edu.au/procs�
http://www.apcei.catl.uwa.edu.au/procs�
http://www.apcei.catl.uwa.edu.au/procs�
http://www.apcei.catl.uwa.edu.au/procs�

	Can a policy change practice? An evidence-based approach to developing policy

	Abstract

	Introduction

	Policy development

	Identifying the issues and policy analysis

	Policy instruments

	Consultation and coordination

	Decision and implementation of trial

	Evaluation

	Implementation

	Practice

	Two-tiered process

	Academic engagement

	Decisions

	Appeals

	Concluding statement

	References



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



