
 

 

Quality Assurance Practices and Preferences: A 

Study of Australian Accounting Schools 

Syed Fahad Ashraf 

Associate Fellow Higher Education Academy (Advance HE, United Kingdom)  

Post Graduate Certificate in International Marketing (Humber College, Canada)  

Master of Business Administration (Maharishi Dayanand University, India) 

Bachelor of International Business and Finance (Jamia Millia Islamia, India) 

 

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

Tasmanian School of Business and Economics 

University of Tasmania 

 

August 2019



i 

Declaration of Originality 

This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for a degree or diploma by 

the University or any other institution, except by way of background information and 

duly acknowledged in the thesis, and to the best of my knowledge and belief no 

material previously published or written by another person except where due 

acknowledgement is made in the text of the thesis, nor does the thesis contain any 

material that infringes copyright. 

Signed:  Date: 3 August 2019 

(Syed Fahad Ashraf) 



ii 

Statement of Ethical Conduct 

The research associated with this thesis abides by the international and Australian 

codes on human and animal experimentation; the guidelines of the Australian 

Government’s Office of the Gene Technology Regulator; and the rulings of the Safety, 

Ethics and Institutional Biosafety Committees of the University. The research was 

approved by Tasmanian Social Sciences Human Research Ethics Committee (Ethics 

Reference Number: H0016455). 

Signed:  Date: 3 August 2019 

(Syed Fahad Ashraf) 



iii 

Authority of Access 

This thesis may be made available for loan. Copying and communication of any part 

of this thesis is prohibited for two years from the date this statement was signed; after 

that time, limited copying and communication is permitted in accordance with the 

Copyright Act 1968. 

Signed:  Date: 3 August 2019 

(Syed Fahad Ashraf) 



iv 

Acknowledgements 

Four years ago, I flew to Australia with my wife and two-year-old son to start a PhD 

program at the University of Tasmania (UTAS). At the time, I could not have 

anticipated how challenging, frustrating and, yet, exciting this doctoral degree would 

be. Writing a PhD is intensively personal; however, it was not done in isolation, but in 

collaboration with my principal supervisor and co-supervisors. 

I owe great thanks to many people. Particularly, I would like to extend my heartfelt 

thanks and deep appreciation to Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst. Without his 

unmatchable ongoing guidance and support, superior knowledge, expertise and 

constant encouragement, this PhD would not have been completed. He served as a 

mentor throughout the entire process and has prepared me for the profession. I also 

want to profoundly thank my co-supervisors, Senior Lecturer Dr Seedwell Sithole and 

Dr Claire Horner, for reading my drafts graciously and providing valuable and timely 

feedback and comments. I must thank my former co-supervisor, Senior Lecturer Sonia 

Shimeld, who retired in 2016. Further, I acknowledge and appreciate the opportunity 

provided by UTAS to pursue my PhD, and I thank the Graduate Research Office and 

Graduate Research Coordinators and for their continual administrative assistance. 

My family has been a constant source of invaluable inspiration and unconditional love 

on this journey. They have maintained patience even in moments when I have lost it. 

From the depths of my heart, I thank my elderly parents who have spent this time apart 

from their son while awaiting the completion of my PhD. Special thanks to my wife, 

Sumaiya Jawedan, and my son, Mohammad, who have stood by me for four precious 

but turbulent years. Without them, I would have never made it to this point. I truly 

understand that I cannot return the days and time spent on this project, but I hope that 

it may give more than it has taken. 

I also want to thank my PhD mates and TSBE colleagues who provided a beautiful 

community and, in particular, Mohammad Sayeed who supported me financially 

during hard times. I also extend my gratitude to Mohammad Al-Faraj and Graham 

Gourley for their friendship and support. Finally, I wish to acknowledge the 

intellectual work of the scholars from whose work I harnessed the idea of my thesis. 



v 

Capstone Editing provided copyediting and proofreading services, according to the 

guidelines laid out in the university-endorsed national ‘Guidelines for Editing 

Research Theses’ and UTAS’s ‘Higher Degree by Research Thesis Preparation, 

Submission and Examination Policy’. 



vi 

Contents 

Declaration of Originality ................................................................................ i 

Statement of Ethical Conduct ......................................................................... ii 

Authority of Access ........................................................................................ iii 

Acknowledgements ......................................................................................... iv 

List of Tables ................................................................................................ xiii 

List of Figures .................................................................................................xv 

List of Abbreviations .................................................................................... xvi 

Abstract ...................................................................................................... xviii 

Chapter 1: Introduction .................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Background of Research Study ................................................................ 1 
1.2 Context .................................................................................................... 2 

1.3 Problem Statement ................................................................................... 6 
1.4 Research Justification and Knowledge Gap .............................................. 7 

1.5 Research Aims, Objectives and Questions ................................................ 8 
1.6 Research Significance .............................................................................. 9 

1.7 Research Approach .................................................................................11 
1.8 Research Contribution .............................................................................11 

1.9 Thesis Structure ......................................................................................12 
1.10 Summary ..............................................................................................13 

Chapter 2: Overview of the Higher Education Quality Assurance and 

Regulatory Environment ...............................................................................14 

2.1 Overview ................................................................................................14 
2.2 Quality in Higher Education ....................................................................14 

2.3 Quality Assurance in Higher Education ...................................................15 
2.4 Developments in the International and Australian Higher Education 

Sector .......................................................................................................17 
2.4.1 Quality Assurance Regimes in Australian Higher Education .............19 

2.5 Australian Higher Education Regulatory Environment ............................21 
2.5.1 Qualifications Frameworks ...............................................................22 

2.5.2 The Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency ...........................23 
2.5.3 External Referencing of Standards: Regulation and Practice .............25 

2.5.4 Assurance of Learning ......................................................................27 
2.5.4.1 Assurance of Learning and Quality Assurance ...........................28 

2.5.4.2 Assurance of Learning in the Australian Regulatory 

Environment ...............................................................................29 

2.5.5 Threshold Learning Outcomes ..........................................................31 
2.6 Summary ................................................................................................34 

Chapter 3: Literature Review: The Changing Higher Education Sector ....35 
3.1 Overview ................................................................................................35 

3.2 Practices and Historical Perspectives of Quality Assurance in Higher 

Education .................................................................................................35 

3.3 Quality Assurance Approaches in Higher Education ...............................40 



vii 

3.3.1 Professional Accreditation and Quality Assurance ............................42 

3.3.1.1 Charted Public Accountant Accreditation and Quality 

Assurance...................................................................................42 

3.3.1.2 AACSB Accreditation .................................................................44 
3.3.1.3 The Australian Approach to Quality Assurance: External 

Peer-review Models ...................................................................47 
3.4 Measures of Effectiveness of External Peer-review Models: Global 

and Australian Higher Education Sector ...................................................50 
3.5 Motivation for Accreditation and External Peer Review of Assessment 

Models .....................................................................................................53 
3.5.1 Motivation for Pursuing AACSB Business Accreditation .................54 

3.5.2 Motivation for Pursuing AACSB Accounting Accreditation .............59 
3.5.3 Motivation to Adopt External Peer Review Models ..........................62 

3.6 Summary ................................................................................................63 

Chapter 4: Theoretical Framework ...............................................................64 
4.1 Overview ................................................................................................64 
4.2 Overview of Theory Adoption in the Context of Accounting Schools .....64 

4.2.1 Theories Relevance to Quality Assurance Considerations .................65 
4.3 Overview of Legitimacy Theory .............................................................66 

4.3.1 Business Schools and Legitimising Strategies ...................................67 
4.4 Overview of Institutional Theory ............................................................70 

4.4.1 Institutional Isomorphism and Accounting Schools...........................71 
4.4.1.1 Memetic Isomorphism ................................................................71 

4.4.1.2 Normative Isomorphism .............................................................72 
4.5 Stakeholder Theory .................................................................................73 

4.5.1 Stakeholder Theory and Decision-Making ........................................75 
4.6 Summary ................................................................................................77 

Chapter 5: Research Methodology ................................................................78 
5.1 Overview ................................................................................................78 

5.2 Justification of the Mixed Methods Methodology ....................................78 
5.3 Quantitative Data Gathering (Phase I): Survey ........................................79 

5.3.1 Sample Size and Selection Strategy for Questionnaire Survey ..........79 
5.3.2 Data Collection Process for Questionnaire Survey ............................80 

5.3.3 Survey Instrument: Nature Scope and Purpose ..................................80 
5.3.4 Data Analysis Methods for the Questionnaire Survey .......................82 

5.3.4.1 Independent Two-sample T-test ..................................................82 
5.3.4.2 Mann-Whitney U-test .................................................................83 

5.4 Qualitative Data Gathering (Phase II) ......................................................84 
5.4.1 Sample Size and Selection Strategy for Interviews............................84 

5.4.2 Data Collection Process for Interviews .............................................85 
5.4.3 Data Analysis Methods for Interviews ..............................................86 

5.4.3.1 Stage 1: Data Reduction .............................................................86 
5.4.3.2 Stage 2: Data Display ................................................................87 

5.4.3.3 Stage 3: Data Interpretation .......................................................88 
5.5 Mixed Methods Data Analysis Procedures ..............................................89 

5.6 Validity and Reliability ...........................................................................89 
5.6.1 Validity and Reliability in Phase I ....................................................90 

5.6.2 Validity and Reliability in Phase II ...................................................90 
5.6.2.1 Internal Validity .........................................................................91 



viii 

5.6.2.2 External Validity ........................................................................92 

5.6.2.3 Reliability or Consistency ...........................................................92 
5.7 Ethical Considerations ............................................................................93 

5.8 ................................................................................................................94 

 

Chapter 6: Analysis of Survey Results: AACSB and non-AACSB 

Accredited Business Schools- The Accounting View.....................................95 
6.1 Overview ................................................................................................95 

6.2 Respondent Profiles ................................................................................95 
6.3 Survey Respondents ................................................................................96 

6.4 Motivation to Adopt a Quality Assurance Approach ...............................98 
6.4.1 Motivations: Accounting Academics’ Perceptions of Quality 

Assurance Approaches.......................................................................98 
6.4.1.1 Stakeholder Pressure..................................................................99 

6.4.1.2 Quality Assurance to Assure Learning: External 

Benchmarking or Referencing .................................................. 102 

6.4.1.3 Access to Resources ................................................................. 103 
6.4.1.4 Continuous Improvements ........................................................ 105 

6.4.1.5 Compliance .............................................................................. 107 
6.4.2 Quality Assurance Approaches and Opportunities .......................... 108 

6.4.2.1 Shared Understanding of Learning Outcomes and 

Dissemination of Teaching and Learning Practices .................. 108 

6.4.2.2 Internal Quality Assurance ....................................................... 112 
6.4.2.3 Teaching and Learning Practices ............................................. 115 

6.4.3 Respondents’ Perceptions of Adopted Quality Assurance 

Approach ......................................................................................... 118 

6.4.3.1 Brand Image and Enrolments ................................................... 118 
6.4.3.2 Graduate Employability ........................................................... 122 

6.4.3.3 Attraction and Retention of Employees ..................................... 128 
6.4.3.4 Research Collaborations .......................................................... 131 

6.4.4 Respondents’ Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Quality 

Assurance Approaches..................................................................... 133 

6.4.4.1 Assessment Practices and Graduate Attributes ......................... 133 
6.4.4.2 Staff Engagement ..................................................................... 136 

6.4.4.3 Workload and Quality Assurance ............................................. 137 
6.4.4.4 Australian Qualifications Framework and Threshold Learning 

Outcomes ................................................................................. 141 
6.4.4.5 Assurance of Learning Practices .............................................. 143 

6.5 Results of Hypothesis Testing ............................................................... 146 
6.6 Chapter Summary ................................................................................. 146 

 

Chapter 7: Qualitative Analysis: AACSB accredited Business Schools-

The Accounting View ................................................................................... 148 

7.1 Overview .............................................................................................. 148 
7.1.1 Participants’ Profile ........................................................................ 148 

7.1.2 General Characteristics of Respondents .......................................... 149 
7.1.3 Interview Themes ........................................................................... 150 

7.2 External Referencing............................................................................. 151 
7.2.1 External Referencing at Accounting Schools .................................. 152 

7.2.2 Choice of External Peer-review Model for External Referencing .... 154 
7.2.2.1 Quality Verification System ...................................................... 154 



ix 

7.2.2.2 External Calibration and Assurance ......................................... 155 

7.2.2.3 Customised External Peer-review Model .................................. 155 
7.3 Motivations for Adopting External Peer-review Models and AACSB 

Accreditation .......................................................................................... 156 
7.3.1 Adopting an External Peer-review Model ....................................... 156 

7.3.1.1 Comparability .......................................................................... 156 
7.3.1.2 Compliance .............................................................................. 157 

7.3.1.3 Collegiality .............................................................................. 157 
7.3.1.4 Quality Assurance .................................................................... 158 

7.3.1.5 Involvement of Professional Bodies and Calibration ................ 158 
7.3.1.6 Ease of Implementation ............................................................ 159 

7.3.2 Motivation to Acquire AACSB Accreditation ................................. 160 
7.3.2.1 Internal Stakeholder Pressure .................................................. 160 

7.3.2.2 Competitive Pressure ............................................................... 161 
7.3.2.3 Point of Difference ................................................................... 162 

7.3.2.4 Marketing Strategy ................................................................... 164 
7.3.2.5 Attraction of Talented Academics and Researchers .................. 166 

7.3.2.6 Peer Pressure ........................................................................... 168 
7.3.2.7 Signalling Quality .................................................................... 169 

7.3.2.8 Research and Collaboration ..................................................... 170 
7.4 Perceived Measures of Effectiveness: External Peer-review Models...... 172 

7.4.1 Closing the Loop in the Assurance of Learning Cycle ..................... 172 
7.4.2 Calibration of Learning Standards .................................................. 172 

7.4.3 Anonymity of External Peer Reviewers .......................................... 174 
7.4.4 Prolonged Engagement and Continuity ........................................... 176 

7.4.5 Credibility of External Peer Reviewers ........................................... 177 
7.4.6 Specialised Professional Staff for External Referencing .................. 180 

7.4.7 Follow-up Accountability ............................................................... 181 
7.4.8 Clear Guidelines and Preparation for External Peer Review ............ 182 

7.4.9 Characteristics of Partner Institutions for External Referencing ...... 184 
7.5 Communication Skills of Accounting Students and Closing the Loop 

Practices ................................................................................................. 185 
7.5.1 Communication Skills of Accounting Students ............................... 185 

7.5.2 Identification of Learning Issues ..................................................... 186 
7.5.3 Closing the Loop Practices at Accounting Schools .......................... 187 

7.5.4 Industry Professionals’ Involvement in Closing the Loop 

Practices .......................................................................................... 189 

7.5.5 Students’ Engagement in Closing the Loop Practices ...................... 191 
7.6 Summary .............................................................................................. 194 

Chapter 8: Qualitative Analysis: Non-AACSB-accredited Business 

Schools .......................................................................................................... 196 

8.1 Overview .............................................................................................. 196 
8.1.1 Participants’ Profile ........................................................................ 197 

8.1.2 General Characteristics of Respondents .......................................... 197 
8.1.3 Interview Themes ........................................................................... 198 

8.2 External Referencing............................................................................. 199 
8.2.1 External Referencing at Accounting Schools .................................. 200 

8.2.2 Choice of External Peer-review Model for External Referencing .... 200 
8.3 Motivations for Adopting External Peer-review Models and AACSB 

Accreditation .......................................................................................... 202 
8.3.1 Adopting an External Peer-review Model ....................................... 202 



x 

8.3.1.1 Comparability .......................................................................... 202 

8.3.1.2 Statutory Compliance ............................................................... 203 
8.3.1.3 Ease of Implementation ............................................................ 203 

8.3.1.4 Calibration ............................................................................... 204 
8.3.2 Motivation to Acquire AACSB Accreditation ................................. 204 

8.3.2.1 Competitive Pressure ............................................................... 205 
8.3.2.2 Internal Stakeholder Pressure .................................................. 206 

8.3.2.3 Marketing Strategy ................................................................... 207 
8.3.2.4 Signalling Quality .................................................................... 208 

8.3.2.5 Research, Collaboration and Student Exchange ....................... 210 
8.3.2.6 Attraction of International Students .......................................... 211 

8.3.2.7 AACSB Accreditation No Longer a Point of Difference ............ 213 
8.3.2.8 AACSB Accreditation Not Attractive to Academic Employees ... 214 

8.3.2.9 AACSB Accreditation Not Associated with Increased 

Graduate Employability ........................................................... 215 

8.4 Perceived Measures of Effectiveness: External Peer-review Model ....... 216 
8.4.1 Closing the Loop in the Assurance of Learning Cycle ..................... 216 

8.4.2 Calibration of Learning Standards .................................................. 217 
8.4.3 Anonymity of External Peer Reviewers .......................................... 218 

8.4.4 Credibility of External Peer Reviewers ........................................... 219 
8.4.5 Continuous Basis ............................................................................ 220 

8.4.6 Staff Engagement ........................................................................... 221 
8.4.7 Follow-up Accountability ............................................................... 222 

8.4.8 Pilot Testing ................................................................................... 222 
8.4.9 Characteristics of Partner Institution ............................................... 223 

8.4.10 Clear Guidelines and Preparation for External Peer Review .......... 224 
8.4.11 Outcome Orientation .................................................................... 226 

8.5 Communication Skills of Accounting Students and Closing the Loop 

Practices ................................................................................................. 227 

8.5.1 Communication Skills of Accounting Students ............................... 227 
8.5.2 Identification of Learning Issues and Closing the Loop Practices .... 228 

8.5.3 Closing the Loop Practices at Accounting Schools .......................... 230 
8.5.4 Industry Professionals’ Involvement in Closing the Loop 

Practices .......................................................................................... 231 
8.5.5 Students’ Engagement in Closing the Loop Practices ...................... 232 

8.6 Summary .............................................................................................. 233 

Chapter 9: Quality Assurances Practices: Comparing AACSB-

accredited and Non-AACSB-accredited Schools......................................... 235 
9.1 Overview .............................................................................................. 235 

9.2 Discussion of General Results ............................................................... 235 
9.2.1 Level of Involvement in Quality Assurance Practices ..................... 235 

9.2.2 External Referencing ...................................................................... 236 
9.2.3 Choice of External Peer-review Model for External Referring ........ 237 

9.3 Business Schools’ Motivations to Adopt Quality Assurance 

Approaches ............................................................................................. 238 

9.3.1 Stakeholder Pressure....................................................................... 239 
9.3.2 External Benchmarking/Referencing .............................................. 241 

9.3.3 Access to Pivotal Resources ........................................................... 242 
9.3.4 Continuous Improvement ............................................................... 242 

9.3.5 Compliance .................................................................................... 243 
9.3.6 Shared Understanding of Learning Outcomes ................................. 245 



xi 

9.3.7 Internal Quality Assurance ............................................................. 246 

9.3.8 Teaching and Learning Practices .................................................... 247 
9.3.9 Brand Image and Marketability....................................................... 248 

9.3.10 Graduate Employability ................................................................ 251 
9.3.11 Consistency with Higher Education Standards Framework ........... 252 

9.3.12 Attraction and Retention of Employees ......................................... 255 
9.3.13 Research Collaboration ................................................................. 256 

9.3.14 Other/Additional Results .............................................................. 257 
9.4 Perceived Measures of Effectiveness of Quality Assurance 

Approaches ............................................................................................. 258 
9.4.1 Perception of AACSB-accredited Schools: Specialised Staff .......... 260 

9.4.2 Perception of Non-AACSB-accredited Schools .............................. 260 
9.4.2.1 Engagement and Commitment .................................................. 260 

9.4.2.2 Outcome Orientation ................................................................ 261 
9.4.2.3 Pilot Testing ............................................................................. 262 

9.4.3 Common Perceptions of AACSB-accredited and Non-AACSB-

accredited Schools ........................................................................... 262 

9.4.3.1 Anonymity of External Peer Reviewers ..................................... 263 
9.4.3.2 Prolonged Engagement and Continuity .................................... 263 

9.4.3.3 Credibility of External Peer Reviewers ..................................... 264 
9.4.3.4 Follow-up Accountability ......................................................... 265 

9.4.3.5 Clear Guidelines for Participants ............................................. 266 
9.4.3.6 Calibration of Learning Standards Prior to Implementing 

External Peer-review Models ................................................... 266 
9.4.3.7 Strategic Partnership and Collaboration .................................. 268 

9.4.3.8 Workload and Quality Assurance ............................................. 269 
9.4.3.9 Assurance of Learning Practices .............................................. 270 

9.5 Chapter Summary ................................................................................. 272 

Chapter 10: Conclusion................................................................................ 273 

10.1 Overview ............................................................................................ 273 
10.2 Key Results ......................................................................................... 273 

10.3 Implications of the Study .................................................................... 275 
10.3.1 Implications for Business Schools................................................. 275 

10.3.2 Theoretical Implications: Drawing Links to Accounting Theory ... 277 
10.4 Research Limitations ........................................................................... 279 

10.5 Directions for Future Research ............................................................ 281 
10.6 Summary ............................................................................................ 282 

Appendices .................................................................................................... 284 
Appendix A: Institutional Quality Assurance: Higher Education Standards 

Framework 2015, Domain 5, Section 5.3 ................................................ 284 
Appendix B: External Peer-review Models ................................................. 286 

Appendix C: Initial Email for Invitation to Survey ...................................... 289 
Appendix D: AACSB-accredited School Survey ......................................... 290 

Appendix E: Non-AACSB-accredited School Survey ................................. 293 
Appendix F: Initial Email for Invitation to Interviews ................................. 296 

Appendix G: AACSB-accredited School Interview Questions ..................... 297 
Appendix H: Non-AACSB-accredited School Interview Questions ............. 303 

Appendix I: Themes for AACSB-accredited and Non-AACSB-accredited 

Schools ................................................................................................... 386 



xii 

Appendix J: NVivo Check .......................................................................... 397 

Appendix K: Participant Information Sheet for AACSB-accredited School 

Survey .................................................................................................... 399 

Appendix L: Participant Information Sheet for Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Survey ........................................................................................ 400 

Appendix M: Participant Information Sheet for Interviews ......................... 401 
Appendix N: Participant Consent Form for Interviews ................................ 404 

Appendix O: CPA Accreditation Standard for Quality Assurance ............... 406 
Appendix P: AACSB Accreditation Standards: Business Standards 

(Effective from 1/1/2019) ....................................................................... 407 

References ..................................................................................................... 410 



xiii 

List of Tables 

Table 3.1: Various Formats of External Examiner System ...................................... 39 

Table 3.2: Motivation for Business Schools to Seek AACSB Accreditation ............ 55 

Table 3.3: Benefits of AACSB Accounting Accreditation for United States 

Accounting Schools ............................................................................. 60 

Table 3.4: Motivation to Adopt External Peer-review Models ................................ 62 

Table 4.1: Strategies and Actions for Legitimacy.................................................... 67 

Table 5.1: Identified Themes and Sub-themes ........................................................ 87 

Table 6.1: Respondent Involvement in Quality Assurance Approaches ................... 96 

Table 6.2: Survey Results for Stakeholder Pressure (%) ......................................... 99 

Table 6.3: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Stakeholder 

Pressure ............................................................................................. 100 

Table 6.4: Survey Results for Peer Pressure (%) ................................................... 103 

Table 6.5: Independent Samples t-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Peer Pressure .. 103 

Table 6.6: Survey Results for Access to Resources (%) ........................................ 104 

Table 6.7: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Access to 

Resources ........................................................................................... 104 

Table 6.8: Survey Results for Continuous Improvements (%) ............................... 106 

Table 6.9: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Continuous 

Improvements .................................................................................... 106 

Table 6.10: Survey Results for Compliance (%) ................................................... 107 

Table 6.11: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Compliance . 108 

Table 6.12: Survey Results for Expected Opportunity for Shared Understanding 

of Learning Outcomes and Dissemination of Teaching and Learning 

Practices (%) ...................................................................................... 109 

Table 6.13: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Expected 

Opportunity for Shared Understanding of Learning Outcomes and 

Dissemination of Teaching and Learning Practices ............................. 110 

Table 6.14: Survey Results for Opportunity to Develop Internal Quality 

Assurance Capacity (%) ..................................................................... 112 

Table 6.15: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Opportunity 

to Develop Internal Quality Assurance Capacity ................................ 113 

Table 6.16: Survey Results for Opportunity to Improve Teaching and Learning 

Practices (%) ...................................................................................... 116 

Table 6.17: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Opportunity 

to Improve Teaching and Learning Practices ...................................... 117 

Table 6.18: Survey Results for Marketability, Brand Image and Enrolments (%) .. 119 

Table 6.19: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: 

Marketability, Brand Image and Enrolments ...................................... 120 

Table 6.20: Survey Results for Graduate Employability (%) ................................. 122 



xiv 

Table 6.21: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Graduate 

Employability .................................................................................... 123 

Table 6.22: Survey Results for Consistency with the Higher Education Standards 

Framework (%) .................................................................................. 125 

Table 6.23: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Consistency 

with the Higher Education Standards Framework ............................... 126 

Table 6.24: Survey Results for Attraction and Retention of Employees (%) .......... 129 

Table 6.25: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Attraction 

and Retention of Employees ............................................................... 129 

Table 6.26: Survey Results for Research Collaborations (%) ................................ 132 

Table 6.27: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Research 

Collaborations .................................................................................... 132 

Table 6.28: Survey Results for Assessment Practices and Graduate Attributes 

(%) ..................................................................................................... 134 

Table 6.29: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Assessment 

Practices and Graduate Attributes ....................................................... 135 

Table 6.30: Survey Results for Staff Engagement (%) .......................................... 136 

Table 6.31: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Staff 

Engagement ....................................................................................... 137 

Table 6.32: Survey Results for Workload and Quality Assurance (%) .................. 138 

Table 6.33: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Workload 

and Quality Assurance ....................................................................... 139 

Table 6.34: Survey Results for Australian Qualifications Framework and 

Threshold Learning Outcomes (%) ..................................................... 142 

Table 6.35: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Australian 

Qualifications Framework and Threshold Learning Outcomes............ 142 

Table 6.36: Survey Results for Assurance of Learning Practices (%) .................... 144 

Table 6.37: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Assurance of 

Learning Practices .............................................................................. 145 

Table 7.1: Participants’ Information and Assigned Codes ..................................... 149 

Table 7.2: Themes and Sub-themes from Interview Data ...................................... 151 

Table 8.1: Participants’ Information and Assigned Codes ..................................... 197 

Table 8.2: Themes and Sub-themes from Interview Data ...................................... 199 

Table 9.1: Choice of External Peer-review Model ................................................ 237 

Table 9.2: Summary of Results on Workload and Quality Assurance Practices ..... 269 



xv 

List of Figures 

Figure 2.1: Assurance of Learning Cycle in the Australian Higher Education 

Sector ................................................................................................... 30 

Figure 4.1: Process of Changing Standard of Legitimacy ........................................ 69 

Figure 6.1: Quality Assurance Approaches Adopted by Accounting Schools at 

Non-AACSB-accredited Business Schools ........................................... 97 

Figure 7.1: Benchmarking Process for External Referencing ................................ 151 

Figure 9.1: Organisation of Discussion for Answering Research Question 2 ......... 259 

file:///C:/Users/kell/Downloads/Thesis%20with%20Track%20changes%20V-2.docx%23_Toc15676253


xvi 

List of Abbreviations 

AACSB Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business 

ACP Academic Calibration Process 

AMBA Association of MBAs 

AoL Assurance of learning 

AQF Australian Qualifications Framework 

AUQA Australian Universities Quality Agency 

CA Chartered Account 

CAQDAS Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software 

CPA Chartered Public Accountant 

CTL Closing the loop 

ECA External Calibration and Assurance 

EPRM External peer-review models 

EQUIS EFMD Quality Improvement System 

ERoS External Referencing of Standards 

ESOS Act Education Services for Overseas Students Act 2000 

Go8 Group of Eight 

HEI Higher education institution 

HES Higher education sector 

HESF 2015 Higher Education Standards Framework 2015 

CA ANZ Chartered Accountants Australia and New Zealand 

IIR Inter-institutional Review 



xvii 

IRU Innovative Research Universities 

ISO International Organisation for Standardisation 

LO Learning Outcome 

LTAS Learning and Teaching Academic Standards 

NCAAA National Commission to Academics Accreditation and Assessment 

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

OLTC Office of Learning and Teaching Commission 

PRAN Peer-Review of Assessment Network 

QA Quality Assurance 

QAA Quality Assurance Agency 

QVS Quality Verification System 

TEQSA Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency 

TLO Threshold Learning Outcome 

UK United Kingdom 

US United States 



xviii 

Abstract 

 This research is an exploratory study which considers approaches to Quality 

Assurance (QA) in the assurance of learning adopted by accounting schools in 

Australia.  These approaches are discussed alongside monitoring, review and 

improvements requirements for institutional QA in the Higher Education Standards 

Framework 2015, Domain 5; the professional accreditation requirements of Australian 

accounting professional bodies; and the requirements of the Association to Advance 

Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB). The effectiveness of different QA 

approaches and the motivations to adopt them are explored. Differences in QA 

practices between schools that hold AACSB accreditation and those that do not are 

identified, along with the impact of this on the achievement of communication as a 

learning outcome and employability. Employers and the profession have identified 

communication as an important attribute and appear unsatisfied with accounting 

graduates’ communication skills. 

 In this thesis, 39 business schools offering accounting degrees were surveyed and 16 

participants from eight accounting schools offering postgraduate degrees in accounting 

were interviewed. A mixed methods approach adopting surveys and interviews was 

used, with surveys used to collect basic information and interviews used to enrich and 

explore issues arising from the survey data. Survey data was analysed using SPSS and 

interviews were analysed using a thematic content analysis and manual coding scheme. 

Practically, AACSB and non-AACSB schools need to consider increasing levels of 

bureaucracy, the implications this will have at the grass roots level and workload issues 

that may be involved in engaging academics in QA efforts both in terms of practices 

and process. Both types of schools need to communicate with their stakeholder 

communities in terms of the impact of adopted QA approaches and the importance of 

enhancing the attractiveness of accounting graduates to employers.  

Legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional theory are adopted to explore legitimating 

strategies and actions of the business schools.  They contribute to understanding the 

role of stakeholders and isomorphic pressures on business schools in adopting a QA 

approach. This thesis finds that AACSB accreditation has been acquired by business 

(accounting) schools primarily for marketing purposes and the majority of sampled 
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accounting schools did not undertake external peer reviews for external referencing 

but considered calibration as a measure of the effectiveness of the peer-review process. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Background of Research Study 

Assurance of the quality of teaching and learning practices at an overseas Middle 

Eastern university became part of this researcher’s role in 2013 and sparked my 

interest in this as an area of research. While serving at the College of Business as 

chairperson to the National Commission to Academics Accreditation and Assessment 

(NCAAA), it became clear that the quality assurance (QA) efforts by academics and 

leadership was heavily focused towards a tick-box exercise to meet compliance 

requirements. These QA efforts included internal and external peer review of course 

curriculum and preparation of course report to assure learning. For example, this 

researcher recalls at least one external peer review being conducted with the aim of 

curriculum improvement, but the appointment of the external peer reviewer was made 

on the basis of a close relationship with the head of the discipline. Unsurprisingly, the 

result was a favourable report with minor suggestions to tweak some of the 

curriculum’s contents. This raised questions as to the independence and credibility of 

the external peer-review process and its conduct. Arguably, there was no genuine 

intent to improve the curriculum, which led this researcher to wonder whether such 

QA approaches were widespread. This researcher also observed that academics were 

not particularly interested in QA efforts and simply focused on complying with 

NCAAA norms due to the potential for additional administrative responsibility on top 

of their existing teaching and research workload. 

The appointment of a Western Canadian associate professor to the College of Business 

initiated a discussion towards seeking accreditation with the Association to Advance 

Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB). The university’s strategic leadership, 

including the dean and QA unit, were keenly interested in pursuing AACSB 

accreditation due to the reputation and prestige associated with it. During the 

application process to AACSB, the college received substantial funding and other 

pivotal resources, for example, funds to develop infrastructure and recruit experts to 

strengthen the college’s application. The decision to apply for AACSB accreditation 

was made by the university’s strategic leadership and did not involve academics in any 

meaningful way. The university’s academics perceived this accreditation as an 
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additional burden to their current NCAAA administrative duties, rather than a potential 

enhancement. 

As a member of the AACSB core steering committee, this researcher observed 

resistance from academics to being involved in this accreditation process, and the 

process of seeking AACSB accreditation did not appear to bring any real changes or 

substantial improvements to academics’ teaching and learning practices. Although it 

did lead to the creation of more informative unit outlines and a number of additional 

bureaucratic processes (for example, a policy on student admission and the formation 

of committees and sub-committees to prepare documentation to evidence learning), 

involvement appeared to be related to a fear of punishment (for example, concerns 

about the non-renewal of work contracts if the institution was not successful in its 

AACSB accreditation application). Accreditation standards were drafted hastily, and 

infrastructure was staged for the AACSB peer-review team. The entire series of events 

caused this researcher to wonder what QA approaches were actually meant to 

achieve—were QA approaches meant to assure learning, or were they simply for 

compliance purposes, and what underlined a decision to adopt a particular QA 

approach? Were QA approaches for marketing, to enhance teaching activities, verify 

that a desired result was achieved, or to improve organisational processes? This 

researcher decided to explore these questions by enrolling in a PhD program at the 

University of Tasmania in 2015. 

At the same time, the Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA) 

introduced the Higher Education Standards Framework 2015 (HESF 2015) which 

became effective from 2017. Parallel to this was the Office of Learning and Teaching 

Commission (OLTC) funding universities for various initiatives, for example, the 

Hunters and Gatherers, Achievement Matter, the Learning and Teaching Academic 

Standards (LTAS), the Inter-institutional Review (IIR) and the Peer-Review of 

Assessment Network (PRAN). By bringing together the changes noted in institutional 

QA in the HESF 2015 by TEQSA and various external peer-review models (EPRMs) 

explained in several OLTC reports, this thesis was initiated. 

1.2 Context 

The impetus to address QA is the result of increased global competition, accountability 

for expenditure, globalisation of higher education, increasing numbers of higher 

education institutions (HEIs), rapid growth in alternate approaches to presentation 
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(such as online programs), deregulation of fees and demand for comparability of 

courses across the sector (Watty et al. 2014; Booth & Read 2016). In the past 20 years, 

the global focus on accountability for quality and learning standards in the higher 

education sector (HES) has necessitated that educational institutions identify and 

provide evidence of their attainment of standards that assure quality. This focus can be 

explored in the context of stakeholders’ demands to be provided with evidence of QA 

practices in tertiary education, professionalisation of QA evidenced by the evolution 

of QA agencies (for example, the AACSB) and consequent expectations created, as 

well as pressure from policymakers (Stensaker 2007; Westerheijden, Stensaker & 

Rosa 2007; Beerkens 2018). In the Australian context, this is evidenced by the 

Australian Government’s increased attention as manifested in the Bradley Review. 

This national review recommended the need for a robust regulatory framework for the 

HES and particularly in relation to monitoring quality and learning standards to hold 

HEIs more accountable. At present, the TEQSA regulates the HES through the HESF 

2015. 

This thesis examines the Australian HESF 2015 regulations and the role of the TEQSA 

in seeking to assure learning and improve the quality of education. The regulations 

referred to throughout this thesis relate to monitoring, review and improvement in 

institutional QA (Domain 5, section 5.3 (see Appendix A). External referencing is an 

integral part of the HESF 2015. It is a process that examines the quality of a group of 

students or cohort against other comparable institutions offering similar courses. This 

helps to build the confidence of key stakeholders such as industry, community, 

university and students. In this process, expert academics external to the HEI review 

provide feedback on assessment design, practices and achievement or demonstration 

of learning outcomes (LOs) for future improvement and success at the program level. 

This is a critical element of QA initiatives. 

According to the latest institutional QA regulation in the HESF 2015, HEIs are 

required to conduct comprehensive reviews of their accredited courses through 

external referencing or other benchmarking activities with comparable institutions, 

cohort and courses. This review must include the design and content of the courses, 

assessment methods, LOs and their achievement, mode of delivery and identifying the 

risk to the quality of the courses offered. Institutional monitoring, review and 

improvement activities must be informed by feedback provided by students on their 

educational experiences. 
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The study is situated in accounting for five reasons. Firstly, schools of accounting are 

a major part of most business schools.  These schools have attracted large numbers of 

international students to accounting programs, contributing substantially to revenue in 

universities.  

Secondly, the intent of this study has been to consider the attitude of accounting 

academics to the QA processes, and to ascertain the degree of their involvement in QA 

practices and processes including AACSB accreditation and External peer review.  

Accounting academic have been selected due to the fact that accounting was the first 

discipline to go for threshold learning outcomes followed by an external peer review 

exercise undertaken by achievement matters. This study has extended the scope of 

previous and local works of Australian accounting researchers and academics. 

Thirdly, the study explores if AACSB in Australia is perceived to be a blanket 

accreditation That is, one size fits all where accounting accreditation would seem to 

reflect the value added to prospective accountants.  Or is the AACSB brand of greater 

benefit to existing schools, for example, Sydney University has moved away from 

specialised accounting accreditation believing that this may not add to the present 

brand value attained by AACSB’s business accreditation.   

Fourthly, to facilitate a comparative discussion between Australian and North 

American accounting schools given North American schools generally hold no formal 

accounting accreditation. Moreover, this comparison is important as there are few 

comparative studies available in accounting accreditation.  

Fifthly, the study examines whether a professional discipline like accounting should 

places more importance on professional accounting accreditation or if there should be 

a focus on a North American accreditation such as AACSB.  This raises a number of 

questions, for example, employability issues, development of relevant accounting 

skills, and salaries offered to graduates. 

For the purpose of this research, business schools are identified in one of two 

categories: business schools accredited by the AACSB, or non-accredited business 

schools (Yunker 1998). The categorisation and distinction adopted within this study is 

based on AACSB accreditation and EPRMs. The QA approaches referred to are those 

which have been adopted by business schools across Australia. A distinction such as 

this is necessary in order to explore similarities and differences between the groups. 
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For example, the opportunities and benefits which would facilitate an understanding 

of the motivations to adopt different QA approaches. 

 In this study, the researcher is exploring the attitude of academics within accounting 

schools to AACSB accreditation and other approaches to QA and AoL issue. The term 

‘business school’ has been adopted throughout this thesis as in Australia Universities 

have generally sought the general management accreditation rather than the specific 

accounting accreditation. In a number of specific discussions, the term ‘accounting 

school’ has been adopted.  This study specifically accesses the views of staff in 

accounting schools in relation to this more general accreditation. Adopting this 

approach may yield different results to that which might be found from academics in 

the broader management field given that accounting departments within business 

schools are professionally accredited with accounting bodies. Furthermore, QA 

approaches are divided into two broad categories: international accreditation or 

external peer reviews. The AACSB accreditation belongs to the former, while models 

such as the Quality Verification System (QVS), External Calibration and Assurance 

(ECA) and IIR belong to the latter. 

Communication skills in accounting graduates are considered pivotal, not only for the’ 

accounting profession but also for employability in Australia (O’Connell et al. 2015; 

Guillemin et al. 2018). In addition, the reasons for referring to communication skills 

as a TLO is attributed to the study conducted by Hancock et al. (2009) where 

employers’ dissatisfaction from accounting graduates particularly related to their 

communication skills and critical application was identified and no substantial 

evidence was available to oppose their concern (Watty et al. 2013). Finally, lack of 

communication skill in accounting graduates is one of the most frequently cited 

concerns raised by employers (Hancock et al. 2009; Cappelletto 2010; De Lange & 

Watty 2011; Watty et al. 2013; Yap, Ryan & Yong 2014). This issue has resulted in 

difficulties in recruiting suitable accounting graduates, particularly international 

graduates (Cappelletto 2010; Blackmore et al. 2014; Graduate Careers Australia 

2014). 

Accounting Learning Standards have been endorsed by the Deans of Business in 

Australia. One of these learning standards has been ‘Communication Skills’.  The 

ability to communicate is both important in the reporting of financial information, and 

in reporting ‘judgements’ on the quality of that information which has been 
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reported.  In a strict financial sense this implies that with reasonable assurance 

appropriate application of accounting standards and compliance requirements have 

been met.  If we add non-financial information, by and large the reporting of which is 

largely of a voluntary nature, this also needs to be communicated in an appropriate 

manner, and in such a way that the reader would find ‘with reasonable assurance’ that 

the information reflects the position of the entity.  As a result, assurance is important, 

and it is important that this be communicated to interested parties in a manner which 

will enhance their decision-making ability. 

In this study, communication skills have been discussed to identify whether QA 

approaches are able to assure the attainment of TLO in AACSB accredited and non-

AACSB accredited business schools (see Sections 7.5 and 8.5). This discussion will 

also help understanding of the practices and perhaps one of the measures of the 

effectiveness of QA approaches adopted at both types of schools thus complementing 

research question-2 (see Table 7.1.3 and 8.1.3). 

1.3 Problem Statement 

The first problem relates to the need for meaningful understanding of behaviour from 

the perspective of Australian business schools seeking to adopt and adopting AACSB 

accreditation. Such an understanding is absent in the literature Moreover, this 

accreditation does not fulfil the TEQSA’s latest regulatory requirements and 

accredited schools will need to adopt other QA approaches while maintaining or 

seeking AACSB accreditation. The literature does not provide insight into the 

motivations for adopting AACSB accreditation or the differences in motivation 

between AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools towards adopting 

particular QA approaches. 

With AACSB accreditation and recent EPRMs as QA approaches, accounting schools 

face a dilemma in the adoption of either or both to suit their intents, strategy and 

objectives. The second problem relates to how to eliminate the difficulty in decision-

making to adopt a QA approach by accounting schools to comply with the changes in 

the HESF 2015. Of concern is the lack of evidence of how effective the various QA 

approaches are in assuring learning. This thesis explores how Australian business 

schools are approaching assuring learning utilising various QA approaches.  
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1.4 Research Justification and Knowledge Gap 

This thesis explores the motivation to adopt QA approaches and the perceived 

effectiveness of QA approaches versus the current regulatory framework. There is a 

substantial literature on why business schools seek and acquire AACSB accreditation. 

However, there is little research in the context of Australian business schools (see 

Whittenburg et al. 2006; Sciglimpaglia et al. 2007; Lightbody 2010; Freeman & Evans 

2016). These studies shed some light on the cost, benefit and impact of AACSB 

accreditation and the motives for pursuing it. This is an under-researched area in light 

of the changing regulatory framework and interest in AACSB accreditation. This thesis 

provides insights into the increasing number of schools seeking and gaining AACSB 

accreditation, particularly in light of changes in HESF 2015. 

Discussion of external assurance of quality is not new to the Australian HES. It began 

with the Bradley Review in 2007. More recently, the TEQSA consulted with 

universities and other key stakeholders to formulate policy and enacted the HESF 2015 

which mandates external peer reviews. Since academics were aware of this ongoing 

discussion, they initiated a range of research projects funded by the federal 

government. These projects gave birth to a number of EPRMs such as QVS, IIR and 

ECA. These approaches assist in proactively responding to expected changes to 

regulatory norms (Group of Eight 2014; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016) and the 

regulatory environment (Krause et al. 2014), and establish comparability in assessment 

and outcomes and processes for producing evidence of student achievement of 

academic standards (Bedford et al. 2016; Sefcik et al. 2018) and TLOs (Hay et al. 

2010; Freeman & Hancock 2011; Krause et al. 2014; Hancock et al. 2015). This thesis 

seeks to fill gaps in the literature by considering the motivations of Australian 

accounting schools to seek or adopt a particular QA approach for assuring learning. 

This thesis identifies the perceived measures of effectiveness in EPRMs. In the 

Australian business education context, there is a need for the development of the final 

stage of the AoL process—closing the loop (CTL) process for assuring learning 

(Taylor et al. 2009; Kinash et al. 2012)—and evidence of quality and achievement of 

predetermined TLOs that assure that quality (Watty et al. 2013, 2014). Watty et al. 

(2013) suggested evidence could include benchmarking standards, use of external 

examiners to review the curriculum, LOs and assessments to ensure that students have 

achieved the intended LOs and acquired the desired graduate attributes. 
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In the field of QA in the Australian HES, Shah (2011, 2013) studied the effectiveness 

of external quality audits by the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA), but 

did not consider QA approaches adopted by Australian universities. There is an 

opportunity to explore the effectiveness of QA approaches—EPRMs and AACSB 

accreditations—in assuring quality in teaching and learning practices in the Australian 

HES. Recent studies have been undertaken to develop a novel QA approach or 

innovate an existing QA model for better results for AoL. Krause et al. (2012) 

recommended an appraisal of the relative strengths and practicability of existing peer-

review models and their focus on assessment artefacts (for example, sample of students 

work). In the Australian context, Booth et al. (2015), Bedford et al. (2016) and Sefcik 

et al. (2018) have suggested various criteria for good practices in EPRMs and 

processes, but none clearly identified the measures of effectiveness. Related studies in 

the United Kingdom (UK) by Rust et al. (2015) shed some light on safeguarding 

academic standards, which resonated in the Australian research noted above. Thus, 

there is limited research in this area. At present, there is little understanding of what 

might be considered effective QA approaches to assure learning from the perspective 

of academics. Therefore, there is a need to study this. Additionally, the enactment of 

HESF 2015 means that HEIs cannot satisfy the TEQSA’s external referencing norm 

to assure learning through previously adopted QA approaches or AACSB 

accreditation. Given that the AACSB’s mandates and mechanism in its benchmarking 

tool (DataDirect) to undertake external referencing do not satisfy the HESF 2015’s 

requirements, it is interesting to see how AACSB-accredited schools will meet the new 

norms and regulations.  

1.5 Research Aims, Objectives and Questions 

While advancing research in QA in Australian accounting schools, this thesis aims to 

investigate the decision-making and behaviour of accounting schools within the 

AACSB and non-AACSB accredited business schools in adopting a QA approach. 

This is particularly interesting and pertinent in light of the regulatory changes in the 

HESF 2015 and the TEQSA’s efforts to advance evidence based AoL. More 

specifically, the exploratory study will test the differences in motivation on various 

dimensions, for example, opportunities offered by a QA approach and 

expected/realised outcomes of adopting a QA approach by school of accounting within 

the AACSB and non-AACSB accredited school. This thesis reviews the advantages, 

disadvantages and feasibility of current QA approaches for assuring leaning to meet 
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the new regulatory norms. In doing so, the perceived measures of effectiveness of 

EPRMs are identified. To achieve these research aims, the following research 

objectives were formulated: 

1) To investigate the reasons for Australian accounting schools selecting QA 

approaches 

2) To establish the perceived measures of effectiveness for EPRMs in the 

Australian HES. 

This thesis answers the following research questions: 

1) Why do business schools choose a particular QA approach for AoL? (RQ-1) 

2) What are the perceived measures of effectiveness in EPRMs in the Australian 

HES? (RQ-2) 

1.6 Research Significance 

QA approaches may differ in several ways including attainment of strategic intents 

and/or objectives of the school; monetary and non-monetary resource requirements; 

functions and features; offering different opportunities, enhancements and outcomes 

(for example, impact on employability, supporting continuous improvement in 

teaching and learning, successfully complying with HES regulation and school 

marketability). Therefore, it is important to know the motivations of accounting 

schools in choosing a QA approach as this will assist them in making an informed 

choice and developing realistic expectations of any QA approach from a range of QA 

approaches. Failure to understand these motivations may lead to selection of an ill-

suited QA approach, which can result in adversely effects in a wide range of 

areas/practices in accounting schools (for example, risk to quality of accounting 

programs, revenue generation, sustainability of QA efforts, stakeholder engagement 

and compliance with TEQSA regulations). In addition, the comparative analysis of 

motivation to adopt a QA approach between the AACSB and non-AACSB accredited 

schools will be helpful for the management/strategic leadership of both school types, 

particularly for successful adoption and implementation of QA approach(es) that align 

with their strategic intents.  This analysis can also be utilised to explore the possibilities 

for harmonisation of QA approaches with accrediting bodies and their accreditation 

standards such as the AACSB and TEQSA’. For example, AACSB’s benchmarking 

tool does not meet the guidelines of external referencing presented in Domain 5 of 
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HESF. Harmonisation between HESF and AACSB’s accreditation would be useful, 

for example, in meeting the needs of employers and generating new insights for 

Australian accounting schools. It is also important to investigate the perceived 

measures of effectiveness of EPRMs. The adoption of a QA approach by accounting 

schools for external referencing without any information on its effectiveness as 

perceived by participants may undermine the intended outcomes (for example, a lack 

of academics’ engagement in the process) defeating the purpose of external 

referencing. For example, adopting an EPRM with the features of anonymity of 

external peer reviewer, calibration of learning standards and assuring credibility of 

external peer reviewers could be perceived as effective and/or suiting the respective 

school’s needs to assure learning, comply with the HESF 2015 and promote 

continuous improvement. The above forms the scope of this thesis. This scope is 

limited to Australian accounting schools who may face challenges in decision making 

and implementing EPR Models for external referencing. 

Identifying the perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs and compatibility of 

accounting school’s QA approaches with institutional QA (as per the HESF 2015, 

Section 5.3) will assist schools’ leadership. This may include, for example, enabling 

preparation for external referencing, identifying the impact of QA approaches on 

graduate employability, school transparency and accountability to stakeholders for 

attaining LOs, and managing changes in leadership and workplace policies. 

Different QA approaches have different challenges in their implementation. For 

example, O’Connell et al. (2015), while experimenting with ECA (a QA approach for 

assuring learning) with Australian business schools, identified politics as one of three 

potential challenges for its implementation. However, this study lacked empirical 

evidence. McInnis (1998), Vidovich and Currie (1998), Newton (2000, 2002) and 

Morley (2003) studied the hostility of academics towards QA processes, which 

included varied understanding of quality, concerns about the effectiveness of QA and 

distribution and exercise of power and challenges perceived potentially applicable to 

Australian business schools. This exploratory study will also seek to identify the 

challenges and offer insights as to how accounting schools might approach the 

identified challenges associated with implementing the EPR. 
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1.7 Research Approach 

While most research in educational QA has been either qualitative or quantitative, this 

thesis is underpinned by a mixed method research methodology. Mixed method 

research was found to be the most appropriate method for this exploratory study due 

to this research’s bottom-up approach where the two research questions (RQ 1 and 2) 

are driving and demanding the integration of survey and interview (Newman et al. 

2003; Tashakkori 2006). In responding to RQ 1 and 2, survey and interview data are 

integrated to enrich the discussion and achieve deeper insights. The integration of a 

survey and interviews (as required to answer RQ-1 and RQ-2) assists in developing 

multiple perspectives and a complete understanding (Creswell & Clark 2007; Creswell 

et al. 2011) of the measures of effectiveness of QA approaches to assure learning and 

the basis of selecting a QA approach. The research was undertaken in two phases. In 

the first phase, online surveys were administered to accounting schools within business 

schools in 37 Australian universities offering accounting programs. In the second 

phase, interviews were conducted at eight accounting schools (three AACSB-

accredited schools and five non-AACSB-accredited schools) as these were the number 

of academics who accepted the invitation to participate in the research study. An equal 

number of interviews were conducted with academics in both school types.  

1.8 Research Contribution 

This exploratory study contributes to the literature by exploring the decision of 

accounting schools within Australia’s HES to seek (or not seek) AACSB accreditation. 

There would appear to be quite limited literature from an Australian (Business) 

perspective in this area, and to assist in understanding the motivation to adopt an 

external peer-review model by schools of accounting in Australia which can be 

attributed to the recent adoption of EPR models by Australian Universities and changes 

made in higher education regulations (HESF 2015) as a result of recommendation by 

TEQSA. This exploratory study adds to the growing body of literature on 

understanding the increasing number of schools seeking AACSB accreditation and 

external peer-review. Two other anticipated contributions of this exploratory study 

relevant to the practices of Australian accounting schools are as follows. First, 

fostering and promoting evidence-based quality culture in the practice of closing the 

loop in assurance of learning. Second, dissemination or knowledge sharing through 

publication on the applicability of EPRMs reinforcing the need for capacity building 
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and networking among the community of practice and assisting in further advancing 

best practice in external refencing (for example, strategic partnership and collaboration 

between accounting schools, following up with recommendations from external peer 

review, calibration of learning standards, selection of external peers and pilot testing). 

Further, there is very limited literature on constituents’ perceptions of the effectiveness 

of EPRMs. This thesis makes a substantial contribution to this area of understanding. 

Finally, this thesis makes a significant contribution to the literature on external QA 

and will inform about capabilities of the AACSB standards to meet the institutional 

QA requirements of the Australian HES. 

1.9 Thesis Structure 

This thesis comprises 10 chapters. Chapter 1 has outlined the thesis’s background; 

relevance; contribution; and research aims, objectives and questions. Chapter 2 

provides an overview of QA concepts and the regulatory environment of the Australian 

HES and related concepts (for example, AoL and TLOs). 

Chapter 3 reviews and examines the literature, laying the foundations for this 

exploratory study. The first part of the literature review focuses on the motivations for 

seeking AACSB accreditation and/or adopting AACSB standards. The second part of 

the literature review emphasises drivers of initiatives to experiment with various 

EPRMs. 

Chapter 4 discusses the theoretical basis of this exploratory study. It maps the systems 

theory of financial accounting underpinning and explaining the behaviour and actions 

of schools of accounting within the AACSB and non-AACSB accredited schools. 

Chapter 5 outlines and justifies this study’s methodology and data collection methods. 

This chapter elaborates on sample selection, pilot testing, administration of data 

collection proposed data analysis methods, reliability and validity measures for 

surveys and interviews.  

Chapter 6 presents the quantitative analysis of surveys. The results noted in this chapter 

directly relate to RQ-1 and provide support for RQ-2. The outcomes of detailed 

descriptive and inferential statistical treatment of the data using SPSS are reported in 

this chapter to reveal the differences between the two school types. Chapters 7 and 8 

discuss the qualitative analysis of interviews and their ramifications for the two school 

types. Chapter 9 integrates the qualitative and quantitative results from Chapters 6–8 
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to present the overall results of the study. Chapter 10 summarises the study, its key 

results, contribution to the literature, implications and limitations. Potential future 

research directions are also discussed. At the end of the thesis, appendices are attached 

to help the reader to refer to important information for example survey and interview 

questions. 

1.10 Summary 

This chapter opened with this researcher’s reflection on their previous work experience 

that directly prompted this research. The context and background of this research was 

presented to position it within the broader academic environment. Gaps in the literature 

and our understanding were outlined (elaborated on in Chapters 2 and 3), providing 

the foundation for the research aim, objectives and questions, as well as the 

justification for and contribution of this research. This thesis’s structure was also 

outlined. The next chapter explores the concept of QA and the regulatory environment 

of the Australian HES. 
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Chapter 2: Overview of the Higher Education Quality 

Assurance and Regulatory Environment 

2.1 Overview 

This chapter discusses the concepts of quality and QA including its evolution and 

development in the Australian HES. A brief review of the Australian HES regulatory 

environment is undertaken. The evolution and role of the TEQSA, Australian 

Qualifications Framework (AQF) and mechanism of institutional QA through the 

HESF 2015 and TLOs are discussed to understand the regulatory body and its norms 

to promote quality in education. AoL and its relationship with QA and changes in the 

regulatory environment in the Australian HES are also discussed. 

2.2 Quality in Higher Education 

In the 1980s, the concept of quality migrated from industrial and commercial settings 

to the HES (Newton 2002) and has since been variously defined. There is little 

consensus over the definition of quality and, thus, it is a contested concept (Barnett 

1992; Pillay & Kimber 2009) that depends on the differing views of stakeholders. 

Therefore, providing any single definition of quality is a significant challenge 

(Schindler et al. 2015). The following discussion explores the definition and idea of 

quality in the context of higher education. 

‘Quality’ can be classified as an exception, perfection or consistent fitness for purpose, 

value for money and transformative that is enhancing and empowering (Harvey & 

Green 1993). However, Watty (2003) disputed the dimension of quality as ‘perfection’ 

and suggested removing this given that higher education does not aim to produce 

defect-free graduates. Lomas (2002) supported the contention that fitness for purpose 

and transformation are the two most appropriate elements of quality from Harvey and 

Green (1993) definition. Mishra (2007) considered quality as contextual, meaning 

different things to different stakeholders and/or users and conceptualised differently in 

different moments by the same person (Harvey & Green 1993) or between different 

national contexts (Brennan 2018), thus making the concept relative. Watty et al. (2014, 

p. 463) stated that ‘quality refers to subjects that are aligned to overall 

programme/course objectives, where learning outcomes are aligned to threshold 
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learning standards that are linked to learning activities and assessment that are reliable 

and valid’. 

In the context of the Australian HES, this exploratory study defines ‘quality’ as ‘fitness 

for the purpose’, building on previous studies’ definition of quality as fitness of a 

product or service to meet a stated purpose, mission, standard or requirement (Harvey 

& Green 1993; Harvey & Knight 1996; Cheong Cheng & Ming Tam 1997). This 

definition concurs with AUQA’s definition of quality (Shah 2011). ‘Fitness for 

purpose’ means that an organisation has procedures in place that are appropriate for 

the specified purposes and that there is evidence to show that these procedures are in 

fact achieving these specified purposes including assuring student achievement of their 

goals. In this thesis, following Watty et al. (2013), the purpose is the achievement of 

agreed standards; thus, quality will be determined by reference to the attainment or 

otherwise of those standards (Coates 2010). A core contributor to quality within 

teaching standards is AoL in which quality rests on the implementation of the process 

that demonstrates outcomes on a predetermined set of standards (Brink 2010). 

Lakomski and Stephen (1998) identified that quality has become more critical due to 

growing competition between universities and the need to attract talented students. 

Given the increasing competition among HEIs worldwide, Gioia and Corley (2002) 

and Trank and Rynes (2003) argued that signalling quality has become more important 

than demonstrating quality. 

2.3 Quality Assurance in Higher Education: International and 

Australian Perspectives 

Broadly speaking, the term ‘quality assurance’ refers to attention given to quality in 

maintaining and improving the matter of concern in a systematic, structured and 

continuous manner (Vroeijenstijn 1995). In higher education, QA is a planned and 

systematic review, implementation and monitoring of policies, procedure and action 

necessary to ensure acceptable standard of education are being maintained and 

enhanced internally by institutions and/or externally by accrediting agencies 

(Woodhouse 1998, 1999; Borahan & Ziarati 2002; Woodhouse 2004; Schindler et al. 

2015). Such an approach to QA assists in instilling stakeholders’ confidence about the 

management of quality and outcomes (Harman & Meek 2000). In regard to internal 

maintenance and enhancement of quality, Frazer (1992) held that everyone in an 

organisation is responsible for assuring quality. He further emphasised that taking 
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responsibility helps to develop a sense of ownership of the QA process, encouraging 

wider staff participation in and engagement with QA policies and practices. 

Vidovich (2002, p. 391) described QA as ‘a suite of accountability mechanism’, which 

translates to HEIs being answerable to government agencies for the outcomes of the 

actions taken to assure quality. Accountability can also be understood as the legitimate 

expectations of the stakeholders, for example, government bodies, employers, 

accreditation bodies and the wider community or public, who have a right to 

understand HEIs internal workings (Srikanthan & Dalrymple 2004; Kis 2005; Singh 

2010; Nicholson 2011). Further, accountability has been referred to as an attribute of 

QA that is monitored by a regulatory authority (Pillay & Kimber 2009). From an 

accountability perspective, QA is a common approach in the UK and is widely used 

as a vehicle for improvements within European HEIs (Kis 2005). 

The TEQSA (2015a, p. 1) defines QA as 

“a demonstration or verification that the desired level of quality of an 

academic activity (including teaching and learning) has been attained or 

sustained or is highly likely to be attained or sustained … The mechanisms 

(systems, processes, activities) employed to verify such attainments are 

typically known as quality assurance systems, quality systems or even just 

quality assurance”. 

In HESF 2015, the TEQSA referred to academic QA as ‘institutional quality 

assurance’ for which the Higher Education Standards Panel prescribed two essential 

prerequisites. First, the HEI is required to clearly define the quality that is being sought 

(for example, learning outcomes-knowledge and skills acquired, including lifelong 

learning skills). Second, the quantitative measures or qualitative judgements of 

attainment of the first prerequisite by someone or some process able to undertake this. 

Many types of QA are being used in the HES, but continuous improvement is an 

integral part of any QA. Continuous improvement 

“is typically based on an on-going reflective feedback cycle involving 

monitoring, review and consequent evidence-based improvements both of 

courses and of major controls on academic quality such as assessment 

policies and procedures” (TEQSA 2015a, p. 1). 

This thesis uses this definition. 

In practice, QA is another term for external reviews that provide external, third-party 

insights and recommendations for improvement (Ryan 2015; Williams 2016). In 
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Australia, quality has been assured using both internal processes in the form of self-

review and use of the external peer review including accreditation through professional 

bodies (Brennan & Shah 2000). Harvey and Knight (1996); Bogue (1998) equated QA 

with external quality monitoring that covers mandatory and voluntary accreditation. In 

business education, this accreditation is from international agencies (for example, the 

AACSB, European Foundation for Management Development and Association of 

MBAs (AMBA)) that can validate institutions’ QA of their internal activities. 

Independent of any national government or body, accrediting agencies carry out 

accreditation, audit and assessment for HEIs in any country (Woodhouse 1998). This 

has been called the ‘internationalisation of quality assurance’ (Van der Wende 1999). 

Accordingly, QA and accreditation are synonymous in certain regions of the world 

(Schindler et al. 2015). 

Various QA systems are available to the HES including audits by government quality 

agencies, external reviewers and external quality monitoring by international 

accreditation agencies. The forms of QA systems are decided firmly by their purposes 

and background (Brennan 2001). ‘A great deal depends on how broadly or narrowly 

one frames the key questions in thinking about purposes’ (Singh 2010, p. 193). 

2.4 Developments in the International and Australian Higher 

Education Sector 

This section presents initiatives and developments in higher education at an 

international and national level and a detailed discussion of various Australian QA 

regimes. 

2.4.1 Quality Assurance in International Higher Education 

 In the UK, teaching quality assessment, subject review and institutional audit of HEIs 

is undertaken by the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) (Cheng 2010). A range of other 

audit-related QA mechanisms are also used to evaluate and assess teaching in England, 

including the external examiner system (Silver, Stennett & Williams 1995); reviews 

by professional, statutory and regulatory bodies; and the National Student Survey. The 

external examiner system is the most notable and fulfils QA expectations such as 

checking on assessment processes, sharing good practice and development of 

academic staff. The abovementioned mechanisms work to evaluate the strength of QA 

mechanisms developed within HEIs (Cheng 2010). 
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In New Zealand, the Academic Quality Agency and Ako Aotearoa are involved in 

programme benchmarking for educational QA. However, there is little evidence that 

either have been successful in safeguarding academic standards (Booth & Read 2016). 

Academic standards can be defined as a ‘definite degree of academic achievement 

established by authority, custom, or consensus and used as a fixed reference point for 

reporting a student’s level of attainment’ (Sadler 2012, p. 13). 

There are three reasons for the growing interest in demonstrating evidence of QA. 

First, the demand by stakeholders for proof of the positive effect of QA practices in 

tertiary education (that is what works and what does not). Second, the 

professionalisation of QA via the development of QA agencies (for example, 

AACSB). Third, the pressure from policymakers (Stensaker 2007; Westerheijden, 

Stensaker & Rosa 2007; Beerkens 2018). In the last 20 years, the global focus on 

accountability for quality and learning standards in the HES has increased, 

necessitating educational institutions to provide evidence of their attainment of 

standards that assure quality. In the Australian context, this has resulted from changes 

in government funding, competition for international students, accountability for 

quality education (Kember & McKay 1996) and increased attention from the 

Australian Government acting on the Bradley Review. This national review 

recommended the need for a robust regulatory framework for the HES and particularly 

in relation to monitoring quality and learning standards, thus holding HEIs more 

accountable. The impetus to drive QA has also come from increased global 

competition, accountability for education expenditure and value for money, 

globalisation of higher education, the ever-increasing number of HEIs, rapid growth 

of online programs and deregulation of fees—all have created demand for 

comparability of courses across the sector (Watty et al. 2014; Booth & Read 2016). 

The assurance of achievement of LOs and their comparability across HEIs can 

attributed to increased international competition which is reflected in a range of 

initiatives and changed policies, for example, the Tuning project which involved 

Europe, South and North America, Africa and Russia (Krause et al. 2014). This project 

focused on the alignment of qualification frameworks and disciplinary standards and 

assuring and comparing student outcomes (Bradley et al. 2008). The justification being 

that as entering higher education becomes easier, ‘more energy must be invested in 

ensuring that sufficient learning has been achieved to warrant the award of a 

qualification’ (Coates & Mahat 2014, p. 15). 
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2.4.2 Quality Assurance Regimes in Australian Higher Education 

In the 1980s, universities began to take were taking responsibility for QA processes 

and systems which indicates the motivation and significance of QA within and across 

the Higher Education Sector (HES). Although major discipline reviews were 

undertaken, there was an absence of any mechanism to ensure that the 

recommendations made for the discipline were implemented. Then–Minister for 

Education Peter Baldwin issued a policy statement announcing various measures to 

enhance the quality of higher education teaching and research and address the 

weakness of a discipline review approach to QA (Baldwin 1991). The weakness being 

inconsistency in discipline reviews across institutions (Shah, Wilson & Nair 2010). 

In 1992, the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee proposed a wide array of quality 

management mechanisms (Baldwin 1991). These recommendations comprised a set 

of procedures for new course proposals and reviews, programs of staff appraisal and 

development, student evaluation of teaching, and peer-review processes (AVCC 

1992). However, self-assessment remained a bedrock for the demonstration of quality 

in Australian universities. From 1993–1995, the Wilson Committee made 

recommendations to the government for allocating QA and enhancement grants on the 

basis of a review of QA practices and outcomes of public universities (Anderson, 

Johnson & Milligan 2000). Notably, the AQF was established during this period to 

form the basis of awards offered in the HES including Australian vocational education 

and training institutions (Vidovich 2001). It was during this period that whole-of-

institution audits were performed under the auspices of the QA program to enhance 

awareness for internal QA (Shah, Wilson & Nair 2010). 

In 1998, the structure to integrate quality improvements into annual educational 

profiles was developed by the Higher Education Council and universities. This 

structure required HEIs to provide plans for QA and improvement which were to be 

published by the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs on a yearly 

basis. A body was established by the Australian Government in 2000 as a part of QA 

and many new policies and laws were enacted such as a QA framework, the Education 

Services for Overseas Students Act 2000 (ESOS Act) and AUQA (Shah 2011). An 

initiative called Backing Australia’s Future was undertaken by the Liberal 

Government to review higher education. As a result of this review, performance-based 

funding for learning and teaching came into effect. From 2003–2004, the government 
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introduced the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching, now the Australian 

Learning and Teaching Council, to enhance the quality of education (Shah, Wilson & 

Nair 2010). 

In addition to making several changes to national protocols for higher education 

approval processes, the Labor Government, from 2006–2007, considerably revised the 

national code of practice for registration authorities and providers of education and 

training to overseas students. The aim was to provide more clarity and flexibility to 

institutions and protect the interests of international students (Shah, Wilson & Nair 

2010). Another milestone in the education sector was launching a major review of 

higher education, the Bradley Review. This sector-wide review focused on funding, 

provision of higher education to various equity groups, collaboration between 

vocational and HEIs, student experience, research and QA. The Bradley Review lead 

to reform of the ESOS Act and AQF in 2009. Although the report was made public in 

2008, its recommendations regarding a standards-based QA framework were not 

implemented until 2009. Aside from strongly recommending that universities must 

focus on enhancing their capacity to demonstrate quality outcomes and appropriate 

standards in higher education, the Bradley Review also emphasised the need to 

perform quality audits, performance evaluation and benchmarking. Among the most 

important recommendations was to form a new national regulator for accreditation of 

courses for all HEIs (Shah 2011; Shah, Nair & Wilson 2011). 

Based on the Bradley Review’s recommendation, the TEQSA was formed in 2011. 

TEQSA was given the responsibility to improve the overall quality of the HES. 

Registration and performance evaluation of HEIs against the HESF became the 

TEQSA’s main responsibility (Shah 2011). The regulatory framework placed renewed 

emphasis on student outcomes and the quality of student experience. For continuous 

improvement and reformation, the TEQSA in consultation with the HES published 

material change notifications with an eye to reducing the regulatory burden on HEIs 

so that their processes remained effective for maintaining quality in the HES (TEQSA 

2013). Reporting requirements, duplication of requirements across regulatory bodies, 

time taken to make regulatory decisions and ensuring that regulatory assessments take 

a risk-based and proportionate approach were some of the key areas addressed in 

material change notifications (Shah, Wilson & Nair 2010). 
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From 2014–2015, the TEQSA replaced the Regulatory Risk Framework with the Risk 

Assessment Framework to form the basis for a risk-based approach to assuring higher 

education standards. This framework strengthened the protection of students’ interests, 

secured the HES’s reputation, reduced evidence and reporting requirements, and 

facilitated the engagement of TEQSA case managers and HEIs in early discussion of 

emergent quality issues prior to assessment. Such engagement is intended to encourage 

the TEQSA to share information about potential risks and good practices to HEIs 

(TEQSA 2016c). 

With the introduction of HESF 2015 for enhancing and improving academic quality 

through evidence-based QA systems, a critical issue for HEIs is how to demonstrate 

evidence-based compliance with the standards, in particular the mandate for HEIs to 

undertake an external peer review for monitoring, reviewing and improving 

institutional QA (Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). At present, Australian higher 

education has four models of peer review of assessment: the QVS, Academic 

Calibration Process (ACP), Achievement Matters and Interuniversity Moderation of 

Coursework Project (Booth & Read 2016). 

2.5 Australian Higher Education Regulatory Environment 

The AQF and TEQSA are two pillars of the Australian HES regulatory environment. 

The former informs the guidelines for the award of qualifications by crafting skill 

requirements at various education levels, and the latter is responsible for 

policymaking, regulating and monitoring HEIs. The AQF and TEQSA are discussed 

below to facilitate a deeper understanding of their roles. 

To understand the AQF, it is imperative to explore the graduate attributes. In Australia, 

graduate attributes are framed by the AQF (French et al. 2012). ‘Graduate attributes’ 

refer to transferable, generic or core learning skills determined by institutions that are 

bound to appear wherever there is an investigation of student outcomes in higher 

education settings regardless of the field of study (Spencer, Riddle & Knewstubb 

2012). Barrie et al. (2009, p. 1) defined graduate attributes as ‘descriptions of the core 

abilities and values a university community agrees all its graduates should develop as 

a result of successfully completing their university studies’. The development of 

graduate attributes for example, life-long learning (independent and critical thinking) 

and generic and transferable or ‘soft’ skills) emerged from the importance attached to 

the employability of graduates, increased student mobility, building confidence in 
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Australian qualifications and further education. For the accounting profession, 

communication skills have been identified as one of the most commonly used and 

desired attributes (Hassall et al. 2005; Kavanagh & Drennan 2008; Oliver & Jorre de 

St Jorre 2018). These skills are in addition to the TLOs, ‘expected to be acquired as a 

learning outcome for the specified course’ (Freeman et al. 2008; AQF 2011; Oliver 

2011, 2015; Oliver & Jorre de St Jorre 2018). 

2.5.1 Qualifications Frameworks: The United Kingdom and Australian System 

Qualifications frameworks have been developed and refined for an outcomes-based 

focus across the globe. Feeling the need to assure quality for comparability among 

HEIs, there are widespread and ongoing QA initiatives in the UK (Subject 

Benchmark), Europe (European Qualification Framework), Australia (AQF) and the 

United States (US) (Degree Qualification Profile) (Booth et al. 2015) to safeguard 

academic awards and regulate the quality of systems (Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer & 

Price 2015). A number of countries including Australia and Ireland have adopted a 

qualifications framework as a result of the changing landscape of higher education 

(Young 2003). 

The global recognition of academic degrees for attracting international students and 

job placements across the world was the initial rationale for the development of 

qualifications framework in various parts of the world. Qualifications frameworks also 

facilitated potential reference points for external QA practices by providing descriptors 

of LOs against different levels of academic degrees (McInnis 2005). Qualifications 

frameworks strengthened internal university processes for new course approvals and 

academic QA and encouraged a focus on student LOs, rather than course content (Dill 

2007). 

The AQF is a single and comprehensive national policy for the purpose of regulating 

education and training at various levels in Australia. It was introduced in 1995 with a 

view to underpinning the national system of qualifications encompassing higher 

education, vocational education and schools including accreditation authorities. 

Commonwealth, state and territory governments, all key stakeholders in education, not 

only share responsibility, but also collectively own the AQF. Other important 

stakeholders include industry, professional associations, licensing authorities, unions 

and students. The AQF was revised in 2011 to enable national and international 

portability and comparability of qualifications and skills to enable student mobility 
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between the education sector and labour market. LOs remain relevant to building 

confidence in the qualifications attained by students (AQF 2013). 

The AQF underpins the Australian regulatory and QA arrangements for education and 

training by education providers. There are 10 levels defined by criteria communicated 

as LOs. LOs are constructed by the AQF in the form of taxonomies conveyed in terms 

of dimensions of depth, breadth, kinds and complexity of knowledge, skills and 

application of knowledge and skills. In the AQF, these levels differ in relative 

complexity and depth of achievement, with Level 1 (Certificate I) having the lowest 

complexity and Level 10 (doctoral degree) having the highest. A Master’s degree 

(coursework) corresponds to the AQF’s Level 9 and is described as follows: 

“The purpose of the Master’s degree (coursework) is to qualify individuals 

who apply an advanced body of knowledge in a range of contexts for 

professional practice and a pathway for further learning” (AQF 2013, p. 59). 

The development of the AQF demonstrates the significance of the assurance of 

standards in the Australian HES (Hancock et al. 2015). 

2.5.2 The Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency 

The massive expansion of higher education systems has brought greater differentiation 

and regulatory control over HEIs and raised the importance of quality to key 

stakeholders (funders and users). This resulted in the establishment of national 

agencies (Brennan 2018) such as the TEQSA. The TEQSA Act 2011 was passed 

following the recommendations of the Bradley Review (Bradley et al. 2008) to 

establish an independent statutory authority. This body was established with the aim 

of bringing accountability and transparency across the Australian HES to complement 

and support the rapidly expanding and demand-driven sector (Freeman & Hancock 

2011). 

The TEQSA falls within the Industry and Innovation portfolio of the Commonwealth 

Government. The TEQSA’s establishment was a reflection of the government’s 

commitment towards making the Australian Higher Education sector competitive 

internationally. This was done through development of a standards-based quality 

framework for the higher education sector in order to assure robust QA and regulation 

of higher education for a sustainable and diverse Australian education system. It sits 

within the large, diverse and complex education sector to ensure that both private and 
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public HEIs (including overseas branches) meet the minimum standards and promotes 

best practice for improving the quality of the HES. The TEQSA covers qualifications 

from undergraduate to postgraduate awards (TEQSA 2016a). One of the primary roles 

of the TEQSA is to register, assess and evaluate the performance of HEIs against the 

set framework, the HESF, and its established threshold standards. Passing compliance 

assessment and quality assessments are necessary for registration as a HEI. 

The TEQSA oversees all HEIs including public universities with the authority to self-

accredit and institutions with no such authority. The TEQSA has its own case 

managers who determine the extent to which a HEI should be monitored for their 

accountability using a risk assessment framework. Historical performance and track 

record are taken into account, but all HEIs are subject to major reviews every seven 

years (Freeman & Evans 2016). Alongside the TEQSA, the Higher Education 

Standards Panel is primarily responsible for the development of the HESF. This 

framework details minimum acceptable requirements for HEIs for their operation, 

registration and re-registration. In 2015, the HESF was revised, with HESF 2015 

taking effect from 1 January 2017. HESF 2015 mandates that all HEIs have policies, 

procedures and systems in place to meet the needs of the standards and makes HEIs 

accountable for providing evidence for assuring learning and acting on any gaps found 

in the review of processes (Booth et al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). 

The HESF comprises five main domains: providers’ standards, qualification standards, 

teaching and learning standards, information standards and research standards. It is 

mandatory for HEIs to meet these threshold standards to enter and remain within 

Australia’s HES as registered HEIs. The TEQSA’s approach has renewed the emphasis 

on student outcomes and the quality of the student experience (TEQSA 2016a). The 

Higher Education Standards Panel is another key arm of the TEQSA which functions 

as an independent advisory and recommendation provider on matters related to the 

HESF. This ensures separation between standard settings and the TEQSA functions of 

monitoring and enforcement in the HES (O’Connell et al. 2015). 

Accounting courses/programmes were required to be compliant with AQF from 

January 2015. This necessitated that HEIs produce evidence that LOs have been 

achieved (Oliver & Jorre de St Jorre 2018) as a basis for the HESF 2015’s QA which 

is an evidence-based continuous improvement approach (Watty et al. 2014). The 

HESF 2015, sections 1.4.3 and 5.3.2 state: 
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“Methods of assessment are consistent with the learning outcomes being 

assessed, are capable of confirming that all specified learning outcomes are 

achieved and that grades awarded reflect the level of student attainment … 

on completion of a course of study, students have demonstrated the learning 

outcomes specified for the course of study, whether assessed at the unit level, 

course level, or in combination” (TEQSA 2015c, p. 4). 

“A comprehensive review includes the design and content of each course of 

study, the expected learning outcomes, the methods for assessment of those 

outcomes, the extent of students’ achievement of learning outcomes, and also 

takes account of emerging developments in the field of education, modes of 

delivery, the changing needs of students and identified risks to the quality of 

the course of study” (TEQSA 2015c, p. 11). 

2.5.3 External Referencing of Standards: Regulation and Practice in Europe 

and Australia 

Emphasis on assuring achievement and comparability of standards across universities 

and countries is now a global phenomenon, but it is not new. The increased pressure 

on HEIs to be more accountable is partially due to global conditions and to safeguard 

the interest of key stakeholders (Dill & Beerkens 2013; Barrie et al. 2014). Over the 

last 20 years, quality in teaching and learning has emerged as a vital strategic issue in 

higher education systems globally (Harvey & Williams 2010; Enders & Westerheijden 

2014). An example is the Bologna Process in Europe which pushed for comparability 

in educational outcomes among European HEIs (van Vught & de Boer 2015; Seyfried 

& Pohlenz 2018) with the aim to increase student and staff mobility (Teichler 2012). 

This compelled HEIs to institute an internal and external QA mechanism (for example, 

program accreditation) (Bollaert 2014). Other examples are the Assessment of Higher 

Education Learning Outcomes in the US and the Tuning project in Europe, South and 

North America, Africa and Russia (Krause et al. 2014). 

Currently, the incorporation of AoL in accreditation standards among agencies is a 

global trend and influenced by the AACSB (Freeman & Evans 2016). This can also be 

seen in the HESF 2015 in its institutional QA domain emphasising external 

referencing. TEQSA (2015a, p. 1) in their guidance define external referencing as 

“another widely accepted feature of quality assurance in higher education. 

This means the provider comparing internal courses and quality controls with 

others within or beyond the institution. ‘Benchmarking’, ‘moderation’ and 

‘peer review’ are common methods of external referencing used for 

particular purposes”. 
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External referencing is a process in which subject matter experts participate as external 

academics and review samples of pieces of assessment representing graduate-level 

course LOs to provide feedback to course leaders on the quality of student work, 

assessment design, practices and achievement or demonstration of LOs for future 

improvement and success at the program level against those from comparable courses 

(Bedford et al. 2016; Sefcik et al. 2018). Establishing this comparability is an aim of 

reputable national and international education providers. 

In demonstrating its achievement, an education provider will need to confirm that 

reviews of courses involved oversight by the institutional academic governance 

processes and external referencing ‘which can include moderation of assessment 

against other programs, benchmarking of student success and course design against 

programs at other providers and feedback from students’ (TEQSA 2015b, p. 22). 

External referencing as a sustainable and effective means of benchmarking within the 

HES has attracted attention nationally and globally (Booth 2013; Bloxham, Hudson, 

den Outer & Price 2015; Barrie et al. 2014). The latest HESF was passed by Federal 

Parliament at the end of 2015 to come into effect on January 1, 2017, which mandated 

the requirement for external referencing of the assessment method and grading of 

students’ achievement of LOs at the unit or course level (Bedford et al. 2016). The 

seeds of external referencing can be observed in HESF 2011, but the HESF 2015 

specifically delineates and mandates it. In the HESF 2015, the TEQSA provided 

guidelines for undertaking external referencing for institutional QA for monitoring, 

reviewing and improving educational outcomes. Guidance notes were also released to 

HEIs. Guidance was given to institutions about who to benchmark against, what to 

measure and the critical importance of comparison of results. It was noted that 

benchmarking requires supportive institutional processes, administrative and 

management support, and adequate resources (TEQSA 2015a). 

 Introduction of the provision for external referencing in the HESF 2015 resulted from 

domestic and global pressure for accountability and practices in assuring the quality 

of university courses (Yorke & Vidovich 2016). External examination in the UK HES 

(through the QAA for higher education and standardised testing; for example, the 

graduate skill assessment test) and in other Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (OECD) countries (Deane & Krause 2013; Rust et al. 2015) also 

resulted from the global push to assure quality. 
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External referencing was introduced in the HESF 2015 primarily to ensure that HEIs 

can produce or deliver, assure and maintain education quality and manage risks to it. 

The HESF 2015 also moves them from a compliance-based approach to a QA 

approach (Sefcik et al. 2018). The benefits of external referencing include 

complementing internal moderation processes, building the confidence of key 

stakeholders in QA processes and academic qualifications (Sadler 2012; Watty et al. 

2014; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016; Sefcik et al. 2018)., shared understanding of 

the standards among disciplinary communities (Sadler 2012), establishment of 

comparability among institutions and development of workplace-ready skills (Scott 

2008), the opportunity to network and collaborate with professionals in the field 

leading to enhancement of course and assessment quality, maintaining the relevance 

and professional standards of programs offered by HEIs, meeting the TEQSA’s 

regulatory norms (under the HESF 2015, Section 5) and enhancement and 

augmentation of internal QA initiatives for overall quality improvement    (Bedford et 

al. 2016). 

2.5.4 Assurance of Learning 

Student grades have been used by universities as a measure and indicator of student 

performance and learning for centuries (Pfeffer & Fong 2002). However, there is a 

reformation wave in tertiary education across the world to focus on concrete student 

LOs and value addition via QA and pedagogical transformation (Cheong Cheng 2003). 

With tertiary institutions in pursuit of better and more reliable measures of student 

learning (Martell & Calderon 2005), it AoL is one of the most frequently discussed 

topics (Altbach, Reisberg & Rumbley 2009; Martell 2009; Smith, Meijer & Kielly-

Coleman 2010). 

AoL can be defined as the ongoing process through which universities can demonstrate 

whether students are achieving the intended program LOs. It systematically gathers 

evidence of student LOs to match performance with expectations and provides 

directions for continuous quality enhancement in curricula and teaching (Martell 

2007b; Pringle & Michel 2007; Sampson & Betters-Reed 2008; Calma & Draper 2010; 

Kelley, Tong & Choi 2010; Lawson et al. 2011; Nash et al. 2016), allowing the 

institution to reflect on collected data to inform improvements in curricula, assessment 

and program design can attribute as credible quality assurance process (French et al. 

2014). Analysing and utilising the information gathered from AoL for improvement 
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purposes is considered as an important component of an AoL process, colloquially 

referred to as ‘closing the loop’ (Harvey et al. 1997). Martell (2007a, p. 192) noted 

that CTL ‘should be the raison d’être for assessing student learning’. Sometimes this 

loop remains unclosed due to improper or inadequate implementation of remedial 

actions (Rosa, Sarrico & Amaral 2012). Since AoL provides both qualitative and 

quantitative indicators of teaching and learning performance (Chalmers 2008), these 

indicators are used to guide the strategic directions, priorities, QA and enhancement 

processes for teaching and learning (AACSB 2007a). 

AoL is a phrase used by the AACSB in their business and accounting accreditation 

standards, but their standards let each institution develop its own AoL system fitted to 

its mission so long as it complies with AACSB standards (Mabin & Marshall 2011). 

The AACSB’s AoL process originated with the establishment of mission-driven 

learning goals and ended with the decisive CTL stage. The process sees the 

development and implementation of curricular interventions and tangible actions to 

improve student learning (AACSB 2012). Middleton and Loveland (2014) stated that 

the AACSB (2013) endorses five steps in the process. In the first step, student learning 

goals and objectives are defined (for example, what will students learn in our program 

and what is the expectation?). In the second step, curricula are aligned with the adopted 

goals for example, how and where will students attain these goals in the program 

curricula?). The third step encompasses identifying instruments and measures to assess 

learning for example, how and when will we know they have achieved the intended 

learning goal and how will students demonstrate the achievement of learning goals?) 

The fourth step calls for collecting, analysing and disseminating assessment 

information for example, how well students have achieved the learning goals? Have 

they met the internal benchmark? Where have they performed well or inadequately?). 

In step five, the assessment information is used for continuous improvement for 

example, what can be learned from student performance if they have not achieved the 

set goals? What interventions could be deployed to address the issues/weaknesses 

surfaced?). 

2.5.4.1 Assurance of Learning and Quality Assurance 

AoL informs QA and, thus, is gaining popularity in tertiary education in the context of 

education evaluation for accountability and continuous improvement (Kinash et al. 

2012). Measuring generic or discipline-specific skills and graduate attributes through 
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an AoL process can be seen as a logical extension of QA (Barrie 2005). AoL not only 

facilitates program development, continuous improvement and institutional decision-

making, but also enables institutions to meet and satisfy the requirements laid of 

regional and professional accreditation agencies such as AACSB accreditation and 

evaluation bodies (Zhu & McFarland 2005; Lawson et al. 2011; Kinash et al. 2012). 

Business and accounting schools seeking AACSB accreditation are mandated to 

document and report their assessment activities and the progress made towards 

improving student learning. This helps to demonstrate that the school is meeting its 

goals to deliver well-defined business skills, knowledge and competencies and is 

committed to ongoing improvement of the curricula. Commitment to AoL not only 

indicates accountability towards institutional and external stakeholders, but also 

develops a climate of trust that the HEI is imparting well-defined skills, knowledge 

and competencies. It also helps demonstrate that HEIs are meeting their goals and have 

a built-in strategy for regular improvements (Lawson 2015) on a continual basis 

(Rexeisen & Garrison 2013). 

AoL has been emphasised, practiced and, thus, has influenced the curriculum 

development of accounting programs (Freeman & Hancock 2012). This can be seen in 

light of the fact that  18  Australian business schools are being  AACSB accredited 

(AACSB 2017) and AoL is  part of standard-8 (Curricula Management and Assurance 

of Learning).With the introduction of external referencing in latest HESF, how this 

becomes an integral part of AoL in Australian Context is discussed next. 

2.5.4.2 Assurance of Learning in the Australian Regulatory Environment 

This section presents the functioning of AoL from an Australian and international 

accreditation perspective. This discussion enhances our understanding of how the 

latest Australian regulation has affected or will affect accredited and non-accredited 

business schools. The AoL cycle in relation to the HESF 2015 is shown in Figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2.1: Assurance of Learning Cycle in the Australian Higher Education 

Sector 

Note: LOs = learning outcomes.                                                                    Source: Lawson (2015). 

Lawson et al. (2013) and Lawson (2015) observed the progress of the AoL process as 

shown in Figure 2.1. It can be observed that a benchmarking LO phase has been added 

to the AoL cycle when compared to the AoL suggested by the AACSB (see Section 

2.5.3). As shown in Figure 2.1, there are five steps to the AoL in the Australian HES 

in the present environment of changed regulations. The first four steps remain largely 

unchanged from those of the AoL discussed in Section 2.5.3. The fifth step, external 

benchmarking or referencing, is undertaken to compare the outcomes achieved by 

cohorts of students against other HEIs offering similar programs. This external 

benchmarking is part of external referencing (previously discussed in Section 2.5.3). 

Acquiring AACSB accreditation partially fulfils the TEQSA’s regulatory norms (see 

the HESF 2015, Section 5.3.1 in Appendix A), but limits the ability to meet the other 

condition of external referencing (refer to HESF 5.3.4 b) which can be considered a 

significant limitation of seeking AACSB accreditation. To successfully implement the 

external referencing component of AoL, HEIs require an EPRM or external QA 

approach. The external peer-review or examiner system is a well-established QA 

approach and has been widely adopted in many countries including the UK as the basis 

for assuring learning standards. 

Australia has only recently begun to use external peer review for external referencing 

at HEIs to achieve the aims of QA. There has been a number of national projects aimed 
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at assuring standards and learning, for example, the LTAS Project, QVS, Achievement 

Matters and IIR (Krause et al. 2014). Within these, the credibility of reviewers and 

their assessments can be attained or variation between them reduced by using a 

common external reference like discipline-based thresholds for learning standards 

(Barrie et al. 2014), for example, accounting TLOs. However, TLOs alone cannot 

ensure comparability, thus calibration or calibrated individuals are required (Bloxham, 

Hudson, den Outer & Price 2015). TLOs and the vehicle of social moderation for 

undertaking calibration are discussed in the next section. 

2.5.5 Threshold Learning Outcomes: An Australian Initiative 

Academic standards are pre-set levels of knowledge, skills and attributes that are well 

drafted, framed and attached to a specific academic discipline. Academic standards in 

terms of TLOs are established in Australia.1 Hancock and Freeman (2010, p. 3), 

“TLOs were defined in terms of minimum discipline knowledge, discipline-

specific skills and professional capabilities including attitude and 

professional values that are expected of a graduate from a specified level of 

the programme in specified discipline area”. 

In simple terms, TLOs are what a graduate must be able to do prior to being awarded 

a degree at the undergraduate or postgraduate level. 

The accounting discipline was chosen as the first in which to develop TLOs based on 

its well-defined employment outcomes, engaged professional bodies with relevant 

accreditation outcomes and a large number of private and public HEIs providing 

accounting education. The LTAS statement for the accounting discipline was made 

public in March 2011 (Freeman & Hancock 2011). Australian publicly funded 

universities, private education providers, employers, students, graduates, academics, 

professional and accreditation bodies were engaged in the creation of the TLOs 

(Freeman & Hancock 2011). Five TLOs were identified—judgement, knowledge, 

application skills, communication and teamwork, and self-management—assessed at 

different levels for different levels of education (for example, at an entry level for a 

bachelor’s degree and at an advanced level for a Master’s degree) (Freeman & 

Hancock 2011). Communication skills has been identified as an important Learning 

Standard and endorsed by the Deans Council. Within the profession, amongst 

 
1 TLOs are also referred to in the literature as ‘threshold learning standards’. The terms are 

interchangeable. This thesis uses the term TLOs for the purpose of clarity. 
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employers, and within the literature reference is made to the importance of, in fact, the 

essential requirement that graduates possess a high level of communication skills.  It 

is therefore argued that an important element of AOL is to be able to demonstrate that 

communication skills have been taught/assessed/achieved, thus students are able to 

communicate in a variety of ways to various stakeholders. TLOs were developed to 

provide global portability of qualifications, comparability among institutions and align 

qualifications with the needs of a global workforce (Freeman & Hancock 2012; Watty 

et al. 2014). HEIs are free to expand and/or design programmes with more than five 

TLOs (Freeman & Hancock 2011; Oliver & Jorre de St Jorre 2018). The development 

of disciplinary TLOs provides support to HEIs in designing courses and improving 

assessment, program quality and external review processes (Freeman & Ewan 2014). 

O’Connell et al. (2015, p. 5) raised a concern that, ‘Although the threshold learning 

standards for accounting have been nationally endorsed, there is no shared 

understanding to date as to how to assess them fairly, consistently and cost-

effectively’. Within the Australian HES, an initiative to assess the TLOs was 

undertaken by the Group of Eight (Go8) to verify the learning standards of member 

universities. The IIR was another exercise to assess LOs within a cluster of 12 

universities. At present, only the Achievement Matters project focused on the 

benchmarking of accounting TLOs (Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). This project is 

discussed in Chapter 3. 

Academic standards have long been at the centre of debates and continue to be as 

complexities in higher education increase (Brennan 1996; Coates 2010). Academic 

standards are subject to social construction by academics in the accounting discipline 

and, thus, there may exist different understanding of the same TLOs (Hancock et al. 

2015). For example, application skills and judgement are two higher order learning 

standards open to individual interpretation (O’Connell et al. 2015). A number of 

studies have identified the issue of differences in understanding and interpretation of 

academic standards. While making judgements in external examining, examiners may 

be unaware of the fact that they are interpreting disciplinary standards against their 

own individual standards framework or attach personalised meanings to standards 

(Price 2005; Kreber & Kreber 2009; Ross 2009; Sadler 2009; Trowler & Kreber 2009; 

Sadler 2010; Bloxham, Boyd & Orr 2011; Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer & Price 2015), 

thus diminishing the credibility of the standards (Elton & Johnston 2002; Knight 2006; 

Bloxham 2009) and potentially affecting assessment and comparability among 
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institutions. Comparability of standards and external examining are two major 

concerns that emerged from this ongoing debate (Brown 2010). In the Australian 

context, Krause et al. (2014) found that academics are interpreting the standards using 

their personal frameworks to form academic judgements and that these differed from 

one assessor to another. 

On one hand there is the issue of varied interpretation as discussed above and on the 

other hand, with the creation of TEQSA and its requirements that programs offered by 

a HEI must be compliant with the Australian Qualifications Framework further 

demanding evidence-based QA with an aim of continuous improvement. The 

challenge facing the Australian HES is to have a process that allows building a shared 

understanding of accounting TLOs and their associated LOs (Watty et al. 2014). On 

the issue of varied interpretation of standards and changes to higher education 

regulations, Watty et al. (2014) proposed adopting social moderation which sits within 

the principles of peer learning. 

Social moderation is a form of assurance that explores the process that leads to social 

interaction, active learning and development of a shared understanding of TLOs 

among assessors, thereby helping them to reconsider the design of the assessment task 

for a more valid assessment of the TLOs for students (Watty et al. 2014). Shared and 

continuing understanding of standards via social moderation among disciplinary 

communities prevents them from holding personal views instead of the discipline-

based interpretation of standards, thus eliminating personal influences and 

inconsistencies in grading. This development, understanding and sharing of standards 

can be referred to as calibration that contributes to securing consistency and 

comparability of standards and strengthens disciplinary communities and professional 

development (Bloxham 2009; Bloxham, Boyd & Orr 2011; Sadler 2011, 2012; 

O’Connell et al. 2015; Rust et al. 2015). Bloxham (2009) stressed the need for a social 

moderation process to build the confidence of key stakeholders in the reliability of 

marking and assessment of LOs. Hancock et al. (2015) addressed the importance of 

calibration in a novel manner while benchmarking accounting LOs across Australian 

HEIs. Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer and Price (2015) strongly suggested adopting 

calibration to prevent the external examination process from failing to verify and 

assure learning standards in the UK. The process of calibration is discussed in detail 

in Chapter 3. 
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2.6 Summary 

This chapter explored quality and QA in the context of the Australian HES. The 

developments in the international and Australian HESs were observed as reflected in 

the evolution of the QA regime. The discussion of the Australian regulatory structure 

explored the evolution and role of the TEQSA, AQF, HESF and TLOs, as well as the 

nature of external referencing and AoL. The next chapter undertakes a review of the 

relevant literature. 
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Chapter 3: Literature Review: The Changing Higher 

Education Sector 

3.1 Overview 

This chapter undertakes a review of the relevant literature to explore the practices and 

historical perspectives of QA in higher education, approaches to QA, benchmarking 

activities, EPRMs and motivations to seek accreditation and choose a QA approach. 

The chapter discusses QA initiatives and practices undertaken by higher education 

bodies across the world including in the Australian HES. Australian HEIs’ approaches 

towards QA are presented through professional accreditation, namely, Chartered 

Public Accountant (CPA), Chartered Accountants Australia & New Zealand (CA 

ANZ) or Chartered Accountants (CA), AACSB and various EPRMs (including QVS, 

IIR, and ECA originated in Australia HES. A review of the literature on feasibility and 

effectiveness of the United Kingdom (UK) external examiner and above-mentioned 

peer review to assure learning is conducted. In addition, light on the motivation of 

business schools across the world and in Australia to seek and achieve accreditation 

will be shed and accreditation as vehicle or approach to assure quality against external 

peer-review processes to suit the regulatory changes bought by TEQSA. In this chapter 

the practices and historical perspectives of QA in higher education, approaches to QA, 

benchmarking activities, external peer-review models and motivation to choose a QA 

approach are discussed followed by a summary. 

3.2 Practices and Historical Perspectives of Quality Assurance in 

Higher Education 

Several governments across the world have initiated the creation of new agencies and 

regulatory norms to assess and improve the quality of programs in the HES including 

the introduction of new assessment practices (for example, academic audits, the UK’s 

subject assessments and academic accreditation). During the 1980s, the US 

Government gave great attention to improving learning at public institutions which 

resulted in the adoption of assessment regulations. However, the implementation of 

these regulations was left to institutions (which were not meant to be assessed 

externally), and the regulations appeared to have little measurable impact on the 

quality of education. The subsequent wave of institutional accreditation was criticised 
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on the grounds of being insufficiently transparent to the public, too focused on input 

criteria instead of attainment of academic standards and being inclined to assess 

professional fields (Dill et al. 1996). Amid mounting pressure from policymakers 

about declining academic standards, US accreditation agencies introduced an 

assessment of student achievement of learning as one of the accreditation standards 

for review. In 2006, a report from the US Department of Education concluded that 

accreditations from agencies were still inadequate mechanisms for assuring the quality 

of student learning. 

Alongside accreditation by professional agencies, standardised testing for example, 

the management field test, became an important part of assuring learning in the US 

and was also presented to the TEQSA for consideration. This system has been adopted 

by a few organisations in OECD countries. However, the system has received 

widespread criticism as it did not lead to improvements in curriculum, did not 

undertake inter-institutional comparison on learning standards, drew inaccuracy 

inferences from the results of standardised testing, encouraged teaching to the test and 

failed to test higher order abilities, for example, critical thinking and problem solving). 

Due to these shortcomings, the Australian HES did not adopt this system (Freeman & 

Hancock 2011; Jankowski et al. 2012; Krause et al. 2012; Barrie et al. 2014). 

New methods to assess quality in publicly funded HEIs (mainly outside the US) 

included subject assessments, academic audits and accreditation. Some countries 

(including the UK, the Netherlands and Denmark) implemented subject assessments 

aimed at systematically evaluating the quality of the curriculum, teaching and program 

relevance. Other countries (including Australia, Sweden and Hong Kong) began 

focusing on the internal processes of HEIs to assess whether stated objectives and 

claims made regarding attainment of implicit or explicit objectives were attained. 

Europe started its journey of accreditation, meant to assess the attainment of threshold 

academic standards at HEIs. However, European countries differed from the US in 

their approach, as they focused on program accreditation and the effectiveness of 

activities undertaken to assure the quality of programs, rather than the whole institution 

(Dill 2007). Importantly, all of the above developments prompted discussion and 

dialogue among academics within various HES regarding AoL and academic 

standards. 
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The evolution of external QA practice through external examining in the UK dates 

back to the nineteenth century but remained unregulated and uncodified until 1986 

(Piper 1994). A number of Scandinavian countries have used or are currently using 

longstanding external examiner systems derived from the British HES as a means of 

demonstrating credibility and for assuring and assessment of standards (Silver & 

Williams 1996). In the UK, this is a mandatory practice in which a discipline-specific 

external peer, with suitable qualifications, experience with the UK HES and 

knowledge of the design of assessment tasks and assessment procedures, is recruited 

from academia or industry (Booth et al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). In 

the UK’s external examiner system, HEIs expect the appointed external examiner to 

provide detailed comments and recommendation on assessment process and teaching 

and learning practices. These may include assuring the assessment design and 

implementation is carried out in a manner that is fair and equitable to all students and 

is supportive of attaining the intended LOs, appropriateness of the assessment types 

for the subject, assessment criteria, marking schemes and comparability of learning 

standards. In relation to teaching and learning practices, the external examiner is 

expected to give feedback and guidance on good practice and innovation in teaching 

and assessment (Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). 

External examiner systems are criticised on basis of the assessment literacy of 

examiners (Medland 2015); lack of common understanding of the role of external 

examiner; consensus of examiners on academic standards across programmes, 

departments and universities and their application; lack of processes to develop 

consensus on academic standards; and the assumption that external examiners are 

disciplinary experts, understand the assessment processes and have the required level 

of professional judgement (Bloxham & Price 2015; Rust et.al 2015). 

In the Netherlands, publicly funded universities are subject to a voluntary external 

examination that assesses degree programmes within one discipline across universities 

with the aim of preparing a report to identify best practices, improvements and future 

developments. This assessment is completed by a panel of experts appointed by the 

university itself or Quality Assurance Netherlands Universities. The external examiner 

system is also a prevalent practice in Denmark, aimed at standardised assessment of 

program and student performances. 
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In an external examiner system, highly qualified disciplinary experts are drawn from 

a pool of individuals appointed by the government body. These experts ensure that 

exams follow the current rules and regulations and that assessments are reliable. At the 

time of writing, some governments are considering changes to the existing format of 

the external examiner system. Universities may no longer be compelled to undertake 

external examination, although external examiners would continue to evaluate 

programs by request. The Irish model of external examiner is very similar to that in 

the UK, except that external examiners are recruited from overseas and then given an 

induction to understand the institution’s assessment practices and the Irish 

qualifications framework. Practices within the UK and Ireland expect the external 

examiner to verify if a program’s intended LOs are aligned with the National 

Framework of Qualifications; assess the validity, reliability, fairness and consistency 

in assessment procedures; review key assessment tasks; and verify that standards are 

achieved. Countries like Hong Kong, Malaysia, Brunei, India, Malawi, South Africa, 

and New Zealand also follow the external examiner system. For example, in South 

Africa, the Higher Education Quality Committee has been responsible for higher 

education audits and accreditation to monitor and maintain standards since 2009. In its 

current external examiner format, an external disciplinary expert checks the exam 

question paper and a sample of the students’ scripts to judge the quality and provide 

reviews on the standard of the taught course. Table 3.1 presents the features of various 

forms of external peer review practices. 
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Table 3.1: Various Formats of External Examiner System 

          Country 

Features 

UK QVS ECA 

(Aus) 

LTAS 

(Aus) 

US Netherlands Denmark Ireland 

Number of 

participating 

universities 

All 8 10 8 69 14 all all 

Voluntary/not 

linked to 

funding 

–      – – 

National  – – – –    

Pilot project –     – – – 

Blind peer 

review 

– –    – – – 

Face-to-face 

meetings 

between 

external 

examiners 

– –  – – –  – 

Special 
database used 

to distribute 

student work 

– –  Explored 
possibility 

 – – – 

Final year 

work only 

–      – – 

Explicit tie to 

learning 

outcomes 

     – –  

Some non-

academic 

reviewers 

 –  – – –   

Power to 

influence 

grades 

* – – – –   ** 

Note: UK = United Kingdom, QVS = Quality Verification System, ECA = External Calibration and 

Assurance, LTAS = Learning and Teaching Academic Standards, Aus = Australia, US = United States. 

* Suggest re-marking of the whole cohort only, ** More guidance than the UK model. 

Source: Adapted from Rust et al. (2015). 

In the last 20 years, HESs across the world have witnessed an increased number and 

variety of EPRM processes or instruments for management of quality and QA (Leiber, 

Stensaker & Harvey 2018). The Australian higher education sector can learn from the 

above presented Table -3.1 which briefly reviewed the external examining or similar 

approaches elsewhere in the world higher education systems. Broadly, the use of blind 

peer review, online software for managing the blind peer review of student work across 

institutions, assessing the validity of assessment tasks against national learning 

standards, calibration of examiners’ standards and formation of a disciplinary 

community of practice remain at the centre of the external examiner or EPRMs. The 
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next section reviews past and current QA practices across the world and the broad 

categories of QA approaches. 

3.3 Quality Assurance Approaches in Higher Education 

Segers and Dochy (1996) described QA approaches as well-ordered procedures 

seeking to monitor and achieve quality enhancement. As noted in Section 3.2, 

accreditation, assessment and institutional audit are the three QA approaches that can 

be adopted according to the needs of different educational systems and traditions. 

Accreditation and assessment focus on monitoring the quality of teaching and learning, 

while institutional audit concentrates on HEIs’ internal procedures (Woodhouse 1999). 

Accreditation consists of a set of procedures and guidelines for an institution or 

program issued by an accrediting agency to gather evidence of satisfying minimum 

standards (Evans 2009). It can also be seen as a process of self and external peer review 

to scrutinise HEIs for QA, quality improvement and public accountability (Hunt 2015, 

p. 23). Accreditation serves as a QA process by requiring institutions to critically self-

reflect on their educational processes compared to a set of standards followed by a 

review of these processes by peers from other similar institutions. This QA approach 

has been widely adopted in the European region and in the US to critically self-reflect 

on educational processes, standards and improvements (Henninger 2000; Eaton 2004, 

2012). These quality reviews are ‘collegial, primarily qualitative, formative, and 

focused on improvement’ (Eaton 2012, p. 9). Zammuto (2008, p. 260) adds, 

“business school accreditation is a quality assurance scheme that certifies 

that accredited schools have the structures and processes in place necessary 

to meet their stated objectives and continually improve performance”. 

Accreditation can help to guide continuous quality improvement efforts (Hinck 2016). 

For business administration and management programs around the world, AACSB 

accreditation is the most recognised global QA program (Elliott 2013; Priscilla Goby 

& Nickerson 2014; Blanco Ramírez 2015). Accreditation as a QA approach is 

evaluative in nature and comprehensively examines whether a program offered by a 

HEI is meeting and sustaining the threshold standards prescribed by the particular 

agency, has the resources to meet the stated mission and has procedures in place to 

attain its stated objectives, thus holding an institution accountable (Dill 2000; Eaton 

2003; Brittingham 2008; Brink & Smith 2012; Sibolski 2012). Accreditation agencies 

can be state owned or a private body. For example, the TEQSA is a government and 
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domestic accrediting agency, while the AACSB is a private and international 

accrediting agency. 

Assessment as a QA approach makes a quantitative judgement about the quality of a 

program and outputs (Dill 2000). It can also be understood as attributes graduates may 

have. Assessment is usually conducted by disciplinary experts external to HEIs who 

may be an academic, administrative and industry professional depending on the QA 

systems of the region or country (Frederiks, Westerheijden & Weusthof 1994; Brennan 

& Shah 2000; Eaton 2004). This is a widely used approach in Nordic, Dutch and 

English-speaking countries (Woodhouse 1999) and is gaining momentum in the 

Australian HES due to regulatory changes by the TEQSA (Hancock et al. 2015; Sefcik 

et al. 2018). 

The extent to which an institution is successful in achieving its own objectives refers 

to a quality audit. This is completed at the institutional level by checking the suitability 

of the existing quality procedures, the attainment of actual quality against that stated 

in the intended plans and the effectiveness of the QA activities in terms of the 

achievement of set objectives. It is a scrutiny of the correctness in claims made by an 

HEI, but does not review the educational program, resources and teaching and learning 

activities. Audits were a common approach to QA in Ireland, the UK and Nordic 

countries (Woodhouse 1999; Dill 2000; Kis 2005) but have become less common. 

With the passage of time and advances in approaches to quality, audits are becoming 

less common in the educational sector and a recent example includes AUQA audits in 

Australia (Shah 2013). 

An effective QA system helps a higher education provider validate their quality claims 

in regard to their educational offerings. This requires the QA system adequately 

monitor and gather data to support evidence-based reviews and improvements made 

to educational offerings at multiple levels, including at the course, academic unit and 

provider level. Importantly, the QA system should allow HEIs to compare their 

offerings with other higher education providers and reduce potential reputational, 

financial and market risks (TEQSA 2015a). 

Universities across the globe have been practicing diverse modes of QA in an effort to 

maintain quality (Jeliazkova & Westerheijden 2002). Although assessment, 

accreditation and quality audits have been the primary modes of QA, Bogue (1998) 

and Becket and Brookes (2005) argue that there are no definitive modes to evaluate 
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quality. Currently, Australian universities are experimenting with various QA 

approaches. This includes a variety of EPRMs and external accreditation, for example, 

the QVS, IIR, Achievement Matters, ECA and AACSB accreditation to satisfy the 

requirements of the HESF 2015. Success depends on the development of an 

appropriate internal QA culture and systems (Kristensen 2010) and clear 

communication of the aim, purpose and outcome of adopted QA approaches (Kis 

2005; Krause et al. 2014) to encourage participation and engagement. A lack of 

communication could result in the QA system achieving compliance but no real 

improvements in quality (Harvey 2002; Kis 2005) and a bureaucratic burden (Harvey 

2004). 

3.3.1 Professional Accreditation and Quality Assurance 

Accreditation is a cyclical and ongoing scrutiny by an outside and independent agency 

of quality of performance and a comprehensive review of all functions. Functions 

include transferability of courses and programs across institutions, staff qualifications, 

student intake and available resources, and employer confidence (Harman 1998; Eaton 

2000; Bogue & Hall 2003; Harvey 2004; Becket & Brookes 2005). Professional 

accreditation can signal quality in institutions meeting accreditation standards and play 

a role in raising the overall quality of the program offered (MacKenzie 1964). 

Although accreditation emerged over a century ago in the US, it only became a 

mechanism for scrutinising the quality of HEIs a few decades ago (Van Damme 2000). 

There are two types of external accreditation: mandatory and voluntary. Voluntary 

accreditation is largely focused on institutional improvement (Bruner & Iannarelli 

2011), while mandatory accreditation is more administrative or regulatory in nature 

and usually imposed by the national government (Bryant 2013). Accreditation from 

the TEQSA is mandatory, while AACSB and/or CPA accreditation is voluntary. 

Sections 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2 discuss the role of these voluntary accreditations in 

assuring quality. 

3.3.1.1 Charted Public Accountant Accreditation and Quality Assurance 

Professional accreditation is a partnership between HEIs and the profession aimed at 

ascertaining the suitability of accounting graduates to enter real-world practice by 

reviewing the educational processes of the awarding school (Mathews 2004). In the 

context of accounting education, accreditation can be defined as 
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“a process whereby the professional arm of the discipline is assured that the 

academic preparation given to potential entrants is in line with the 

expectations of the professional body/is and it’s/their members” (Mathews 

2004, p. 72). 

One such professional body in the accounting discipline is CPA Australia. Australian 

HEIs offering accounting education seek accreditation either from CPA Australia 

and/or the CA ANZ. The majority of HEIs offering accounting degrees are accredited 

by CPA and CA ANZ (they undertake joint accreditation of programs). The attraction 

of this accreditation is an immediate global recognition of an institution’s standards 

(Mathews 2004) and this can potentially explain why virtually all accounting degrees 

offered by Australian universities are accredited. In the new regulatory environment, 

HEIs with professional accreditation reduce their quality-related risk profile (Freeman 

& Hancock 2012). The accreditation standards and processes require HEIs to ensure 

that their programs and/or curricula offer the required subject areas and must embed 

critical thinking, problem solving, communication and teamwork as generic skills. The 

profession expects that the quality of accounting programs are maintained and 

improved on a continuous basis. This requires accounting schools to provide evidence 

and details on curriculum design and implementation methods and teaching practices. 

Further, the profession requires accounting schools to have policies, procedures and 

systems to review assessment, and to monitor and evaluate subjects and programs to 

ensure program approval and continued extension of its accreditation (CPA 2018). 

Freeman and Hancock (2012) expressed concern that professional accreditation 

reviews do not include a demonstration of evidence of student alignment of expected 

LOs (such as samples of work). This raises the question; how does the profession 

assure that graduates have the required attributes? Moreover, the TEQSA is focused 

on evidence-based achievement of learning standards, and external referencing may 

assist HEIs to develop a portfolio of evidence of attainment of LOs and attainment of 

graduate attributes. CPA accreditation standards do not mandate external referencing 

or any benchmarking to assure quality. However, to meet the HESF 2015’s 

requirements and meet professional accreditation standards, EPRMs appear well 

positioned for QA purposes. Revised professional accreditation guidelines by the 

profession are required to better integrate and align HEIs with the TEQSA’s 

regulations. Thus, revised guidelines by CPA on Accreditation Standard for Quality 

Assurance (Standard 7: Quality Assurance) may be required to better integrate and 
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align with Domain 5, section 5.3 of HESF (2015) regulations. This may also help HEIs 

with CPA accreditation to satisfy HESF (2015).. 

3.3.1.2 AACSB Accreditation 

AACSB International aims to enhance and assure the quality of business education by 

accrediting undergraduate and postgraduate business programs. Accountability and 

continuous improvement are two foundation principles of AACSB accreditation 

(Thomas & Trapnell 2007; Trapnell & Williams 2012): 

“Measures of learning can assure external constituents such as potential 

students, trustees, public officials, supporters, and accreditors, that the 

organization meets its goals … By measuring learning the school can 

evaluate its students’ success at achieving learning goals, can use the 

measures to plan improvement efforts, and (depending on the type of 

measures) can provide feedback and guidance for individual students” 

(AACSB 2007b, p. 60). 

AACSB accreditation has been considered a QA approach (Hou, Chen & Morse 2014; 

Stepanovich, Mueller & Benson 2014) analogous to the International Organisation for 

Standardisation (ISO) (Romero 2008) that requires business schools to demonstrate 

quality in teaching and learning and continuous improvements (Julian & Ofori-

Dankwa 2006; Thomas & Trapnell 2007; Romero 2008; Bryant 2013) to enhance 

institutional quality (Trifts 2012). Bieker (2014) noted the uncertainty as to whether 

the AACSB accreditation enhances education due to ‘the lack of generally accepted 

metrics for evaluating quality improvement in institutions whose missions are 

primarily teaching, and that there is no empirical evidence to determine whether 

AACSB accreditation enhances or retards quality improvement for institutions whose 

missions are primarily teaching.  

3.3.1.2.1 External Peer Review at AACSB 

AACSB accreditation mandates an extensive external peer-review process that 

involves site visits and scrutiny of documentation by external mentors to ensure 

accreditation standards are being complied with.  

It is a voluntary process conveying to all key stakeholders an institution’s 

accountability to higher standards of performance (Trapnell & Williams 2012). Once 

accredited, continued accreditation requires evidence of continuous improvement 
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(Pritchard, Saccucci & Potter 2010). However, AACSB’s peer-review process is 

insufficient to satisfy current TEQSA requirements (see Table 3.1). 

3.3.1.2.2 AACSB and Benchmarking 

The AACSB provides a benchmarking tool called DataDirect, a global database of 

business schools. Its use is optional. Schools are able to compare themselves to 

accredited peer, aspirant and competitor schools around the world and use this as a 

benchmark (Romero 2008). This comparison includes data on students, programs and 

administration and staff; general institutional data; and data on faculty, which assists 

accounting schools to make informed decisions on improvements to their programs 

and educational practices. Notably, DataDirect does not have capabilities to compare 

the LOs of cohorts of students in similar programs at comparable institutions—

something at the heart of external referencing using external peer reviews as mandated 

by the TEQSA. 

Neither the AACSB’s peer-review process or benchmarking completely align with the 

HESF 2015’s institutional QA requirements. AACSB-accredited schools are required 

to adopt an external peer-review process that satisfies HESF 2015 requirements. 

O’Keefe and Henderson (2012) noted that if TEQSA and the AACSB entered into 

dialogue to address overlapping and mismatching goals, educational and professional 

expectations, duplicate reporting requirements could be avoided. TEQSA, in its 

guidance note for external referencing, encouraged HEIs to undertake benchmarking 

activities, but did not endorse a particular EPRM. 

Benchmarking is a formal and structured strategy for quality, self-improvement and 

ongoing continuous improvement by recognising comparative strengths and 

weaknesses to achieve ‘excellent performance, the observation and exchange of 

information about them, their adaptation to meet the needs of one’s own organisation, 

and the implementation of the amended practices’ (Meade 1998, p. 4; Woolf et al. 

1999; Jackson & Lund 2000; Garlick & Pryor 2004; Stella & Woodhouse 2007; Oliver 

2011). It also enables the identification of best practice in learning and assessment 

(Ruhul Amin & Amin 2003; Tasopoulou & Tsiotras 2017). The TEQSA (2015a, p. 1) 

defines benchmarking as: 

“a structured, collaborative, learning process for comparing practices, 

processes or performance outcomes. Its purpose is to identify comparative 

strengths and weaknesses, as a basis for developing improvements in 
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academic quality … Benchmarking can also be defined as a quality process 

used to evaluate performance by comparing institutional practices to sector 

good practice”. 

The TEQSA (2015a, p. 2) also refers to benchmarking as ‘a process of continuously 

monitoring and evaluating the quality and effectiveness of a provider’s operations’. 

Benchmarking requires collaboration with relevant stakeholders, rather than 

competition, for success in business schools (Wilson, Trahn & Pitman 2000; Oliver 

2010; Sciulli, Smith & Ross 2010; Garlick & Pryor 2004). Further this must be a 

shared conversation to identify and share best practice among Australian HEIs 

(Ramsden 1995; Weeks 2000)—a feature of a good QA system (Cheung & Tsui 2010). 

To be successful, benchmarking must be well articulated in organisational processes 

at the grassroots level, and participants must be supplied with adequate resources 

(Booth 2013). Furthermore, the commitment of senior executive leadership with 

bottom-up empowerment is essential for benchmarking to serve as a key institutional 

organisational change strategy and lead to quality improvement (TEQSA 2015a).The 

process must create an impetus to change, aid in setting goals, spotlight problem areas 

and improve organisational practices (Alstete 1995).  

Meade (1998) offered reasons to pursue benchmarking. Benchmarking provides a 

systematic approach and signals the required improvements to quality. It brings an 

external focus to internal operations and helps to identify new ideas and innovative 

approaches. Benchmarking encourages networking to enable sharing of best practices, 

learning from peer institutions and base decisions on objective data. However, 

benchmarking has been criticised for restricting innovation, limiting aspirations to 

other benchmarked institutions (Hammer & Champy 1993; Stella & Woodhouse 

2007), creating followers rather than leaders (Wolverton 1994), emphasising 

quantitative and competitiveness (Garlick & Pryor 2004) and providing only marginal 

improvements (Pederson, 1992). Further, inconsistency in the application of standards 

in benchmarking has been identified in Australia (Krause et al. 2014). Other issues 

include a lack of technical robustness and clarity about expected performance, issues 

with communication of assessment outcomes (Yorke 2008), and different reporting 

systems in institutions meaning that data may not be comparable (McKinnon, Walker 

& Davis 2000). 
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Australian universities, in adopting benchmarking strategies, have experimented with 

a range of external reference points and indicators. These indicators include Course 

Experience Questionnaire, graduate skills assessment, graduate destination survey, 

postgraduate research experience questionnaire, McKinnon-Walker-Davis 

benchmarks and indicators published by the Department of Education, Science and 

Training. The question of why to adopt benchmarking as a quality improvement tool 

remains, as quality is still elusive for many institutions (Stella & Woodhouse 2007). 

An AUQA report found that HEIs were focused on reputation effect and competitive 

positioning, rather than on learning and improving.  

3.3.1.3 The Australian Approach to Quality Assurance: External Peer-review 

Models 

An EPRM is a mechanism that facilitates and expects academic experts to undertake 

honest, impartial, unequivocal and critical reviews of students’ work. Providing 

comments and recommendations are an integral part of the process to fill the gaps (if 

any) and assure learning. These reviewers act as a third party (Smith 2006). This means 

the reviewer is someone unknown to the author, institutions under review or the 

reviewing organisation (Lee et al. 2013). Fairness can be added to assessment practices 

through blind peer review (Bloxham 2009). The external peer must be a disciplinary 

expert (Probert 2015). 

To satisfy the external referencing norms of the TEQSA, a variety of external peer 

review process, often known as ‘external examining’ or sometimes by terms such as 

‘inter-institutional peer review and moderation’ (Krause et al. 2013), can take various 

forms. QVS, ACP, ECA and IIR can be adopted by Australian HEIs, each differing in 

their required resources and outcomes. A customised or tailored approach combining 

the strength of various model can also be devised, for example, an initiative known as 

External Referencing of Standards (ERoS) (Sefcik et al. 2018). These models are 

discussed below (also see Appendix B). 

3.3.1.3.1 Quality Verification System 

QVS was developed by the Go8 in Australia for comparison, assessment and 

confirmation of the appropriateness of the LOs and awarded grades. QVS also aimed 

to improve the academic standards and initiation of discussion in relation to good 

practice in the area of teaching and learning at Go8 universities. It is an external and 
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discipline-based peer review conducted by senior discipline-specific academics (at 

least Level D) and should not be misunderstood as a moderation of grades. The Go8 

claims that QVS is flexible to complement other QA mechanisms for assuring quality. 

QVS provides an overall summary regarding the level of risk to QA and required 

actions to the university. The merits of this model are that a large sample of student 

work is assessed, and it provides an opportunity for professional development in 

teaching and learning practices for the participating academics serving as external 

reviewers (Booth et al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). 

3.3.1.3.2 Inter-institutional Review 

Krause et al. (2014) developed the IIR to provide validity, reliability and comparability 

of assessment outcomes and learning standards in Australian universities to apply to 

multiple disciplines. This approach involved two partnered universities and two 

external peer reviewers (randomly assigned by a project officer). Each university 

taught the same course and undertook the review for one final year unit of study. Inputs 

such as the unit outline, LOs, assessment tasks, grading rubrics and randomly selected 

and de-identified assessment in four grade bands were supplied to the reviewers. 

Quality, relevance and validity of the inputs are reviewed prior to the grading of the 

de-identified samples. This QA approach focuses both on inputs and outputs. 

3.3.1.3.3 External Calibration and Assurance 

The OLTC and Australian Business Deans Council supported and commissioned a 

pilot project in 2011, Achievement Matters, which resulted in the development of a 

calibration and external assurance process model based on the principle of external 

peer review. The ECA model helped to develop a shared understanding among 

accounting academics, employers and professional bodies and facilitated 

benchmarking of LOs against national accounting TLOs. 

The ECA model utilised the community of practice (a proven approach for 

management of change in the HES), collaboration and innovation in decision-making, 

and team and collegial experiences (Lave & Wenger 1991; O’Donovan, Price & Rust 

2008; French 2011) was well utilised by the ECA model. Further, this model proposed 

by Hancock et al. (2015) sets a live example where key internal and external 

stakeholders were involved in quality assessment of curriculum to pass control to the 
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appropriate disciplinary community of the governing institution for genuine planning, 

designing and delivery of the curriculum (Jordens & Zepke 2009). 

The calibration process is a distinguishing feature of the ECA model and, at the time 

of writing, is not incorporated into other EPRMs. Academics from participating 

institutions, prime industry bodies and other professional body representatives 

contribute to and are involved in the calibration workshop to attain an overall 

agreement on the application of learning standards (Hancock et al. 2015; O’Connell et 

al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016). Calibration is based on the assessment 

task and student work and is then benchmarked against accounting TLOs that satisfy 

the regulatory requirements.  

Prior to the calibration workshop, reviewers assess the task and sample of student work 

and upload their judgements and rationale using the Self and Peer Assessment 

Resource Kit to ensure anonymity and confidentiality. At the workshop, participants 

review and discuss the assessments and rationale. This exercise results in fostering a 

shared understanding of the concept of a ‘fairness’ and agreed assessment. Bloxham 

and Price (2015) opined that external checking by reviewers gives an impression of 

checking, but this checking is likely to happen against the reviewers’ own standards 

frameworks. Similarly, Sadler (2012) indicated that an assessor’s understanding of 

learning standards varies to that against which students’ work is assessed. O’Connell 

et al. (2015) addressed this issue by establishing a shared understanding of the national 

TLOs. 

The Achievement Matters model offers several merits over other models. These 

include a wider coverage of coursework in accounting degrees (Krause et al. 2012), 

consistency between reviewers (Booth et al. 2015), participation and involvement of 

industry professionals and employers (Freeman & Hancock 2011; Booth 2014), online 

tools to facilitate anonymity (Booth et al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016), 

rating of reviewers of unmarked student work into either meeting or not meeting TLOs 

(instead of fail, pass, credit and distinction, thereby focusing on developing consensus 

around specified LOs) (Krause et al. 2012), judgements based on pre-agreed TLOs in 

the accounting discipline (Booth et al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016); 

professional development of academics (Freeman & Hancock 2011); sampling 

techniques that reduce bias (Krause et al. 2012; Booth et al. 2015) and engagement of 

private and TAFE providers in the calibration process (Krause et al. 2012). 
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Another distinct advantage of this model is that benchmarked achievement data can be 

used to satisfy the TEQSA’s requirements and for internal CTL and accreditation 

purposes which serves the aim of quality enhancement and improvement of 

institutional strategies (Freeman & Hancock 2011). 

3.3.1.3.4 External Referencing of Standards Project 

Drawing on the strengths of existing EPRMs in the Australian HES, ERoS was 

established to contribute to QA and quality enhancement and develop a scalable, 

sustainable and transparent approach based on collaboration among HEIs and utilising 

calibration for academic standards (Sefcik et al. 2018). Capstone or final-year units 

were selected for external referencing as assessment tasks included graduate-level 

LOs. The sample of students’ work (previously marked and submitted) were de-

identified and selected randomly to represent a grade range. To establish consistency 

and comparability of coursework across participating institutions, samples of assessed 

student work were divided into three categories: sound (credit, distinction or high 

distinction), limited (low pass) and minimal achievement (high fail). The external peer 

reviewer judged the appropriateness of assessment practices and evidence of 

attainment of intended LOs using the assigned grades. This was complemented with a 

feedback and/or report for creating an action plan and to bring about changes. 

3.4 Measures of Effectiveness of External Peer-review Models: 

Global and Australian Higher Education Sector 

There is evidence worldwide of the increasing accountability to provide evidence of 

the achievement of learning standards. A multi-year working group was established 

by the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education in 2000 to 

measure the impact of external QA. The International Network for Quality Assurance 

Agencies in Higher Education have given great attention to the question of what works 

in QA and ‘how do we know it?’ (Beerkens 2018). Until recently, quality of learning 

was measured by proxy indicators such as student satisfaction surveys and 

employability criterion. Recently, government agencies have sharpened their focus on 

evidencing LOs (Deane & Krause 2013). Australian HEIs have undertaken a range of 

initiatives including EPRMs. The aim of these initiatives was to establish validity and 

reliability in assessment of student work and LOs and to build confidence among key 

stakeholders that learning standards are being achieved and maintained (Watty et al. 
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2014; Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer & Price 2015; Scott 2016; Beutel, Adie & Lloyd 

2017). Prior to the emergence and adoption of various EPRMs in the Australian HES, 

Coates (2010) advocated the use of an external examiner system to review curricula, 

LOs and assessments for benchmarking among HEIs to establish comparability of 

standards. With the exemption of the UK’s external examiner system, there is little 

reference in the literature to any approach to assure comparability of standards. The 

UK’s external examiner system measures and compares the quality of similar courses 

offered across HEIs in the UK (Booth et al. 2015). 

Although this external examiner system is admired (Watson 2006) and central to 

maintaining academic standards in the UK (Gaunt 1999), its effectiveness in assuring 

standards and comparability of standards has been questioned. If calibration were 

undertaken, it would develop a shared knowledge and understanding of what 

constitutes quality in student work in relation to academic standards—something 

crucial to the soundness of the external examiner system (Coates 2010; Sadler 2011; 

Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer & Price 2015; Bloxham & Price 2015; Rust et al. 2015). 

The prevalence of the external examiner system in the UK HES began with 

government plans to raise academic standards and quality of teaching (Clement 2005; 

Dill 2007). There is an extensive literature on the UK’s external examiner system. 

HEIs have recognised this system as a mechanism for controlling academic quality 

(Gaunt 1999) and assuring academic standards (Underwood 2000), particularly in 

learning and teaching (Campbell 1991; Karuhije & Ruff 2001; Brennan & Williams 

2004; Hoecht 2006). External checks can assure assessment procedure (Bloxham, 

Hudson, den Outer, Price, et al. 2015), fairness in marking and assessment (Watson 

2006; Stensaker, Brandt & Henrik Solum 2008) and effective assessment procedures 

(Rust et al. 2015). The external examiner system is meant to assures the quality and 

comparability of qualifications (Brennan & Williams 2004; Harvey & Newton 2004), 

academic standards (Trow 1989; Biggs 2001; Morrison & Watt 2002; Hannan & Silver 

2006; Stensaker, Brandt & Henrik Solum 2008) and student performance (Clements 

2005) in similar programs in other HEIs.  The system also claims to preserve, maintain 

and safeguard threshold academic standards (Karuhije, Chase & Ruff 2002; Lawson, 

Marsh & Tansley 2003; Materu 2007; Bloxham & Price 2015; Medland 2015; 

Bradford, Guzmán & Trujillo 2017). The rationale for adopting a UK-style external 

examiner system is clear, but the system has been criticised for its assumptions 

(Bloxham 2009) and lack of effective calibration (Rust et al. 2015). 
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Nevertheless, the UK’s external examiner system is a well-known tool for assurance 

of academic standards, and its focus on student outputs has made universities across 

the world consider its adoption. The system’s adoption by Australian universities has 

been and continues to be debated (Barrie et al. 2014). Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer 

and Price (2015) suggested confirming the effectiveness of a well-established 

approach to QA (that is the external examiner system) and implementing it in phases 

especially in a phase when several countries including Australia were considering 

introducing this system in their HES. Bloxham, Hughes and Adie (2016) also felt the 

need to further investigate the potential and effectiveness of the external examiner 

system due to the paucity of research on this. Overall, the issue of whether and how to 

make use of external examining in Australian universities is very much a live issue.  

Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer and Price (2015) and Bloxham, Hughes and Adie (2016) 

cautioned any university or university system considering adopting the external 

examiner system (or any extended version of the external examiner system) to first 

draw on studies discussing its effectiveness in jurisdictions where it is established. 

Given the ongoing debate on the external examiner system as a QA approach, it is 

necessary to identify what constitutes an effective QA approach. 

Research on the measures of effectiveness in EPRMs in the Australian HES is scarce. 

The Bradley Review successfully renewed the focus of HEIs on enhancement, 

accountability and comparability of achievement of graduate attributes across 

institutions (Barrie et al., 2014). HEIs were advised to develop more explicit indicators 

and directly assess and compare LOs (Bradley et al. 2008). Yet, a decade later, the 

question of what indicators HEIs should measure remains open (Oliver & Jorre de St 

Jorre 2018). The Australian HES has experimented with external peer review of 

assessment both within and across disciplines. The Go8, Innovative Research 

Universities (IRU) and other universities have initiated external referencing of 

standards as mandated by the HESF 2015. Coates and Mahat (2014) are sceptical of 

new initiatives in assuring standards, pointing out that many outcome initiatives are 

‘new and necessarily being sold on promise and potential’ (p. 1). Universities claim 

that these approaches will assist in improving and assuring learning, and will serve the 

purpose of compiling data for compliance and demonstrated accountability to the 

TEQSA and accreditation agencies (Krause et al. 2014; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 

2016). 
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In the Australian accounting education context, there is a need for evidence of the 

quality and achievement of predetermined TLOs (Watty et al. 2014). Watty et al. 

(2014) indicates that this could include benchmarking, use of external examiners to 

review the curriculum, LOs and assessments to ensure that students have achieved the 

intended LOs and have acquired the desired graduate attributes. Bedford et al. (2016), 

drawing on the strength of various EPRMs, identified the best practice principles of 

inter-institutional calibration, meeting HESF 2015 requirements, knowledge sharing 

and capacity building of academics, and strengthening cross-institution collaboration. 

All studies cited effectiveness as a key concern that warrants further investigation. In 

truth, there has been little progress in this area. For example, one of the most recent 

studies (Sefcik et al. 2018) failed to clearly deconstruct the constituents or measures 

of effectiveness in the approach used by Bedford et al. (2016). 

3.5 Motivation for Accreditation and External Peer Review of 

Assessment Models 

Business schools in Australian operate in a competitive market that is substantially 

driven by recruitment of international students, and, thus, international accreditations 

are important (Zammuto 2008). Unlike Europe and the US, Australia does not have its 

own business accreditation system and relies on seeking accreditation with 

organisations such as the AACSB, European Foundation for Management 

Development (who accredit the EFMD Quality Improvement System (EQUIS)) and 

AMBA. 

A primary motivation for business schools to seek international accreditation has been 

the pressure to become more international, innovative and responsive (Hall, Agarwal 

& Green 2013). Accreditation from international accreditation agencies provides 

schools with an easy route to internationalisation (Altbach & Knight 2007). Australian 

accounting schools operate and thrive in an environment shaped by the HESF 2015 

and competition between schools in attracting full-fee-paying international students 

and government funding. This has made them behave like businesses, identifying 

themselves with the AACSB through accreditation (Ryan, Neumann & Guthrie 2008) 

and engaging in branding and marketing (Goldney 2008; Ryan, Neumann & Guthrie 

2008). AACSB accreditation also bestows a number of privileges including substantial 

fee differential of MBA programs, access to a network of peers and other resources 
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(Freeman & Evans 2016). Sections 3.5.1–3.5.3 present the benefits, costs and 

motivations of schools for pursuing AACSB accreditation. 

3.5.1 Motivation for Pursuing AACSB Business Accreditation 

Cost–benefit analysis lies at the base of schools seeking AACSB accreditation. Cost, 

benefit and trade-offs are important considerations, as pursuing (and later maintaining) 

AACSB accreditation requires a large financial commitment (Zhao & Ferran 2016; 

Smith, Barnes & Vaughan 2017). The necessity of accreditation has been questioned 

by Goerge (2018), who stated ‘the tailpiece is, as long as institutions know themselves 

– who they are and what they are able to live by – why bother about external gold 

standards’ (p. 58). 

A growing body of literature has explored the development and expansion of the 

AACSB and its framework of accreditation (Jantzen 2000; Casile & Davis-Blake 

2002; Durand & McGuire 2005; Martell 2007a; Thomas & Wilson 2011); criticisms 

QA procedures (Yunker 2000; Swanson 2004; Navarro 2008; Podolny 2009) and the 

benefits, challenges, prospects and consequences of acquiring AACSB accreditation 

(Roberts, Johnson & Groesbeck 2004; Julian & Ofori-Dankwa 2006; Cornuel 2007; 

Kuchinke 2007; Thomas & Trapnell 2007; Urgel 2007; Romero 2008; Zammuto 2008; 

Heriot, Franklin & Austin 2009; Lowrie & Willmott 2009; Lejeune 2011; Dumond & 

Johnson 2013; Elliott 2013; Nigsch & Schenker-Wicki 2013; Priscilla Goby & 

Nickerson 2014; Stepanovich, Mueller & Benson 2014; Bennett, Geringer & Taylor 

2015; Hunt 2015; Freeman & Evans 2016; Lombana & Zapata 2017). 

AACSB accreditation has been criticised for its requirements of substantial time 

commitment, resource and organisational change; its inhibition of creativity and 

innovation; breeding complacency; engaging schools in curricular or structural details 

instead of evaluating the needs of key stakeholders; diverting attention and resources 

from other problems in educational environments, the ongoing financial and 

administrative burden imposed; the increased need for instructional and research 

resources; and the cost of infrastructure upgrades and specialised systems (for 

example, software to collect AoL data) (Julian & Ofori-Dankwa 2006; Whittenburg et 

al. 2006; Francisco, Noland & Sinclair 2008; Lowrie & Willmott 2009; Hou et al. 

2015; McDavid & Huse 2015; Freeman & Evans 2016; Prasad, Segarra & Villanueva 

2018). Seyfried and Pohlenz (2018) also established that accreditation could also be 

negatively perceived as a burden of formal procedure with low effectiveness. 
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(McFarlane 2013) also warned about false perceptions as to the value of AACSB 

accreditation. Table 3.2 provides a region-specific snapshot of studies discussing the 

benefits and motivations for AACSB accreditation. 

Table 3.2: Motivation for Business Schools to Seek AACSB Accreditation 

Region Motivation Study 

Europe Internationalisation of education to enable mobility of 

students to other international business schools, internal 

stakeholder pressure within business schools, student 

exchange, attraction of international students and faculty, 

international recognition of the school and visibility abroad, 

competition at national and international level, partnership 

with reputed international business schools and to place the 

school in top league nationally 

Palmqvist 

(2009) 

Europe and 

New Zealand 

Signalling quality of the program, being on par with 

international educational standards, international recognition, 

attract students and faculty, enhance reputation, framework 

for external quality assurance, increased visibility to 

prospective faculty and protection mechanism against 

competition 

Hodge (2010) 

France Brand image, sign of quality, access to additional funding and 

attract international students 

Bryant (2013) 

Canada Attract international students and research-oriented faculty, 

means of differentiation, funding for research and uncertainty 

in the environment 

Mills, 

Weatherbee and 

Colwell (2006) 

Canada Enhance reputation, evidence quality, collaboration with other 

schools and vital indicator of legitimacy 

Blanco Ramírez 

and Luu (2018) 

Canada Enhanced reputation and increased focus on research Elliott (2013) 

Canada and 

Europe 

Means of legitimate, global recognition and means of 

differentiation 

Durand and 

McGuire (2005) 

Mexico Enhance institutional reputation Ramírez (2015) 

Turkey Internationalisation of the institution Collins (2015) 

South Korea Means of competitive advantage over unaccredited schools 

and strong network ties of deans with other AACSB-

accredited schools 

Cordier and 

Stablein (2013) 

Taiwan Signal educational quality and recognition in the international 

job market 

Chang, Lin and 

Tu (2016) 

The Middle 

East and North 

Africa 

Prior education and/or work experience of faculty and 

administrators at AACSB-accredited schools abroad 

Fernades, 

Hodgson and 

Clausen (2012) 
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Region Motivation Study 

Greece and 

United Arab 

Emirates 

In Greece: to attract and retain quality faculty and 

administrators, strong faculty structure, gain legitimacy, to 

improve teaching and learning, enhance image and visibility 

In United Arab Emirates: student recruitment, continuous 

improvement, seal of quality, program validation, increase 

visibility nationally and internationally, and first-mover 

advantages 

Halkias et al. 

(2009) 

United Arab 

Emirates 

Enhance reputation and attract international students O’Sullivan 

(2015) 

Egypt Status symbol, increase institution or program reputation and 

marketability 

Abou-Warda 

(2015) 

Germany Competitive advantage, signal quality, marketing instrument, 

image building, differentiation, reputation of qualification 

gained and attract students 

Helmig et al. 

(2010) 

North America 

and Europe 

Increase credibility, face competition, indicator of a quality 

education, faculty recruitment and attract students 

Miles et al. 

(2015) 

United States 

and Europe 

Assess, maintain and improve quality; peer pressure; attract 

international students; global credibility of AACSB; changing 

global environment in education; and indicator of 

commitment to quality and continuous improvement 

Scherer et al. 

(2005) 

Americas and 

Caribbean 

region 

AACSB is the strongest brand among accrediting agencies Miles, Grimmer 

and Franklin 

(2016) 

Latin America Partnership with renowned international institutions, 

international quality equivalence, participation in global 

education network and associations 

De Freitas et al. 

(2016) 

United States Technological changes, competition and recognition of 

graduate skills in the job market 

Kemelgor, 

Johnson and 

Srinivasan 

(2000) 

United States Continuous improvements, program marketing, ensure 

program competitiveness, attracts students and marketing 

advantages 

Roller, Andrews 

and Bovee 

(2003) 

United States External validation of quality of business school Thomas and 

Trapnell (2007) 

United States Seal of approval and attract students and faculty Lowrie and 

Willmott (2009) 

United States Securing resources from university, competitive advantage to 

recruit students and internal operation (for example, 

Assurance of Learning) 

Trifts (2012) 
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Region Motivation Study 

United States Domestic competitive advantage and to cater to the global 

market 

Zammuto 

(2008) 

United States Economic gains, prior work experience of deans at AACSB-

accredited schools and student perception of prestigious 

education 

Casile and 

Davis-Blake 

(2002) 

United States Facing hyper competition from corporate and virtual 

universities, reputation and short-term competitive advantage 

Julian and 

Ofori-Dankwa 

(2006) 

United States Valued by key stakeholders (for example, students and 

employers) 

Yates and 

Shough (2006) 

United States Increase in student enrolment Womack and 

Krueger (2015) 

Australia and 

New Zealand 

Attract international and domestic students, gaining financial 

resources from university and government, staff and student 

mobility across countries, improvements in teaching and 

research, and competitive advantage 

Sciglimpaglia et 

al. (2007) 

 

Australia Signalling quality, increased marketability, and attract 

international students and faculty 

Lightbody 

(2010) 

Australia Benchmarking, internal assessment, peer review from 

AACSB, development of internal processes for program 

improvements, recognition from peers and community and 

access to funds 

Whittenburg et 

al. (2006) 

Australia Collegiality, signalling quality, access to resources and 

network, quality improvements, autonomy and continuous 

improvement 

Freeman and 

Evans (2016) 

Unclassified Reputation enhancement, student mobility, inter-institutional 

partnership, setting up campuses overseas and joint research, 

perception of AACSB being a quality seal, attract top 

students, allows transfer of credits, benchmark to improve 

performance, peer pressure, reactive adaptation, heightened 

financial uncertainty, legitimacy pressures, increased 

competitiveness, commercialisation, complexity, perception 

of higher standard and quality, positive market perception and 

form of international benchmarking 

Thomas and 

Cornuel (2012), 

Bradford, 

Guzmán and 

Trujillo (2017), 

Istileulova and 

Peljhan (2011), 

Suskie (2009), 

Abrahamson 

and Rosenkopf 

(1993), Durand 

and Dameron 

(2008), Turk 

(2000), 

McFarlane 
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Region Motivation Study 

(2010, 2013), 

Marginson and 

Van der Wende 

(2007) 

 

Overall, the literature (see Table 3.2) indicates that motivations behind pursuing 

AACSB accreditation are primarily to attract international students, address 

competition, strengthen market brand and signal quality. The majority of studies have 

focused on the North American and European regions. Broadly the motivation of 

North American schools to seek and acquire AACSB has been driven by branding and 

marketing, collaboration with other business schools, to promote research, 

technological changes, to face competition, ‘product’ differentiation, validation of 

quality, to achieve economic gains, to attract students and academics, part of 

legitimacy and reputation strategy. European business schools considered AACSB 

accreditation as it increased the mobility of students across the globe, improved access 

to funding and was argued to lead to improvements in teaching and learning. However, 

there is little coverage of the Australian HES regarding motivations to seek 

accreditation from AACSB. There has been limited research exploring the issues 

relating to the attraction of academics and impact on research.  There would appear to 

be no research specifically addressing legitimacy, product differentiation, role of 

technological changes, and quality assurance.  Notably, only one study by Hodge (see 

Table 3.2) explored AACSB as an external QA framework and suggested that 

accreditation is not perceived as an approach to assure quality. This study supported 

Bieker (2014), who argued that there was no empirical evidence that AACSB enhances 

or retards the quality of programs. It can easily be seen from table 3.2 that some of the 

determinants which have compelled business schools to become accredited from 

AACSB International overlapped with the benefits of accreditation. This is because 

scholars have approached and explored this area using different prisms. Some studies 

have carved benefits and costs of AACSB accreditation to inform and facilitate 

decision making in relation to pursuing accreditation or not, whilst some studies have 

already studied AACSB accredited business schools to find what had motivated them 

to seek and have acquired this accreditation.  Moreover, Nigsch and Schenker-Wicki 

(2013) suggest further  investigation of the impact of accreditation elsewhere, this 
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study, chose to investigate the motivations of Australian schools to seek and acquire 

AACB accreditation.  

As more schools gain AACSB accreditation distinguishing between schools on the 

basis of quality will become less effective (Thomas et al. 2014) as differentiation 

becomes less (Julian & Ofori-Dankwa 2006) reducing the power to provide a 

competitive advantage (Alajoutsijärvi, Kettunen & Sohlo 2018; Guillotin & 

Mangematin 2018).  This may become true for Australian business school in future, 

given that 16 schools are accredited and 23 are members of the AACSB. Freeman and 

Evans (2016) noted that increasing international student enrolment has driven 

Australian business schools to seek AACSB accreditation. While this indicates that 

schools perceive the benefits of accreditation to outweigh the costs, there is no 

empirical evidence to confirm this. 

3.5.2 Motivation for Pursuing AACSB Accounting Accreditation 

Achieving accreditation from the AACSB has been the goal of business schools across 

the globe to signal differentiable institutional or program quality. A separate 

accreditation for accounting schools was launched by the AACSB after its success 

with business accreditation to formally recognise and acknowledge their quality 

(Fogarty, Zimmerman & Richardson 2016). Most universities have sought the more 

general business accreditation. 

A number of studies have focused on the benefits and costs of AACSB accounting 

accreditation (Selden 1956; Allyn 1966; Selden & Porter 1977; Campbell & 

Williamson 1983; Balke & Brown Jr 1985; Marts, Baker & Garris 1988; Posey & 

Parker 1989; Henderson, Jordan & Crockett 1990; Kren, Tatum & Phillips 1993; 

Hardin & Stocks 1995; Kim et al. 1996; Bitter, Stryker & Jens 1999; Sinning & 

Dykxhoorn 2001; Lindsay & Campbell 2003; Miles, Hazeldine & Munilla 2004; 

Gaharan et al. 2007; Barilla, Jackson & Mooney 2008; Saunders & Stivason 2010; 

Bitter 2014; Bunker, Cagle & Harris 2014; Apostolou et al. 2015; Bitter & Henry 2015; 

Apostolou et al. 2017). Most of these studies have focused on the US, and the identified 

benefits are shown in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3: Benefits of AACSB Accounting Accreditation for United States 

Accounting Schools 

Benefits Study 

Attraction of students Balke and Brown Jr (1985); Posey and Parker (1989); Henderson, 

Jordan and Crockett (1990); Gaharan et al. (2007);  

Attraction of faculty Balke and Brown Jr (1985); Kren, Tatum and Phillips (1993); 

Gaharan et al. (2007) 

 

Job prospects and 

employability of graduates 

Posey and Parker (1989); Kren, Tatum and Phillips (1993); 

Hardin and Stocks (1995); Gaharan et al. (2007); Saunders and 

Stivason (2010); Bitter (2014); Bitter and Henry (2015) 

Improvement in teaching and 

learning  

Henderson, Jordan and Crockett (1990); Gaharan et al. (2007); 

Morgan (2011); Bitter (2014); Bitter and Henry (2015) 

Signalling quality to 

stakeholders (students and 

employers) 

Balke and Brown Jr (1985); Henderson, Jordan and Crockett 

(1990); Gaharan et al. (2007); Bunker, Cagle and Harris (2014) 

Leverage in securing 

resources 

Balke and Brown Jr (1985); Lindsay and Campbell (2003); 

Gaharan et al. (2007); Bitter (2014); Bitter and Henry (2015) 

In addition to benefits identified in Table 3.3, there are other benefits for example  the 

development of performance evaluation guidelines (Gaharan et al. 2007), enable to 

face competition (Balke and Brown Jr 1985), guidelines for promotions, (Bitter 2014; 

Bitter and Henry 2015), higher entry salaries for graduates (Kim et al. 1996), Prestige 

and reputation (Bitter, Stryker and Jens 1999 ;  Morgan (2011) and  more sizeable 

faculty (Lindsay and Campbell 2003).  

Challenges include an investment of the significant amount of financial and non-

financial resources (devotion of time towards paperwork, administrative burden, 

increased faculty load, increased research expectation, to demonstrate program 

efficacy difficulty in design and implement assessment method, faculty resistance, and 

engagement, meeting the qualification standards (Kren, Tatum & Phillips 1993; 

Askling 1997; Baldwin 1997; Rasmussen 1997; Bitter, Stryker & Jens 1999; Sinning 

& Dykxhoorn 2001; Stephenson 2004; Kis 2005; Bitter 2014; Bitter & Henry 2015; 

Hou et al. 2015). Despite the strong interest of accounting schools in AACSB 

accreditation, a declining pattern has been observed among business schools in regard 

to seeking specific AACSB accounting accreditation (Bitter & Henry 2015). This can 

be attributed to institutions considering the costs of AACSB accounting accreditation 

to outweigh the benefits (Myers, Kooti & Kooti 2016). Further, accounting 
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accreditation standards cannot be successfully constructed to accommodate the various 

objectives of accounting programs being offered (Balke & Brown Jr 1985), separate 

accounting accreditation are not valued by schools and, perhaps most importantly, a 

separate accounting accreditation is perceived as redundant when a university’s 

business school is already AACSB accredited (Bitter & Henry 2015). 

However, some studies have disputed this. Bitter (2014), Gaharan et al. (2007) and 

Saunders and Stivason (2010) found that separate AACSB accounting accreditation 

increased the successful placement of students and interaction of faculty with industry 

professionals. Bitter, Stryker and Jens (1999) found that separate AACSB accounting 

accreditation was valued by internal stakeholders (senior administrators, the dean and 

faculty). Bitter (2014) found censuses that internal and external stakeholders valued 

AACSB accounting accreditation. Highlighting the lack of consensus in the literature, 

Apostolou et al. (2017) called on universities to identify, measure and document the 

benefits and costs of being accredited by professional accounting agencies like the 

AACSB prior to seeking accreditation. 

Since an important aspect of this thesis is quality and quality assurance, we found that 

in accounting accreditation literature, the use of performance of graduates professional 

accounting exams is used as a proxy indicator of the quality associated with AACSB 

accounting accreditation. It has been found that graduates from AACSB-accredited 

accounting programs perform better in the CPA exam than candidates from non-

AACSB-accredited programs (Boone et al. 2006; Barilla, Jackson & Mooney 2008; 

Howell & Heshizer 2008; Morgan 2011; Morgan, Bergin & Sallee 2012; Bunker, 

Cagle & Harris 2014; Nouri & Miller 2015; Gaynor, Lynn & Wasternack 2016; Myers, 

Kooti & Kooti 2016; Smith & Emerson 2016; Trinkle et al. 2016; Nagle, Menk & Rau 

2018). This can be associated with the quality of programs at accredited schools. 

Conversely, Miller and Nouri (2015) found that AACSB accreditation has no 

relationship with the CPA exam pass rate. Overall, there is a scarcity of studies 

focusing on the determinants of seeking and attaining AACSB accounting 

accreditation, and these studies are listed in Table 3.3. 

The wide variety of AACSB literature offers insights into the benefits, costs, prospects 

and consequences of accreditation, but motivations for or decision-making factors 

influencing pursuing AACSB accreditation are scarce. Schools seeking AACSB 

accreditation seem to simply undertake a cost–benefit analysis of accreditation (Roller, 
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Andrews & Bovee 2003; Cavico & Mujtaba 2009; Trifts 2012; Lin 2015; Womack & 

Krueger 2015). In the Australian context, the literature on the motivations of business 

schools to seek AACSB accreditation is far thinner. This exploratory study would help 

to understand the basis of decision making of Australian business schools to seek and 

have acquired AACSB. 

3.5.3 Motivation to Adopt External Peer Review Models 

The motivation to adopt EPR models by business schools could be different from those 

who have acquired AACSB as QA approach and those who are seeking but are 

unaccredited. A number of studies have reviewed assessment initiatives in the 

Australian HES for AoL and their motivations (see Table 3.4). 

Table 3.4: Motivation to Adopt External Peer-review Models 

Initiative Motivation Study 

LTAS Evidence of achievement of quality, achievement and 

compliance with the threshold learning outcomes 

Freeman and Hancock 

(2011) 

QVS Maintaining and improving academic standards among 

the Group of Eight, and proactive response to expected 

changes regulatory norms of the TEQSA 

Group of Eight 

(2014); Booth, 

Beckett and Saunders 

(2016) 

IIR Assurance of quality and comparability of assessment 

processes and outcomes for students across the sector, 

development of a robust approach for assuring assessment 

quality and attainment of learning standards, and changes 

in higher education policy and the regulatory environment 

Krause et al. (2014) 

AM (ECA) Significant changes to the Australian higher education 

sector to produce substantive external evidence of 

achievement of academic standards, and external 

referencing mandated by TEQSA 

Hancock et al. (2015) 

ERoS External referencing of assessment and students’ 

achievement standards to evidence outcome attainment, 

and to develop and test a collaborative end-to-end process 

to verify student attainment of standards 

Bedford et al. (2016); 

Sefcik et al. (2018) 

Note: LTAS = Learning and Teaching Academic Standards, QVS = Quality Verification System, 

TEQSA = Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency, IIR = Inter-institutional Review, AM 

(ECA) = Achievement Matters (External Calibration and Assurance), ERoS = External Referencing of 

Standards. 

The motivation to undertake and experiment with external peer review of assessments 

has been targeted to assure the achievement of learning standards and to increase the 
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comparability among HEIs as a result of the HESF 2015. No studies have addressed 

the motivation of accounting schools in Australia to adopt any of the EPRMs or 

provided guidance on what may constitute effectiveness in EPRMs. 

Based on the discussions in this chapter, the null hypothesis (H0) is developed: 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools differ in their motivations to 

adopt QA approaches. This thesis also investigates the perceived measures of 

effectiveness to facilitate decision-making by administrators to adopt an EPRM for 

external referencing as mandated by the TEQSA. 

3.6 Summary 

This chapter presented the evolution and current perspectives of QA approaches at the 

global and national level, including through professional accreditation and 

benchmarking. An extended discussion on benchmarking was undertaken via EPRMs 

which are prevalent in the Australian HES because of the regulatory changes affected 

by HESF 2015. The chapter identified the need to investigate the effectiveness of 

EPRMs and business schools’ motivations to adopt business and accounting AACSB 

accreditation and EPRMs. The next chapter presents the theoretical framework used 

in this thesis. 
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Chapter 4: Theoretical Framework 

4.1 Overview 

This exploratory study will investigate the motivations of business schools to choose 

a particular QA approach for assurance of learning (RQ-1) and the perceived 

effectiveness of external peer-review models to assure learning (RQ-2). In this chapter 

the theoretical framework to be adopted to respond to these questions will be discussed 

using systems theories from financial accounting. Legitimacy theory, institutional 

theories, and stakeholder theory will be explored to aid our understanding of the 

reasons the Australian Business School seek international accreditation from the 

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) or adopt any 

external peer-review (EPR) model to assure learning. In addition to the above, 

stakeholder theory will be adopted to enhance our understanding the basis of 

engagement of stakeholders in QA practices, whether this engagement results in 

effective assurance of learning and if stakeholders influence the adoption of QA 

approach. 

4.2 Overview of Theory Adoption in the Context of Accounting 

Schools 

Systems theories is used to enhance our understanding of the decisions and perceptions 

of academics as to the adoption and effectiveness of different QA approaches to assure 

learning. Assuring learning is mandated by the TEQSA and AACSB. Assuring 

learning is time consuming and costly, and any QA approach (accreditation or EPRMs) 

must be considered in terms of effectiveness of safeguarding learning standards 

(Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer & Price 2015). 

Legitimacy, institutional and stakeholder theories assist in our understanding of 

adoption of a QA approach as a reaction to changing expectations of accounting 

schools, for example, assuring learning, signalling quality, attraction of international 

students and compliance with the HESF 2015. Legitimacy theory may also be useful 

for understanding the perception of academics and administrators regarding the 

measures of effectiveness of QA approaches. Stakeholder theory allows us to 

understand the extent and basis of engagement of stakeholders in assuring learning. 

The HESF 2015 mandated that internal QA monitoring should be informed by 
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students’ feedback, thus, stakeholder theory would explain the new acceptability of 

the regulatory norms, adjustment of activities and actions of business schools. 

Moreover, stakeholder theory also complements legitimacy and institutional theories 

in providing an explanation of the influence of the stakeholders in decision-making to 

adopt any QA approach. The next section examines the appropriateness of the three 

systems theories to explore the AoL expectations and behaviours exhibited by 

accounting schools. 

4.2.1 Theories Relevance to Quality Assurance Considerations 

Systems theories are adopted in this thesis to assist in understanding the behaviours of 

accounting schools in addressing AoL and the new Australian higher education 

regulatory environment. Systems theories consist of three main theoretical categories, 

and each contributes to understanding the reaction of accounting schools to the new 

regulatory environment and ongoing trend of seeking AACSB accreditation. 

Legitimacy theory explores the acceptability of behaviours within a community—are 

accounting schools responding to change in the way that the community would expect? 

This is the response to a changing regulatory environment and the responses that flow 

from that. We accept that these changing regulations and expectations reflect 

community expectations. Stakeholder theory is more specific in identifying those 

individuals or groups affected by regulatory change and the consequent change in 

behavioural expectations. Stakeholders include staff and students within accounting 

schools, the university itself, professional accounting bodies and the industry. While 

this thesis cannot review all stakeholders in detail, accounting school staff are 

extensively explored due to their importance in successfully adopting QA approaches. 

This theory assists us in understanding and exploring the response of staff to the 

changing environment. Institutional theory offers a third way to explore the response 

to change from institutions’ perspective. Institutional theory is a reflection of 

organisational norms and the pressures impacting on institutions. This theory offers 

insights into the implications of change for business schools and universities from the 

organisational perspective and reflect, for example, pressures that may come from the 

university to the business school to address change in particular ways (presumably to 

meet stakeholder needs and achieve community acceptance of actions). 
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4.3 Overview of Legitimacy Theory 

Legitimacy theory posits that organisations will undertake those activities that will be 

judged acceptable to the community within which they operate. Legitimacy has been 

defined as a status granted to an organisation by social actors on account of being 

congruent with that society’s norms, values, belief and definitions (Pfeffer & Salancik 

1978; Ashforth & Gibbs 1990; Suchman 1995; Woodward, Edwards & Birkin 1996). 

Business schools wish to gain, maintain, enhance and, at times, repair legitimacy based 

their actions and behaviours (Suchman 1995; Scott 1995). In this study, legitimacy is 

accounting schools’ perceptions of the expectations of their constituents—

stakeholders such as prospective students, students, academics, the industry, the 

profession and university management—and seeking to act in ways within the socially 

constructed norms of higher education (Deephouse 1996; Koys 2008). TEQSA is the 

organisation with the responsibility to implement regulations accepted by society, 

done so in the form of the HESF 2015. Legislation reflects the norms of a society. 

Implementation of these rules is part of the legitimising process, with the regulator 

being the agent of the community in implementing acceptable societal norms through 

legislation. 

If an institution chooses not to follow regulation, we might expect disparities between 

the value systems of the organisation and society. This lack of congruency will attract 

legal, economic and other social sanctions (Dowling & Pfeffer 1975). For example, 

awarding an accounting qualification that does not align with the AQF and limited 

evidence of graduate attainments of TLOs as expected by regulations would be 

expected to attract sanctions. Adopting a risk-based approach TEQSA and in given the 

context of educational policy changes in the Australian higher education system, non-

compliance with HESF’s norm for institutional quality assurance may adversely affect 

funding from the government (TEQSA 2016c). In some cases, an organisation deviates 

from socially constructed norms, yet retains legitimacy because this deviation drew no 

disapproval (Suchman 1995) or was dismissed on account of being unique (Perrow 

1970). This is seen in McKee, Mills and Weatherbee’s (2005) study of Canadian 

business schools, where some top-tier business schools did not choose to seek AACSB 

accreditation and remained legitimate in the eyes of stakeholders with no 

repercussions. 
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Adopting a legitimacy argument and reflecting on the regulatory environment and 

decision by many business schools to seek AACSB accreditation, it will be useful to 

understand why some schools, such as RMIT University and the Peter Faber Business 

School, have not sought AACSB accreditation despite the argued competitive and 

marketing benefits. These schools have instead focused on professional accounting 

accreditation and apply EPRMs for QA purposes. An interesting comparison can be 

made with accounting schools that seek and/or maintain both AACSB accounting 

accreditation and professional accounting accreditation. Both seem meet the criteria of 

legitimacy theory—their actions are acceptable and in line with societal norms. 

4.3.1 Business Schools and Legitimising Strategies 

Organisation can resort to a number of practices to gain, maintain and, if required, 

repair their legitimacy. These practices are extensively discussed in the literature and 

presented in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1: Strategies and Actions for Legitimacy 

HEI Practice Legitimacy Strategy 

Gain Maintain Enhance Repair 

Delivering quality education (Van Damme 2001; Radu 

Lefebvre & Redien-Collot 2012) 

YES – – – 

Providing greater employment opportunities and research 

productivity (Cruz-Suarez, Prado-Roman & Prado-

Roman 2014) 

– – – – 

Convey quality in pedagogical content and processes, 

also known as academic legitimacy (Radu Lefebvre & 

Redien-Collot 2012) 

YES – – – 

Skill development to suit the need of market, also known 

as market legitimacy (Kipping & Nioche 1997; Starkey & 

Tempest 2008); fulfilling market expectation, that is, 

pedagogical content and skill development suitable to the 

needs of the students and employers for tapping 

employment opportunities (Starkey & Tiratsoo 2007) 

YES – – – 

Demonstrating an understanding of broader role of 

business school in society (that is, sustainability) 

(Springett & Kearins 2001; Rasche & Gilbert 2015; 

Snelson-Powell, Grosvold & Millington 2016) 

YES YES YES – 

Meeting the needs of immediate audience (for example, 

students and employers) (McKee, Mills & Weatherbee 

2005) 

YES – – – 
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HEI Practice Legitimacy Strategy 

Gain Maintain Enhance Repair 

Involving stakeholders in policymaking (for example, 

designing the school’s mission statement) (Palmer & 

Short 2008) 

– – YES – 

High-quality research and publication (Certo, Sirmon & 

Brymer 2010) 

YES – – – 

Improvement in quality of education and signalling 

quality (Tullis & Camey 2007) 

– – – – 

Using markers and signals including AACSB 

accreditation (Thomas & Wilson 2011) 

YES – – – 

Financial contribution or revenue generated by the 

business school (Deephouse & Carter 2005; Parker & 

Guthrie 2010) 

YES – – – 

Research ranking (Thomas & Wilson 2011) and 

reputation (Antunes & Thomas 2007) 

YES – – – 

Establishing strategic alliance with other HEIs, formation 

of a club to confer legitimacy to each other (Stensaker & 

Harvey 2006) and alliance between HEIs with similar 

strategic orientations (Palmer & Short, 2008) 

YES – – – 

Value proposition (that is, salaries attracted by graduates 

and revenue generation by school) (Parker & Guthrie 

2010) 

YES – – – 

Vital component of legitimisation process in accounting 

schools (Lightbody 2010) 

YES – – – 

Business citizenship activities—education, research, 

administration and services to community—for wider 

social and public good (Boyle 2004) 

– – YES – 

Acquiring AACSB accreditation in drive to achieve or 

maintain legitimacy (Halkias et al. 2009; McDavid & 

Huse 2015) 

YES YES – – 

Seek and acquire AACSB accreditation as road to 

legitimacy (Julian & Ofori-Dankwa 2006; Elliott 2013) 

Chedrawi, Howayeck & Tarhini 2019) 

YES YES – – 

Attainment of AACSB accreditation led to enhancement 

of legitimacy in Finnish business school (Alajoutsijärvi, 

Kettunen & Sohlo 2018) 

– – YES – 

From perspective of non-profit organisations (including 

colleges and universities), organisations may seek 

AACSB accreditation to acquire legitimacy (Slatten, 

Guidry & Austin 2011) 

YES – – – 



69 

HEI Practice Legitimacy Strategy 

Gain Maintain Enhance Repair 

Gaining and maintaining AACSB accreditation (McKee, 

Mills & Weatherbee 2005; Rusch & Wilbur 2007; 

Zammuto 2008) and compliance with AACSB standards 

(Casile & Davis-Blake 2002; Hodge 2010) 

YES YES – – 

Note: HEI = higher education institution. 

One of the questions that comes from the introduction of new legislatory requirements 

of HESF (2015), and the introduction of an implementation body such as TEQSA is 

the impact that this has on legitimacy and whether it is necessary for the organisation 

to action to maintain legitimacy.  This can be exemplified in Figure 4.1 where an 

organisation must move from one state of legitimacy to another.  This occurs when the 

existing state of legitimacy is no longer adequate, and change is implemented. During 

this period of unrest, organisations must adapt to the new environment that is 

acceptable and move to a ‘new’ level of legitimacy and maintain their right to operate. 

For example, the necessity to adopt a QA approach for compliance with the HESF 

2015. While organisations retain previous legitimatising actions such as holding 

AACSB accreditation, they also need to adopt EPRMs for external referencing to 

produce evidence of assuring learning, calibration of standards, continuous 

improvement in teaching and learning practices and comparability in learning 

standards. 

New post-change legitimate state (able to retain some previous aspects of legitimacy 

such as AACSB accreditation) 

 

 

Change in societal expectation triggering unrest and the need for change (for 

example, new legislation implemented) 

 

 

Pre-change legitimate state (may include AACSB accreditation) 

 Figure 4.1: Process of Changing Standard of Legitimacy 
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It is anticipated that legitimacy theory will offer insights into the interpretation of RQ-

1 and RQ-2. Legitimacy theory is expected to assist in gaining insights into: 

• the strategic intents and/or actions, decisions and practices of business schools 

to acquire AACSB business accreditation 

• the preference to remain unaccredited from AACSB and follow any EPRM for 

externally reference themselves to maintain their legitimacy.  

• measures of effectiveness in EPR model, incorporation of which may be seen 

as an act to maintain and/or enhance legitimacy for example, a selection of external 

peers and follow up accountability of schools.  

The literature has shown that the institutionalisation of existing practices and models 

legitimatises business schools and provides insulation from competition (Pfeffer & 

Fong 2002). The potential for institutional theory to offer insights into the behaviour 

of universities is discussed next.  

4.4 Overview of Institutional Theory 

In Australian business schools, the dramatic increase in international student 

enrolments has created fierce competition and pressure (Subraamanniam 2017). This 

pressure often leads to structural changes such as seeking AACSB accreditation and/or 

adopting EPRMs as a QA approach. Influences can be expected from external and 

internal environment forces. Institutional theory assists in understanding the impact of 

this environment on institutional behaviour. 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools in the HES offering 

accounting education are an example of organisations that constitute an institutional 

field. This can be seen as a global field (Pettigrew & Starkey 2016). The focus of 

institutional theory is to examine and explain how organisational, environmental or 

institutionalised norms and pressures impact organisations’ culture, structure, 

strategies and behavioural changes among the organisation in which they operate 

(Pfeffer & Salancik 1978; DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Hoffman 2001). Institutional 

theory assumes that in responding to external pressure, organisations will adopt 

practices considered appropriate by social constituents, even if these are inefficient 

(Meyer & Rowan 1977). 
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This theory assists in understanding the behaviour of Australian business schools in 

seeking and adopting QA approaches including AACSB accreditation. The 

commercial imperative and importance of legitimacy may explain the pursuit of 

AACSB accreditation and/or EPRMs in the Australian HES (Mezias 1990; Goodstein 

1994; Casile & Davis-Blake 2002). Business and accounting schools initially adopting 

AACSB accreditation or EPRMs as a QA approach may have primarily been 

motivated by potential QA and/or enhancements that may have granted competitive 

advantages or differentiation from non-AACSB-accredited business schools (Tullis & 

Camey 2007). Late adopters may not gain the same level of benefit (Meyer & Rowan 

1977; Feldman & March 1981; DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Kondra & Hinings 1998; 

Thomas et al. 2014). Potential benefits include in competitive advantage, access to 

funding for research and development, collaborations and revenue from full-fee-

paying international students. 

4.4.1 Institutional Isomorphism and Accounting Schools 

As previously noted, institutional theory perspective, AACSB accreditation and 

implementation of EPRMs to assure learning can be seen as a potential institutional 

pressure for change and homogenisation. This constraining process or tendency of 

homogenisation among organisations within an institutional field subject to the same 

set of environment conditions is called isomorphism. Institutional isomorphism is a 

sound and effective theory of institutional change (Alyahya, Hijazi & Harvey 2018) 

and may be useful to understand how coercive, normative and mimetic isomorphic 

effects play out in adoption of QA approaches at Australian accounting schools 

remains an empirical question. 

Sections 4.4.1.1 and 4.4.1.2 explore whether any particular type of institutional 

pressure—being subject to TEQSA regulations or AACSB accreditation (coercive 

isomorphism), belonging to an association of various group of universities in 

Australian higher education (normative isomorphism); and looking at the performance 

of other business schools (mimetic isomorphism) plays a dominant role in adopting 

the QA approach. 

4.4.1.1 Memetic Isomorphism 

Memetic isomorphism has been extensively been explored by several scholars 

working in the tradition of institutional organisational theory (Meyer & Rowan 1977; 



72 

DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Mizruchi & Fein 1999; Frumkin & Galaskiewicz 2004; 

Kalev, Dobbin & Kelly 2006). The AACSB-specific literature (Casile & Davis-Blake 

2002; McKee, Mills & Weatherbee 2005; Elliott 2013) empirically supports that 

memetic isomorphism plays a key role in the adoption of AACSB standards as 

innovation. 

Previous has pointed to uncertainty in the education environment has influenced the 

decision making of business schools to seek and acquire AACSB accreditation in the 

US, UK, and Canada. This uncertainty in educational environment includes financial 

uncertainty, legitimacy pressures, increased competitiveness, markets like pressure, 

commercialisation, perceiving lack of accreditation as a competitive disadvantage 

(McKee, Mills & Weatherbee 2005; Lowrie & Willmott 2009; Elliott 2013; Chedrawi, 

Howayeck & Tarhini 2019), and influence of institutional pressures and stakeholders 

for example, vice-chancellors and other senior university officers due to academic and 

financial success (Wilson & McKiernan 2011).  

In the Australian HES context, pressures include market-like conditions, hyper 

competition for international student enrolments and fiscal cuts by local government 

(Deem 2004; Marginson 2006; Guthrie & Neumann 2007; Ryan, Neumann & Guthrie 

2008; Ryan & Guthrie 2009; Parker & Guthrie 2010). The memetic perspective of 

institutional theory helps us to understand the behaviours of business schools when 

faced with environmental uncertainties, for example, a number of Australian business 

schools have become accredited to AACSB and others are seeking it?   to generate 

revenue from international students, sustain and grow, protect themselves from 

competition and to signal that their educational offering is on par with international 

standards. Institutional theory can also provide an account of the extent of 

institutionalisation of accreditation or external peer-review processes to assure 

learning from the perspective of Australian business schools. Precisely how and why 

business schools behave or how their choices for QA are shaped, mediated and 

channelled by the environment (Jamali & Neville 2011) can be explained and 

advanced using institutional theory. 

4.4.1.2 Normative Isomorphism 

Normative isomorphism is referred to as a pressure arising from group norms to adopt 

a particular institutional practice (DiMaggio & Powell 1983, 2000) and is rooted in 

professionalisation (van Vught 1989, 2008). Professional networks as key means of 
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institutionalising processes and practices have been identified by Laine (2009). The 

network referred to here may be organised through meetings and conferences 

(Carruthers 1995), communication and/or affiliation to a professional network and 

trade associations (van Vught 1989, 2008), professional training (Djelic 2004; Maman 

2006; Beckert 2010) and social networks (Mizruchi & Fein 1999). The perspective of 

normative isomorphism would help to understand the adoption of any EPR models by 

Australian business schools based on the presence of different groups and/or network 

universes in Australian higher education, for example, the Group of Eight (Go8), 

Australian Technology Network and Innovative and Research Universities can be led 

to the adoption of a particular QA model. To illustrate, all Go8 universities use the 

QVS. Adoption of any particular QA model by all members of a network facilitates 

ease of external referencing. Normative isomorphism also helps to understand the 

behaviour of AACSB-accredited schools in Australia based on adherence to 

accreditation standards and QA policies (Wilkins & Huisman 2012), as they can be 

considered as a network thus can embody normative isomorphism. Further, Normative 

isomorphism will help us to understand the adoption of EPR models which can be 

influenced by the concept of community of practice in accounting discipline where 

members of a discipline can adopt a particular QA model based on the support of their 

disciplinary community. For example, team achievement matters organised several 

calibration workshops to propagate the idea of calibration of a learning standard which 

may result in the adoption of their double-blind EPRM known as external calibration 

and assurance. Another example could be ERoS where consortium of four Australian 

universities came together to experiment modified/customised external peer-model for 

satisfy external referencing regulations.  

4.5 Stakeholder Theory 

The most widely used definition of a stakeholder in an organisation is any group or 

individual who can affect or is affected by the performance/achievements, objectives 

and operations of the organisation (Freeman 1984; Freeman & Gilbert 1987). Persons, 

groups, neighbourhoods, organisations, institutions, societies and even the natural 

environment are generally thought to qualify as actual or potential stakeholders. 

Stakeholders can be classified in many ways (for example, stakeholder salience 

(Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997) or internal and external stakeholders (Freeman 1984)). 

For the purpose of this exploratory study, we are contemplating on both the 

classifications of stakeholders. The present thesis uses the typology proposed by 
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Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) and examines stakeholders on the basis of saliency, 

that is, the power they hold for example, the power to accredit the accounting schools, 

compliance audit of accounting schools by TEQSA, university funding by the VC 

office, and employer preferences. ). Sorting stakeholders on basis of their being 

internal or external to the organisation is frequently used in higher education (Burrows 

1999; Amaral & Magalhaes 2002; Musiał 2010; Kettunen 2014). Current students, 

faculty members, administrative staff and the leadership of business schools and 

university administration can be classified as internal stakeholders on the basis of their 

control over strategic/critical resources, direct involvement in decision-making and 

production and consumption of a product. Traditionally, the government, parents, 

accrediting agencies, donors, current and future employers of graduates, prospective 

students, competitions and the community are the most prominent external 

stakeholders (Burrows 1999). These stakeholders are indirectly involved in various 

decisions for example industry mentors and professionals working at schools may 

provide input on assessment task or method and content of curriculum for quality 

assurance and are indirectly affected by the organisation’s performance and 

achievement of the business schools for example employers and the industry). They 

deal with business schools externally and are users of information, but make their 

expectations known and exert pressure on institutions’ operations. 

Stakeholder theory clearly explains the relationship between the external environment 

and the behaviour within that environment (Freeman 1984; Buchholz & Rosenthal 

2005; Wicks 2014). Clarkson (1995) stated that determining the stakeholders and 

revealing the organisation’s responsibility towards them is the fundamental aspect of 

stakeholder theory. McVea and Freeman (2005) proposed that the focus should be on 

value creation, decision-making processes and relationships with stakeholders. In the 

context of the present exploratory study, employability through assuring attainment of 

desired graduate attributes, adoption of a QA approach for continuous improvement 

and involving key stakeholders to align LOs to market needs can be seen as value 

creation, decision-making processes and relationships with stakeholders. Stakeholder 

theory also suggests that the various groups should be included in decisions that affect 

them through stakeholder dialogue (Daboub & Calton 2002) for example, engagement 

of students, employers and professional agencies (CA/CPA) while external 

referencing.  
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Stakeholder theory is used as an umbrella term to represent a normative and 

managerial perspective that addresses issues associated with the rights and power of 

stakeholders and the management of the relationship with them. These two 

perspectives or branches of stakeholder theory are called normative and managerial 

respectively. Scholars advocating the normative branch (for example, Freeman & 

Evan 1990; Donaldson & Preston 1995; Hasnas 1998; Gray, Owen & Adams 2010) 

hold that there is no prevailing set of interest that dominate others or give primacy to 

powerful or financial stakeholders on the basis of them providing critical resources to 

the organisation. The managerial perspective acknowledges the role of power or 

control over critical resources (for example, financial resources, human resources and 

raw materials) in meeting the demands and expectations of stakeholders (Ullmann 

1985; Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997; Nasi et al. 1997; Bailey, Harte & Sugden 2000; 

Madsen & Ulhoi 2001; Buhr 2002; Friedman & Miles 2002; Unerman & Bennett 

2004; David, Bloom & Hillman 2007). This branch of stakeholder theory has been 

advanced on the basis of stakeholder ‘salience’ (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997; Nasi et 

al. 1997; Winn 2001; Eesley & Lenox 2006; David, Bloom & Hillman 2007; Knox & 

Gruar 2007; Parent & Deephouse 2007). 

4.5.1 Stakeholder Theory and Decision-Making 

The literature on stakeholder engagement in AoL indicates that broader engagement 

involving key internal (staff and students) and external stakeholders (external peers, 

business schools and, a network of business school) are one of the dimensions of QA. 

Dimensions include CTL (Jordens & Zepke 2009; Lawson et al. 2015); reviewing, 

amending and enhancing the curricula (Bath et al. 2004; Nicolaidou, Sophocleous & 

Phtiaka 2006); and continuous improvement (Lawson et al. 2015). So far as the 

engagement of internal and external stakeholders are concerned, studies have indicated 

that some institutions preferred to involve internal stakeholders, while others have 

successfully engaged external stakeholders to assure learning. 

On one hand, Amer and Mohrweis (2009) provided empirical evidence of successfully 

CTL in an auditing course by direct involvement of professionals or industry experts, 

but acknowledged the resistance by faculty members to implement the proposed 

changes. External advisory boards can be a rich source of inputs that may help to 

address issues in learning and/or assure learning by being directly or indirectly 

involved in external peer-review processes. Betters-Reed, Nitkin and Sampson (2008) 
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and Rexeisen and Garrison (2013) provided evidence of engagement of internal 

stakeholders in generating, evaluating and implementing the ideas for CTL which 

enhanced the effectiveness in CTL. In the context of the Australian HES, French et al. 

(2014) found that Go8, Australian Technology Network and IRU institutions have rich 

internal stakeholder engagement in CTL, but no evidence was found on external 

stakeholder engagement in AoL processes. They also argued that broad stakeholder 

engagement at the CTL stage is an important element of effectiveness in the AoL 

process. In relation to this exploratory study, any decision for CTL for successful 

learning of communication skills directly affects students and employers (key 

stakeholder), thus, they may engage with at the stages of design and decision to 

implement. This engagement may become a mechanism for allowing the stakeholders 

access to decision-making (Freeman 1984; Van Buren 2001) that relates to QA and 

learning and has the potential to affect them (Freeman & Evan 1990; McVea & 

Freeman 2005). Few EPRMs for example ECA which encourages engagement of 

internal and external stakeholders. 

Stakeholder theory assist us in ascertaining the basis on which business schools: 

1) decide to adopt a particular QA approach. In relation to this decision, 

stakeholder theory is advantageous to explain the situations or stances where 

stakeholder have exercised their power (for example, controlling access to funding 

for seeking AACSB accreditation) to potentially influence the business school’s 

decision-making in managing QA processes to make it consistent with their needs 

and priorities. 

2) undertake stakeholder engagements in CTL in AoL or assuring learning for 

quality education and in EPRMs. Stakeholder theory may also explain if Australian 

business schools are practicing holistic engagement of students, employers, 

industry experts, academics and external peers in continuous improvement (for 

example, enhancing employability prospects by aligning LOs with industry needs, 

curriculum design, assessments and other teaching and learning practices) or if the 

school’s leadership/management gravitate and respond to those stakeholders that 

are adjudged to have power salient features attributes (Bailey, Harte & Sugden 

2000; Buhr 2002). 

Using lenses of stakeholder theory, this exploratory study would predict and will help 

to understand the basis of stakeholder engagement (normative or managerial 
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perspective) and ways to engage stakeholders in the process of decision-making and 

CTL processes. This thesis uses stakeholder theory to explain the influence of 

stakeholders on the choice of QA approach (RQ-1) and stakeholder engagement in 

assuring learning as a measure of effectiveness in a QA approach (RQ-2). 

4.6 Summary 

This chapter has provided understanding, explanation, and discussion of legitimacy 

theory, institutional theory, and stakeholder theory, conceptualise the link between the 

behaviour of business school and their decision making to engage stakeholders in QA 

processes. These three systems theories may be helpful in understanding the 

motivation of business schools to adopt any QA approach. Moreover, the stakeholder 

theory perspective also assisted in examining the engagement of stakeholders as an 

effective way to assure learning.   

The justification for each theory is presented in the context of the business school and 

wherever possible Australian business schools remain the central focus. It has been 

noted that much of the research on motivation to seek AACSB accreditation has been 

in the UK and the US, and to a lesser extent in New Zealand and Canada. There has 

recently been some research in the Australian context, but the relative lack of research 

on Australian business schools invites investigation to find the motivation to adopt the 

external peer-review models and AACSB accreditation it is believed that accounting 

schools are an interesting case for study. The aforementioned theories are applied 

throughout this thesis and their application is summarised in Chapter 9. The next 

chapter presents the research methodology and discusses mixed method-quantitative 

and qualitative approaches and methods employed to analyse and examine the research 

questions and hypotheses. 
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Chapter 5: Research Methodology 

5.1 Overview 

This chapter discusses the research methodology. A mixed method methodology was 

adopted to utilise both qualitative and quantitative techniques. Quantitative data was 

collected using a web-based self-administered survey across 37 accounting schools 

across Australia (AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools) 

(Phase I). Analysis was undertaken using SPSS to conduct independent t-tests and 

Mann-Whitney U-tests to test H0. A sample of 16 participants across eight business 

schools were interviewed to collect qualitative data (Phase II). Data was manually 

analysed (O’Dwyer 2004). In this chapter the methodology and justification for the 

approach adopted for this research, details of the quantitative and qualitative research 

method, mixed methods data analysis scheme, validity and reliability, ethical 

considerations and limitations are discussed.  

5.2 Justification of the Mixed Methods Methodology 

A mixed methods methodology is the systematic and logical integration of at least one 

qualitative and quantitative method to collect, analyse and interpret results within a 

single study to meet the research aims and provide superior answers to the research 

questions (Greene, Caracelli & Graham 1989; Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2004; Johnson, 

Onwuegbuzie & Turner 2005; Tashakkori & Creswell 2007; Hadi et al. 2013). To 

provide in-depth understanding (Bryman 2006, 2008), surveys were administered to 

explore the motivations of accounting schools to adopt a QA approach and interviews 

were then conducted to explore the perceived measures of effectiveness of QA 

approaches. This sequence was based on the expectation that the survey results would 

empirically inform the subsequent interview questions. This design was intended to 

assist understanding, explanation and interpretation of the quantitative results 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004; Creswell & Clark 2011; Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 

2013; Martin‐Misener et al. 2015; Rodriguez Almagro et al. 2017) or to follow up with 

confusing or significant responses (Driscoll et al. 2007).  

This exploratory study adopted a mixed methods approach for three reasons. First, 

cross-walking of items. According to (Yin 2006, p. 44), ‘The more that the items 

overlap or complement each other, the more that the mixed methods can be part of a 
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single study’. In this exploratory study, some construct from survey has lend support 

to interview questions and vice-versa to complement the results in this study. This also 

helped develop an explanation to account for all the data that contradicted leading to 

new perspective thus facilitated rich and thick data (Bonoma 1985; Benbasat, 

Goldstein & Mead 1987; Greene, Caracelli & Graham 1989; Tashakkori & Teddlie 

1998; Sale, Lohfeld & Brazil 2002; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004; Bryman 2006; 

Collins, Onwuegbuzie & Sutton 2006; Klassen et al. 2012; Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 

2013) which was required to meet the aim of this research.  

Second, to leverage the strengths of surveys and interviews and offset the inherent 

weaknesses of each approach (Greene, Caracelli & Graham 1989; Creswell et al. 2003; 

Dennis & Garfield 2003; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004; Bryman 2006; Creswell & 

Clark 2007; Creswell et al. 2011) to provide confidence in the results and stronger 

inferences than a single method (Greene, Caracelli & Graham 1989; Morse 2003; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie 2003; Burns & Grove 2005; Bryman 2006; Dunning et al. 2008; 

Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009). 

5.3 Quantitative Data Gathering (Phase I): Survey 

Quantitative data was collected via an online survey. Data was collected about the 

influences on the business school’s QA approach. This section details the sampling 

procedures, survey data collection method, survey instrument and data analysis 

methods. 

5.3.1 Sample Size and Selection Strategy for Questionnaire Survey 

Thirty-seven accounting schools at Australian universities formed the population for 

the survey. This sample included 3 AACSB-accredited and 5 non-AACSB-accredited 

business schools, none of which possessed or were seeking AACSB accounting 

accreditation. Convenience sampling was adopted in the online survey such that 

participants would be those willing to take part (Sue & Ritter 2011; Yin 2015). 

Adopting this technique is quick, economical and convenient, although it is criticised 

for its inability to generalise the findings and apply statistical inferences to the 

underlying population (Patton 2002; Sue & Ritter 2011; Merriam & Tisdell 2015). The 

online survey was adopted to inform the interviews (Phase II), and information 

collected during interviews would assist in mitigating the issues of convenience 

sampling. 
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The survey was addressed to all deans, associate deans (learning and teaching), heads 

of school, course coordinators, heads of the accounting schools, quality assurance 

managers, accreditation managers, academic staff from accounting schools and 

administrators. Some of these, for example associate deans (learning and teaching), 

quality assurance managers and accreditation managers were expected to be highly 

involved in AoL and/or QA. The survey was sent to accounting academics to ascertain 

the views of accounting staff, in particular, as accounting is a professionally accredited 

discipline and differences may be expected from other business areas which are not. 

These potential participants were contacted via email (see Appendix C) to request their 

participation in the online survey. Inviting such a diverse range of participants was 

expected to prevent a low response rate (Neuman & Robson 2012), leading to 

enhanced generalisability and external validity (Dillman 2007). 

5.3.2 Data Collection Process for Questionnaire Survey 

Surveying is effective for gathering primary data in a quick and systematic fashion 

(Babbie 2001; Creswell & Clark 2007; Neuman & Robson 2012). The use of web-

based surveys for research is growing and has become a common way of attracting 

respondents (Sue & Ritter 2011). Surveying was employed in this exploratory study 

to collect data from AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools to 

identify the determinants and barriers in selecting a QA approach. Self-administered 

online surveys have been widely used to collect information in the Australian HES 

generally and in the discipline of accounting specifically (for example, Bath et al. 

2004; Clarke & Burdett 2007; Kavanagh & Drennan 2008; Muldoon & Kofoed 2009; 

Radloff et al. 2009; Shah 2011; Nash et al. 2016). Self-administered online surveys 

through Survey Monkey were offered to participants across 37 accounting schools in 

Australian universities. Survey Monkey allowed for quick survey creation and 

generation of statistics (Creswell 2013; Gray 2013). Two reminder emails were sent 

to enhance the response rate. The survey was open from August to December 2017. 

5.3.3 Survey Instrument: Nature Scope and Purpose 

Two version of the survey were created for AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited schools. While there were minimal differences, the survey sent to the former 

had six questions (see Appendix D), while the survey sent to the latter had seven 

questions (see Appendix E). The first two questions in both surveys were about the 

respondent’s role within their business school and their involvement in QA processes. 



81 

The version of the survey sent to non-AACSB-accredited schools had an additional 

question about the QA approach adopted by the participant’s school. Other questions 

in both surveys were designed to solicit information about the motivation to adopt a 

QA approach, opportunities provided a QA approach, enhancement of the school’s 

profile in adopting a QA approach and the results of adopting a QA approach. The two 

versions of the survey were designed to be as similar as possible for the purpose of 

comparison, but five statements differed due to the status of AACSB accreditation. 

This would help this exploratory study to test the null hypothesis (H0) developed – 

AACSB and non-AACSB schools are different in their motivation to adopt QA 

approaches. Possible motivations for adopting QA approaches were sourced from prior 

studies predominately out of the US, and the requirements of the HESF 2015. 

Identified motivations were built into the survey questions and statements on 

marketing and positioning strategy (Miles et al. 2015; Miles, Grimmer & Franklin 

2016), relevance to stakeholders (Miles, Grimmer & Franklin 2016), access to funding, 

program improvement, attraction of international students (Roberts, Johnson & 

Groesbeck 2004; Sciglimpaglia et al. 2007), external benchmarking, peer review, 

consulting (Whittenburg et al. 2006), internal and external stakeholder pressure (Bitter 

& Henry 2015), CTL in AoL and continuous improvements (Sinning & Dykxhoorn 

2001; Rexeisen & Garrison 2013), perceived benefits of AACSB accreditation (Roller, 

Andrews & Bovee 2003), staff engagement in AoL (Garrison & Rexeisen 2014), 

recognition of AACSB for employment and value of AACSB accounting accreditation 

(Bitter 2014; Henderson, Jordan & Crockett 1990). A five-point Likert scale 

(5 = strongly agree to 1 =strongly disagree) was adopted to identify respondent’s level 

of agreement for each statement. Five-point Likert scales have been widely used in 

surveys in the HES (Roller, Andrews & Bovee 2003; Bath et al. 2004; Clarke & 

Burdett 2007; Gaharan et al. 2007; Christensen, Judd & Nichols 2011; Gray & Murray 

2011; Rexeisen & Garrison 2013; Siriwardane, Low & Blietz 2015). 

The surveys were pilot tested (Neuman 2002; Campanelli 2008; De Leeuw, Hox & 

Dillman 2008; Creswell 2013) to improve the reliability and validity of the instrument 

(Neuman 2002). Pilot testing was undertaken with a group of 18 experts at the 

Tasmanian School of Business and Economics (TSBE). The majority of these experts 

consisted of accounting academics in various positions. For example, at UTAS the 

teaching and learning coordinator at TSBE and the director of strategic quality 

assurance were included.  It was expected that coordinators and the quality assurance 
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director would be knowledgeable of the issues surrounding AACSB accreditation and 

quality assurance. Equally, it is expected that other academics would have varying 

levels of awareness of approaches to quality assurance whether they be within AACSB 

accreditation schools, or engage in course evaluation processes, or subject to 

professional accreditation and the philosophy within their schools. Pilot testing 

resulted in some minor changes such as rewording of questions and/or statements, 

changing the survey’s length, removing ambiguous statements and estimating survey 

completion time which assisted in enhancing the construct and content validity and 

reliability. For a higher response rate, to ensure anonymity, confidentiality protections 

and to avoid context effect, specific instructions were embedded in the survey for 

example purpose of the questionnaire and ethical clearance number) (Creswell & Clark 

2007; Manfreda & Vehovar 2008; Singer 2008; Creswell 2013). 

5.3.4 Data Analysis Methods for the Questionnaire Survey 

Data gathered through the surveys were analysed and interpreted using independent t-

test, Mann-Whitney U-test and descriptive statistics. Independent t-test and Mann-

Whitney U-test are considered robust when comparing two independent samples 

gathered using five-point Likert scale questions (Rasch, Teuscher & Guiard 2007; De 

Winter & Dodou 2010) and were used to test the null hypothesis (H0) – AACSB and 

non-AACSB schools are different in their motivation to adopt QA approaches. 

SPSS (V.24) was adopted to conduct independent t-test and Mann-Whitney U-test. 

Skewness and kurtosis normality tests were conducted in SPSS to test the normality 

of data crosschecked in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk test (Field 2009). 

The results indicated that variables were not normally distributed. If data is not 

normally distributed, Mann-Whitney U-test can be used as an alternative (Hart 2001; 

Nachar 2008) and in conjunction with independent t-test to compare results and 

improve the robustness of the results. 

5.3.4.1 Independent Two-sample T-test 

When comparing two independent sets of responses from Likert scale questions, the 

independent sample t-test is frequently performed (Wilcoxon 1945), and this is widely 

used in the accounting literature (Apostolou et al. 2015). Independent t-tests were used 

to assess whether the characteristics of respondents and means (Fagerland 2012) of 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools are significantly statistically 
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different from each other. This test was conducted on all variables from both versions 

of the survey. Assumptions of independent variables, homogeneity of variance and 

independent scores were met in conducting the test (Field 2009). 

Two assumptions of independent t-tests were violated. First, the test of normality was 

violated. Independent t-test can be used even if data is non-normally distributed 

(Kendall & Williams 2008; Norman 2010). It has been argued that this violation of 

normality distribution has no impact on the robustness of independent t-test (Sullivan 

& d’Agostino 1992), particularly when the sample sizes of both groups are at least 30 

(Wilcox 2011). In the present study, the sample size was 76 and 56 for AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools respectively. 

The second assumption violated was data measurement. An ordinal scale adopting a 

five-point Likert scale was adopted for data collection. However, it has been argued 

that independent t-test can be robust with ordinal data (Heeren & D’Agostino 1987; 

Jamieson 2004; Pell 2005; Romano et al. 2006; Norman 2010; Sullivan & Artino Jr 

2013). 

5.3.4.2 Mann-Whitney U-test 

Independent t-test were complemented by the Mann-Whitney U-test (Chand, 

Cummings & Patel 2012) to increase the robustness of the quantitative results. The 

Mann-Whitney U-test is the corresponding non-parametric test for independent 

samples (t-test) with equivalent powerful. There is little practical difference between 

t-test and U-test for equal and unequal sample sizes (Siegal 1956; Field 2009; Derrick 

& White 2017). This test was applied to assess whether respondents at AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools have different perceptions of QA 

approaches. All assumptions for conducting the Mann-Whitney U-test were met. First, 

the dependent variable was measured at the ordinal or continuous level. Second, 

independent variables consisted of two groups (AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited schools). Third, observations were independent of each other and variables 

were not normally distributed (Kendall & Williams 2008; McCrum-Gardner 2008; 

Field 2009; Pallant 2013). 
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5.4 Qualitative Data Gathering (Phase II) 

Qualitative data was gathered via interviews conducted with 16 participants from eight 

business schools offering accounting degrees (by coursework) at the undergraduate 

and postgraduate level to gain a more in-depth understanding and explore the 

perception of participants on the constituents of effectiveness in adopted or intended 

QA approaches. This phase was informed by the quantitative data collected in Phase 

I, as the data gathered from surveys helped to identify the QA issues which were later 

discovered in depth through interviews, for example workload and quality assurance 

(see section 6.4.4.5, 7.4.8, 8.4.5,8.4.10 and 9.4.3.7). 

5.4.1 Sample Size and Selection Strategy for Interviews 

In the absence of any standards or guidelines for sample size in qualitative research 

(Marshall et al. 2013), interviews were conducted with 16 participants across eight 

business schools. As the interviews were conducted to support the survey undertaken 

and to enrich this data the issue of saturation was not addressed specifically. This study 

is exploratory and relied on the availability of and willingness of participants to take 

part in an interview. As part of the survey participants were asked whether or not they 

would agree to participate in an interview - only 16 participants accepted this 

invitation.  I had also to be cognizant of the limit of resources available to conduct this 

stage of the study. An invitation to participate in interviews were sent through an email 

(see Appendix F). Of these eight business schools, an equal number of participants 

were interviewed from three AACSB-accredited schools and five non-AACSB-

accredited schools. Participants were invited to participant in interviews via email. The 

majority of interviewees were academics at different career stages (see table 7.1 and 

8.1). These interviewees were from accounting schools and were considered to have 

an informed view of QA policies and practices as they were responsible for overseeing 

the implementation of AoL, accreditation procedures and standards or matters related 

to QA. Kelley, Tong and Choi (2010) and French et al. (2014) collecting data from 

similar sources. Participants were purposively selected to achieve a balance of 

participants from AACSB and non-AACSB accredited schools. There were four 

considerations behind adoption of purposive sampling. First, the small sample size of 

eight business schools. These eight schools were selected on basis of their proximity 

to this researcher’s institution. Second, employment of a mixed methods methodology. 

Third, the sampled population for interviews shared a common characteristic in that 
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they were responsible for the strategic implementation of curriculum and teaching and 

learning processes (Mason 2002; Kemper, Stringfield & Teddlie 2003; Guarte & 

Barrios 2006; Creswell & Clark 2007; Robinson 2014; Palinkas et al. 2015; Yin 2015). 

Fourth, the availability and willingness of invitees to participate (Bernard 2002). 

5.4.2 Data Collection Process for Interviews 

Interviews are widely adopted and recognised in qualitative research as a method of 

data collection (Mason 2002; Denzin & Lincoln 2005; Qu & Dumay 2011). The aim 

of interviews was to explore perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs (RQ-2) 

and to discover why business schools adopt a QA approach. According to Seidman 

(2013, p. 10), 

“The primary way a researcher can investigate an educational organization, 

institution, or process is through the experience of the individual people, the 

‘others’ who make up the organization or carry out the process”. 

‘Process’ and ‘the others’ the context of the present thesis refers to the QA processes 

for assuring learning and participants responsible for assuring learning respectively. 

These were expected to vary considerably and in complex ways, hence, interviews 

were used (Veal 2005). 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted at interviewees’ workplaces. This type of 

interview was determined as the most appropriate for three reasons. Firstly, the 

literature provides little information about the perceived effectiveness of QA 

approaches to assure learning (Gill et al. 2008; Highfield & Bisman 2012; Kruesi, Kim 

& Hemmington 2017). Secondly, the pool of interviewees was comprised of  

academics and professionals who were equipped with knowledge and practices of 

Quality Assurance (Aberbach & Rockman 2002), meaning that they could provide a 

detailed account of why business schools chose a particular QA approach (DiCicco-

Bloom & Crabtree 2006; Rubin & Rubin 2011). Third, semi-structured interviews 

provide flexibility facilitate in-depth discussions (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008; Gill 

et al. 2008; Qu & Dumay 2011; Highfield & Bisman 2012; Cridland et al. 2015; 

Kruesi, Kim & Hemmington 2017). This in-depth discussion aided in the exploration 

of the perceived motivations of interviewees to adopt AACSB accreditation and 

measure of effectiveness which encompassed their experience and knowledge (King 

& Horrocks 2010). 
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Two versions of the interview questions were prepared for AACSB-accredited and 

non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Appendices G and H respectively). Interview 

questions were refined after reviewing the quantitative results from the surveys. A 

number of the interview questions were similar, but (as expected in semi-structured 

interviews) discussion diverged from the initial questions during interviews. 

Interviewees’ responses highlighted unexpected areas, and this was reflected in 

subsequent interviews. 

All interviews were audio recorded with the consent of interviewees (DiCicco-Bloom 

& Crabtree 2006; Yin 2015) to facilitate data collection (complete, accurate and 

original data) and analysis (ready and repeated access to data) (Hayes & Mattimoe 

2004; Yin 2015) and stored to ensure complete, accurate and original data was kept 

for repeated access. To become familiar with the recording process and to avoid 

technical issues at the time of interview, two simulations were conducted using the 

recorder (Hayes & Mattimoe 2004; DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree 2006).  Recorded files 

were randomly assigned codes for names and locations to ensure participant 

anonymity (Miles & Huberman 1994; Hayes & Mattimoe 2004). 

5.4.3 Data Analysis Methods for Interviews 

The qualitative analysis process was adopted from O’Dwyer (2004). Matrices of 

themes were developed (see Appendix I). All interview recordings were professionally 

transcribed by a local independent agency. To assure the reliability and accuracy of 

the transcriptions, the researcher randomly verified a few recordings, for example 

interviewee A, C and D from AACSB accredited schools and I, O and J from non-

AACSB accreted schools. The interview stages are discussed below. 

5.4.3.1 Stage 1: Data Reduction 

In the first stage, interview recordings were reviewed, and notes made to identify key 

themes. This process of data reduction enabled the researcher to identify the ideas, 

themes and phrases commonly repeated among interviewees (Kvale 2007), to ensure 

that all the themes are identified and grouped together (Thomas 2006); and ensure no 

intonation or statement was missed (Kamla 2007). 

Coding of the interview data was an iterative process (Miles & Huberman 1994; 

Silverman 2006). Initially, transcripts were coded according to the major themes which 

corresponded with a set of predetermined questions in the interview guide. To fully 
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understand the interview data, a second detailed review of transcripts was undertaken 

to confirm previously identified themes. A number of additional themes were 

identified. Open coding was undertaken by reviewing all transcripts line by line to 

derive codes by highlighting the exact words from the text that appear to identify key 

issues and thoughts (Miles & Huberman 1994; Hsieh & Shannon 2005). This analysis 

consisted of ‘familiarising with data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, 

reviewing themes, defining and naming themes and producing the report’ (Braun & 

Clarke 2006, p. 87).Following this, the matrices (see Appendix I) containing open and 

core codes were prepared. After a third detailed reading, four key themes emerged 

from the interviews though a number of the sub-themes emanated from the coding 

process (see Table 5.1). 

Table 5.1: Identified Themes and Sub-themes 

Theme No. Theme and Sub-theme 

I External referencing 

• External referencing at accounting schools 

• Choice of external peer-review models for external referencing 

II Motivation 

• Adopting an external peer-review model 

• Motivation to obtain AACSB accreditation 

III Effectiveness of external peer-review models used in external referencing 

• Perceived measures of effectiveness of external peer-review models 

IV Communication skills of accounting students and closing the loop 

• Communication skills of accounting students 

• Identification of learning issues 

• Closing the loop 

5.4.3.2 Stage 2: Data Display 

The initial open codes were recorded and summarised in tabular format (see Appendix 

I) to enable visualising and counting of the number of times various codes appeared in 

individual transcripts and in an entire set of interview transcripts. Displaying data 

using tables also aided in detecting patterns in interview transcripts, with prevalent 

sub-themes becoming evident by mapping the relative occurrence of different codes. 

This helped the researcher to identify commonalities, dissimilarities, regularities, 

irregularities, patterns and explanations in the evidence collected and pushed me to 

refocus on my analysis. 
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Codes were further refined by ascertaining where similar relationships between codes 

were evident and aggregated into core codes for the purpose of collapsing to form 

manageable groups (see Table 1 in Appendix I). After initial coding, the identified 

codes were reduced to form fewer, more focused codes, and then merged to form a 

small number of broader conceptual codes based on how different codes were related 

and linked (Charmaz 2006; Corbin & Strauss 2007). Following this, codes were 

collected and grouped under the potential themes that shared commonalities or 

dissimilarities (Hsieh & Shannon 2005). 

5.4.3.3 Stage 3: Data Interpretation 

‘There is no universally accepted formula for writing up qualitative research’ 

(O’Dwyer 2004, p. 403). Analysis and interpretation of the data followed O’Dwyer 

(2004). A storyline reflecting the experiences of participants about external 

referencing, motivation to adopt an EPRM and the communication skills of accounting 

students at AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools in 

Australia was developed. Data interpretation was undertaken in two phases. In the first 

phase, a descriptive representation of key results was completed iteratively based on 

the organisation and identification of primary themes. The second phase took on a 

more narrative style, representing the results around four primary themes that assisted 

in focusing results. In this phase, an initial rough draft of the story emerged from the 

data focused on the primary and sub-themes. This led to writing the initial ‘thick 

description’ (Denzin & Lincoln 1994, p. 505) of the interview results. This allowed 

the researcher to reassess the insights and interpretations made, enabling a better 

critique than the initial analysis. Respondents’ replies were analysed for similarities 

and contrasting viewpoints. 

Once the above process was completed, a more refined and focused storytelling 

emerged and the adoption of quotations permitted the ‘richness of the data to shine 

through’ (O’Dwyer 2004, p. 403). A number of challenges were encountered in the 

process of analysing the data. Transcription output did not necessarily follow the guide 

established and the data were not in the same format for each interview, as expected 

in semi-structured interviews. Some probing questions not included in the interview 

guide were asked following interviewees’ responses. Therefore, the data had to be 

rearranged to ensure that all information was consistently summarised and presented 

in an orderly manner for analysis. 
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In addition to analysing the interview data manually, NVivo Pro Computer Assisted 

Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) was used to improve the robustness 

of results. NVivo software is well tested and reliable (Richards 2002; Basit 2003; 

Blismas & Dainty 2003; Wickham & Woods 2005; Jones 2007; Ritchie et al. 2013). 

NVivo Pro software was used to code the transcription result based on the occurrence 

of the theme. The motivation to adopt an external peer-review model at AACSB was 

analysed using Nvivo Pro. This theme was selected, being the central focus of the 

study. A total of 8 semi-structure interviews (A through H) were uploaded to Nvivo 

Pro for this purpose and were thematically coded. Analysis of the data was done using 

a text search with exact matches, synonyms and specialised words (see Appendix J). 

From both manual and CAQDAS coding, and data analysis through the use of NVivo, 

evidence of similarities appeared through the theme, therefore it is appropriate to 

assume that manual analysis was robust for all the other themes and sub-themes. While 

conducting both manual and electronic analysis allowed for more valid and reliable 

interpretation of data, there were still some challenges in understanding the actual 

meaning of the discussion of certain issues which were hidden behind the participant’s 

words. In several interviews, interviewees only gave examples and did not describe 

their answers clearly or directly. In these situation active and critical thinking was 

exercised to clarify and deconstruct the interviewee’s delivered answers. 

5.5 Mixed Methods Data Analysis Procedures 

Data analysis in mixed methods research consists of analysing the quantitative and 

qualitative data separately (Creswell & Clark 2011). Mixed methods analysis 

strategies were largely drawn from Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie (2003), Teddlie and 

Tashakkori (2003, 2009) and Creswell and Clark (2011). Data from the surveys and 

interviews were merged during the discussion stage. Information collected via the 

surveys was integrated with that from the interviews to present a more holistic 

understanding of the QA practices of accounting schools at AACSB-accredited and 

non-AACSB-accredited business schools (Van Wynsberghe & Khan 2007; Baxter & 

Jack 2008; Creswell & Clark 2007; Sandelowski, Voils & Knafl 2009). 

5.6 Validity and Reliability 

This section discusses the actions taken to ensure the validity and reliability of the 

research and data. 



90 

5.6.1 Validity and Reliability in Phase I 

Construct and content validity are required to validate a survey (Fink 2012). Construct 

validity is ‘the degree to which a test measures what it claims, or purports, to be 

measuring’ (Brown 1996, p. 231). The motivations and barriers to adopt any QA 

approach was specified through four constructs in the both versions of the survey. 

These four constructs were motivation to seek a QA approach and the potential 

opportunities, expected enhancement and results of a QA approach as to meet a 

research objective. Each construct being different from each other provided the 

divergent construct validity to the survey (Neuman & Robson 2012). For example, 

current motivation to seek AACSB accreditation could be different from previous 

motivations to have this accreditation long ago. Since participants in AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools will differ on some measures of a 

concept, another way to validate a construct is to compare the responses from the two 

groups (Singleton Jr, Straits & Straits 1993). The more the scale items of the survey 

instrument represent the domain of the concept being measured, the greater the validity 

of its content (Sekaran & Bougie 2011, 2016). Moreover, the validity of the scales in 

both versions of the survey were measured using Cronbach’s alpha and found to 

exhibit excellent validity (see Chapter 6). To establish content validity, multiple 

variables within each construct were designed to exhibit logical relationships. This 

enabled variables to adequately represent all the facets of the construct which, when 

converged, provided evidence for the construct to collect the intended information 

(Singleton Jr, Straits & Straits 1993; Babbie 2001; Neuman 2002; VanderStoep & 

Johnson 2008). 

In terms of external validity, as there were no significant differences within targeted 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools (that is, homogeneity in the 

targeted population), the problem of generalisability does not apply (Saunders 2011; 

Fink 2012; Neuman & Robson 2012). Adoption of survey items from established 

studies enhanced the replicability or repeatability of the results, satisfying the criteria 

of a reliable study (Kirk, Miller & Miller 1986; Charles 1995). 

5.6.2 Validity and Reliability in Phase II 

This section presents the concepts of validity and reliability and the strategies adopted 

based on Merriam (2009), Merriam and Tisdell (2015) and Morse (2015) to ensure 

rigor in Phase II. Lincoln and Guba (1985, p. 290) posed the question, ‘How can an 
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inquirer persuade his or her audience that the results of an enquiry are worth paying 

attention to?’ Corresponding to this question, validity and reliability are two factors 

that should be considered in qualitative research and are a criteria for judging the 

quality of a study (Patton 2002). There is no universal criteria for judging the quality 

of qualitative research and different scholars have different criteria for judging the 

validity and reliability of a study (Ali & Yusof 2011; Cypress 2017). 

5.6.2.1 Internal Validity 

Internal validity is about the congruency between results and reality which can be 

referred to as the believability and trustworthiness of the results. Based on Merriam 

(2009), five strategies were implemented to establish internal validity in the present 

study. First, triangulation was adopted during interview analysis where the 

perspectives and experiences of participants at AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited business school differed and served as different sources of evidence (Yin 

2003; Burns & Grove 2005; McGloin 2008; Ryan-Nicholls & Will 2009). 

Triangulation was achieved by crosschecking of the data and interpretations by three 

experienced qualitative researchers who were part of the supervisory team. This type 

of triangulation prevented selective representation of results and helped to canvass 

participants’ own stories, experiences and meanings. Second, member checks were 

conducted via interview transcription being sent to participants for verification. This 

not only gave participants the opportunity to verify the accuracy of the transcript, but 

also allowed them to elaborate on any issue (Long & Johnson 2000). Third, 

peer/colleague examination was conducted in which all three supervisors provided 

comments on the plausibility of the results. This strategy helped to reduce research 

bias (Sandelowski 1993). Fourth, during the interview process, the researcher did not 

seek answers to support preconceived notions, impose their own belief, or offer tones 

or non-verbal cues that could lead to desired answers (Denzin & Lincoln 2000; Morse 

et al. 2002; Seidman 2013). Fifth, the researcher was submerged in the research 

situation in which 16 interviews were conducted over a period of 18 days. Additional 

strategies were also adopted, for example, clarification and rephrasing of questions 

during interviews to prevent any misunderstanding on the part of interviewees and 

asking for clarification from interviewees to prevent misperception on the part of the 

interviewer with regard to what the interviewee is saying (Cohen 2007; O’Connell et 

al. 2001). 
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5.6.2.2 External Validity 

External validity refers to 

“The extent to which findings of a study can be applied to other situation … 

the extent to which findings from an investigation can be applied to other 

situation is determined by the people in those situations (Merriam 1995, p. 

58)”. 

To strengthen the aspects of external validity, some of the strategies recommended by 

Merriam (2009) and Merriam and Tisdell (2015) were adopted. First, sufficient context 

of the study under investigation and thick description of interviews were provided to 

interviewees to ensure that responses were not distorted, enabling the transferability 

of results. Second, interviewees were selected from different levels using purposive 

sampling within accounting schools to provide maximum variations in experiences 

and perspectives on QA practices to assure learning for external validity (Cypress 

2017). This helped to establish similarities and differences across the accounts to 

ensure different perspectives were represented (Slevin & Sines 1999; Morse et al. 

2002; Morse 2015), ensure credibility of the results (Rubin & Rubin 2011) and ensure 

the transferability of the results. 

Given the limited number of interviews conducted and the situated context of 

accounting schools, it must be noted that generalisation of the results to all accounting 

schools in Australia is not possible. Generalisability is limited and the results should 

be viewed as those of an exploratory study whose insights can be used to provide 

recommendations for future research into various aspects of QA. However, a thick 

description of QA practices at AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited 

business schools through are provided such that readers can decide on the 

interpretations and transferability (Lincoln & Guba 1985; Stake 1995; Popay, Rogers 

& Williams 1998; Graneheim & Lundman 2004). Moreover, readers are advised of 

contextual interpretation as a mitigation of this limitation (Yin 2014). 

5.6.2.3 Reliability or Consistency 

Reliability refers to the consistency and accuracy of the analytical procedures and 

research techniques which includes accounting for the researcher’s personal and 

methodological biases. This consistency assists in maintaining clarity and 

transparency which ultimately enable an independent researcher to replicate the 

investigation and results (Merriam 1995; Denzin & Lincoln 2000; Long & Johnson 
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2000; Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Lowe 2002; Seidman 2013; Merriam & Tisdell 

2015). To ensure reliability, two strategies recommended by Merriam (1995, 2009) 

were adopted. First, peer examination or review, where supervisors reviewed emerging 

results and the consistency of this with the collected data. Second, an audit trail (Guba 

& Lincoln 1981) which provided a detailed account of the analytical protocol 

suggested by O’Dwyer (2004) and the method and procedures used in this thesis. 

Sections 5.3 and 5.4 provide the basis for an audit trial, indicating how data was 

collected and analysed to facilitate replication in future (Morse et al. 2002). 

Other strategies adopted included the avoidance of leading questions, conduct of pilot 

interviews (Creswell 2009) and verbatim transcripts of interviews (Baxter & Eyles 

1997; Ali & Yusof 2011). Each transcript was reviewed several times to ensure 

contradictory statements by the same interviewee were noted, quotations considered 

in context and revisions made prior to the presentation of results (Sweeney & Pierce 

2004). Complete anonymity was provided to participants and their organisations 

(Gendron 2002). The purposive sampling strategy in selecting interviewees ensured 

that participants were those most likely to know the information or whose knowledge 

and experience would add to the richness, credibility and believability of the study 

(Rubin & Rubin 2011; Morse 2015). 

5.7 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical clearance was sought from the Tasmanian Social Science Ethics Committee to 

undertake both the surveys and interviews. This application dealt with issues related 

to the privacy, confidentiality and anonymity of survey respondents and interview 

participants. All the details of this exploratory research study were sent to participants 

via email (see Appendix C) along with a participant information sheet (see Appendices 

K, L and M) and a consent form (see Appendix N). Written consent was given by 

participants for audio recording interview (Cassell & Symon 2004; Seale et al. 2004; 

Hancock & Algozzine 2015). The ethics committee granted approval for the conduct 

of this research (Ethics Reference Number: H0016455). 
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5.8  Summary 

In this chapter the adoption of mixed method research, sampling and data collection 

and analysis procedures adopting qualitative and quantitative methods was discussed. 

Actions taken to maintain validity and reliability for ensuring trustworthiness and 

transferability of study were also discussed.  
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Chapter 6: Analysis of Survey Results: AACSB and non-

AACSB Accredited Business Schools: The Accounting View 

6.1 Overview 

This chapter presents and discusses the survey results to explore the motivations of 

accounting schools to adopt QA approaches—accreditation by professional bodies or 

EPRMs—as a means to assure learning. The choices made by the accounting schools 

at AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools for external 

referencing or benchmarking are discussed in this chapter. 

The survey questions elicited information about respondents, their level of 

involvement in QA processes, their schools’ QA approaches and their schools’ 

motivations to adopt a particular QA approach. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess 

the internal consistency of the survey items. The alpha coefficient for the 48 items in 

questions three to six (asked of staff within accounting schools in AACSB-accredited 

business schools) and four to seven (asked of staff within accounting schools in non-

AACSB-accredited business schools) was 0.959 and 0.973 respectively. A reliability 

coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered acceptable in social science research. This 

suggests that the items have excellent internal consistency (Creswell 2008; Tavakol & 

Dennick 2011). This chapter discusses respondent profiles, the general characteristics 

of AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools and their 

respective approaches to QA. The chapter concludes by noting the results of the 

hypothesis. 

6.2 Respondent Profiles 

The sample comprised 37 accounting schools within Australian business schools. 

Survey Monkey was used for electronic distribution of the survey, and 850 surveys 

were sent to accounting school staff. Surveys were sent to all accounting school 

teaching and administrative staff (including accreditation managers and QA managers 

where these were present). Four hundred and fifty surveys were sent to 14 AACSB-

accredited schools, and 400 surveys were sent to 23 non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

All of the AACSB-accredited business schools possessed the AACSB business 

accreditation and none possessed the AACSB accounting accreditation. 
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6.3 Survey Respondents 

A response rate of 17% was achieved from accounting schools in AACSB-accredited 

business schools, and 14% response rate was achieved from accounting schools in non-

AACSB-accredited business schools. Survey questions were designed to identify 

differences and similarities between AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited 

schools. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their primary role within their school. In both 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools, the majority of respondents 

were academic staff members (96%), with three respondents indicating that their roles 

encompassed both academic and administrative roles. Only two respondents were 

solely administrative staff. Respondents’ involvement in QA is shown in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1: Respondent Involvement in Quality Assurance Approaches 

Level of Involvement in Quality Assurance 

Processes 

AACSB-

accredited 

School Staff 

% (n=76) 

Non-AACSB-

accredited 

School Staff 

% (n=56) 

None 15.79 (12) 1.78 (1) 

Low (for example, member of discipline) 64.47 (49) 23.21 (13) 

Moderate (for example, member of a team of 

assuring learning or unit coordinator) 

11.84 (9) 67.86 (34) 

High (for example, quality assurance or 

accreditation manager or chair of quality 

assurance committee) 

7.89 (6) 7.14 (4) 

The majority (67.86%) of respondents in non-AACSB-accredited schools had a 

moderate involvement in QA processes and practices, versus the majority (64.47%) of 

respondents in AACSB-accredited schools having a low involvement. This suggests a 

much lower involvement in QA for academic staff in AACSB-accredited schools 

perhaps, indicative of bureaucracy and lesser academic involvement in the QA 

processes. Further supporting this, 16% of respondents in AACSB-accredited schools 

reported no involvement in QA, compared to only two per cent of respondents in non-

AACSB-accredited schools. This suggests that non-AACSB-accredited schools are 

more inclined to engage academic staff in QA processes adopted to assure learning 

compared to AACSB-accredited schools. It is possible that less engagement by 
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academic staff is associated with greater bureaucracy and focus on compliance 

requirements (as necessitated by accreditation) and/or the importance of accreditation 

to external perceptions of the business school, rather than internal concerns for 

learning and teaching. 

Respondents were asked to identify the QA approach adopted by their school. Figure 

6.1 shows that 68% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools indicated 

that their schools were seeking AACSB accreditation to assure quality, while 38% had 

adopted the ECA model. Possible explanations for seeking AACSB accreditation were 

branding and/or marketability capabilities of the AACSB badge, to signal quality, to 

attract international and domestic students, to increase employability of graduates and 

to increase revenue (see Section 6.4). Reasons for adopting the ECA model could be 

its unique feature of calibration of standards and rigorous double-blind peer reviews 

(see Section 6.4). Interestingly, an equal number of respondents from AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools reported that IIR and traditional 

benchmarking were adopted. Few schools outside the Go8 had adopted the QVS. 

 

Figure 6.1: Quality Assurance Approaches Adopted by Accounting Schools at 

Non-AACSB-accredited Business Schools 

Note: ECA = External Calibration and Assurance, QVS = Quality Verification System, 

IIR = Inter-institutional Review. 

Nearly a quarter of respondents identified their school’s approach to QA as ‘other’ but 

did not specify or name this approach. These were usually customised approaches 

suited to their school’s needs (for example, External Referencing of Standards (EROS) 
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is adopted by RMIT University, Curtin University, the University of Wollongong and 

Queensland University of Technology. 

As discussed in section 3.3.1.2.2, Data Direct is identified as the AACSB’s online 

benchmarking tool however this benchmarking tool does not satisfy the external 

benchmarking or referencing requirements of the HESF 2015.  As a result, there is a 

conflict with compliance with HESF (2015) that currently does not appear to have 

resolution for AACSB accredited schools if they continue to use data direct for 

benchmarking.  

6.4 Motivation to Adopt a Quality Assurance Approach 

Four constructs were adopted to explore the motivation for adopting a QA approach. 

These constructs are discussed here together with two key areas within the risk 

assessment framework published by the TEQSA. This framework provides two main 

guidelines on institutional QA and to identify the potential risk of non-compliance with 

threshold standards (TEQSA 2016c). First, student experience and outcomes which 

include successful implementation of QA activities, teaching and learning processes 

and student experience in relation to quality of education. Second, the financial 

viability in terms of profitability, cash flow, student enrolment and revenues. 

‘Motivation’, ‘opportunity’ and ‘profile enhancement’ were adopted to respond to RQ-

1, and ‘results’ was adopted to respond to RQ-2. 

For the purpose of discussion, related survey statements and their results were grouped 

to form subsections. The survey adopted a five-point Likert scale to measure the four 

constructs of an accounting school’s profile and the results of any adopted QA 

approach. 

6.4.1 Motivations: Accounting Academics’ Perceptions of Quality Assurance 

Approaches 

This section discusses respondents’ perceptions of the decision to adopt QA 

approaches. Survey results indicated that stakeholder pressure, external referencing, 

access to resources, continuous improvements and compliance play a role in 

motivating the choice of a QA approach by accounting schools in both AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools. 
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6.4.1.1 Stakeholder Pressure 

A number of questions were adopted in the survey to explore internal and external 

pressure to ascertain whether there are differences in the pressures faced by AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools in the adoption of QA approaches. The 

descriptive results are shown in Table 6.2 and statistical analysis is shown in Table 

6.3. For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis (Ho) was posed  

Ho: - Stakeholder pressure to adopt a QA approach is identical for AACSB-accredited 

and non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

Table 6.2: Survey Results for Stakeholder Pressure (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Pressure from internal 

stakeholders (for example, dean 

or university administration) 

65.34 26.67 8.00 74.55 14.55 10.91 

Pressure from market 

forces/demands (for example, 

competing schools or reputation 

enhancement) 

91.89 6.76 1.35 70.91 16.36 12.73 

Changes in Higher Education 

Standards Framework or 

AACSB accreditation standards 

60.00 20.00 20.00 65.45 12.73 21.82 

Pressures from wide range of 

internal and external 

stakeholders to better develop 

and manage the curriculum 

55.40 20.27 24.33 63.64 23.64 12.73 
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Table 6.3: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Stakeholder 

Pressure 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-

Whitney 

M SD t P U p 

Pressure from internal 

stakeholders (for 

example, dean or 

university 

administration) 

AACSB (n=75) 3.85 1.009 0.103 0.918 1969.5 0.645 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.87 1.123 

Pressure from market 

forces/demands (for 

example, competing 

schools or reputation 

enhancement) 

AACSB (n=74) 4.47 0.744 3.791 0.001 1303 0.001 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.48 1.067 

Changes in Higher 

Education Standards 

Framework or AACSB 

accreditation standards 

AACSB (n=75) 3.53 1.119 0.155 0.877 2028 0.864 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.56 1.085 

Pressures from wide 

range of internal and 

external stakeholders to 

better develop and 

manage the curriculum 

AACSB (n=74) 3.41 1.122 1.187 0.238 1847 0.343 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.62 0.913 

The null hypothesis was not supported for three of the four items, indicating that there 

is a difference between the stakeholder pressures faced by accounting schools in 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools when choosing a 

QA approach. For internal pressures, remaining relevant in light of changing 

regulatory and/or accreditation environment and perceptions of internal and external 

stakeholders in curriculum development and management, the difference was 

significant (>.05), suggesting a difference between the stakeholder pressures faced by 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. There was strong evidence 

against the null hypothesis in terms of external pressures from market forces, with 

these more strongly influencing AACSB-accredited schools. The results suggest that 

staff at AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools perceive the influence 

of these forces differently.  Marketing as a motivator is greater in the AACSB 

accredited accounting school as compared to non-AACSB schools. 
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The null hypothesis was supported for external pressures (that is no statistically 

significant difference in influence between schools for adopting a QA approach). 

There was no statistically significant difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 4.47, 

SD = 0.744) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.48, SD = 1.067) schools 

(t(127) = 3.791, p = 0.001) for the influence of external stakeholders in adopting a QA 

approach. Descriptive results suggest that external pressure is greater for accounting 

schools in AACSB-accredited business schools. The majority (91.89%) of respondents 

from AACSB-accredited schools agreed that their school sought AACSB accreditation 

as a result of pressure from market forces. The majority (70.91%) of respondents from 

non-AACSB-accredited schools stated that their school has faced pressure from 

external stakeholders to adopt their current QA approach. 

Internal pressure from within the university was felt to be a strong influence in 

adopting a QA approach. For accounting schools in AACSB-accredited business 

schools, 65.34% of respondents agreed that this was a motivation to adopt a QA 

approach, compared to 74.55% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools 

(see Table 6.2). Internal pressures were felt to be a much stronger influence in non-

AACSB-accredited schools. The null hypothesis was rejected, as there was a 

significant difference in the internal pressures impacting on the different types of 

schools on motivation to adopt any QA approach (AACSB accredited: M = 3.85, 

SD = 1.009; non-AACSB accredited: M = 3.87, SD = 1.123; t(128) = 0.103, p = 0.918) 

(see Table 6.3). 

A slight majority (63.64%) of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools 

reported incorporating the perceptions of a wide range of internal and external 

stakeholders into curriculum development and management, slightly lower than for 

AACSB-accredited schools (see Table 6.2). Thus, it can be inferred that both types of 

schools give value to the perceptions of a wide range of internal and external 

stakeholders to develop and manage course curriculum. There was a statistically 

significant difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.41, SD = 1.122) and non-

AACSB-accredited (M = 3.62, SD = 0.913) schools t(127) = 1.187, p = 0.238) in this 

regard, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected (see Table 6.3). 

The majority of respondents from AACSB-accredited (60%) and non-AACSB-

accredited (65.45%) schools reported that adopting a certain QA approach was related 

to maintaining relevancy in light of recent changes in the HESF and/or AACSB 
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standards (see Table 6.2). This helped them to remain relevant to the wider 

stakeholders’ group, for example, business and the community at large. Upon 

statistical analysis, the results suggested that there is no statistically significant 

difference between respondents of AACSB (M=3.53, SD=1.119) and non-AACSB 

(M=3.56, SD=1.085) accredited schools t (128) = 0.155, p =0.877 to be motivated to 

adopt a QA approach on the basis of changes in the Australian Higher Education 

Standard Framework (HESF) and AACSB accreditation standards respectively  hence  

Null hypothesis is accepted and is supported by  descriptive statistics.  

6.4.1.2 Quality Assurance to Assure Learning: External Benchmarking or 

Referencing 

Respondents were asked whether peer organisations had adopted the same QA 

approach as their school. Respondents from both types of schools indicated that this 

was the case, and their peer organisations had adopted the same or similar QA 

approaches for external referencing of their programs. This is in accord with the 

TEQSA (2017, p. 1) guidance which describes external referencing as 

“a process through which a higher education provider compares an aspect of 

its operations with an external comparator(s) for example comparing the 

design of a course of study and/or student achievement of learning outcomes 

with that of a course from another provider” 

Table 6.4 indicates that over 59% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools 

and over 62% of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools agreed that their school 

has adopted one external referencing approach and customised an EPRM based on 

their peer schools having adopted a particular QA approach for external referencing 

(see Table 6.4). For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was: 

Ho: peer pressure as a motivator to adopt a QA approach for external benchmarking 

is identical between AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. 
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Table 6.4: Survey Results for Peer Pressure (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Peer organisations 

have adopted the same 

or similar quality 

assurance approach for 

external benchmarking 

62.16 28.38 9.46 59.26 31.48 9.26 

Statistical analysis showed no significant difference between AACSB-accredited and 

non-AACSB-accredited schools for this item, supporting the null hypothesis (see 

Table 6.5). 

Table 6.5: Independent Samples t-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Peer Pressure 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-

Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Peer organisations 

have adopted the 

same or similar 

quality assurance 

approach for external 

benchmarking 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.72 0.973 0.282 0.778 1942.00 0.776 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.67 0.991 

Statistical analysis showed no statistical significant difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.72, SD = 0.973) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.67, 

SD = 0.991) schools (t(126) = 0.282, p = 0.778) in their motivation to adopt a QA 

approach based on their peer schools having adopted a particular QA approach for 

external referencing. Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.1.3 Access to Resources 

Respondents from both types of school reported that adopting a QA approach resulted 

in an improvement in the university’s financial commitment and support to the school 

(see Table 6.6.). For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that 



104 

 Ho: access to pivotal resources (for example, financial support) as a motivation to 

adopt a QA approach is identical for AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited 

schools (see Table 6.7). 

Only 34.5% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools agreed that adopting 

a QA approach had resulted in increased allocation of resources to their school, and 

almost 30% disagreed with this (see Table 6.6). For AACSB-accredited schools, 

57.33% of respondents agreed that adopting AACSB standards for assuring learning 

resulted in increased assess to pivotal resources including funds, infrastructure and 

technology. Notably, 36.54% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools 

were undecided as to whether adoption of a QA approach resulted in increased 

allocation of pivotal resources. This may indicate that the university administration 

does not perceive the adopted QA approach as resource intensive and, thus, does not 

allocate substantial additional resources based on its adoption. 

Table 6.6: Survey Results for Access to Resources (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Adopting a quality 

assurance approach 

enables a stronger 

case for access to 

pivotal resources 

57.33 26.67 16.00 34.54 36.36 29.09 

Table 6.7: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Access to 

Resources 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-

Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Adopting a 

quality assurance 

approach enables 

a stronger case for 

access to pivotal 

resources 

AACSB (n=74) 3.48 1.057 2.206 0.029 1565 0.014 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.07 1.016 
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The intent of the survey question posed in Table 6.7 was to find if acquiring AACSB 

impact on potential access to resources provided by the university to the school. 

Although descriptive results indicated that adopting a QA approach in AACSB-

accredited schools lead to increased access to pivotal resources, statistical analysis 

indicated no significant difference between both types of schools. Although, the above 

descriptive results indicates substantial difference between both the types of school to 

access to pivotal resources however statistical analyses suggest that there exist 

statistical significant difference in responses between from AACSB accredited: 

M = 3.48, SD = 1.057; non-AACSB accredited: M = 3.07, SD = 1.016; t(128) = 2.206, 

p = 0.029) for this item (see Table 6.7). Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.1.4 Continuous Improvements 

A drive for continuous improvements in educational offerings, practices and policies 

for assuring learning is evident from various international QA initiatives and in recent 

regulatory changes by the TEQSA. A survey item enquired as to whether a school was 

motivated to adopt a QA approach by the expected contribution to the school’s 

commitment to continuous improvement. For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis 

was that 

 Ho: the motivation to adopt a QA approach for continuous improvement is identical 

for AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

The majority of respondents from both types of schools agreed that adopting a QA 

approach to assure learning was motivated by the expected contribution to the school’s 

commitment to continuous improvement (and that the adopted QA approach has 

fulfilled these expectations) (see Table 6.8). The contribution of the adopted QA to 

commitment to continuous improvement was slightly higher at non-AACSB than 

AACSB accredited business school. 

 

 

 



106 

Table 6.8: Survey Results for Continuous Improvements (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Adopted quality 

assurance approach 

contributes to school’s 

commitment to 

continuous 

improvements 

59.45 20.27 20.27 65.46 10.91 23.72 

The descriptive statistics suggest that the QA approach adopted was expected to 

contribute (and did contribute) to the school’s commitment to continuous 

improvements (regardless of the QA approach). Statistical analysis showed no 

significant difference between both types of schools (see Table 6.9), thus, the null 

hypothesis was supported. 

Table 6.9: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Continuous 

Improvements 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD T p U p 

Adopted quality 

assurance approach 

contributes to school’s 

commitment to 

continuous 

improvements 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.49 1.088 0.562 0.575 1874.00 0.420 

Non-

AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.60 1.196 

In Table 6.9 the statistical analysis shows AACSB (M=3.49, SD=1.088) and non-

AACSB (M=3.60, SD=1.196) accredited school, t (127) = 0.562, p = 0.575 appear to 

believe the contribution to the commitment to continuous improvement is different. 

While both appear to indicate that this is a motivation respondent within AACSB 

accredited schools were inclined to a more neutral response though not dissimilar 

percentages either agree or disagree. This may indicate that ACCSB accredited 

Schools are more bureaucratically orientated. 



107 

6.4.1.5 Compliance 

Although the AACSB International does not mandate that business schools externally 

reference themselves with other business schools, adopting AACSB accreditation 

requires the generation of substantial evidence that can be used to undertake external 

benchmarking (although this does not meet the requirements of the HESF 2015). A 

survey item enquired as to whether a school was motivated to adopt a QA approach to 

demonstrate external benchmarking to comply with the HESF 2015. For statistical 

analysis, the null hypothesis was that the motive to adopt a QA approach to comply 

with the HESF 2015 was: 

 Ho: External benchmarking of courses, to adopt a QA approach is identical between 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

The majority of respondents from both types of schools agreed that compliance with 

the HESF 2015 via demonstration of external benchmarking was a motive for their 

schools to adopt a QA approach (see Table 6.10).Nearly 62% of respondents at non-

AACSB accredited schools and 63.52% at AACSB accredited schools agreed that they 

adopted the QA approach to demonstrate the benchmarking of the courses as mandated 

by the HESF 

Table 6.10: Survey Results for Compliance (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Quality assurance 

approach was adopted to 

demonstrate external 

benchmarking of courses 

as mandated by the 

Higher Education 

Standards Framework 

63.52 21.62 14.87 61.82 29.09 9.09 

Statistical analysis showed no significant difference between both types of schools for 

this item (see Table 6.11). 
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Table 6.11: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Compliance 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD T p U p 

Quality assurance 

approach was adopted 

to demonstrate external 

benchmarking of 

courses as mandated by 

the Higher Education 

Standards Framework 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.59 1.046 0.531 0.596 1968.00 0.735 

Non-

AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.69 0.979 

There was no statistically significant difference between both types of schools 

(AACSB accredited: M = 3.59, SD = 1.046; non-AACSB accredited: M = 3.69, 

SD = 0.979; t(127) = 0.531, p = 0.596) for motivation to adopt a QA approach to comply 

with the external benchmarking requirements of the HESF 2015, thus, the null 

hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.2 Quality Assurance Approaches and Opportunities 

This section discusses respondents’ perceptions on the adoption of QA approaches on 

the basis of expected opportunities. The results indicate that the opportunity to develop 

shared understanding of LOs and disseminate teaching and learning practices (see 

Section 6.4.2.1), opportunity to build internal QA capacity (see Section 6.4.2.2) and 

opportunity to improve in teaching and learning practices (see Section 6.4.2.3) 

motivate the choice of QA approach in both AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited business schools. Tables 6.12 to 6.17 presents the perception of accounting 

academics on adopted QA approach and opportunities. Results revealed that shared 

understanding of learning outcomes and dissemination of teaching and learning 

practices, internal QA and teaching and learning practices are the three main 

opportunities being availed by business schools by adopting any particular approach.  

6.4.2.1 Shared Understanding of Learning Outcomes and Dissemination of 

Teaching and Learning Practices 

Having a shared understanding of LOs or academic standards (that is calibration) 

among participants of external benchmarking is of great utility for assuring learning 

and attaining comparability of standards among HEIs. The ECA model best 

demonstrates the application of calibration to facilitate external referencing. QA 



109 

approaches also have the potential to bring participants of external referencing closer 

thorough interaction and networking which provides opportunity to share teaching and 

learning practices. Three survey items were used to investigate this. For statistical 

analysis, the null hypothesis was that  

Ho: sharing educational techniques, interaction and networking are expected 

opportunities from adopting a QA approach, and these expectations are identical for 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

Both types of schools were found to be motivated to adopt a QA approach based on 

the expected opportunity to share educational techniques and interact and network with 

peer institutions (see Table 6.12). 

Table 6.12: Survey Results for Expected Opportunity for Shared Understanding 

of Learning Outcomes and Dissemination of Teaching and Learning Practices 

(%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Expected opportunity to 

share teaching and learning 

techniques with peer 

institutions 

28.38 31.08 40.54 23.64 25.45 50.91 

Expected opportunity to 

interact and network with 

peer institutions during 

external benchmarking 

40.54 32.43 27.03 36.36 32.73 30.91 

Expected opportunity to 

work towards developing a 

shared understanding of 

learning outcomes 

63.52 17.57 18.92 58.18 12.73 29.09 

Statistical analysis showed no significant difference between the two types of schools 

in regard to these items (see Table 6.13). 
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Table 6.13: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Expected 

Opportunity for Shared Understanding of Learning Outcomes and 

Dissemination of Teaching and Learning Practices 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Expected opportunity 

to share teaching and 

learning techniques 

with peer institutions 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

2.74 1.021 0.293 0.512 1863.00 0.396 

Non-

AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.62 1.130 

Expected opportunity 

to interact and network 

with peer institutions 

during external 

benchmarking 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.05 1.045 0.370 0.712 1954.00 0.687 

Non-

AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.98 1.163 

Expected opportunity 

to work towards 

developing a shared 

understanding of 

learning outcomes 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.46 1.036 0.292 0.770 2031.00 0.984 

Non-

AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.40 1.271 

The three questions considering the issues of opportunity availed by both types of 

schools by adopting QA approaches in terms of sharing their teaching and learning 

practices through interaction and networking and develop shared understanding 

internally. Descriptive analysis showed that respondents from both types of schools 

indicated that adoption of QA was expected to provide the opportunity to network with 

external peer institutions and that this was a motivation for their school to adopt a QA 

approach. However, 40.54% of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools and 

50.91% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools claimed that the 

expected benefits of sharing teaching and learning practices did not eventuate (that is, 

there were few opportunities to share teaching and learning practices with other 

business schools, except during external benchmark or referencing, in which sharing 

best practices is one of the main purposes of the process. Over a quarter of respondents 

from AACSB-accredited schools were undecided on whether the adopted QA 

approach had provided them with the opportunity to share teaching and learning 

practices. This failure was mainly attributed to business schools wanting to keep their 

teaching and learning practices unique and the associated fear of losing a competitive 
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edge.  Schools of accounting in AACSB accredited (M=2.74, SD=1.021) and non-

AACSB accredited schools (M=2.62, SD=1.130), t (127) = 0.293, p = 0.512 were not 

statistically significantly different when it comes to sharing teaching and learning 

techniques with other business schools and for this reason the null hypothesis was 

accepted (see Table 6.13). 

Respondents from both types of school agreed that adopting a QA approach was 

motivated by the expected opportunity to interact and network with peer institutions 

during external benchmarking or referencing. In terms of AACSB accreditation as a 

QA approach, 40.54% of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools indicated that 

they had a greater opportunity for interactions and establishing a network with peers 

through external benchmarking. Similarly, 36.36% of respondents from non-AACSB-

accredited schools reported to have the same increased opportunity via their school’s 

adoption of an EPRM. An equal percentage of respondents (32%) from both types of 

schools remained undecided on whether they had a greater opportunity to interact and 

network following the adoption of a QA approach. This may be reflective of not all 

respondents being directly involved in external benchmarking or external 

benchmarking remained in control of administrative authorities for example head of 

discipline, unit coordinators and QA managers. Statistical analysis supported the 

above results and found no significant statistical difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.05, SD = 1.045) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 2.98, 

SD = 1.163) schools (t(127) = 0.370, p = 0.712) in their motivation to adopt a QA 

approach based on the expected opportunity to interact and network with peers during 

external benchmarking. Therefore, the null hypothesis was supported (see Table 6.13). 

AACSB-accredited schools were found to be slightly more motivated than non-

AACSB-accredited schools to adopt a QA approach (AACSB accreditation) based on 

the expected opportunity to develop a shared understanding of LOs among faculty 

members (see Table 6.12).This opportunity as a motivation to adopt AACSB 

accreditation as a QA approach was reported agreed by 63.52% of respondents which 

is 9 % higher which is 9% higher than non-AACSB accredited schools (see Table 

6.12). There was no statistically significant differences between both types schools 

(AACSB accredited: M = 3.46, SD = 1.036; non-AACSB accredited: M = 3.40, 

SD = 1.271; t(127) = 0.292, p = 0.770) in terms of motivation to adopt a QA approach 

in expectation of the opportunities to develop a shared understanding of LOs, thus, the 

null hypothesis was supported. 
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6.4.2.2 Internal Quality Assurance 

Per Kristensen (2010), the usefulness and impact of external QA is highly dependent 

on how well developed the internal QA system is. The HESF 2015, Domain 5 

emphasises that students’ feedback about their educational experience must be taken 

into account to inform institutional monitoring, review and improvement of activities 

for QA purposes (TEQSA 2015c). 

Both types of schools were found to have similar motivations to adopt a QA approach 

based on the opportunity to build and/or develop an internal QA capacity.  Most 

respondents from AACSB-accredited (65.75%) and non-AACSB-accredited (60%) 

schools agreed that adopting a QA approach for assuring learning has helped their 

schools to build and/or develop an internal QA capacity that assists them to assure 

learning and develop QA practices and policies (see Table 6.14). 

Table 6.14: Survey Results for Opportunity to Develop Internal Quality 

Assurance Capacity (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Improve systems and 

processes to support 

learning and teaching 

56.75 25.68 17.57 58.18 12.73 29.09 

Build and/or develop an 

internal quality assurance 

capacity 

65.75 23.29 10.96 60.00 18.18 21.82 

Engage students in 

providing feedback on their 

educational experiences 

32.43 39.19 28.38 40.00 34.55 25.46 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that 

 Ho: Both AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools are motivated to 

adopt a QA approach to improve and develop their internal QA systems (see Table 

6.15). 
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Table 6.15: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: 

Opportunity to Develop Internal Quality Assurance Capacity 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Improve systems and 

processes to support 

learning and teaching 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.45 1.062 0.556 0.579 1997.00 0.849 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.33 1.292 

Build and/or develop 

an internal quality 

assurance capacity 

AACSB 

(n=73) 

3.64 0.948 1.184 0.239 1831.00 0.360 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.42 1.150 

Engage students in 

providing feedback on 

their educational 

experiences 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

2.99 0.972 0.851 0.396 1855.50 0.372 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.15 1.145 

Descriptive analysis indicated that there was little difference in the motivation of both 

types of schools to adopt a QA approach to develop their internal QA. Although, 

notably, over a quarter of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools were uncertain 

about this. Further, there was uncertainty from respondents from both types of schools 

over whether adopted QA approaches had aided in engaging students to provide 

feedback on educational experience. Engagement of students in providing feedback on 

their educational experiences contributes to mitigating future risk to the quality of 

education and to improvements in teaching and learning practices. Such an approach 

also forms an integral part of HESF 2015. Non-AACSB-accredited schools seem to 

have slightly higher engagement of students in providing the feedback due to their 

adopted QA approach (see Tables 6.14 and 6.15). Nevertheless, the large degree of 

uncertainty in this area may hint at the potential for non-compliance with the HESF 

2015, section 6.3.5. There is no statistically significant difference between the two 

types of schools (AACSB accredited: M = 2.99, SD = 0.972; non-AACSB accredited: 

M = 3.15, SD = 1.145; t(127) = 0.851, p = 0.396) in terms of motivation to adopt a QA 

approach to improve students engagement for providing feedback on their educational 

experiences (see Table 6.15), thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

Statistical analysis showed no significant statistical difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.46, SD = 0.948) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.42, 
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SD = 1.150) schools (t(103.202) = 1.184, p = 0.239) in motivation to adopt a QA 

approach to develop their internal QA. Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

The adoption of a QA approach assists both types of schools to improve their internal 

systems and processes to support learning and teaching practices. These improvements 

not only allow for continued improvements, but also signal key stakeholders’ 

commitment to the quality of educational offerings. Respondents from both types of 

schools agreed with this (see Table 6.14). there was no significant statistical difference 

between the two types of schools (AACSB accredited: M = 3.45, SD = 1.062; non-

AACSB accredited: M = 3.33, SD = 1.292; t(102.686) = 0.556, p = 0.579) in terms of 

motivation to adopt a QA approach to make improvements in systems and processes 

to supporting learning and teaching (see Table 6.15). Thus, the null hypothesis was 

supported. 

The Engagement of students in providing feedback on their educational experiences is 

an example of improvements in systems and processes supporting learning and 

teaching. The non-AACSB accredited business schools seem to have the slightly 

higher engagement of students then AACSB accredited business schools in providing 

the feedback from students because of the adopted QA approach. This engagement of 

students in providing feedback on their educational experiences contributes to 

mitigating future risk to the quality of education and for improvements in teaching and 

learning practices. Such an approach of engagement forms an integral part of section 

5.3.5 of HESF (institutional monitoring, review, and improvement) which apparently 

is better imbibed in non-AACSB accredited schools as indicated by the results in 

Tables 6.14 and 6.15. 

Over 32.43 % of respondent from AACSB accredited schools agreed that the adopted 

QA approach provided them an opportunity to engage students in providing feedback. 

On the other hand, 40 % of respondents from non-AACSB accredited schools believed 

that their AACSB accredited business school considers any engagement of such kind 

(see Table 6.14). Over 34% of respondents from both types of schools remained 

undecided if adoption of a QA approach provided them an opportunity to engage 

students in their educational experience which means that the internal QA systems at 

both types of schools remain unsuccessful to take leverage student’s feedback data 

collected at university level further potentially adversely affect the external QA system 

by not complying with section 6.3.5 HESF 2015. Based on the results of statistical 



115 

analysis, it can be concluded that there is no statistical significant difference in 

responses from schools of accounting in AACSB (M=2.99, SD=0.972) and non-

AACSB (M=3.15, SD=1.145) accredited school, t (127) = 0.851, p=0.396 to adopt the 

QA approach for taking an opportunity to engage students in providing feedback on 

their educational experiences thereby accepting null hypothesis (see Table 6.15).  

6.4.2.3 Teaching and Learning Practices 

AoL is at the centre of QA practices. CTL in AoL has been considered its sole purpose. 

In AoL, the loop can be closed in many ways, also known as remedial actions or 

intervention, including innovation and/or improvement in teaching and learning and 

alignment with the school’s mission. In the context of AACSB-accredited schools, 

accreditation standards maintain that the school’s educational and research practices 

must be aligned with its stated mission. This may or may not be the case with non-

AACSB-accredited schools. 

Both types of schools were motivated to adopt a QA approach based on the opportunity 

to demonstrate the success of remedial actions taken to improve learning. Over 40% 

of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools and over 54% of respondents from 

non-AACSB-accredited schools agreed that the adopted QA approach gave them this 

opportunity (see Table 6.16). This means that non-AACSB-accredited schools were 

successfully assuring learning by CTL in the AoL cycle. Notably, approximately 42% 

of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools were undecided on whether AACSB 

accreditation standards had assisted them in demonstrating the success of remedial 

actions taken to improve learning (see Table 6.16). This can be inferred as a low level 

of maturity in the AoL cycle which has previously been identified in AACSB-

accredited schools (Rexeisen & Garrison 2013). It also indicates the need for an EPRM 

to play a complementary but critical role in assuring learning at AACSB-accredited 

schools. The results indicate that non-AACSB-accredited business schools are 

successful at demonstrating evidence of CTL in AoL. Therefore, these schools are in 

a better position to mitigate future risks to the quality of education provided (HESF 

2015, section 5.3.7). 
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Table 6.16: Survey Results for Opportunity to Improve Teaching and Learning 

Practices (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Provide a basis to 

innovate and/or improve 

teaching practices 

44.59 31.08 24.32 63.63 12.73 23.64 

Demonstrate success of 

remedial actions taken to 

improve learning 

40.54 41.89 17.57 54.55 21.82 23.64 

Align teaching, learning 

and research practices 

with school’s mission 

51.35 27.03 21.62 58.18 25.45 16.36 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that 

Ho: The motivation to adopt a QA approach for improvement and assurance in 

teaching and learning practices is identical for AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited schools (see Table 6.17). 
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Table 6.17: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: 

Opportunity to Improve Teaching and Learning Practices 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-

Whitney 

M SD T p U p 

Provide a basis to 

innovate and/or 

improve teaching 

practices 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.14 1.064 1.577 0.117 1640.00 0.048 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.45 1.230 

Demonstrate success 

of remedial actions 

taken to improve 

learning 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.20 0.936 –0.644 0.521 1820.00 0.281 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.33 1.187 

Align teaching, 

learning and research 

practices with 

school’s mission 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.30 1.069 1.031 0.304 1834.00 0.311 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.49 1.034 

Survey results indicated that the approach adopted by non-AACSB-accredited schools 

provided them with an edge over AACSB-accredited business schools in terms of 

innovating and/or improving teaching practices. Over 44% of respondents from 

AACSB-accredited schools and over 63% of respondents from non-AACSB-

accredited schools agreed that the adoption of a QA approach provided a basis for their 

school to innovate and/or improve teaching practices (see Table 6.16). Non-AACSB-

accredited schools appear to be more compliant with the HESF 2015’s regulatory 

norms for institutional QA. Statistical analysis showed no significant statistical 

difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.14, SD = 1.064) and non-AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.45, SD = 1.230) schools (t(127) = 1.577, p = 0.117) in terms of 

motivation to adopt a QA approach to innovate and/or improve teaching practices. 

Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

There was no statistically significant difference between the two types of schools 

(AACSB accredited: M = 3.20, SD = 0.936; non-AACSB accredited: M = 3.33, 

SD=1.187; t(99.685) = 0.644, p = 0.521) in regard to the motivation to adopt a QA 

approach to demonstrate the success of remedial actions taken to improve learning. 

Thus, the null hypothesis was supported (see Table 6.17). 
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Both types of schools were motivated to adopt a QA approach that was aligned with 

their teaching, learning and research practices. It is evident that teaching, learning and 

research practices in non-AACSB-accredited business schools are slightly more 

aligned with their respective mission statements than in AACSB-accredited business 

schools. The adoption of a QA approach provided both types of schools with the 

opportunity to better align their teaching, learning and research practices with their 

school’s mission statement as reported agreed by 51.35 % and 58.18 % of respondents 

at the AACSB and non-AACSB accredited schools respectively (see Table 6.16). It is 

worth noting that this result appeared even when AACSB International emphasises 

that practices that are teaching, learning and research practices must be aligned with a 

mission statement. There was no statistically significant difference between the two 

types of schools in terms of motivation to adopt a QA approach for AoL through 

improvements in teaching and learning and alignment with the school’s mission 

statement (AACSB accredited: M = 3.30, SD = 1.069; non-AACSB accredited: 

M = 3.49, SD = 1.034; t(127) = 1.031, p = 0.304). Thus, the null hypothesis was 

supported (see Table 6.17). 

6.4.3 Respondents’ Perceptions of Adopted Quality Assurance Approach 

This section discusses respondents’ perceptions of adopted QA approaches. Survey 

results are grouped into four subsections in the discussion. Table 6.18 to 25 present 

the perception of respondents on adopted QA approach and impact on school’s profile. 

The results indicate that adopted QA approaches impacted AACSB-accredited and 

non-AACSB-accredited schools in terms of brand image and enrolments (see Section 

6.4.3.1), employability of graduates (see Section 6.4.3.2), consistency with the HESF 

2015 (see Section 6.4.3.3) and attraction and retention of employees (see Section 

6.4.3.4). 

6.4.3.1 Brand Image and Enrolments 

A QA approach can be adopted for several reasons including assuring learning, 

establishing comparability of learning standards and compliance with accreditation or 

national agencies. Some QA approaches are adopted solely based on the perception of 

stakeholders (for example, students and employers) and the value they attach to it (for 

example, students’ career success, job placement opportunities and student mobility 

across institutions). Adoption of a QA approach can also be based on a ‘seal of quality’ 
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or peer pressure to become ‘members to the league of elite business schools’ which 

helps schools to successfully market their programs and compete in the HES. 

The adoption of a QA approach by both types of schools helped them to enhance their 

brand image and/or marketability domestically. This enhancement was perceived as 

being much higher for schools who adopted AACSB accreditation as an approach to 

QA as reported agreed by 74.32 % and 56.36% of respondents from the AACSB and 

non-AACSB accredited the business school (see Table 6.18). 

Table 6.18: Survey Results for Marketability, Brand Image and Enrolments 

(%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Enhance school brand 

image and/or 

marketability 

domestically 

74.32 16.22 9.46 56.36 21.82 21.82 

Enhance school brand 

image and/or 

marketability 

internationally 

87.84 8.11 4.05 64.46 20.00 14.54 

Attract an increased 

number of international 

student enrolments 

73.98 17.81 8.22 67.27 16.36 16.36 

Attract an increased 

number of domestic 

student enrolments 

40.54 32.43 27.03 52.73 25.45 21.82 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was: 

Ho: The motivation to adopt a QA approach to improve school marketability, brand 

image and student enrolment domestically and internationally is identical for both 

types of schools (see Table 6.19). 
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Table 6.19: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: 

Marketability, Brand Image and Enrolments 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Enhance school 

brand image and/or 

marketability 

domestically 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.92 0.990 2.548 0.012 1540.00 0.013 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.42 1.182 

Enhance school 

brand image and/or 

marketability 

internationally 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

4.32 0.846 2.992 0.004 1487.50 0.005 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.75 1.236 

Attract an increased 

number of 

international student 

enrolments 

AACSB 

(n=73) 

3.96 0.904 1.861 0.066 1713.50 0.132 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.60 1.196 

Attract an increased 

number of domestic 

student enrolments 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.22 1.101 0.749 0.455 1847.00 0.353 

A statistically significant difference was found between AACSB-accredited 

(M = 3.92, SD = 0.990) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.42, SD = 1.182) schools 

(t(104.077) = 2.548, p = 0.012) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to 

improve school marketability and brand image domestically (see Table 6.19).Thus, the 

null hypothesis was rejected. 

Adoption of QA approach was reported to have enhanced school brand image and/or 

marketability internationally for both types of schools. Over 87% of respondents from 

AACSB-accredited schools and over 64% of respondents from non-AACSB-

accredited schools agreed that enhancement of school brand image internationally was 

a motivation for their school to adopt a QA approach (see Table 6.18). As evident from 

results, this enhancement is significantly higher for AACSB accredited schools which 

means that the AACSB has been perceives and well-received as a brand compared to 

external peer-review models.  

A significant statistical difference was found between both types of school (AACSB 

accredited: M = 4.32, SD = 0.846; non-AACSB accredited: M = 3.75, SD = 1.236; 
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t(90.079) = 2.992, p = 0.004) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to 

improve school marketability and brand image internationally (see Table 6.19). Thus, 

the null hypothesis was rejected. 

Enhancement of school brand image and/or marketability can be related to attraction 

of international students to enroll/admission to AACSB and non-AACSB accredited 

business schools. Over 73% of respondents from AACSB-accredited schools and over 

67% of respondents from non-AACSB-accredited agreed that their schools had 

attracted increased numbers of international students by adopting a QA approach (see 

Table 6.18). However, the results showed that AACSB accreditation does not have a 

meaningful impact on the number of international student enrolments. No significant 

statistical difference was found between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.96, SD = 0.904) 

and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.60, SD = 1.196) schools (t(97.053) = 1.861, 

p = 0.066) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to attract international 

students (see Table 6.19).Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

Although both types of school reported having an increased number of domestic 

students enrolment in programs due to the QA approach adopted but this was higher 

for non-AACSB as compared to AACSB accredited business schools. Respondents 

(40.54%) from AACSB and non-AACSB (52.73%) accredited school agreed that they 

were able to attract an increased number of domestic student enrolments into programs 

(see Table 6.18). This means that AACSB accreditation is not the criteria among 

domestic students for enrolment into programs. Notably, over a quarter of respondents 

from both types of schools remained undecided on whether the adoption of a QA 

approach had any impact on the number of domestic student enrolments. It could be 

argued that AACSB-accredited business schools lack a strategy to communicate and 

sell their AACSB-accredited brand to domestic students, perhaps due to a focus on 

attracting full-fee-paying international students which bring huge revenues. No QA 

approaches adopted by non-AACSB-accredited business schools are popular and 

known among the general public/community and schools have kept them internal with 

no communication to the public. Therefore, these have not impacted on the number of 

domestic student enrolments. Statistical analysis found no statistically significant 

difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.22, SD = 1.101) and non-AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.36, SD = 1.112) schools (t(127) = 0.749, p = 0.455) in terms of their 

motivation to adopt a QA approach to attract domestic students (see Table 6.19). Thus, 

the null hypothesis was supported. 
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6.4.3.2 Graduate Employability 

Graduate employability and salaries have been central in debates on the Australian 

HES (see Bennett 2016; Guthrie & Edge 2014; Norton, Cherastidtham & Mackey 

2018). In the context of accounting, employers have been alarmed by the lack of 

accounting graduates with professional skills (Kavanagh & Drennan 2008; Hancock 

et al. 2009; Cappelletto 2010; De Lange & Watty 2011; Blackmore et al. 2014). Thus, 

any QA approach that assures learning for job-ready graduates or is valued by 

employers is likely to be adopted by schools. Several North American studies 

established that AACSB accreditations helped graduates enter the job market with 

higher salaries. The AACSB (2002) reports that employers offer salaries on the basis 

of the reputation of the graduate’s alma mater. 

Under half of the respondents from both types of schools agreed that their school’s 

profile has been enhanced in terms of graduate employability by adopting a QA 

approach (see Table 6.20). The difference between QA approaches (AACSB 

accreditation vs an EPRM) in terms of graduate employability does not appear 

significant; graduates of AACSB-accredited schools do not appear to have an edge 

over graduates of non-AACSB-accredited schools in terms of employability. The 

results indicate that AACSB accreditation is not very meaningful to Australian 

corporate recruiters or the Australian job market. In the context of accounting, 

recruiters in Australia tend to rely more on CPA accreditation status (see Table 6.20). 

Table 6.20: Survey Results for Graduate Employability (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Graduates being more 

attractive to potential 

employers 

45.95 32.43 21.63 40.00 34.55 25.46 

Improving the chances of 

higher entry salaries for 

graduates 

28.77 35.62 35.62 24.07 40.74 35.18 
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For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that:  

Ho: The motive to adopt a QA approach to increase graduate attractiveness to potential 

employers and improve graduate entry salaries is identical for AACSB-accredited and 

non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Table 6.21). 

Table 6.21: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Graduate 

Employability 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Graduates being 

more attractive to 

potential 

employers 

AACSB (n=74) 3.30 1.043 0.970 0.334 1867.00 0.404 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.11 1.149 

Improving the 

chances of higher 

entry salaries for 

graduates 

AACSB (n=73) 2.93 1.071 0.496 0.621 1884.00 0.659 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.83 1.145 

The results indicated that most respondents in both types of schools were either 

uncertain whether, or disagreed that, QA adoption had any impact on graduate 

employability (see Table 6.20). 

No significant statistical difference was found between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.30, 

SD = 1.043) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.11, SD = 1.149) schools 

(t(127) = 0.970, p = 0.334) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to 

enhance graduate attractiveness to potential employers (see Table 6.21). Thus, the null 

hypothesis was supported. 

Although AACSB and non-AACSB accredited school respondents perceived that the 

adoption of a QA approached has made their graduates more attractive to potential 

employers however neither of approaches at both types of business schools improved 

the chances of higher entry salaries for their graduates. This was reported by an equal 

number (35 %) of respondents at AACSB and non-AACSB accredited school who 

disagreed. In fact, over 35% of respondents at both types of business schools were 

undecided whether their QA approach has impacted the employers to offer higher 

salaries. Apparently, the adoption of any QA approach has no relationship with salary 

packages of the graduates from either type of school perhaps due to some other criteria 



124 

for example, past recruitment experience and/or workplace performance of graduates 

(see Table 6.20) 

Statistical analysis found no significant statistical difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 2.93, SD = 1.071) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 2.83, 

SD = 1.145) schools (t(125) = 0.496, p = 0.621) in terms of their motivation to adopt a 

QA approach to enhance chances of higher graduate entry salary (see Table 6.21).  

Thus, the null hypothesis was supported Consistency with the Higher Education 

Standards Framework 

The HESF 2015 brought several changes to the Australian HES including extended 

norms, regulation and guidelines on LOs, assessment and institutional QA. Adoption 

of QA approaches helps both types of schools to demonstrate the consistency between 

their institutional QA mechanism and the regulatory norms of the TEQSA. Over 75% 

of respondents from both types of schools agreed on the consistency between their 

school’s QA mechanism and the TEQSA’s regulatory norms as a motive for their 

schools to adopt a QA approach (see Table 6.22). 
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Table 6.22: Survey Results for Consistency with the Higher Education 

Standards Framework (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Demonstrating quality 

assurance consistent with 

the Tertiary Education 

Quality Standards 

Agency’s requirements 

75.67 17.57 6.75 76.36 12.73 10.91 

Encouraging interaction 

with industry to align 

graduate outcomes with 

industry needs 

37.84 24.32 37.84 49.09 27.27 23.64 

Improving transparency 

and accountability in 

learning outcomes for 

key stakeholders (for 

example, students, 

parents, employers and 

government agencies) 

50.69 23.29 26.03 52.73 23.64 23.63 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that:  

Ho: The motivation to adopt a QA approach to demonstrate the consistency of 

institutional QA with the TEQSA’s requirements is identical for both types of schools 

(see Table 6.23). 
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Table 6.23: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Consistency 

with the Higher Education Standards Framework 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Demonstrating 

quality assurance 

consistent with the 

Tertiary Education 

Quality Standards 

Agency’s 

requirements 

AACSB (n=74) 3.89 0.945 0.657 0.512 1905.50 0.496 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.78 0.937 

Encouraging 

interaction with 

industry to align 

graduate outcomes 

with industry needs 

AACSB (n=74) 3.01 1.141 1.361 0.176 1740.50 0.147 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.29 1.149 

Improving 

transparency and 

accountability in 

learning outcomes 

for key 

stakeholders (for 

example, students, 

parents, employers 

and government 

agencies) 

AACSB (n=73) 3.33 1.081 0.180 0.858 1963.50 0.825 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.36 1.095 

The results indicated that adopting either QA approach—AACSB accreditation or a 

suitable EPRM—was sufficient to demonstrate institutional QA consistent with the 

TEQSA’s requirements. The QA approaches adopted by non-AACSB-accredited 

schools seem more successful in encouraging interaction with industry to align 

graduate outcomes with industry needs, which may impact graduates’ job readiness. 

There was no significant statistical difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.89, 

SD = 0.945) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.78, SD = 0.937) schools 

(t(127) = 0.657, p = 0.512) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to 

demonstrate the consistency of institutional QA with the TEQSA’s requirements (see 

Table 6.23).Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 
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Respondents (49.09 %) agreed that the non-AACSB business school’s QA approach 

has encouraged interaction with industry so that their graduate outcomes are aligned 

with the industry needs. Industry interaction can be done via involvement of key 

stakeholders (see Table 6.22). Direct or indirect involvement of key stakeholders for 

example employers, industry experts and accounting professional bodies the CA/CPA 

in QA approach might have been serving as a source of to have industry interaction 

providing an opportunity to align the graduate outcomes with the industry needs. ECA 

is one such QA approach where key stakeholders were involved. Noteworthy, that over 

a quarter of the respondents were undecided if QA approach has had any impact of 

interaction with industry to aligns the graduate outcomes to meet their needs. This 

alignment was also found in AACSB accredited schools with 37.84 % of respondents 

agreeing but an equal number of respondents (37.84 %) found disagreeing with this 

claim (see Table 6.22). AACSB standards 8 and 13 encourage student, academic and 

professional engagement and inputs from key stakeholders. However, the above 

results indicate that AACSB-accredited schools are not implementing the standards 

effectively. Statistical analysis showed no significant statistical difference between 

AACSB-accredited (M = 3.01, SD = 1.141) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.29, 

SD = 1.149) schools (t(127) = 1.361, p = 0.176) in terms of their motivation to adopt a 

QA approach to encourage interaction with industry to align graduate outcomes with 

industry needs (see Table 6.23). Thus, the null hypothesis was supported.  

For both types of schools, the adoption of a QA approach has improved the 

transparency and accountability of LOs to students, parents, employers and 

government agencies, ultimately enhancing the profile of the school in the HES. A 

slim majority of the respondents from both types of schools agreed that the adoption 

of a QA approach has led to improvements in the transparency and accountability of 

LOs (see Table 6.22). This means that the QA approaches being adopted by both types 

of schools impacted both types of school in similar manner. Statistical analysis found 

no significant statistical difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.33, 

SD = 1.081) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.36, SD = 1.095) schools 

(t(126) = 0.180, p = 0.858) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA to improve LOs’ 

transparency and accountability for key stakeholders (see Table 6.23). Thus, the null 

hypothesis was supported. Based on the above results, it can be stated that both types 

of schools strive to comply with the HESF 2015, sections 1.4.2 and 7.2. 
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6.4.3.3 Attraction and Retention of Employees 

The ‘AACSB recognises that many schools choose to limit their faculty hiring to 

candidates who obtained their PhD from AACSB-accredited institutions’ (Romero 

2008, pp. 251–252). Studies in North America have established that graduates from 

AACSB-accredited schools prefer to work with AACSB-accredited schools to 

maintain their brand. This has not been explored in the Australian context. In Australia, 

HEI administrators are likely to hire graduates from like universities. For example, 

Deakin University hiring from Monash University (both are AACSB accredited), or 

the University of Sydney hiring from the Australian National University (both are Go8 

universities and, thus, both use the QVS). Employees tend to become experienced with 

and accustomed to practices pertaining to a QA approach which may attract them to 

apply for positions in similar HEIs. Attraction and retention of quality employees is 

important, and HEIs undertake long-term efforts in institutional branding such as 

through acquiring AACSB accreditation. 

In attracting high-quality academic employees, AACSB and non-AACSB accredited 

business schools impacted differently by adopting a QA approach. On one hand, 

AACSB accredited business schools recognised that they were successfully able to 

attract high-quality academic employees on the grounds of adopted QA approach but 

on the other hand non-AACSB accredited did not experienced any attraction of high-

quality academic employees. Respondents (40.54 %) agreed that their AACSB 

accredited business school was successfully able to attract high-quality academic 

employees by adopting a QA approach however over 33 % of respondent remained 

undecided (see Table 6.24). This can be explained on the basis that academics may 

like to join business schools which is well aligned to their research interest, culture 

and infrastructure providing them to grow in career and not to the brand AACSB which 

may not contribute to the same.  In contrast, the non-AACSB accredited business 

school’s respondents (41.82 %) disagreed on any kind of impact on them in terms of 

attraction of high-quality academic employees (see Table 6.24). These results indicate 

that academics have preference to work with AACSB accredited business schools and 

this preference can either be due to the better access to resources or associated brand 

image (as discussed in Sections 6.4.1.3 and 6.4.3.1 respectively). 
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Table 6.24: Survey Results for Attraction and Retention of Employees (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Attracting high-quality 

academic employees 

40.54 33.78 25.68 34.55 23.64 41.82 

Attracting high-quality 

non-academic employees 

20.27 35.14 44.59 20.00 27.27 52.73 

Retaining high-quality 

academic employees 

27.03 28.38 44.59 25.45 27.27 47.27 

Retaining high-quality 

non-academic employees 

13.51 36.49 50.00 16.67 27.78 55.56 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that 

Ho: the motive to adopt a QA approach to attract and retain high-quality academic and 

non-academic employees is identical for both types of schools (see Table 6.25). 

Table 6.25: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Attraction 

and Retention of Employees 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Attracting high-

quality academic 

employees 

AACSB (n=74) 3.22 1.185 1.190 0.236 1773.00 0.199 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.96 1.201 

Attracting high-

quality non-

academic 

employees 

AACSB (n=74) 2.66 1.037 0.333 0.740 1935.50 0.621 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.60 1.065 

Retaining high-

quality academic 

employees 

AACSB (n=74) 2.70 1.225 0.309 0.758 1979.00 0.784 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.64 1.176 

Retaining high-

quality non-

academic 

employees 

AACSB (n=74) 2.45 1.036 0.187 0.852 1994.00 0.968 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.48 1.094 
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Descriptive analysis found no significant difference between both types of schools for 

these four items. Interestingly, the QA approach adopted by both types of schools 

seems to have had the same impact on schools’ attraction and retention of academic 

and non-academic employees. 

Statistical analysis found no significant statistical difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.22, SD = 1.185) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 2.96, 

SD = 1.201) schools (t(127) = 1.190, p = 0.236) in terms of the motivation to adopt a 

QA approach to attract high-quality academic employees (see Table 6.25). Thus, the 

null hypothesis was supported 

Although AACSB and non-AACSB schools experienced the impact of the adoption of 

QA approach on the attraction of high-calibre academic staff, however, both types of 

school felt that they were unable to attract high-quality administrative employees by 

adopting a QA approach. This may be because of popularity and awareness of AACSB 

among academics but not administrative employees or less of employees with right 

kind of qualification and experience to step into the role for example seeking and 

acquiring accreditation from AACSB will require a specialist staff. Over forty-four 

percent of respondents from AACSB and fifty-two percent from non-AACSB 

accredited business schools disagreed any impact of adopted QA approach on the 

attraction of high-quality administrative employees (see Table 6.24). Statistical 

analysis found no significant statistical difference between AACSB-accredited 

(M = 2.66, SD = 1.037) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 2.60, SD = 1.065) schools 

(t(127) = 0.333, p = 0.740) in terms of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to attract 

high-quality non-academic employees (see Table 6.25). Thus, null hypothesis was 

supported. 

The scenario of retention of non-academic staff at both types of school is not different 

from the above results in relation to high-calibre academic staff. There exists a strong 

disagreement among respondents from the AACSB (50 %) and non-AASB (55.56 %) 

accredited schools on retention of high calibre non-academic or administrative 

employees by the adoption of any QA approach (see Table 6.24). Noteworthy, that 

more than a quarter of respondents at both types of schools are undecided if retention 

has happened due to the QA approach. The retention of non-academics for example 

professional staff like QA managers and Accreditation managers may depend on a 

number of factors but is not limited to their required expertise for QA purposes, 
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bureaucracy, interest in other kind of accreditation for example the EQUIS or AMBA 

and remunerations. No significant statistical difference was found between both types 

of schools (AACSB accredited: M = 2.45, SD = 1.036; non-AACSB accredited: 

M = 2.48, SD = 1.094; t(126) = 0.187, p = 0.852) in terms of their motivation to adopt a 

QA approach to retain high-quality non-academic employees (see Table 6.25)and, 

thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

As far as the retention of high-calibre academic staff is concerned, both types of 

schools seem to have the same experience. Being AACSB accredited did not enhance 

the profile of the business school to retain the high-calibre academic staff as reported 

by 44.59 % of respondents. Similarly, Adoption of any QA by non-AACSB accredited 

schools did not assist in the retention of high-calibre academic staff as reported by 

47.27 % of respondents (see Table 6.24). It can be inferred that high-quality academic 

staff prefer a productive research environment, meaning that AACSB accreditation as 

a brand cannot hold them for long and that the added burden AACSB compliance could 

encourage them to leave AACSB-accredited schools. No statistically significant 

difference was found between AACSB-accredited (M = 2.70, SD = 1.225) and non-

AACSB-accredited (M = 2.64, SD = 1.176) schools t(127) = 0.309, p = 0.758) in terms 

of their motivation to adopt a QA approach to retain high-quality academic employees 

(see Table 6.25).. Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.3.4 Research Collaborations 

The AACSB literature is full of observations on the impact of AACSB accreditation 

on research collaboration and productivity, but there is no evidence for this in the 

Australian context. QA approaches can influence research collaboration, for example, 

Achievement Matters and ERoS, in which a number of institutions came together to 

collaborate. 

The majority of respondents from both types of schools were either uncertain whether, 

or disagreed that, AACSB accreditation or other QA approaches could increase a 

school’s capacity for high-impact research collaboration among academics (see Table 

6.26). Respondents (47.30%) from AACSB and non-AACSB (41.82%) accredited and 

respondents accredited schools held that they disagree that adoption of a QA approach 

impacted any research collaboration (see Table 6.26). This result indicates that, for the 

purposes of research collaborations, the AACSB-accredited status of a business school 

does not matter. More important for research collaboration is alignment of the research 
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interest, research facilities, funding and research groups. As previously discussed in 

Section 6.4.2.1, interaction and networking opportunities did not result in research 

collaboration. 

Table 6.26: Survey Results for Research Collaborations (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Increasing the capacity 

for high-impact research 

collaboration 

25.67 27.03 47.30 27.27 30.91 41.82 

For purpose of statistical analysis, the null hypothesis posed was that: 

Ho: Increasing the capacity for high impact research collaboration as perceived by 

school of accounting respondents impacted identically to AACSB and non-AACSB 

accredited schools by adoption of a QA approach. 

Table 6.27: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Research 

Collaborations 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Increasing the 

capacity for 

high-impact 

research 

collaboration 

AACSB (n=74) 2.64 1.142 0.801 0.425 1889.00 0.474 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.80 1.177 

No significant differences have been found upon exploring the impact of the adoption 

of QA may have on research collaboration. This can well be seen from the high level 

of disagreement by AACSB and non-AACSB schools signifying that there is no 

association of QA with institution’s research collaboration. 

This was corroborated by the results of the statistical analysis, which indicated no 

significant statistical difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 2.64, SD = 1.142) 

and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 2.80, SD = 1.177) schools (t(127) = 0.801, p = 0.425) 

(see Table 6.27).. Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. This disputes the AACSB’s 
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claims of profile enhancement of schools via AACSB accreditation leading to high-

impact research collaborations. 

6.4.4 Respondents’ Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Quality Assurance 

Approaches 

This section discusses the respondents’ perceptions of the effectiveness of QA 

approaches. The results indicate that adopting QA approaches resulted in improved 

assessment practices and graduate attributes (see Section 6.4.4.1), better staff 

engagement (see Section 6.4.4.2), increased workload (see Section 6.4.4.3), better 

alignment of the course curriculum with the AQF and TLOs (see Section 6.4.4.4), and 

improved AoL practices (see Section 6.4.4.5) for both types of schools. 

6.4.4.1 Assessment Practices and Graduate Attributes 

The TEQSA has clearly laid down its expectation about learning outcomes and 

assessment in section 1.4.On the other hand AACSB in its accreditation standard 8 

(Curricula management and assurance of learning ).HEIs adopt QA approaches to 

assure and evidence that their learning and teaching practices are  at least comply with 

the  HESF and accrediting agency like AACSB.  

The ACSB and non-AACSB accredited business schools have had opposite results of 

adopting a QA approach. On one hand, 36.49 % of respondents from the AACSB 

accredited schools disagree and approximately an equal number of respondents were 

undecided whether following the AACSB standards to assure quality has led them to 

have an increased fairness, validity, and reliability in assessment practices (see Table 

6.28). This could be attributed to the fact that there are no additional layers, external 

peer review or external examiners involved to provide an unbiased/genuine review of 

the educational practices other than the peer-review team from the AACSB (whose 

modus operandi differs from other external examinations or peer reviewers). 

Conversely, 49% of the respondents from non-AACSB-accredited schools agreed that 

the adoption of a QA approach has resulted in increased fairness, validity and 

reliability in assessment practices. This can be explained by the fact that external check 

mechanisms (for example, external peer review) are an integral part of EPRMs. 

Conversely, the AACSB standards rely more on internal QA mechanisms which lack 

the feature of an external peer-review model processes. 
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Table 6.28: Survey Results for Assessment Practices and Graduate Attributes 

(%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Increased fairness, 

validity and reliability in 

assessment practices 

across units and 

programs 

29.73 33.78 36.49 49.09 27.27 23.64 

Demonstration of 

assessment of graduate 

attributes consistent with 

the Higher Education 

Standards Framework 

47.29 37.84 14.87 63.63 25.45 10.91 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was  

Ho: The motivation to show credibility of assessment practices and demonstrate 

assessment of graduate attributes as being consistent with the HESF 2015’s 

requirements is identical for AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools 

(see Table 6.29). 
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Table 6.29: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Assessment 

Practices and Graduate Attributes 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Increased fairness, 

validity and 

reliability in 

assessment practices 

across units and 

programs 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

2.85 0.989 2.128 0.035 1584.00 0.026 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.25 1.158 

Demonstration of 

assessment of 

graduate attributes 

consistent with the 

Higher Education 

Standards 

Framework 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.31 0.905 1.639 0.104 1703.00 0.085 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.56 0.811 

Statistical analysis found a statistically significant difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 2.85, SD = 0.989) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.25, 

SD = 1.158) schools (t(127) = 2.128, p = 0.035) in terms of increased fairness, validity 

and reliability in assessment practices and demonstration of assessment of graduate 

attributes as being consistent with the HESF 2015’s requirements (see Table 6.29). 

Adoption of a QA approach by non-AACSB-accredited business schools was found to 

have resulted in better demonstration of assessment of graduate outcomes as consistent 

with the HESF 2015’s requirements (see Table 6.28). This also shows that the 

TEQSA’s requirements are not embedded in the AACSB’s standards, and they likely 

never will be, given that the AACSB is an international accreditation agency that 

appears to be mainly an international marketing tool. Respondents from the AACSB 

(47.29%) and (63.63%) at non-AACSB accredited schools agreed that the adopted QA 

approach resulted in the demonstration of assessment of GA consistent with HESF 

(see table 6.28).  Statistical analysis found no statistically significant difference 

between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.31, SD = 0.905) and non-AACSB-accredited 

(M = 3.56, SD = 0.811) schools (t(127) = 1.639, p = 0.104) in demonstrating assessment 

of graduate attributes as consistent with the HESF 2015’s guidelines (see Table 6.29). 

Thus, the null hypothesis was supported.  
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6.4.4.2 Staff Engagement 

Assuring quality is the responsibility of higher management, but wider participation 

and engagement from everyone in the organisation is required for its success (Mishra 

2007). This has been a challenge for assuring learning in the Australian HES (Lawson 

et al. 2015). Adopting and implementation a QA approach that attracts and encourages 

participation and engagement through its inherent features (for example, calibration 

workshops and exercises, establishing follow-up accountability for the 

recommendation of external peers and prolonged engagement of external peers) is 

ideal to assure learning. 

Survey results indicated a substantial difference in staff engagements between both 

types of school. Over 70% of the respondents from AACSB-accredited schools were 

unsure whether, or disagreed that, AACSB accreditation has increased staff 

engagement and participation in the attainment of LOs (see Table 6.30). Conversely, 

just over half of the respondents from non-AACSB-accredited business schools felt 

that their school’s adopted QA approach has resulted in increased staff engagement 

and participation in attaining LOs. Respondents (50.91%) at non-AACSB schools 

statistical significantly much higher agreement as compared to AACSB (28.37%) that 

adoption of a QA approach has resulted in increased staff participation and 

engagement (see Table 6.30).  

Table 6.30: Survey Results for Staff Engagement (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Increased staff 

participation and 

engagement in 

attainment of student 

learning outcomes 

28.37 35.14 36.48 50.91 20.00 29.10 

The above results can be interpreted in light of the results on respondents’ levels of 

involvement in QA approaches (see Table 6.1). Further, lack of staff buy-in or low 

staff acceptance of AACSB accreditation as a QA approach and compliance without 

real engagement (for example, tick-box exercises) can explain low staff participation 
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at AACSB-accredited business schools. Increased staff participation at non-AACSB-

accredited schools could be due to the opportunities EPRMs provide to engage 

academics (for example, during calibration and post-review feedback in the ECA 

model). 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that the impact of an adopted QA 

approach on staff participation and engagement is identical for both types of schools 

(see Table 6.31). 

Table 6.31: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Staff 

Engagement 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Increased staff 

participation and 

engagement in 

attainment of 

student learning 

outcomes 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

2.84 1.060 1.689 0.094 1651.00 0.059 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.18 1.241 

There was no significant different between AACSB and non-AACSB school in 

increasing staff participation and engagement in assuring learning through the adopted 

QA approach. This means that both types school were able to engage their staff in QA 

practices to assure learning. 

Statistical analysis found no statistical significant difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 2.84, SD = 1.160) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.18, 

SD = 1.249) schools (t(127) = 1.689, p = 0.094) in increased staff engagement and 

participation in attainment of LOs as a result of adopting a QA approach (see Table 

6.31).  Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.4.3 Workload and Quality Assurance 

An increased administrative burden and workload has been an impediment to 

meaningful participation. Because the performance/contribution to QA practices is not 

often attached to academic promotions, academics may not be attracted to join QA 

drives at HEIs. The majority of respondents from both types of schools felt that 

adoption of a QA approach did not result in reduced teaching workload Respondents 
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(83.78 %) from AACSB and non-AACSB (81.81 %) accredited schools disagreed that 

they have experienced a reduced teaching workload (see Table 6.32).This result 

reflects that there is no incentive been given to academics inform of a reduction or 

provisions in their workload model if they are actively involved in QA practices. 

Table 6.32: Survey Results for Workload and Quality Assurance (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=75) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Increased administrative 

support to attain the aims 

of overall quality 

assurance 

21.62 28.38 50.00 32.72 23.64 43.64 

Reduced teaching 

workload among 

academic staff 

2.70 13.51 83.78 9.09 9.09 81.81 

Increased administrative 

workload among 

academic staff 

77.03 12.16 10.81 70.91 16.36 12.72 

Improved promotions 

prospects for academic 

staff 

2.70 24.32 72.98 11.11 27.78 61.11 

Reduced bureaucracy 

regarding quality 

assurance processes 

4.05 18.92 77.03 5.46 25.45 69.09 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that: 

Ho: The increased workload and promotions prospects for academic staff due to 

adoption of a QA approach is identical for both types of schools (see Table 6.33). 
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Table 6.33: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Workload 

and Quality Assurance 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Increased 

administrative 

support to attain 

the aims of overall 

quality assurance 

AACSB (n=74) 2.55 1.049 0.956 0.341 1853.00 0.371 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

2.75 1.220 

Reduced teaching 

workload among 

academic staff 

AACSB (n=74) 1.77 0.837 0.509 0.061 2030.00 0.981 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

1.85 1.044 

Increased 

administrative 

workload among 

academic staff 

AACSB (n=74) 3.91 1.023 0.113 0.910 1939.00 0.628 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.93 1.168 

Improved 

promotions 

prospects for 

academic staff 

AACSB (n=74) 2.03 0.793 1.155 0.251 1823.00 0.373 

Non-AACSB 

(n=54) 

2.22 1.040 

Reduced 

bureaucracy 

regarding quality 

assurance 

processes 

AACSB (n=74) 1.77 0.900 1.265 0.208 1796.00 0.223 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

1.98 0.991 

Descriptive analysis indicated no significant difference between AACSB-accredited 

and non-AACSB-accredited schools. This can be observed from similar levels of 

disagreement for the items of administrative support, teaching workload, promotion 

prospects and bureaucracy, and agreement on increased administrative workload. 

Therefore, it can be inferred that, regardless of their school’s adopted QA approach, 

respondents did not perceive QA approaches as supportive to work-related practices 

and culture. Statistical analysis found no statistically significant difference between 

AACSB-accredited (M = 1.77, SD = 0.037) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 1.85, 

SD = 1.044) schools (t(127) = 0.509, p = 0.061) in regard to a QA approach reducing 

academic staff workload (see Table 6.33).Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 
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Respondents from both types of schools felt that adoption of a QA approach has 

increased their administrative workload, with a slightly higher percentage of 

respondents from AACSB-accredited schools (see Table 6.32) claiming a higher 

workload. QA practices appear to have impacted academics at both types of schools 

in a similar manner in terms of administrative workload. Statistical analysis found no 

statistically significant difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.91, SD = 1.023) 

and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.93, SD = 1.168) schools (t(127) = 0.113, p = 0.910) 

in increased administrative workload as a result of adopting a QA approach (see Table 

6.33). Further, respondents felt that they have been given increased administrative 

workload without any increase in administrative support to attain the aims of overall 

QA. Without adequate administrative support to academic staff, it is highly likely that 

they feel immense pressure which may led to QA practices being limited to compliance 

with no real engagement (see Section 6.4.4.2). Statistical analysis found no statistically 

significant difference between AACSB-accredited (M = 2.55, SD = 1.049) and non-

AACSB-accredited (M = 2.75, SD = 1.220) schools (t(127) = 0.956, p = 0.341) in terms 

of adopted QA approaches being supported by increased administrative support (see 

Table 6.33).Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

Half of the respondents at AACSB accredited schools and over forty-three percent at 

non-AACSB accredited business schools disagreed that they have received an 

increased administrative support (see Table 6.32). This brings to the question whether 

there are any rewards and/or career prospect attached to adhering to QA practices. 

Irrespective of the adopted QA approach, AACSB, and non-AACSB accredited 

business schools did not have any improved promotion prospects for their academic 

staff. Respondents (73%) at the AACSB and non-AACSB (61%) strongly disagreed 

that there are any academic promotional prospects attached to the adoption of a QA 

approach (see Table 6.32). This could be used to explain as for why academics remain 

disengaged or had limited participation in assuring quality or why irrespective of QA 

approach business school follow, schools remained unsuccessful at attracting or 

retaining high-calibre academic and administrative employees (see Section 6.4.3.4). 

Statistical analysis found no statistically significant difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 2.03, SD = 0.793) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 2.22, 

SD = 1.040) schools (t(95.11) = 1.155, p = 0.251) in there being no increased prospects 

for promotion of academic staff as a result of schools adopting a QA approach (see 

Table 6.33). Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 
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Respondents from both types of schools reported that adoption of a QA approach did 

not reduce bureaucracy. Regardless of QA approach, the presence of bureaucracy in 

QA processes reflects a top-bottom approach by a school’s management and/or 

leadership for QA processes. This approach has not been examined in the context of 

AoL in the Australia HES (Lawson et al. 2015). In the present study, 77.03% of 

respondents from AACSB-accredited schools and 69.09% of respondents from non-

AACSB-accredited business schools disagreed that a QA approach had reduced 

bureaucracy at their schools (see Table 6.32). Statistical analysis found no statistically 

significant difference AACSB-accredited (M = 1.77, SD = 0.900) and non-AACSB-

accredited (M = 1.98, SD = 0.991) schools (t(127) = 1.265, p = 0.208) in terms of 

reduced bureaucracy as a result of adopting a QA approach (see Table 6.33). Thus, the 

null hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.4.4 Australian Qualifications Framework and Threshold Learning Outcomes 

Qualifications awarded in Australia must be aligned with the AQF and meet the 

disciplinary TLOs. QA approaches can assure that both of these requirements are met. 

For example, the calibration feature in the ECA model is meant to develop shared 

understanding of the TLOs to ascertain that course LOs correspond to the achievement 

of the TLOs. In the case of any discrepancies, external peer reviewers can recommend 

changes in curriculum. For AACSB-accredited schools, the AACSB standards address 

general skill areas through standard 8 which emphasises that the management of 

curricula must capture input from key stakeholders. These inputs can include the TLOs 

and AQF issued by Australian state and federal agencies. 

Adoption of a QA approach by AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited 

business schools has resulted in better alignment of their course curriculum with the 

AQF and TLOs. The results showed that this alignment was much higher for non-

AACSB-accredited schools. Over 61% of respondents from non-AACSB accredited 

schools and 51% from AACSB accredited schools agreed that they attained the 

alignment of the course curriculum with the AQF and the TLO (see Table 6.34). 
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Table 6.34: Survey Results for Australian Qualifications Framework and 

Threshold Learning Outcomes (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Better alignment of 

course curriculum with 

Australian 

Qualifications 

Framework and 

Threshold Learning 

Outcomes 

51.35 27.03 21.62 67.27 14.55 18.18 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was that 

Ho: The better alignment of course curriculum with the AQF and TLOs as a result of 

adopting a QA approach is identical for both types of schools (see Table 6.35). 

Table 6.35: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Australian 

Qualifications Framework and Threshold Learning Outcomes 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Better alignment 

of course 

curriculum with 

Australian 

Qualifications 

Framework and 

Threshold 

Learning 

Outcomes 

AACSB (n=74) 3.27 0.997 1.526 0.129 1687.50 0.073 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.55 1.033 

Alignment of course curriculum with the AQF and TLOs though adoption of a QA 

approach was considered by this item. Survey results indicated no difference between 

both types of schools in achieving alignment. A non-AACSB QA approach seems 

more effective in aligning the curriculum with the AQF and TLOs. Statistical analysis 

found no significant statistical difference AACSB-accredited (M = 3.27, SD = 0.997) 
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and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.55, SD = 1.033) schools (t(127) = 1.526, p = 0.129) 

in terms of better alignment of course curriculum with the AQF and TLOs as a result 

adopting a QA approach (see Table 6.35).Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

6.4.4.5 Assurance of Learning Practices 

Assurance of learning and QA cannot be separated. Phases of AoL serves as a vehicle 

to embed and improve learning and teaching practices for example appropriateness of 

learning outcomes, assessment tasks, assessment method and designing interventions 

to close the loop on the basis of assessment data. Three business school practices which 

actively contributes to the assurance of learning are first, identification and collection 

of right kind of achievement of learning outcome data. Second, implementation of the 

external peer-reviewers recommendation to improve teaching and learning practices 

for example changes in assessment practices or modifying assessment task and lastly 

other actions to support continuous improvements in teaching and learning. These are 

discussed below. 

An equal percentage of respondents from both types of schools agreed that adopting a 

QA approach enabled clear identification of the type of data to be collected to indicate 

achievement of LOs (see Table 6.36). However, nearly an equal percentage of 

respondents from both types of schools were undecided on this. This may indicate that 

the AoL processes at some AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools 

are at a similar stage of advancement. Further, AACSB standards are not superior 

guidance for business schools to assure learning. 
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Table 6.36: Survey Results for Assurance of Learning Practices (%) 

Survey Item AACSB-accredited School 

Staff 

(n=75) 

Non-AACSB-accredited 

School Staff 

(n=55) 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Successful 

implementation of 

recommended changes 

by external peer 

reviewers to assure 

learning 

40.54 37.84 21.62 49.09 34.55 16.37 

Clear identification of 

the type of data to be 

collected to indicate 

achievement of learning 

outcomes 

37.84 32.43 29.73 38.89 33.33 27.77 

Actions that support 

continuous improvement 

in classroom teaching 

and learning practices 

48.65 18.92 32.43 45.45 21.82 32.73 

For statistical analysis, the null hypothesis was  

Ho: The successful collection of LOs data and implementation of external peer 

reviewers’ recommendations to assure learning via the adoption of a QA approach was 

identical for both types of schools (see Table 6.37). 
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Table 6.37: Independent Samples T-test and Mann-Whitney U-test: Assurance 

of Learning Practices 

Survey Item Independent T-test Mann-Whitney 

M SD t p U p 

Successful 

implementation of 

recommended 

changes by external 

peer reviewers to 

assure learning 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.16 0.966 0792 0.430 1891.00 0.278 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.31 1.136 

Clear identification 

of the type of data 

to be collected to 

indicate 

achievement of 

learning outcomes 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.03 1.006 0.045 0.964 1981.00 0.932 

Non-AACSB 

(n=54) 

3.02 1.141 

Actions that 

support continuous 

improvement in 

classroom teaching 

and learning 

practices 

AACSB 

(n=74) 

3.11 1.067 0.086 0.932 2023 0.952 

Non-AACSB 

(n=55) 

3.09 1.206 

Survey results showed no significant difference between both types of schools for 

these three items. Therefore, it can be inferred that both types of schools were able to 

assure learning through their respective adopted QA approach. 

Statistical analysis found no significant statistical difference between AACSB-

accredited (M = 3.03, SD = 1.006) and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.02, 

SD = 1.141) schools (t(126) = 0.045, p = 0.964) in terms of their adopted QA approach 

enabling successful collection of LOs data to assure learning (see Table 6.37). 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was supported. 

Less than half of the respondents from both types of schools believed that their 

school’s respective adopted QA approach enabled successful implementation of the 

recommendations of external peer reviewers. Respondents (40.54 %) at AACSB and 

49.09 % at non-AACSB accredited business schools, agreed that they successful at 

implemented the recommendations received by the AACSB visiting team and external 
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peer-review team to assure quality in teaching and learning (see Table 6.36); the 

remainder either disagreed or were undecided. This means that AACSB and non-

AACSB accredited business school are committed to assure learning based on the 

recommendation by AACSB and external peers respectively. No statistically 

significant difference was found between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.16, SD = 0.966) 

and non-AACSB-accredited (M = 3.31, SD = 1.136) schools (t(127) = 0.792, p = 0.430) 

in QA approaches allowing for successful implementation of external peer reviewers’ 

recommendations (see Table 6.37). Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted.  

It was found that the QA approaches adopted by both types of schools have resulted 

in actions that support continuous improvement in classroom teaching and learning 

practices Both types of business schools had nearly an equal number (45%) of 

respondents who agreed on this (see Table 6.36). Therefore, it can be inferred that QA 

approaches are supportive of continuous improvements (for example, changing of 

assessment methods, assessment tasks, LOs, delivery modes and methods based on the 

recommendation of external peer reviewers). No significant statistical difference was 

found between AACSB-accredited (M = 3.11, SD = 1.067) and non-AACSB-accredited 

(M = 3.09, SD = 1.206) school (t(127) = 0.086, p = 0.932) in terms of QA approaches 

supporting actions for continuous improvement in classroom teaching and learning 

practices (see Table 6.37). Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. 

6.5 Results of Hypothesis Testing 

From independent t-tests and Mann-Whitney U-tests conducted on 43 Likert 

statements (from the surveys), statistically significant differences between AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools were found for five statements (see 

Sections 6.4.1.1, 6.4.3.2 and 6.4.4.1). However, these were not supported by 

descriptive statistics. Descriptive analysis showed no differences between AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools’ practices. No differences were 

identified between both types of schools in terms of motivation to adopt a QA 

approach. Thus, H0 is rejected. 

6.6 Chapter Summary 

This chapter presented the survey results. The results indicated that staff involvement 

in QA processes differs between AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited 

schools. At AACSB-accredited business schools, involvement is lower, while at non-
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AACSB-accredited schools, staff members are moderately involved. The majority 

(70%) of business schools surveyed were found to be seeking AACSB accreditation, 

while 40% had adopted ECA (see Figure 6.1). Importantly, no differences in 

motivation to adopt a QA approach was identified between AACSB-accredited and 

non-AACSB-accredited business schools in Australia based on respondents’ 

perceptions. Therefore, H0—AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools 

differ in their motivations to adopt QA approaches—was rejected. Both types of 

schools differed in terms of external pressure from the market to adopt QA; access to 

resources; enhancement of brand image and marketability internationally and 

domestically; and fairness, validity and reliability in assessment practices. The next 

chapter discusses the qualitative results from interviews for AACSB-accredited 

business schools to shed light on the perceived effectiveness of AACSB accreditation 

as a QA approach and the motivations for adopting it. 
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Chapter 7: Qualitative Analysis: AACSB accredited Business 

Schools-The Accounting View 

7.1 Overview 

This thesis adopted a mixed methods approach with a sequential explanatory design, 

where surveys were conducted in Phase I and interviews in Phase II (see Chapter 5). 

Chapter 6 presented the quantitative analysis of the survey results. This chapter 

presents the qualitative analysis of interviews conducted at eight accounting schools 

within AACSB-accredited business schools. The intent of qualitative analysis is to 

provide ‘insight, discovery, and interpretations rather than hypothesis testing’ 

(Merriam 1998, p. 10). The purpose of qualitative analysis is to explore the motivations 

of accounting schools to adopt QA approaches for assuring learning (RQ-1) and to 

identify the perceived measures of effectiveness of the adopted QA approaches (RQ-

2). 

This chapter discusses the outcomes of semi-structured interviews with accounting 

academics from three AACSB-accredited business schools and presents the 

participants’ profiles and characteristics, themes that emerged from interviews, 

background to QA practices at accounting schools, external referencing in accounting 

schools in AACSB-accredited business schools, schools’ motivations to adopt EPRMs 

and AACSB accreditation, perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs and the 

communication skills of accounting students. The focus of the interviews was to 

identify the chosen and preferred QA practices and the motivations for adopting these. 

7.1.1 Participants’ Profile 

Schools were located in New South Wales and Victoria. To ensure the anonymity of 

the participants, interviewees’ names and schools were assigned codes (see Table 7.1). 

Two interviewees were from A1, two were from B2 and four were from C3. 
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Table 7.1: Participants’ Information and Assigned Codes 

Interviewee 

Code 

Interviewee Position Accounting 

School 

University 

Affiliation 

State 

A Deputy Dean and Head of School, 

Professor 

A1 Go8 NSW 

B Director of Accreditation, 

Professor 

A1 Go8 NSW 

C Deputy Dean, Professor B2 ATN NSW 

D Senior Lecturer, Director, 

Professional Education and 

Partnership 

C3 No Affiliation VIC 

E Unit Chair, Lecturer C3 No Affiliation VIC 

F Senior Lecturer C3 No Affiliation VIC 

G Associate Lecturer C3 No Affiliation VIC 

H Lecturer B2 ATN NSW 

Note: NSW = New South Wales, VIC = Victoria, Go8 = Group of Eight, ATN = Australian Technology 

Network. 

7.1.2 General Characteristics of Respondents 

All interviewees were academics, although interviewees A–D had significant 

administrative roles within their schools. Thus, the data gathered and discussed in the 

following sections represent the richness of the experience shared in interviews. All 

the interviewees provided their meaning of QA. To interviewees C and H (School B2), 

QA can take many forms and has many faces. Interviewees A and B attached to QA 

the aspects of identifying the areas in need of improvements and documenting this. 

Interviewee G (School C3) commented that that QA is to ‘meet AACSB standards or 

TEQSA requirements’ which was partially supported by interviewee F (School C3), 

for example, 

“if you see [School C3] University is not in the Group of Eight and it is a 

young university. However, they are trying to position themselves better 

which means that they are looking for more accreditations and throughout 

the process of accreditation, it becomes a reflective exercise, because as you 

have to go to accreditation, you start seeing what is missing here”. 

Interviewee D was the only interviewee to discussed QA very briefly, stating that “[QA 

is] Very good [at School C3]”. All interviewees were evidently well versed with QA 

terminology in teaching and learning. 
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In relation to the involvement of interviewees in QA processes and practices, the 

majority indicated that they were involved and/or engaged in QA processes and 

practices at their respective schools, for example, preparing AoL reports (Interviewee 

F, School C3), being a course director (Interviewee E, School C3), being responsible 

for other academics to complete their AoL reports (Interviewee H), participating in 

QA workshops (Interviewee G, School C3), chairing the business school’s quality and 

accreditation committee (Interviewee A, School A1) and broad implementation of QA 

(Interviewee D, School C3) were provided as evidence of their participation in QA 

processes and practices. The web profile of interviewees B (School A1) and C (School 

B2) clearly mentioned their high and strategic level of involvement in QA at their 

schools. 

7.1.3 Interview Themes 

The development of interview themes was discussed in Chapter 5. The four main 

themes that evolved were external referencing, motivation of accounting school, 

effectiveness of EPRMs used in external referencing, and communication skills of 

accounting graduates (see Table 7.2). These themes assisted in answering RQ-1and 

RQ-2. 
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Table 7.2: Themes and Sub-themes from Interview Data 

Theme and Sub-theme Research Question 

Addressed 

External referencing 

• External referencing at accounting school 

• Choice of external peer-review models for external 

referencing 

1 

Motivation of accounting school 

• Motivations to adopt external peer-review model 

• Motivations to acquire AACSB accreditation 

1 

Perceived measures of effectiveness of external peer-review 

models 

2 

Communication skills of accounting graduates and closing the loop 

• Communication skills of accounting students 

• Identification of learning issues 

• Closing the loop in the assurance of learning cycle 

2 

7.2 External Referencing 

As previously discussed in Section 2.5.3, external referencing is the mandate of the 

TEQSA, primarily through the HESF 2015. The TEQSA’s guidance on external 

referencing is shown in Figure 7.1. External referencing is a six-phase benchmarking 

process in which external peer review is the fourth phase. Importantly, while the 

TEQSA provides the process, it does not endorse any approach and/or EPRM for 

external referencing. Therefore, HEIs may choose to devise their own customised 

EPRM for external referencing. 

 

Figure 7.1: Benchmarking Process for External Referencing 

Source: Adapted from TEQSA Guidance Note Benchmarking TEQSA (2015a, p. 2). 

The fourth phase in the benchmarking process is the most relevant to this thesis. In this 

phase, HEIs are free to adopt any EPRM that complies with the HESF 2015’s 

requirements. The choice of the EPR model would not only assist schools to plan the 
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resources for example time, money and experts but also develop and build internal QA 

team/capabilities. 

7.2.1 External Referencing at Accounting Schools 

In this section, the participants described whether they had undertaken or were yet to 

undertake external referencing and their preferred external peer-review model for 

externally reference themselves with another school of accounting in the AACSB 

accredited schools. In relation to the external referencing process (ERP) of accounting 

programs at the schools of accounting in the AACSB accredited schools, there evolved 

five scenarios.   Five scenarios emerged from the interviews. 

First, two interviewees stated that their schools had not undertaken any external 

referencing: 

“I don’t think that we have done it [external referencing] systematically at 

this stage” (Interviewee C, School B2). 

“… it’s reasonable to say that to date we haven’t really done much in the way 

of external benchmarking in and around the AACSB community” 

(Interviewee A, School A1). 

School A1 and B2 may be in the preparatory and/or planning stages for undertaking 

external referencing (for example, gathering expertise and evaluating various EPRMs), 

and interviewees A and C might not be involved at this early stage. 

Second, the failure to propagate outcomes of participation in Achievement Matters (an 

ECA model). Interviewee E reported that the learning from participation in the ECA 

pilot workshop was not widely propagated across the school, meaning the school did 

not benefit from it. Interviewee E commented, 

“I wouldn’t know how to answer exactly this question because there would 

be someone responsible for this and it wouldn’t be the course director … We 

were part of the Achievement Matters project which did a bit of 

benchmarking … I think we send staff to AM [Achievement Matters] and 

then we fail to bring that knowledge home. I think individuals who attend get 

a lot out of it and I think that they will change their own personal practices, 

but I don’t think it’s propagated”. 

Third, interviewee H remained unsure if their school had undergone any external 

referencing due to their limited engagement with QA practices: 
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“In the short time that I’ve been doing assurance of learning, I know that 

within the Accounting Department, there are supposed to be some sort of 

benchmarking going on and this is part of Mark Freeman’s Achievement 

Matters type of thing, but I haven’t personally been involved in anything like 

that”. 

Fourth, some interviewees reported their school’s aspiration to undertake external 

referencing in future. Interviewee F stated, 

“I’m sure they [accreditation and QA team] must be, but I haven’t been 

involved—not yet. So, I imagine that for this process it will be done at the 

faculty level, whereby they get all the data and then benchmark themselves”. 

Interviewee E emphasised that external referencing will be done in future if it is 

mandatory to do so: 

“There would be someone responsible for this … if you see me as a course 

director, I’m not involved in this. I’m aware that they have to tick the boxes 

for accreditation so regarding strategy if TEQSA requires it to be done with 

the others, it will be done. Rest assured, it will be done”. 

Interviewee E’s comment indicates that external referencing will be done as part of 

compliance with institutional QA regulation (that is, the HESF 2015). School C3 is 

familiarising itself with Domain 5 of the HESF (2015) which outlines institutional QA 

and preparing themselves for undertaking external referencing. 

Fifth, interviewee B (School B2) reported that they have been doing external 

referencing for their accounting programs using the QVS EPRM: 

“We’ve been involved in external benchmarking our Master of Professional 

Accounting. Earlier this year we asked—well actually, three months ago—

we asked senior academics from other institutions, business schools in 

Australia, to review the outcomes of two particular units of study in that 

degree and they completed a report along with the lines of the Group of Eight 

quality verification system”. 

It is expected or assumed that this the documented evidence from this process 

represents the AoL and continuous improvements activities in QA. 

The majority of the sampled AACSB-accredited schools did not undertake any 

external referencing for their accounting programs. Interviewees were asked to discuss 

their preference for employing an EPRM for external referencing in future, and this is 

discussed in the next section. 
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7.2.2 Choice of External Peer-review Model for External Referencing 

Some interviewees remained undecided over an EPRM. Interviewees E and F (School 

C3) remained unaware of any EPRM being implemented at their schools for external 

referencing. For example, interviewee F noted, ‘To be honest, I really don’t know. I 

really don’t know because I haven’t heard of any [EPRMs in Australia]’. Similarly, 

interviewee E commented that, ‘Frankly, I don’t know how to answer this question 

because I’m not familiar with the benchmark process’. Reasons for interviewees E and 

F’s unawareness of any EPRM may include the lack of external referencing at their 

school, QA policies and practices being centralised by a dedicated unit or 

administrative leaders, and their school being AACSB accredited. 

Interviewees A and B choose QVS; interviewees C, G and H choose ECA; and 

interviewee H emphasised a customised EPRM for undertaking external referencing 

in future. These are discussed below. 

7.2.2.1 Quality Verification System 

The QVS for external referencing was chosen by two interviewees, both from schools 

within the Go8. The commonality in choice reflects compliance with norms. 

Interviewee B said that being part of a Go8 meant 

“we [School A1] have to adopt Quality Verification System … it appeared 

to be an easy step for us to make into external benchmarking by following 

the university protocol”. 

However, interviewee A was open to adopting other EPRMs given the statutory 

flexibility in the Go8’s norms: 

“What we [school A1] would be looking to is the incoming director to make 

those choices [of EPRM] for us. If there’s statutory flexibility for us to have 

a choice, then we would do that”. 

Both the interviewees (A and B) from school A1 were inclined to choose the QVS due 

to their school’s available experience and expertise to implement the QVS, the seven 

other members of the Go8 as external referencing partners who already have the QVS 

in place, and no requirement for additional approvals and resources (for example, 

templates, money and experts) to implement the QVS. 
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7.2.2.2 External Calibration and Assurance 

According to interviewee C, some aspects of ECA (for example, assessment and 

consistency in program delivery) have been be implemented while externally 

referencing their accounting program: 

“We’ve contributed to the various research groups and working groups such 

as accounting matters [Achievement Matters] which I’m sure you’re familiar 

with—in trying to work across the sector to look at consistency and what we 

deliver and how we assess what we deliver … some of the aspects [of ECA] 

have been implemented, yes”. 

The features indicated might be useful to bring comparability in courses among 

accounting schools, leading to confidence among students and employers. 

Interviewee G was also inclined towards the ECA, having been intensively involved 

in the Achievement Matters project (where ECA originated) and confident that 

adopting ECA might help school C3 in bringing improvements and meeting the 

TEQSA’s requirements for institutional QA: 

“I certainly know a lot about quality assurance, having been involved with 

the Achievement Matters project since it was first conceived as a peer-review 

project … the Achievement Matters project is looking to hand over a lot of 

the running of the course to people like myself, so I’ve been trained up for 

the last Achievement Matters running after AFAANZ. I essentially ran the 

back end of it … I guess I’m conscious of how much we could improve on 

because it’s something I know about. If you’re not conscious of it, then you 

sort of think, ‘We do some moderation and it’s fine’, but having been 

involved with the Achievement Matters project means that I now recognise 

how much more that we could do in order to meet AACSB standards or 

TEQSA requirements. I think there is a huge gap between what we could be 

doing and what we are doing”. 

Interviewee H, speaking from a broader base, choose ECA on account of 

“I know that within the Accounting Department, there are supposed to be 

some sort of benchmarking going on and this is part of Mark Freeman’s 

Achievement Matters type of thing, but I haven’t personally been involved 

in anything like that”. 

7.2.2.3 Customised External Peer-review Model 

Interviewee D emphasised that their institution would like to adopt a tailored or 

customised EPRM, intended to be more rigorous for undertaking external referencing: 

‘It won’t be outside of what’s already established but it will be more tailored per se; 
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more rigorous in other words’. Any customisation of EPRM would call for resources 

(for example, templates and guidelines for participants, time, money, expertise and 

coordination between the accounting schools) to achieve the desired outcomes. 

Although interviewee H (School B2) was not aware of EPRMs for external referencing 

but expressed that tailored EPRMs could be one of the choices to suit their needs. 

Considering that most accounting schools in AACSB-accredited business schools have 

not yet undertaken benchmarking, this indicates that external referencing might not be 

the focus at present, or perhaps preparations for external referencing are at an infant 

state. Despite the fact that the external referencing process has not occurred at the 

sample schools, five interviewees (A–D and G) were informed in their choice of 

EPRM. 

7.3 Motivations for Adopting External Peer-review Models and 

AACSB Accreditation 

This section discusses interviewees’ perception of the schools’ motivations to adopt 

an EPRM for undertaking external referencing or AACSB accreditation. 

7.3.1 Adopting an External Peer-review Model 

Once interviewees described their schools’ EPRM choices, they discussed the 

motivations for these choices. Interviewees A–D, G and H explained the motivation 

as including to validate assessment decisions, compliance, collegiality, QA motive, 

calibration and ease of implementation. Interviewees E and F did not know about 

EPRMs and, thus, were unsure of about what may motivate their schools to adopt such 

a model. 

7.3.1.1 Comparability 

Interviewee A was eager to adopt any EPRM that may help to validate their assessment 

and grading decisions to bring comparability with an external marker, perhaps to 

attaining the goal of credence in the equivalence of learning standards across 

participating business schools in external referencing. For example, 

“I hope it [EPRM] allows us to validate assessment decision-making at the 

level of the discipline [of accounting] … to review a sample of assessment 

to do with assessment quality, both formative and summative, and also to do 

with marking—doing shadow marking to see whether our marking is of a 
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standard that’s comparable to what an external benchmark might determine” 

(Interviewee A, School A1). 

At present, ECA may offer a higher degree of rigor in peer review in and around 

assessment. This model helps to reduce grader variability through calibration. 

7.3.1.2 Compliance 

The Go8 is a coalition of leading Australian universities whose members have their 

own QA scheme, the QVS, which is required to be followed by member universities. 

Interviewee B’s comment reflect affinity towards compliance to university procedure 

and Go8 norms: ‘Being part of Go8 … Well, we went with the QVS because we belong 

to the university’ (Interviewee B, School A1). As far as the interviewee’s personal 

choice was concerned, the ECA was preferred over the QVS. Interviewee B 

acknowledged, 

“I don’t think it [QVS] is as good as other approaches [ECA] which are more 

anonymous and engage more than one reviewer and also have reviewers who 

have been engaged in calibration around their understandings of the 

threshold of learning outcomes”. 

Preferencing the ECA is understandable for two reasons: calibration of learning 

standards prior to external peer review so that the participant may not have different 

understanding or their own subjective interpretation and understanding of learning 

standards, and anonymity of external peer reviewers. 

From the broader perspective of academic quality assurance, interviewee F from 

school C3 commented that “I find personally – this is my personal opinion – that there 

is almost an obsession with compliance”. This may mean that irrespective of 

availability EPRMs for external referencing, the choice would be made to tick the box 

to comply with HESF 2015 perhaps with no aim of continuous improvements. 

7.3.1.3 Collegiality 

In the context of the higher education environment, collegiality refers to cooperation 

and interaction among academics. The motivation cited by interviewee C to adopt 

ECA as an EPRM was collegiality. Collegiality can augment the community of 

practice and promote wider understanding of learning standards achieved during a 

calibration exercise in ECA. Interviewee C commented that, 
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“Well, the opportunity was there to go with it [Achievement Matter’s ECA] 

and there wasn’t any conscious decision to look at other options … I think 

collegiality, sharing of information, I guess a more enhanced understanding 

across institutionally what standards [Accounting Threshold Learning 

Standards] are … we were part of that network, that community of practice 

and that’s why we decided that we would continue to support that … 

collegiality, that understanding of what’s happening across the sector”. 

Collegiality in EPRMs was also emphasised by Interviewee D (School C3) as this 

may provide an opportunity for the discussion and sharing of teaching and 

learning practices and/or calibration of standards. Interviewee D commented that, 

“I’m a big believer of online technology but I don’t think it’s the best way to 

do a peer review process.  I’d rather get a couple of people in a room with 

some food, sitting down with some papers, having a chat face-to-face, 

collegiality, you know, that real connectedness is a better approach”.   

7.3.1.4 Quality Assurance 

The choice of an EPRM at interviewee D’s business school will be driven by the QA 

in educational programs. This could help them remain ahead of other accounting 

schools by having best practices and assists in evolving practices suitable for years to 

come. For example, 

“I think it’s about the quality assurance, it’s about being the best we can … 

best school that we can possibly be. It’s just about being a high-quality school 

or department [of accounting] … It’s about going above and beyond the best 

practices; what can we do better? Maybe some of the best practices are in 

place and some of the best practices may be okay five years ago but won’t 

be okay five years from now” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

This motivation can be also understood by the choice of a tailored of EPRM to be more 

rigorous (see Section 7.2.2.3). This also shown the willingness of interviewee D to 

develop strong internal QA systems and processes. 

7.3.1.5 Involvement of Professional Bodies and Calibration 

Calibration is a process that opens discussion and communication between participants 

in the external peer-review process. This helps in enhancing the understanding of 

TLOs before embarking on the peer-review process. Calibration may also involve key 

stakeholders (for example, accounting professional accreditation organisations) for 

better curricula management and producing skilled graduates required by the market. 
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Interviewee G has clearly communicated that they will be motivated to adopt the ECA 

or any tailored EPRM with a feature to involve professional bodies and calibration for 

two reasons. First, involvement of professional bodies to know their needs: 

“I think that the Achievement Matters project started off with precisely that 

problem in mind, because there was a huge gulf between what the 

professional bodies wanted and the other accreditation or benchmarking or 

whatever you want to call it—they’re just totally, totally, totally divorced and 

the Achievement Matters project, by bringing practitioners into the room, by 

bringing CPA and CA into the room” (Interviewee G, School C3). 

This involvement of professional bodies in external peer reviewing will assist 

accounting schools to amalgamate their teaching and learning practice with the needs 

and expectations of the ICCA, CPA and industry/employers. As a result of this 

involvement and improvement in managing teaching and learning, there is a potential 

to make graduates more attractive to employers. A second reason is calibration of 

learning standards: ‘By having those people part of that calibration process that has 

been really, really interesting because for schools that have internalised that and 

reproduced that’ (Interviewee G, School C3). 

Without naming any EPRMs, interviewee D (School C3), commented that, “You 

always have to calibrate, you always have to train no matter what benchmarking 

process you follow anyway. Calibration is important obviously.  As I said earlier, 

calibration happens at the start of any benchmarking process”.  This clearly indicates 

that even if School C3 devices its own EPRM (See section 7.2.2.3), calibration would 

remain at the centre of external referencing or benchmarking. 

7.3.1.6 Ease of Implementation 

Any particular EPRM can be effective, but if it is time consuming or complicated to 

use for external referencing, it is highly likely that it will not be institutionalised across 

the business school or preferred by partner institutions during external referencing. 

This notion was clearly resonated in interviewee H’s comment, where the motivation 

to adopt any EPRM will be based on ease of implementation during external 

referencing: 

“Ease of implementation, because if everything is there and all the academic 

needs to do is log onto a system, review, record the results and you can do it 

all in one sitting and it would only take a couple of hours, then I think most 

people wouldn’t be averse to doing it” (Interviewee H, School B2). 
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This view on ease of implementation could affect the decision of academic staff to 

remain engaged in an ongoing or proposed QA processes and practices. Ease of 

implementation is somethings that may influence EPRM choice by schools, and an 

easy-to-implement QA model will lead to a more sustainable approach (Lawson et al. 

2015). 

7.3.2 Motivation to Acquire AACSB Accreditation 

This section discusses why the sampled accounting schools did not seek the separate 

AACSB accounting accreditation and remained accredited from the CA and CPA. The 

motivations to acquire AACSB accreditation were grouped as internal stakeholder 

pressure, competitive pressure, point of difference, marketing strategy, talent 

attraction, peer pressure and signalling quality. These are discussed below. 

7.3.2.1 Internal Stakeholder Pressure 

The university administration (for example, the vice chancellor, dean or head of the 

business school) pioneering AACSB accreditation can be understood as a source of 

internal pressure. The pressure these internal stakeholders exert on business schools 

and, in turn, the disciplines within business schools to comply with the AACSB 

standards is discussed below as a source of motivation to have AACSB accreditation. 

Interviewees B and D–F pointed out that the university’s top executive official 

pressured the business school to seek and acquire AACSB accreditation as a strategic 

move. For example, 

“I would say yes [to internal pressure coming from the university higher ups], 

because you have the vice chancellor sitting there and saying, ‘Oh we have 

to be awesome’ … Then, it’s a strategy, it comes from the vice chancellor, 

have to get this accreditation so really it’s an internal process and it’s funny 

because I’m sceptical, but that’s my personal opinion, it sounds like just a 

marketing thing” (Interviewee E, School C3). 

Interviewees D and F concurred that the primary motivation came from the vice 

chancellor and dean’s office, but for the betterment of the standard of education. The 

dean was identified as the other leading force (besides the vice chancellor) to acquire 

AACSB accreditation: 

“The dean at the time said to me that AACSB was a journey that he felt the 

school should be on at the same time as the internal change process which 
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was ramping up the standard [of learning and education]” (Interviewee B, 

School A1). 

A strategy to market the business school and improvement of education emerged as 

the two main motives of internal stakeholders to acquire AACSB accreditation. Both 

might also be understood in light of the ever-increasing competition for international 

student enrolment. This is discussed in the next section. 

7.3.2.2 Competitive Pressure 

Competition between business schools was cited as a motivation to have AACSB 

accreditation: ‘Our objective is to shoot out with [a competitor]’ (Interviewee G, 

School C3). This competition in the HES has taken a shape referred to as ‘Market-type 

[competition] with other universities’ (Interviewee F, School C3). The competition 

discussed by interviewees G and F was elaborated on by other interviewees in the 

context of competition to attract international students. This could be attributed to the 

large amount of revenue generated from full-fee-paying international students, a 

source that helps universities becomes self-sustaining and independent of federal 

government funding which been reduced in recent years. 

Recent growth in the number of international student enrolments in Australian 

universities, particularly business and accounting schools, has led to fierce 

competition. Competition to attract international students did place pressure on 

business schools to acquire AACSB accreditation due to the benefit of being associated 

with AACSB. This branding potentially creates a preference for international students 

to enrol in programs at AACSB-accredited business schools: 

“If we get this branding that is sort of an international brand, then that is 

another external way of demonstrating that we’re a particular standard and, 

therefore, we would attract more international students” (Interviewee B, 

School A1). 

Interviewee H accepted that their school had acquired AACSB accreditation to attract 

international students in the face of competition from other leading accounting and 

business schools: 

“How do we attract students against a sandstone like Sydney Uni, a G of 8 

like UNSW, Macquarie? When we look at those [business schools] and we 

didn’t have the sandstone or the G of 8, then we had to have something else 

[AACSB] to attract international students especially” (Interviewee H, School 

B2). 
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This opinion indicates that students are attracted to enrol based on a university’s 

reputation and/or age (which may indicate a time-tested and credible institution). 

Acquiring AACSB accreditation has been seen as an alternative credential for HEIs. 

7.3.2.3 Point of Difference 

The AACSB accreditation as a point of difference refers to a state of being different 

from unaccredited business schools. The idea of being different on the grounds of 

AACSB accreditation was supported by interviewees who provided a range of reasons 

to consider this accreditation as a point of difference. 

Interviewees C, F and G held that AACSB accreditation has been acquired by 

Australian business schools to appear distinct from non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

For example, interviewee F called the AACSB accreditation a game to play to appear 

distinct: 

“It’s a point of difference … truly is a point of difference … accreditation is 

a game that the university has to play because they have to have a certain 

presence out there and how do you differentiate yourself from the others?” 

The term ‘game’ can be understood as the strategy of a business school differentiating 

itself from unaccredited players in the HES and management of stakeholders’ 

perception about the school in terms of quality and/or learning and teaching standards. 

Interviewee C established that AACSB accreditation has always been a point of 

differentiation for their school since it was acquired: 

“I think going back, when we first started the process, there was no other 

school in Australia who were accredited so it was going to be a point of 

difference and then, when we got accredited, I think we were number four or 

five in Australia. So it was and still a point of difference” (Interviewee C, 

School B2). 

This is indicating that the differential factor or attribute of AACSB accreditation has 

not weakened over time, given the fact that 23 schools are seeking it. Interviewee G 

also emphasised and agreed that AACSB accreditation is ‘definitely a point of 

difference. It matters’. 

Contrary to the above views, given that there are already 15 AACSB-accredited 

business schools in Australia and that the majority of non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools are seeking accreditation, remaining accredited only from the AACSB may no 
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longer be a point of difference in future. Interviewee D informed that their business 

school is looking to acquiring a European accreditation (EQUIS) that may serve as a 

means of differentiation from other business schools. Interviewee D opined that: 

“… then you lose the differentiation [being accredited only from AACSB]. 

Then you have to look at the level up—EQUIS or something similar. Not 

everybody will get Triple Crown, because not everybody wants to get 

AMBA as well. Some people might not go to AMBA because of a number 

of different reasons, but definitely they’ll look at EQUIS, AACSB. So, we 

are on our journey to EQUIS”. 

Interviewee D knew about the intention of school C3 to seek EQUIS due to their 

administration position. School C3 might be considering acquiring EQUIS due to it 

being easier for them to satisfy its requirement as they are already accredited with the 

AACSB (for example, evidences of LOs, existence of QA policies and practices, 

infrastructure and a team of accreditation experts). However, having more than one 

accreditation could be resource draining, especially when there is no empirical 

research that having double or triple accreditation adds value. 

Considering AACSB accreditation as a point of difference, interviewee F stated that 

membership to international accreditation agencies has led business schools to create 

a club of accredited schools, for example, ‘AACSB is a point of difference … It’s 

interesting because once you’re in the club, you’re in the club’. Interviewees stated the 

reasons for the creation of the ‘club’. Two reasons were given for purposefully creating 

the AACSB ‘club’ or ‘group’ of a few business schools. First, to position themselves 

and their educational offerings in the HES: 

“It’s like the ring fence; you try to push other people out and you say, ‘We 

are few’ … For me it’s like marketing—you position your product in a 

different way” (Interviewee E, School C3). 

Likewise, interviewee F commented that the creation of the club is to keep their school 

fenced and recognised as AACSB accredited and to help improve QA practices and 

processes to assure learning: 

“one of the ways to do it is to create a boundary, ring fence the boundary, 

defend the boundary … the idea of creating this accreditation, So, there is no 

doubt that these processes help to improve the quality of what you’re doing”. 



164 

The creation of the AACSB club would help members to share their experiences, 

issues and best practices though meetings, seminars and conferences organised by 

AACSB International. 

Second, to attract international students and take advantage of being the first mover: 

“I think it [acquiring AACSB accreditation] was done to create a point of 

difference that those students, especially international students, would see 

that and go … accreditation as a method of differentiation. I think at the time 

that we started the accreditation process, no other university in New South 

Wales was AACSB accredited” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

7.3.2.4 Marketing Strategy 

Some interviewees considered acquiring AACSB accreditation as a marketing strategy 

of their business school to be recognised as a school with a brand image associated 

with reputed and highly ranked institutions. All interviewees held the view that their 

business school had acquired AACSB accreditation as a planned marketing strategy. 

This strategy is also aimed at enhancing ranking, reputation and brand image which 

may ultimately led to attracting international students and researchers, for example: 

“Essentially for AACSB, why we do it—two reasons; one is it is a powerful 

brand plus … it’s a matter of prestige for bringing our school up the rankings 

… AACSB has put us in the right projector to get there” (Interviewee A, 

School A1). 

The branding of the school might also relate to facing market-type competition 

(discussion in Section 7.3.2.2). Further, branding of the business school was 

recognised as a motivating factor by interviewee C: 

“Well, certainly [AACSB creates a brand image the market] amongst other 

business schools—in the business school community—yes. Being accredited 

not only enables them to maintain their position to attract students from 

markets, for example China and India, but also enhances their reputation … 

The reason for searching for AACSB was again to be recognised as a good 

school to play in the big markets, to be recognised as doing the right thing. 

It’s again reputation. It’s all about reputation … so having that seal really 

does help a lot … Everything is about branding and perception isn’t it, at the 

end of the day?” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

Despite the perception that AACSB accreditation helps business schools to become 

more marketable, it does not make their accounting graduates more marketable and/or 

employable. Being an AACSB-accredited-school graduate does make one a preferred 

choice for recruiters or raise the chances of receiving a higher salary package (see 
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Section 6.4.3.2). Interviewees A–C, E and G’s comments stressed that graduates from 

AACSB-accredited business schools are not necessarily a preferred choice for 

Australian accounting firms or other employers. For example, 

“In my opinion, I don’t think it does [matters in terms of employability in 

Australia] … AACSB—no one cares. No one cares, but at the top end of 

town I think they probably do … I don’t think [AACSB accreditation status 

effects the salaries of graduates]. Not directly, no. Not on AACSB” 

(Interviewee G, School C3). 

Interviewee C mentioned a thin chance of being recruited, ‘Whether it [AACSB] has 

any resonance to an employer directly? I would say probably a slim chance’. The 

relationship between being AACSB accredited and graduate employability was denied 

by interviewees E and B. When asked about any empirical evidence, interviewee A 

responded, ‘I couldn’t give you a set of regression stats that isolates out the impact of 

AACSB on graduate placements’. 

In terms of recruitment based on accreditation status, interviewee H drew attention to 

CA/CPA accreditation. Interviewee H, during a recruitment drive at their business 

school, experienced that accounting firms including the big four (PwC Australia, 

KPMG Australia, EY Australia and Deloitte Australia) primarily pay attention to the 

CA/CPA accreditation when hiring accounting graduates: 

“Probably not. I don’t think most of the big four employers or our top 

employers would care about whether the business school is AACSB 

accredited or not. They just want to make sure that we’re CA and CPA 

accredited” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

This clearly indicates that Australian accounting firms are more aware of the CA/CPA 

accreditation and have trust in them, rather than the AACSB accreditation. 

Interviewee A commented that their accounting school had abandoned their plans to 

acquire the AACSB accounting accreditation because it was not adding any value (that 

is, attracting enrolments and generating revenue), especially when accounting 

programs were CPA/CA accredited: 

“We’ve just given away Accounting AACSB, so we’ve only got one 

accreditation now because we actually don’t think that having a separate 

accounting accreditation does add all that much to brand. You’ve got CPA 
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and ICAA2 and the UK accreditation, you’ve got what you need in terms of 

professional recognition” (Interviewee A, School A1). 

Therefore, it can be inferred that some of the sampled business schools preferred to 

have the CA/CPA accreditation over the separate AACSB accounting accreditation. 

The views of accounting academics are clearly in favour of CA/CPA accreditation, 

which may not necessarily match the perspective of the business school’s 

management. Acquiring AACSB business accreditation was perceived by 

interviewees as being motivated by a marketing strategy. 

7.3.2.5 Attraction of Talented Academics and Researchers 

Talent attraction refers to the attraction of academics from within and outside 

Australia. Although some interviewees agreed that AACSB accreditation does assist 

in talent attraction, most caveated that by adding that the ranking/tier system in the 

Australian HES and presence of research infrastructure at business schools placed 

more important roles. For example, interviewee B explained that, 

“If we were at an institution that was at mid-level in Australia where people 

didn’t know us, well, the academics might go, ‘Well, are you AACSB 

accredited? Okay, yeah. Okay”. (Interviewee B, School A1). 

Interviewees A–C, E and F stated that AACSB accreditation does impact talent 

attraction to their business school: 

“Yes, we are [able to attract desired academics and administrative people due 

to accredited to AACSB]. We are a Group of Eight. Our MBA is ranked top 

in Australia by AFT, our Master of Management is ranked 25th in the world 

which is not too bad—by far the best in Australia, by far the best in the Asia 

Pacific, better than in US. They are powerful positives and we do promote 

them quite explicitly. So does every other Group of Eight business school 

that’s got a gong to its name” (Interviewee A, School A1). 

Notable, school A1 not only uses its AACSB accreditation to manage the perception 

of its key stakeholders, but also uses other rankings for promotion purposes. 

AACSB accreditation does matter in terms of hiring faculty from outside Australia, 

particularly if recruiting for the finance and economics disciplines. Interviewee C held 

that 

 
2 ICAA is now refer to CAANZ 
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“Well certainly, as I mentioned, the brand means more in North America than 

it does outside of North America and, therefore, recruiting in those North 

American markets, which we do quite a bit of, particularly in Finance and 

Economics has certainly helped”. 

Thus, AACSB accreditation has little to do with attracting Australian accounting 

academics and researchers. 

Interviewee F drew attention to the preferences of a certain category of academics to 

work for an AACSB-accredited school. These academics are those who either had 

worked for or graduated from AACSB-accredited schools and were aware of the 

associated policies, practices, processes and, perhaps, employment prospects: 

“I think having an AACSB accreditation would attract a certain type of 

academic people that consider that as relevant for their profile to be working 

in a place that is AACSB accredited” (Interviewee F, School C3). 

Interviewee E remarked that being accredited indirectly attracts all qualified academics 

and researchers. 

Interviewee G held the opinion that AACSB-accredited status was not necessarily a 

reason for attracting new employees: ‘Not necessarily [attraction of qualified academic 

and administrators] … Does the brand name itself matter to attract new staff? Probably 

not’ (Interviewee G, School C3). This can be understood from an academic’s 

perspective that being working or associating with an AACSB-accredited school does 

not provide any additional opportunity for academic promotion (see Section 6.4.4.3). 

Thus, these staff prioritise their research for career advancement. Interviewees seemed 

divided on the benefit of talent attraction due to AACSB accreditation. Interviewees B 

and H belong to highly ranked and prestigious business schools where priority is given 

to research performance (leading to high global rankings). To these interviewees, 

research is a far stronger factor in the attraction of academics than being AACSB 

accredited: ‘Australian academics couldn’t give a hoot … Australian academics just 

want to go to the best university where they think they can be with other good 

researchers’ (Interviewee B, School A1). Interviewee H cited that research 

infrastructure and funding have been the main reasons for talent attraction, rather than 

AACSB accreditation: 

“I don’t think they come because of AACSB accreditation. I think people 

come to [us] because we provide great support and funding for research and 

we have a reputation for … we’re on track to significantly improve our 



168 

research performance and that we provide great support for that in terms of 

funding, for database access and conference travel”. 

Thus, it can be inferred that AACSB accreditation does not play a significant role in 

the attraction of academics. Instead, academics are attracted by the quality of peer 

researchers and research facilities. 

7.3.2.6 Peer Pressure 

The business schools put pressure on themselves to gain AACSB accreditation for two 

main reasons. First, perception of AACSB accreditation as an impactful brand 

(Interviewee A). Second, to be on par with their peers and/or competitors (Interviewees 

A–C). For example, a Go8 university could consider another member of the Go8 as a 

peer. Interviewees A–C illustrated this referring to their schools belonging to the Go8. 

For example, 

“You would expect a school like ours to have AACSB. Yes, I know it’s 

isomorphism, but we are captive to the AACSB approach and if you don’t 

play that game, people start to ask questions—’Well, why you haven’t got 

it?’ Essentially for AACSB, why we do it? For two reasons: one, is it is a 

powerful brand plus … Every other Australian Group of Eight institution 

does need AACSB” (Interviewee A, School A1). 

In terms of being on par with national and international schools as a reason for 

acquiring AACSB accreditation, interviewee E cited a form of an external pressure: 

“If they [competitors] get this accreditation and you want to be part of the 

club, then it’s an external pressure because say, ‘They’re like there, I have to 

follow them’. So, it’s just becomes an external pressure”. 

Interviewee C (School B2) mentioned a situation of being the ‘odd man out’ among 

business schools: ‘over the years, just about everyone’s got accreditation, so now you 

have to be in it because everyone has it and if you don’t have it, it looks strange’. This 

compelled business school to have what interviewee B (School A1) called 

‘membership of an elite group’ (see Section 7.3.2.3). 

Some Australian business schools felt immense pressure to follow the norms set by 

AACSB-accredited business schools. Theoretically, early movers of AACSB 

accreditation may have reap many benefits in terms of attraction of international 

students and revenue generation. 
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7.3.2.7 Signalling Quality 

Interviewees stated that one of the motives behind acquisition of AACSB accreditation 

was to create a perception of quality of the accounting program and/or education 

through a marker, known as ‘AACSB’ accreditation, to their key stakeholders, banking 

on the relatively inexpensive education at AACSB-accredited business schools in 

Australia versus those in the US. 

Interviewees B, D and F–H referred to demonstrating and signalling quality of 

program and standard education to prospective students as a motivating factor for 

AACSB accreditation: ‘it was also helpful to get the signal [quality] that we had 

achieved international accreditation … another external way of demonstrating that 

we’re a particular standard’ (Interviewee B, School A1). In the same fashion, 

interviewee D referred to the AACSB as a ‘seal’ to signal quality that helps in 

attracting international students and generating revenues: ‘so having that seal [AACSB 

badge] really does help a lot ... Seal of approval [for meeting AACSB standards to 

signify quality education]’ (Interviewee D, School C3). AACSB was repeatedly 

referred to as a ‘seal of quality’ (Interviewee D) or ‘badge of quality’ (Interviewee F). 

Interviewee F supported signalling quality via AACSB accreditation to give 

stakeholders (for example, students) confidence and preference for AACSB-accredited 

schools’ educational programs: 

“Certain types of students who, we think, look at those accreditations as a 

badge of quality and therefore they come in … you are telling the students 

outside, ‘Ha, we’ve got this badge of quality’, so people outside think, ‘Oh 

okay, so that means something so I should be looking for someone that has 

got this because that obviously is better than that” (Interviewee F, School 

C3). 

This serves school C3 as a function of promotion that could be tied to marketing (see 

Section 7.3.2.4). 

Interviewees G and H concurred that AACSB-accredited schools indirectly 

communicate this quality signal through its presence in online forums for informing 

international students and, thus, attracting them. For example, 

“You’re looking for the external markers of quality, AACSB is one of them 

… students, particularly postgraduate students, do look for AACSB. In 

hunting around on international forums [online], I definitely know 
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internationally it matters so there is a competition aspect to it” (Interviewee 

G, School C3). 

International students, while looking for information regarding AACSB schools, are 

highly likely to come across AACSB promotional literature, creating the perception of 

employability, rankings and prestige associated with AACSB accreditation. 

Signalling quality was not limited to prospective students, but included their parents 

who may play a gatekeeper role in decision-making for application to a program on 

the grounds of receiving a quality education at an Australian business school at 

comparatively lesser cost and lower entry requirements compared to US business 

schools. For example, 

“I don’t think it’s so much a domestic student issue, because I think we 

thought that the international market, especially the Chinese market and its 

parents usually making the decisions there. The US was always the first 

choice for most Chinese international students; international students, in 

general, want to go to the US, but number one, it’s expensive, number two, 

it’s hard to get in. So, number three, if you could go to a business school that 

is certified as being as good as American business schools, then we’re on 

par” (Interviewee School B2). 

Interviewee H asserted that, it the market-type environment faced by Australian HEIs 

(including competition at the international level), AACSB accreditation does play a 

crucial role. 

7.3.2.8 Research and Collaboration 

Although the acquisition of AACSB accreditation does not seem beneficial for 

students in terms of gaining employment, interviewees reported that that attracting 

international research partnerships and collaborations have evolved as a vital benefit 

for accounting schools. For example, ‘Having AACSB has opened many doors for us 

in terms of research partnerships and other collaborations’ (Interviewee D, School C3). 

Regarding collaboration with international institutions, interviewee B acknowledged 

that AACSB helps: 

“If we get this branding, we will be able to attract international collaborations 

with other institutions overseas. And I think it’s sensible for both attracting 

students and attracting research for our academics as well and attracting 

faculty”. 
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AACSB accreditation seems to have an impact on research culture, management and 

retention of academic staff at business schools. For example, ‘[C2] has very high 

research demands because of AACSB, because of our own DVC research’ 

(Interviewee E, School C3). Interviewees A and C drew attention to the attraction and 

retention of research-oriented staff at their business schools (A1 and B2 respectively): 

“We’ve got a very sharp focus on hiring only research-active academics into 

continuing roles and to reduce the amount of fixed term academic labour. So, 

the AACSB membership does actually have a push-back influence on how 

we think about staff” (Interviewee A, School A1). 

In terms of staff retention, staff not actively involved in research must be kept to a 

minimum: 

“Well, I guess you might say one of the challenges is if you’re maintaining 

your adherence to the AACSB standards with qualifications, then people who 

are not research active, for example, have to be kept to a minimum within 

the business school and, therefore, a lot of pressure and a lot of work falls 

onto what we would call the ‘traditional integrated academic’. So, it becomes 

part and parcel of their role” (Interviewee C, School B2). 

This may pose a challenge for accounting schools to maintain balance between 

teaching-focused staff and research-oriented academics when there has always been a 

shortage of suitably qualified academics in the accounting discipline. The AACSB 

accreditation facilitates development of research and establishment of collaborations, 

which is seen as more meaningful by students and academics to advance their research 

and networks domestically and internationally. 

The difference in motivations between mandatory and voluntary QA schemes is 

evident and clear from the above discussions. AACSB-accredited schools hold more 

confidence in the international accrediting agency that is AACSB International when 

it comes to dealing with market-type competition in the HES, increasing revenues by 

attracting international students, satisfying a variety of stakeholders through signalling 

quality, establishing a reputation and recognition in the higher education market 

domestically and globally, and amassing qualified intellectual capital in business 

schools. The majority of interviewees from AACSB-accredited schools were informed 

about why their school had acquired AACSB accreditation as opposed to an EPRM 

for external referencing. 
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7.4 Perceived Measures of Effectiveness: External Peer-review 

Models 

This section discusses interviewees’ perceived measures of the effectiveness of 

EPRMs. 

7.4.1 Closing the Loop in the Assurance of Learning Cycle 

CTL in the AoL cycle leads to the successful achievement of LOs and quality of 

educational programs. Addressing learning issues (for example, inadequate 

communication skills of accounting students) through CTL for better performance of 

accounting graduates was noted by interviewee G as a measure of effectiveness: 

“It’s the closing of the loop in the assurance of learning. You’ve addressed 

the issue and your graduates [accounting] are now performing better. That 

would be crucial, and I think one measure of effectiveness”. 

Interviewee A responded that they measured the effectiveness of remedial action or 

intervention implemented after CTL by following up in the next semester to ensure it 

has addressed the issue(s): 

“In theory, it should be done through a process of ongoing measurement and 

iteration. So, you know, T1, your assurance of learning metrics tells you that 

there’s a weakness in, say, student proficiency around things like ethical 

awareness or cultural competence or technical knowledge, any one of those. 

And T2, you put some modifications in place to the upstream learning 

content. In T3, you take another … or T4, because it takes a few semesters 

for the student to work their way through, you’d take another measure. So, 

it’s a cyclical process, not an event. That’s how I think we are trying to do 

it”. 

An ongoing CTL in the AoL cycle has been identified as a measure of effectiveness, 

because it provides an opportunity to address the issues by instituting remedial 

actions/efforts. CTL also helps in preparing a portfolio of evidence to demonstrate the 

achievement of LOs to assure quality to the TEQSA and international accreditation 

agencies such as the AACSB. 

7.4.2 Calibration of Learning Standards 

Interviewee B held that the calibration of learning standards is one of the measures of 

effectiveness in the external peer-review process: 
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“Selecting my externals—that they are calibrated. Understandings need to be 

calibrated to what the words and the standards say and what their peers have 

helped them to come to understand … So, number one is that’s one measure”. 

This was also stressed by interviewee F: 

“I think the process of calibration is important exactly because of the fact that 

often the measurements that are taken are very crude and so they’re not taken 

into consideration other things that do more up here in the measurement 

system”. 

The importance of calibration was also emphasised by two other interviewees 

regardless of which EPRM is adopted. For example, 

“Calibration is important obviously. I mean that happens but just because it’s 

tailored it happens in any situation. You always have to calibrate; you always 

have to train no matter what benchmarking process you follow anyway … 

As I said earlier, calibration happens at the start of any benchmarking 

process. You always have to calibrate” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

Calibration of learning standards prior to external peer review in external referencing 

was also been recommended by interviewee H. Interviewee H also drew attention to 

consistency in marking: 

“I think calibration and then benchmarking, I think end up being two separate 

types of issues because I do two assessments … how we would calibrate 

those assessments against other … One of the things I informally do is I have 

a Chartered Accountant Audit Exam Marker actually review our papers. 

Now, I’m not expecting my students to be able to do a CAA exam-level 

paper, but we’re looking for consistency in the same sorts of things. So we 

set certain standards on referencing, on being able to justify and explain—

definitely not to the same extent that you would see in a CAA exam, but 

we’re building them in to that sort of process”. 

The above implies that calibration before undertaking the external peer-review process 

holds centre stage in the external referencing process. Overall, the importance of 

calibration was stressed by interviewees B, D and F–H. Interviewee G provided a 

description of how changes were made in assessment due to calibration exercises at a 

workshop: 

“In the Achievement Matters project, we had an employer in the room and I 

remember when it came to communication skills and employers say they 

want this, they want that … and then we went to the practitioner in the room 

and we said, ‘Look, what do you think?’ And he stood up and he says, 

‘Listen, if you guys produce graduates where it takes me longer to review 

their work than it does for me to just fix it and delete it and do it again from 
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scratch, then you have produced a graduate that wastes more time than he 

produces in terms of value and I will not employ him’. … So, we went from 

being a bare pass or barely meeting the standard to ‘This person does not 

meet the standard’. So, an employer—one employer’s opinion that was well-

voiced—shifted the entire room’s worth of judgement. … So, I think 

including a variety of voices is crucial, because it’s not necessarily the 

majority that wins; it’s the most well-reasoned that wins” (Interviewee G, 

School C3). 

Therefore, calibration assists in assuring learning by bringing changes to teaching and 

learning practices and, consequently, graduate attributes. The inclination for 

calibration by interviewees can also be explained on the grounds that the process has 

the potential to involve a wide variety of key stakeholders (for example, accounting 

professional accreditation organisations) for better curricula management and 

producing skilled graduates required by the market, and fulfilling the initiative to 

implement TLOs. 

Calibration before undertaking external peer review in external referencing was 

considered an effective measure for two reasons. First, for a better understanding of 

the learning standards among participants of institutions involved in external 

referencing. Second, calibration provides the opportunity for participants to voice their 

opinion during the process which aids grading judgement. 

7.4.3 Anonymity of External Peer Reviewers 

Anonymity in EPRMs refers to the undisclosed identity of the reviewer(s) who assess 

any or all of a selected sample of students’ work for grading, and the validity of 

assessment task and method. 

Interviewees G, H and E were very clear in their views that anonymity in the external 

peer-review process is indispensable on account of providing feedback. For example, 

“Anonymity in this peer review is crucial. Absolutely crucial. Yeah, it’s 

science” (Interviewee G, School C3). 

“… people would want anonymity, especially if you don’t have very nice 

things to say—you don’t want an academic coming back to you, privately 

emailing you” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

The confidential feedback with no identity attached enhances chances of acceptance 

of the process among participants of the peer-review process and maintains the long-
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lasting, harmonious and professional relationship. The role of anonymity in external 

peer-review was illustrated by interviewee E as follows: 

“what I would envisage is that you set some sort of Dropbox or some sort of 

repository where you’re going to upload this, and these will be located for 

another anonymous peer reviewer—I mean like we do with paper 

submissions. So, I would suppose what would be a dream is that really you 

prepare by the end of the semester, trimester or whatever. You do the 

assurance of learning outcomes, you put your assignments, you put all this 

stuff there, you put the best rates and you’re going to upload this to this. Let’s 

say it works like it’s a black box, because you don’t know who is on the other 

side and these go to this other lecturer, hopefully has no idea who you are, 

and he reviews and say, ‘Buddy, what happened here, what happened there? 

Why didn’t you follow up this and that?’ So, I see something, it becomes just 

like with the papers, anonymous peer review”. 

Two contradictory viewpoints were voiced by interviewees A and B, whose 

accounting school (School A1) belonged to a Go8 university. Interviewee A 

commented that anonymity is not favourable: 

“I see no need at all for anonymity. In fact, I think that it could actually lead 

to game playing in and of itself because the peer-review folk can hide behind 

anonymity. If they know that they are also being observed, then I think you 

get the likelihood of credibility being enhanced in both directions”. 

Conversely, interviewee B affirmed that their approach to assure quality (QVS) is not 

as good as other approaches because the anonymity of external peer reviewers is not 

maintained: 

“I don’t think it [QVS] is as good as other approaches which are more 

anonymous and engage more than one reviewer and also have reviewers who 

have been engaged in calibration around their understandings of the 

threshold learning outcomes”. 

Interviewee A opposed anonymity. A point to ponder is that, without anonymity, the 

selection of peer reviewers for the external peer-review process (followed by QVS) 

for external referencing could be biased and based on relationship. This may result in 

a good external peer-review report that does not reflect genuine, objective assurance 

of the quality and comparability of educational programs among accounting schools. 

Anonymity encourages assessors to engage with the work in a way that is non-

threatening and non-judgemental. The difference in opinions between interviewees A 

and B could be based on their respective experiences and research scholarships. While 

both interviewees were professors, Interviewee A was a professor of management and 
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dean of the school (with a significant administrative role). Interviewee B was a leading 

authority and professor of accounting with responsibility for overseeing AACSB 

accreditation. 

7.4.4 Prolonged Engagement and Continuity 

Prolonged engagement of external peer reviewers refers to the long-term association 

of an external peer with the peer-review process in external referencing of a school or 

network schools. Prolonged engagement of peer reviewers was considered a measure 

of effectiveness in the peer-review process. For example, interviewee F commented 

that 

“Maybe that [prolonged engagement] would be more effective … they 

[external peer-reviewers] get a knowledge of the context … the ones that are 

working in the systems and so they probably know more than some other 

external consultant that can come in and plan the number and they do a report 

and then go off and do something else”. 

This comment implies that external referencing will be benefitted by prolonging 

engagement, as this results in familiarity with the institutional context (for example, 

academic and professional staff, curriculum and teaching and learning practices). 

Interviewee C also supported prolonged engagement on the grounds of continuous 

improvements: 

“That [prolonged engagement] would be my view, because it’s 

understanding the context and working with it and seeing continuous 

improvement hopefully, or, if not, then looking at why that hasn’t occurred”. 

Prolonged engagement will also be useful to check if the instituted interventions have 

been effective, thus assisting in assuring learning. Interviewee C conveyed that 

continuous improvement is a function of prolonged and continuous engagement of the 

external peer-review process. 

Favouring the prolonged engagement, interviewee E demonstrated the disadvantage 

of a short-term association of external peer-reviewers: 

“If I know they’re going to have one peer review and never again, why would 

work hard for that. It’s like the Hawthorn effect—I would work when 

someone’s looking and then when the person’s gone, I’ll go party … should 

something that you have to be aware that they’re coming back, because I 

think in the standard accreditation process, at least the AACSB, they come 

every three or five years”. 
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The disadvantage highlighted by interviewee E indicates that academics tend not to 

remain meaningfully involved in the external peer-review process if they are 

informed/aware of the short-term engagement of external peers. Further, interviewee 

E illustrated the impact of prolonged engagement through the involvement of the peer-

review team sent by AACSB International for re-accreditation purposes. 

Interviewee B cited the advantage of ‘knowing each other’ as a result of prolonged 

engagement of external peer reviewers: 

“That [prolong engagement of peer reviewers] would make sense because 

we would know their people, they would know our people, we would know 

their administrative people, they would know us”. 

Familiarity of external peers with the administrative staff of the participating 

institutions reduces the time to establish rapport and confidence, and can help open 

communication between them. 

Interviewee G referred to the long-term learning in prolonged engagement which also 

prevents staff from returning to older practices identified as problematic: 

“Yeah, because of the half-life of judgement. We find that people who have 

been involved with … this is like ‘forgetting curve’—there’s the learning 

curve and the forgetting curve … In other words, you tend to not return to 

your old bad habits”. 

Longevity in engagement of external peer reviewers may also work as a monitoring of 

teaching and learning practices for the purpose of continuous improvements. 

7.4.5 Credibility of External Peer Reviewers 

The credibility of external peer reviewers can result into two things. First, a more 

objective assessment of pieces of students work. Second, result-driven 

recommendations to address issues which may assist in CTL in the AoL cycle. 

Interviewees A, B, F and H discussed the need for credibility in external peer reviewers 

engaged in external referencing. The credibility of external peer reviewers was 

deconstructed by interviewees into expertise, pedagogical background and 

motives/intentions. These are discussed below. 

Interviewees associated the effectiveness of peer review with the expertise and 

experience of the external peer reviewer. The expertise interviewees like to see in 
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external peer reviewers to make the process effective is their understanding of the 

education pedagogy (that is, teaching and learning). For example, 

“If I was being reviewed, I would probably also want to know who was doing 

the reviewing and I would look at that person and I would say, ‘Okay, does 

this person understand education pedagogy? Do they have an understanding 

of teaching and learning? Are they recognised in some way, shape or form 

for their teaching and learning?’ … For peer review to be effective, I think 

the peer reviewer needs to have an appropriate understanding of learning 

objectives” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

An understating of the teaching and learning practice as a prerequisite for an external 

peer reviewer may be also understood in terms of ensuring that their recommendations 

reflect feasibility and productivity concerns (Interviewee H). 

It was preferred that an external peer reviewer belong to the accounting discipline: 

“Peer review has been good for cross-fertilisation, but peer review has also 

been difficult in that we have non-discipline-specific people reviewing. So, 

in auditing, I found out that somebody from midwifery and nursing was peer 

reviewing mine … So I think that when we do have peer-review, obviously 

there needs to be peer review within the discipline” (Interviewee H, School 

B2). 

Interviewee H stressed that the external peer reviewer should be from within the 

discipline (that is, accounting) so that they can contribute objectively in a meaningful 

manner while assessing students’ sample work and provide authentic feedback for 

CTL in the AoL cycle, or at least to ensure a minimum standard of the quality of the 

peer review. 

Interviewee F supported this and even considered not implementing the 

recommendations of external peer review if the reviewer had inadequate expertise: 

“I would question somebody that doesn’t have that expertise that comes and 

tells me how to do my job … I wouldn’t probably consider … you’ve got 

those people that come in and tell you, ‘You should be doing X, Y, and Z’ 

and no evidence-based as to why that should work … the ones that are 

working in the systems [education sector] and so they probably know more 

than some other external consultant”. 

Interviewee B stated that they have received better suggestions and quality feedback 

from people with a learning and teaching background: 

“we pick people who have an L&T background, we tend to get better 

suggestions from them than I think we would otherwise … both of the 
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reviewers that we selected are in business schools that are AACSB accredited 

…. one of the reviewers is intimately involved with AACSB and assurance 

of learning and so this particular reviewer was very experienced and gave us 

much more quality feedback”. 

The quality of feedback accompanying recommendations may have a strong bearing 

on the policies and practices of QA. Thus, it becomes pivotal for the credibility of 

external peers to have expertise and an educational background. 

Interviewees stressed the importance of knowing the motives of the external peer 

reviewers to diligently examine the pieces of evidences without being biased and 

recommending accordingly to AoL. For example, 

“I think, on the part of an external peer-review team, it [effectiveness] means 

respect for the expertise of the peer-review team, respect for their motives—

that is, they’re not out to do you damage for their own purposes; they’re not 

motivated by self-interest and that they have undertaken a class examination 

of the salient debatable evidence. That they’ve interpreted that evidence in a 

dispassionate and relatively unbiased way and that they’ve then taken that 

information and arrived at a series of recommendations. So, it’s the 

credibility of the observer, it’s the credibility of their motivation, it’s the 

credibility of their analytical processes. I think that’s what’s important” 

(Interviewee A, School A1). 

Any motive other than AoL and continuous improvements in teaching and learning 

practices may defeat the purpose of the review and go against collegiality. 

Interviewee H also emphasised the motive of the external peer reviewer and 

exemplified that, 

“a situation where we all need to be careful of throwing stones in glass houses 

… Well, I’m going to be nit-picky as possible so the more times that I can 

force this person to go back and forth with me then the more rigorous that 

subject is going to be, which is not really the case. It’s just been more of a 

political bundle”. 

Interviewees A and H concurred that the motive of the external peer reviewer has 

bearing on the effectiveness of the external peer-review process, for example, external 

peer-reviewers free from biases and not politically motivated. This helps them to arrive 

at a series of recommendations to bring improvements in teaching and learning 

practices. 

All of the above characteristics can be grouped under the credibility of the external 

peer reviewer. Interviewees H and B emphasised the prerequisite to be a seasoned 
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external peer reviewer in external referencing and to have a teaching and learning 

background. All interviewees considered the credibility of external peer reviewers to 

be at the heart of the peer-review processes to ensure their suitability to act as an 

external reviewer. Also considered important was the reviewer’s association with the 

discipline to ensure a deeper and better understanding of the courses (that is, 

disciplinary knowledge) and the confidence that they will act in the interests of the 

process of external peer review. 

7.4.6 Specialised Professional Staff for External Referencing 

Hiring or appointing specialised professional staff such as a program director, program 

manager, director of program accreditation and assurance was raised to ensure 

effectiveness in the peer-review process. The reason to hire a program director and 

program manager, given by interviewee B: 

“We try to encourage a program perspective and that’s more likely to get 

people thinking holistically about developing a program and improving a 

program all the way to the end. The reason why I would say having a program 

manager is that because a professional staff person will often keep the 

organisational knowledge about a program beyond an academic who is the 

program director, who will move on. And, in some degrees, we’ve got 

program directors who have changed every year and that means the 

organisational learning is lost when that person moves on and so always 

having a program manager does help improve and get systems in place and 

start to share that inside knowledge because they’re with that program. And 

so that’s a safety thing and so I think that’s a good idea”. 

Interviewee B advocated that a professional staff member will often keep 

organisational knowledge about a program longer than an academic. Usually, program 

directors are academics who may move on to other institutions or roles. Interviewee A 

commented that their school plans to appoint a specialised staff member who would 

be in a better position to lead the external referencing and will be making a choice of 

an EPRM (see Section 7.2.2.1): ‘we are about to appoint an incoming director of 

program accreditation and assurance and that person definitely would be leading our 

approach to externally reference or peer review’. Interview E reported the presence in 

their school of specialised staff to conduct QA activities: 

“The Director of Teaching was preparing for the accreditation … there’s two 

accreditation managers who they’re already going to work a lot of this 

[external referencing and peer-review model] and then I reckon that our 

Director of Teaching … someone who the role is embedded with improving 
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the teaching—once he sees other people in other university is doing, he might 

push [external referencing]”. 

Having appointed specialised staff for external referencing seems common for schools 

A1 and C3. 

Interviewees preferred a specialised staff member lead the external referencing 

process. Interviewees expected that hiring a specialised staff would develop a more 

sustainable end-to-end process of peer reviewing for participating institutions in 

external referencing. 

7.4.7 Follow-up Accountability 

Subject to careful selection of peers (for example, disciplinary experts), the external 

peer-reviewing process is expected to conclude with a recommendation for remedial 

or corrective actions to assure learning if needed. In cases where a recommendation 

has been given, interviewees held that there must be some kind of follow-up 

accountability to demonstrate that remedial actions were adopted. Follow-up may also 

assist in knowing if the loop has been closed and whether the external peer reviewers 

recommendations were effective. This might be useful in identifying the existing gap 

and provide expert feedback to fill the gaps and track subsequent results. Keeping this 

in view, interviewees considered that accountability in follow-up would bring 

effectiveness in external peer reviewing. Interviewees D and B asserted that the 

effectiveness of the external peer-review process lies not only in the implementation 

of the recommendations received, but also by demonstration of the evidence and 

outcomes of the implementation for the purpose of continuous improvements and 

assuring learning: 

“The third one [measure of effectiveness] would be ensuring that we have 

follow-up accountability for demonstrating what evidence have you got to 

show that you’ve pursued an action to deal with the recommendation and 

what have you done about it and what’s the results of it … in the UK, the 

academic board becomes much more responsible for checking those external 

examiner reports and seeing, you know, was it just recommended or highly 

encouraged versus a serious breach. Now, if it’s down the bottom there, the 

academic board should be following up to say, this is what happened. Show 

us the evidence of what you did and what the outcome is. But again, we don’t 

have those processes in place yet and I think we will, but it might take 10 

years” (Interviewee B, School A1). 
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This was supported by interviewee D, who raised the question on the whole process 

of external peer review if evidence of the outcome has not been produced: ‘What’s the 

use of just getting a report and not doing anything about it? So successful 

implementation and evidence of the output’ (Interviewee D, School C3). 

The above views of interviewees B and D are in line with the TEQSA’s (2015a) 

guidance note on external referencing which discusses the need to consider carrying 

out the improvements and submit a report/evidence to the appropriate academic 

governance body. The views of interviewees D and B are also useful to answer how 

useful and effective was the recommendation of external peer reviewers to assure 

learning and the quality of education being offered, and what were the outcomes of the 

implementation of external peer reviewers’ recommendations. 

7.4.8 Clear Guidelines and Preparation for External Peer Review 

Prior to the implementation of external referencing, preparation calls for planning 

and/or designing the overall process. This includes conveying clear guidelines of the 

external referencing, its objectives and intended outcomes, and the know-how of 

processes in the peer-review model. For example, interviewee F mentioned that 

communication within school C3 had been a challenge to benchmarking as the 

school’s management did not communicate why external benchmarking or referencing 

was being undertaken, how it was being undertaken and by whom: 

“The major challenges [in external referencing or benchmarking] which I 

think ... Issue of communication in the organisation. It’s never really very 

clear the reasons why the exercises happen and then suddenly you get 

measures that are implemented which refer to this benchmarking exercise 

and, therefore, people naturally react and say, ‘Ha, but we didn’t know why 

this was happening. Why are they benchmarking ourselves with such and 

such and why are we doing this?’ Without having explained the thinking 

behind and how the benchmarking worked, I think people become much 

more resistant … I suppose that comes down to leadership and how these 

processes are managed and etc., etc. Often, consultation processes are fake 

and do whatever, but you know, if there is a way of communicating and 

thinking” (Interviewee F, School C3). 

The way external benchmarking was initiated by school C3’s management could have 

adverse implications (for example, evolution of compliance culture and unmeaningful 

participation and engagement in QA efforts). Interviewee D knew that the success of 

external referencing lies in the participation of academics and, thus, 
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“Effectiveness is the participation of people, the processes that have been 

followed, the proper documentation which follows it and then a clear set of 

recommendations at the end. There’s no point in having a process which we 

go through without having some clear guidelines as to what we want to 

achieve at the end” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

This also implies that participation of academics is crucial, which requires clear 

guidelines. Academic staff engagement has been a challenge in assuring learning 

(Lawson et al. 2015). Academic staff engagement in CTL has been a challenge in 

assuring learning due to scepticism regarding its usefulness, lack of clear 

communication about QA efforts and workload issues (Lawson et al. 2015). 

Challenges such as lack of communication and workload there are very well identified 

by interviewees E F and D (School C3) respectively. There should be a set of 

guidelines with clear roles and responsibilities for people involved: 

“You have to teach people how to give the feedback in a way that’s 

constructive … I think that we need to be careful in terms of how we give 

feedback, that we’re not looking at the number of points somebody’s 

bringing up or a university is bringing up … we reviewed a university … we 

have found 500 issues. That’s not the purpose of the process … you don’t 

want it to be that type of process” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

This exemplifies one of the many guidelines required prior successful and effective 

implementation of external peer review. The absence of clarity in peer-review 

procedures risks limited engagement of participants and associated difficulties in 

coordination, resulting in mere compliance or a tick-box exercise. 

While preparing for external referencing, accounting schools may also consider the 

issue of workload management. Academics perceive external referencing as an added 

and time-consuming administrative burden that cuts into their research time. For 

research-focused academics, publication of papers or intellectual contributions result 

in career advancement, whereas involvement in QA practices do not. For example, 

interviewee H, expressed that external referencing is 

“Time consuming … feeling of lot of administrative burden [due to external 

referencing] … High research demands because of AACSB, because of our 

own DVC research so people are thinking, ‘Well, where can I cut corners?” 

This was echoed by other interviewees: 

“[External referencing is] time consuming and takes away my time from 

research” (Interviewee F, School C3). 
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“The problems that this [external referencing] generate much more work … 

Leave me alone. I want to do research, so I can get a promotion … we only 

have incentive to do research we don’t have incentive to improve [QA 

practices]” (Interviewee E, School C3). 

“Limited incentives … Well, I can understand that because you can get 

promoted a lot quicker by getting a few more A-star journal articles” 

(Interviewee B, School A1). 

7.4.9 Characteristics of Partner Institutions for External Referencing 

For peer review to be effective, interviewees mentioned the need for strategic 

partnership between participants. For example, 

“I think it makes sense to benchmark with another institution and have a sort 

of a partnership relationship with them that we agree that we will work 

together … I think there’s some real benefit from developing a more strategic 

partnership” (Interviewee B, School A1). 

Interviewee D drew attention to the treatment of institutions involved in external 

referencing as collaborators, not competitors. The collaborator approach for 

institutions during the peer-review process then serves as a mechanism to drive 

institutional change and quality improvements: 

“You don’t treat them [benchmarking partners] as competitors; you treat 

them as peers who want to achieve the same thing … Collaborators and that’s 

also very important—don’t look at it from an adversarial point of view but 

as a collective” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

This aligns with the TEQSA’s (2015c, p. 6) guidance note on external referencing: 

These types of strategic relationship are typically envisaged to be enduring 

rather than confined to a single comparative exercise. Depending on the 

nature and goals of relationship, the costs, benefits and improvement effects 

involved. 

The absence of a collaboration approach may hinder outcomes, obstruct 

communication between partners and limit sharing of teaching and learning techniques 

and practices—all of which undermine the peer-review process. Interviewees held that 

strategic partnership with comparators would be helpful in receiving quality feedback, 

ensuring better comparability between the benchmarking partners, sharing teaching 

and learning techniques, and jointly developing the best practices to resolve learning 

issues. 
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Prior to the development of strategic partnership and collaboration for external 

referencing, the compatibility of the cultural climate of the participating and partnering 

school should be considered. Cultural climate may be composed of several things 

including the quality culture (for example, culture of compliance versus culture of 

continuous improvements) which may impact the objectives and intended outcomes 

of the external referencing process and EPRM. For example, interviewee F suggested: 

“Well, I suppose the traditional challenge of benchmarking is to be careful 

that you are comparing like with … there is already a certain type of culture 

that it’s in there and so you might benchmark yourself with a different 

university or a department which seems to be like you in some of the metrics, 

but might have a very different culture. Therefore, implementing changes 

would have a different result because of, as you know, the way in which the 

culture, specifically culture of that organisation is different from the other. 

… So, if we are benchmarking the Business School to another business 

school, then even within our Business School I can tell you there are ways in 

which we do things slightly differently; we relate to each other in a different 

way” (Interviewee F, School C3). 

7.5 Communication Skills of Accounting Students and Closing the 

Loop Practices 

This section discusses the challenges faced by interviewees in regard to the 

communication skills of accounting graduates, the processes they used to identify these 

issues and the actions taken to assure learning or proposed remedial actions for CTL. 

None of the interviewees mentioned an EPRM being used in their school to identify 

learning issues or to improve and assure learning (see Section 7.2). 

7.5.1 Communication Skills of Accounting Students 

The communication skills of accounting students were found to be inadequate across 

all the sampled accounting schools within AACSB-accredited business schools. The 

majority of interviewees (A–C and E–H) agreed that they faced learning issues in the 

communication skills of their accounting students, for example, 

“It’s the same problem [weak communication skills] that is endemic 

everywhere … they are overwhelmed by the problem, the challenge at hand 

… the students are having really big struggles with their communication” 

(Interviewee B, School A1). 

Interviewee A also acknowledged that the issue of poor communication skills is 

widespread across other business schools in the Go8: ‘it’s there and I know it’s there 
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in every other Group of Eight Accounting program that exists so we’re no different to 

anyone else there’ (Interviewee A, School A1). Interviewee C drew attention to 

‘Certain groups of students do not perform well on communication’ (Interviewee C, 

School B2). The ongoing issue of communication skills can be related to the lowering 

of English test scores or acceptance of various other evidences to demonstrate 

proficiency for the English language requirement at a number of Australian 

universities. Besides drawing attention to the issue of inadequate communication skills 

among accounting students, interviewees also discussed the mechanisms used to 

identify students with inadequate communication skills. This is discussed below. 

7.5.2 Identification of Learning Issues 

Interviewees informed that their accounting schools have instituted various 

mechanisms for early identification of students with learning issues and have instituted 

remedial actions including introduction of new units and changed assessment methods. 

One interviewee proposed modifying the criteria for admission to programs, including 

a higher English language requirement to enter accounting programs. 

Interviewee C mentioned an online system called OPELA which is designed to provide 

feedback to students on their command of academic language and group them into 

different bands. Each band indicates the level of support required. Based on this, the 

business school provides them with English language experts to improve and develop 

their academic language skills: 

“We’ve tried a range of different methods to try and ensure that we can 

identify those students early and support them through their learning journey. 

… We do a diagnostic called OPELA … separated tutorials … we’ve brought 

in our English language experts … provided opportunities to have one-on-

one counselling and support with our central unit” (Interviewee C, School 

B2). 

However, the interviewee was unsure of the effectiveness of these measures: 

“Well we try and do assessments continuously, because we don’t do matched 

samples. Mostly there’s no way of knowing for sure whether it’s been 

effective. I would say that we don’t feel that we’ve come up with the right 

solution yet” (Interviewee C, School B2). 

A similar arrangement using software was explained by interviewee H for tracking of 

achievement of LOs: 
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“Again, we’re pretty clear when we collect all of our data on assurance of 

learning. I use a system [software] that actually allows me to track. So say 

there’s six components to a presentation assessment; three of those are to do 

with oral communication skills. When I do my calculations to determine 

whether people are actually meeting or exceeding or below expectations, I 

can pick out just those three marks, not the entire six components, and look 

at them” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

A non-software approach was discussed by interviewee B to identify and attend to 

issues in communication skills for their three big degrees. This approach is test based, 

places students in groups according to their skill levels and customises remedial 

actions for different groups: 

“We decided that certainly for the three big degrees—Master of Professional 

Accounting, Master of Commerce and Bachelor of Commerce—that we 

would have a test in Week 1 or Week 2 of first semester; non-assessable test 

of their academic preparation and communication and that is marked by 

experts and then students put into one of four groups. They pass or three 

levels of failure. They have different levels of remediation and we’ve found 

that a much more systematic way of dealing with the problem. However, it’s 

still got a long way to go” (Interviewee B, School A1). 

The software-based and non-software-based mechanisms to identify students with 

inadequate communication skills could be useful in designing remedial actions. Once 

the issue of poor communication skills has been identified, interviewees described 

their practices for CTL. This is discussed next. 

7.5.3 Closing the Loop Practices at Accounting Schools 

Interviewees A, H and E adopted or suggested adopting four main strategies to deal 

with the poor communication skills of accounting graduates. First, introduction of a 

new unit. As a response to inadequate communication skills, interviewee A told of 

their initiative to develop a dedicated unit to address several graduate attributes 

including communication skills. This unit is expected to be rolled out in the business 

schools for accounting students by 2020. Such an intervention may have several 

benefits including new learning objectives, assessment tasks, assessment methods and 

delivery mode to develop the desired graduate employability. Thus, it can be called an 

effort to close the loop for AoL. Per interviewee A: 

“We are developing—we have a Critical Thinking in Business unit—in that 

I think it’s going to be all Critical Thinking in Accounting actually. That’s 

being redesigned for next year and the focus there is really to draw students 

out at the point they enter the program in terms of critical thinking, 
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communication, proficiency in problem solving in a broad sense … a new 

unit that will be to do a strengthening and employability capabilities, 

including all the graduate attributes the university says we have to address 

now” (Interviewee A, School A1). 

Second, an introduction of innovative assessment by interviewee H aimed to improve 

the communication skills of students. This change in assessment was done as a result 

of the LO achievement data generated by the software previous discussed: 

“For us, we’ve tried to scaffold a whole range of activities. We’ve introduced 

collaborative learning, speaking in class, improv, so in the first week we 

actually do improv comedy to help you learn to think on your feet because 

it’s not prepared speeches” (Interviewee H, School B2). 

Third, more than one opportunity to assess the communication skills of students should 

be provided, which may mean multiple opportunities to learn or perform successfully. 

This would also allow identification of which assessment is more effective and if any 

assessment method requires changes (see Section 7.5.2). Interviewee E wished to 

introduce the hurdle exam as one assessment method to shrink the size of the 

classroom: 

“You try to mitigate it [poor communication skills] and how do you do it? 

As I said, you have to assess more than once the communication skills. I’ll 

give an example. All the things that is done is the hurdle. Due to accreditation 

requirements, perhaps the CA/CPA, the unit, some units they have to have 

an invigilator exam and the invigilator exam has to have a hurdle of 50%, 

which means that the student will have to sit there and write and if he fails 

that he fails the whole unit. By doing this, you try to avoid people who try to 

get away with not going through this. So if you have communication in exam 

that has hurdle, you already try to block some people that have bad 

communication skills. You have addressed this twice in the program, you 

already tried to get rid of some of the people that they shouldn’t be there at 

the first place” (Interviewee E, School C3). 

Fourth, changes to the admission criteria for international students entering the 

accounting program. Contrary to the views and practices of interviewees B, C and H, 

interviewee E proposed that universities should look at changing the admission criteria 

so that they do not have to deal with such issues. Instead of providing assistance and/or 

interventions, interviewee E suggested a change in admission policy, that is, higher 

scores in the English proficiency exam for admission into accounting programs: ‘How 

to address [communication issues]? The problem can be addressed if you require 

higher IELTS [International English Language Testing System] scores. That could get 

rid of many of the issues that we do have’ (Interviewee E, School C3). Interviewee E’s 
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opinion can be understood in light of the mobilisation and consumption of resources 

in business schools to support students with language issues. However, implementing 

higher English language proficiency tests as an admission policy may affect the 

enrolment of international students. 

Notably, none of the interviewees mentioned CTL for AoL of communication skills 

using EPRMs. This supports the discussion in Section 7.2 where it was shown that the 

majority of AACSB-accredited business schools did not undertake external 

referencing using external peer review. The next section discusses the engagement of 

professionals from industry and university students in CTL in the AoL cycle for 

developing remedial actions to assure achievement of communication skills. 

7.5.4 Industry Professionals’ Involvement in Closing the Loop Practices 

This section presents the engagement of professionals from industry in CTL in AoL at 

accounting schools within AACSB-accredited business schools. Interviewees A–D 

informed about industry professionals’ direct involvement in teaching and learning 

practices and/or serving as advisors in improving teaching and learning. None of these 

interviewees accepted that industry professionals were involved in CTL sessions. 

Interviewees E and G denied any involvement of industry professionals, but did not 

elaborate. Notably, a contradiction was found in the accounts of interviewees C and H 

(both from School C3), where interviewee H told of the involvement of professionals 

in CTL, while interviewee C denied this. 

Although AACSB-accredited business schools were found to have rich engagement of 

industry experts and professionals, none of the interviewees except interviewee H 

informed of these professionals involvement in CTL: 

“I think for me in terms of closing the loop and benchmarking against 

industry, I think it really helps our effectiveness in teaching and learning … 

we’re closing the loop with them [industry experts and professionals]” 

(Interviewee H, School B2). 

Interviewees informed that engaging professions assisted business schools in gaining 

advice, stimulating discussion and feedback to improve learning and teaching practices 

(for example, curriculum design). Interviewees B–D mentioned the involvement of 

external stakeholders in improvements in teaching and learning practices, but 

explained that CTL is internal to the school, for example, 
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“I think industry advisors [employers or industry mentors] have a role in 

providing feedback and advice. I think the designing [remedial measure or 

intervention] is internal, whereas the consideration of what to integrate into 

the curriculum or how to do it we would seek advice on or receive advice on, 

but we wouldn’t get them to design anything” (Interviewee C, School B2). 

Interviewee D informed that school C3 has been engaging professionals from industry 

as tutors and that they play roles in development of teaching and learning practices, 

but did not mention their engagement in CTL in AoL: 

“We are big on industrial engagement. We always have advisory boards so 

yes, there is significant input by industry practices. Most of our tutors are 

industry design practitioners who are the CFOs or CEOs of organisations, so 

they have … They’re involved in almost every aspect—they contribute to 

developing assessment tasks, exams, marking, teaching. Yes, because with 

the feedback comes, we always talk to the tutors as well” (Interviewee D, 

School C3). 

Interviewee B stated that school A1 involved professionals in a unique way to share 

student achievement data and discuss it, but that these discussions do not form part of 

CTL: 

“We have some disciplines which have an external advisory board and the 

data [student achievement data] goes to them so they would be available to 

assist in discussion. They’re not at the close the loop meeting, but they review 

that information” (Interviewee B, School A1). 

An important inference can be drawn from the views of interviewees B–D that an 

industry professional is considered beneficial for bringing their experience to 

classroom teaching and practices, but are not desired to be involved in CTL practices, 

perhaps on the grounds that they do not have the expertise to do so (similar to the 

expertise desired in external peer reviewers discussed in Section 7.4.5). 

Interviewee A held that external stakeholders are not involved in CTL in AoL on 

account of no statutory obligations: 

“We have no intention of outsourcing decisions about our curricular to any 

external party unless there’s a statutory obligation for us to do that and, to 

the best of my knowledge, there is no obligation that we do that. What there 

is, is a requirement that’s coming in that requires us to engage in the process 

of getting external reviews and obtaining external feedback about our 

educational practices and our curriculum configuration” (Interviewee A, 

School A1). 
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The statutory obligations for any institutions to involve industry professionals for CTL 

can only come from the TEQSA, and there is no such obligation in the HESF 2015. 

The above clearly indicates that the sampled AACSB-accredited business schools 

involve industry professional in a range of activities, but do not involve them in CTL 

in the AoL cycle, and it is safe to assume that industry experts were not part of any 

external peer reviews. Interviewees were also asked about students’ feedback in CTL, 

as this is required as part of institutional QA under the HESF 2015, Domain 5. This is 

discussed in the next section. 

7.5.5 Students’ Engagement in Closing the Loop Practices 

This section discusses the engagement of students in the CTL stage in the AoL cycle, 

particularly while CTL in external peer review during external referencing. Results 

indicated that although all the sampled AACSB-accredited schools favour collecting 

and using student feedback to close the loop, none of them engaged students in the 

process. 

All interviewees agreed that students’ feedback is useful in CTL. Interviewees A and 

B (from school A1) informed about CTL at the unit and program level respectively. 

For example: 

“… online student feedback process called, the ‘Unit of Study Survey’ or 

USS, and that feedback has been immensely useful for us at school level, but 

also for educators at the level of unit of study in identifying what is working 

well in terms of student perception and what isn’t working at all well … we 

do intervene and resource educators where we believe that there is a need for 

improvement to identify what the improvement should be or the intervention 

should be and to implement that. And then, in terms of closing the loop, we 

monitor subsequent semester USS feedback to see whether there’s been a 

discernible change in student perception” (Interviewee A, School A1). 

This describes CTL at the unit level using students feedback gathered online for 

identification of learning and teaching issues and then implementing the remedial 

actions. Follow-ups check if the remedial action has been implemented and whether it 

has worked (that is, whether the loop has been closed) through assessing student 

feedback in subsequent semesters. This feedback prompts school A1 to redesign the 

remedial actions or understand the problem from a new perspective, resulting in AoL 

at a later stage. The practice of triangulating the evidence, including students’ 

feedback, to close the loop at the program level was reported by interviewee B: 
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“Increasingly what we’re trying to do is to say … when we do the close the 

loop with the program as distinct from close the loop for the school, we’re 

trying to say, ‘For the program, bring in all the evidence, bring in your 

AACSB assurance of learning internal evidence, bring in your external QVS 

evidence, bring in the students’ reports, bring in the peers within the 

discipline, bring in the program manager’s perspective, bring in student focus 

groups, bring in the data on attrition, the data’. That’s what we’re trying is to 

triangulate all that data, so we’ve got good information to make a decent 

decision” (Interviewee B, school A1). 

To arrive at designing the remedial actions to assuring learning, the abovementioned 

practice at school A1 is interesting because it aims to bring academics and evidence 

together for discussion on CTL. This would reduce errors in deciding interventions, 

increase reliability in CTL and distribute shared responsibilities for assuring learning, 

which in turn would result in higher participation from the people involved. Similarly, 

at school C3, student feedback is considered as one of the factors contributing to CTL. 

This means that school C3 also has some mechanism that consider other sources to 

close the loop for AoL. For example, 

“Student feedback is important. It happens at the moment—we take into 

account what the students say within what we think is appropriate … It could 

be one of the catalysts [in closing the loop], yes” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

Interviewee F illustrated how student feedback has helped school C3 in bringing 

changes in one of the units to address learning issues, considered as CTL by 

interviewee F: 

“It’s [engagement of students in CTL] a bit tricky … [student] feedback 

that’s really constructive when they say the exam is too long and really, if 

consistently you have a large cohort of students that say the exam is too long, 

‘wonderful, okay, I’m going to reduce the exam or at least I should see how 

can I address this’. … we have to write down what we did to address the 

feedback from the students. Yes, we had to change and even the unit chair 

had to disclose in the unit for the next semester that, like ‘You’re expected 

to know these, you’re not expected to know that’, and it’s like the learning 

outcomes had to be reviewed because the unit chair expected something that 

wasn’t reality. So, it did work, so the feedback of the students, it does 

improve it when close the loop, the students do contribute for improvement 

in the unit” (Interviewee E, School C3). 

Interviewees C, H and F agreed that student feedback is important and that their 

schools utilise it for CTL purposes. As far as the involvement of students in the peer-

review process is concerned, none of these interviewees mentioned student 

involvement. Interviewee G drew attention to the involvement of students in external 



193 

peer review and contended that they must not be part of it, for example, ‘Achievement 

Matters has not involved students at all. Because I’m inclined to follow what I know, 

I’m relatively sceptical of how much students should be involved’ (Interviewee G, 

School C3). Based on the above, it is found that the practices of the sampled AACSB-

accredited business schools of including students’ feedback in CTL to assure learning 

is in accordance with the HESF 2015, section 5.3.5 (TEQSA 2015c, p. 11). 

Apart from their feedback and engagement in CTL practices and its benefits, 

interviewees were asked to comment on informing students about the improvements 

being made or implemented as an outcome of recommendations from the external 

peer-review process. Interviewees A and B (School A1) personally advocated (that is, 

this was not the practice of school A1) that not only students but all stakeholders 

should know about the improvements and/or changes being made as an outcome of 

external referencing, but interviewee A suggested exercising caution: 

“Well, they could be [informed of the improvement being made based on the 

recommendations of external peer reviewers]. My philosophy is one of 

transparency when it comes to these things … I can see a good argument for 

a school like ours releasing review recommendations and our responses into 

the public domain for the sake of signalling that we are into the business of 

continuous improvement and that we do take both internal and external 

feedback seriously and we do act on that. Personally, I think that would be a 

desirable thing … However, there are sensitivities around these things. 

There’s a brand reputational issue that needs to be thought through here. In 

some cases, there is also a need to respect the sensitivities of some of our 

educators who might interpret certain recommendations as implicitly or 

explicitly critical of what they’ve been doing, and those things need to be 

taken into account. We’re dealing with multiple stakeholders here, and all 

those stakeholder interests would need to be considered” (Interviewee A, 

School A1). 

Interviewee A tried to convey that the transparency in bringing continuous 

improvements and sharing this information with stakeholders can be advantageous (for 

example, for building confidence that feedback was incorporated and acted on). This, 

in turn, would encourage stakeholder engagement in QA policies and practices at 

school A1. 

Conversely, interviewee B advocated informing not only students about the continuous 

improvements to assure learning, but also named government and professional 

organisations who should consider acting to make public the actions schools had taken 

and evidence of outcomes achieved following external peer review: 
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“Well my opinion is yes [students should be informed of improvements], but 

that’s not the school’s opinion. I mean, my perspective is we should be 

transparent about all this … I think it will take a long time, but once the 

TEQSA gets serious about checking or requiring us to provide evidence of 

benchmarking and what did we do about it … until they [CA/CPA] get 

serious about looking at outputs and looking at the evidence of what we’ve 

done with those outcomes—benchmarking—then we will start to see 

change” (Interviewee B, School A1). 

The implication of this suggested action by interviewee B would be multiple folds, for 

example, tracking the effectiveness of not only EPRMs but also recommendation of 

external peers and evaluation of the desired outcomes of external referencing. 

Schools B2 and C3 seem to engage in the practice of informing their students about 

the changes made as an outcome of any external peer review, although this contradicts 

interviewees’ earlier comments that their schools are yet to undertake any external 

referencing (see Section 7.2): 

“That’s [improvement or recommendation suggested by peer reviewers and 

once the school has adopted or decided to adopt and made changes and 

improve] what we generally have in place in terms of a process that we ask 

the lecturers to communicate any changes that have been made and why 

they’ve been made” (Interviewee C, School B2). 

“Yes [students be told about the improvements being made after peer 

review], absolutely and we do that …Whatever student feedback that is the 

one we tell them at the start of the next semester: ‘This was the feedback 

given last trimester or last year. This is the changes we have done as a result 

of this feedback” (Interviewee D, School C3). 

This practice of schools B2 and C3 as informed by interviewees C and D would help 

them to instil confidence in students which, in turn, would encourage students to 

engage in online feedback surveys to help inform schools about the improvements 

needed in their teaching and learning activities and QA policies, practices and systems. 

7.6 Summary 

This chapter has presented the qualitative results from interviews conducted at 

accounting schools in three AACSB-accredited business schools. Analysis of these 

interviews aim to respond to RQ-1 and RQ-2. It was found that although interviewees 

informed about their understanding of QA concepts and involvement if QA practices, 

the majority of interviewees had not undertaken external referencing using an EPRM. 

However, some were aware of the motivation to adopt EPRMs. These motivations 
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included validation of assessment decision, statutory compliance, collegiality, QA, 

calibration and ease of implementation. All sampled schools acquired AACSB 

accreditation to attract students and qualified staff, face competition, signal quality and 

due to peer and stakeholder pressure. Interviewees perceived CTL in AoL, calibration, 

anonymity, specialised staff, prolonged engagement, continuity and credibility of 

external peer reviewers as measures of effectiveness of EPRMs. All sampled AACSB-

accredited business schools were facing issues with poor communication skills of 

accounting students. Few of these schools have mechanisms to identify and improve 

students’ communication skills, and no interviewees reported their school as using an 

EPRM to identify and address communication skills issues. The next chapter presents 

the qualitative analysis of interviews conducted at non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools. 
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Chapter 8: Qualitative Analysis: Non-AACSB-accredited 

Business Schools: The Accounting View 

8.1 Overview 

This chapter discusses the results from the qualitative interviews with academics from 

five non-AACSB-accredited business schools and presents the participants’ profiles 

and characteristics, themes that emerged from interviews, background to QA practices 

at accounting schools, external referencing in accounting schools in non-AACSB-

accredited schools, schools’ motivations to adopt any EPRMs and AACSB 

accreditation, perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs and communication 

skills of accounting students. The focus of interviews was to identify the chosen and 

preferred QA practices used by business schools and their motivations for doing so.  

To be noted is that the 6 themes for both AACSB and non-AACSB accredited schools 

in chapter 8, as identified in table 8.2 are the same as were identified in chapter 7, 

however there were some interesting and/or unique tensions points between the two 

which are mentioned here. The point of difference and attraction of talented academics, 

students and researchers are the common themes from interviews at AACSB and non-

AACSB accredited schools where unique tension has been identified. On one hand 

interviewees C (School B2), E (School C3) F (School C3) and G(School C3) at 

AACSB firmly believe having acquired AACSB accreditation provided them with a 

point of difference in terms of attracting international students, the positioning of 

educational offering in a different way,  and sharing teaching and learning practices 

unique to AACSB accredited schools thus distinguishing them  from non-AACSB 

schools (see Section 7.3.2.3). On the other hand, schools which are seeking AACSB 

accreditation think that this accreditation is no more a point of difference (see Section 

8.3.2.7) on two accounts. Firstly, there are 18 AACSB school which are accredited, 

and the rest are seeking accreditation (Interviewee M, School M1). Secondly, 

interviewee N (School M1) cited that Australian business schools, for example QUT 

are now going for double and triple accreditation from other international accreditation 

agencies, for example EQUIS and AMBA. Interestingly, A (School A1),C (School B2), 

E (School C3) and F (School C3) at AACSB accredited schools expressed that having 

this accreditation helped them to attract talented academics and researchers (see 

Section 7.3.2.5) whereas Interviewees J (School J1) and M (School M1) at   non-
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AACSB accredited schools denied any such attraction of academics and researchers 

as a result of seeking AACSB accreditation (see Section 8.3.2.8). 

8.1.1 Participants’ Profile 

Eight semi-structured interviews were conducted with academics from five accounting 

within non-AACSB-accredited schools in Victoria and New South Wales. All 

participants were academics except interviewee O, and interviewees N and I also had 

significant administrative roles. All interviewees and their schools were de-identified 

and assigned codes (see Table 8.1). 

Table 8.1: Participants’ Information and Assigned Codes 

Interviewee 

Code 

Interviewee Position Accounting 

School 

University 

Affiliation 

State 

I Associate Dean Curriculum and 

Quality Assurance, Professor 

I1 No Affiliation NSW 

J Professor J1 No Affiliation VIC 

K Lecturer K1 No Affiliation VIC 

L Senior Lecturer L1 ATN VIC 

M Lecturer M1 ATN NSW 

N Deputy Dean Academic, Professor M1 No Affiliation NSW 

O Accreditation, Planning and 

Quality Assurance Manager 

I1 No Affiliation NSW 

P Senior Lecturer L1 ATN VIC 

Note: NSW = New South Wales, VIC = Victoria, ATN = Australian Technology Network. 

8.1.2 General Characteristics of Respondents 

Interviewees reported their understanding of the academic QA processes and practices. 

They used various lenses, for example, AACSB accreditation (Interviewees I, N and 

J), consistency and comparability in program (Interviewee K), quality of processes in 

assuring quality (Interviewee L), AoL process (Interviewees P and O) and quality of 

education (Interviewee M). Involvement of interviewees in QA practices either at the 

school or discipline level were evident from their roles. Interviewees I–K informed of 

high-level involvement in QA practices being closely associated with ongoing efforts 

to seek AACSB accreditation. Interviewees M and P mentioned their key roles in 

providing evidence of their involvement in QA at the school level: 
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“I have actually been responsible for the lead role [in the discipline of 

accounting] in the assurance of learning which is a very important aspect of 

the quality assurance” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

“I’ve only recently assumed the Program [Accounting] Manager role. It’s a 

steep learning curve” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

Notably, interviewee L informed that they had been forcibly involved in QA. The 

forceful engagement of academics in QA practices only results in a tick-box and 

compliance culture for accreditation purposes, instead of seeking quality for 

educational purposes. It may even negatively impact the QA culture and its 

performance at a later stage. 

Interviewee O had recently joined as a QA manager at school I1 and was in the 

orientation/joining phase and learning about ongoing QA processes and policies. An 

understanding of and involvement in QA practices and processes is pivotal for assuring 

learning, and this was demonstrated by the majority of interviewees. The next section 

introduces the themes that emerged from the data and how they support answering 

RQ-1 and RQ-2. 

8.1.3 Interview Themes 

The first theme identified prepared the background/context for the interpretation and 

analysis of the themes related to RQ-1 and RQ-2. The second theme identifies the 

motivations to adopt an EPRM for external referencing and is related to research RQ-

1. The third theme informs about how interviewees measure the effectiveness of 

EPRMs which assists in answering RQ-2. The fourth theme presents the 

communication skills of accounting students and supports answering RQ-2. To be 

noted that the 6 themes for both AACSB and non-AACSB accredited schools in 

chapter 8 as identified in table 8.2 are same as were in chapter 7 however there were 

some interesting and/or unique tensions points between the two which are mentioned 

here. Point of difference and attraction of talented academics, students and researchers 

are the common themes from interviews at AACSB and non-AACSB accredited 

schools where unique tension has been identified. On one hand interviewees C (School 

B2), E (School C3) F (School C3) and G(School C3) at AACSB firmly believe having 

acquired AACSB accreditation provided them a point of difference in terms of 

attracting international students, positioning of educational offering in different way 

and sharing teaching and learning practices unique to AACSB accredited schools thus 
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distinguishes from non-AACSB school (see Section 7.3.2.3). On the other hand, 

schools which are seeking AACSB accreditation think that this accreditation is no 

more a point of difference (see Section 8.3.2.7) on two accounts. First, there are 18 

AACSB which are accredited, and the rest are seeking (Interviewee M, School M1). 

Second, interviewee N (School M1) cited that Australian business schools for example 

QUT are now going for double and triple accreditation from other international 

accreditation agencies for example EQUIS and AMBA. Interestingly, A (School 

A1),C (School B2), E (School C3) and F (School C3) at AACSB accredited schools 

expressed that having this accreditation helped them to attract talented academics and 

researchers (see Section 7.3.2.5) whereas Interviewees J (School J1) and M (School 

M1) at   non-AACSB accredited schools denied any such attraction of academics and 

researcher as a result of seeking AACSB accreditation (see Section 8.3.2.8). 

Table 8.2: Themes and Sub-themes from Interview Data 

Theme and Sub-theme Research Question 

Addressed 

External referencing 

• External referencing at accounting school 

• Choice of external peer-review models for external 

referencing 

1 

Motivation of accounting school 

• Motivations to adopt external peer-review models 

• Motivations to acquire AACSB accreditation 

1 

Perceived measures of effectiveness of external peer-review 

models 

2 

Communication skills of accounting graduates and closing the loop 

• Communication skills of accounting students 

• Identification of learning issues 

• Closing the loop in the assurance of learning cycle 

2 

8.2 External Referencing 

Section 7.2 presented a discussion of external referencing as a mandate of the TEQSA 

and its guidance on this process. This section discusses interviewees’ comments on the 

implementation of external referencing within their respective accounting schools and 

choice of EPRM. 
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8.2.1 External Referencing at Accounting Schools 

External referencing within an accounting school had been initiated by one 

interviewee, while all other interviewees stated that this process had not begun in their 

schools. The majority of interviewees (I, J, L and M–P) were of the view that external 

referencing had not been undertaken in their schools. Interviewees M and N provided 

reasons for this. Interviewee M cited the top management of the business school being 

focusing on seeking AACSB accreditation. This may be driven by a number of factors 

such as the potential for AACSB accreditation to increase revenues from international 

enrolments and provide a competitive edge. Under the HESF 2015, schools still have 

two to three years to implement external referencing. Interviewee M also cited their 

school focusing on ensuring that internal QA processes were effective before 

embarking on an external referencing process. Developed or established internal QA 

processes and systems would assist in supporting any external referencing activity, 

thus, school M1 is in its preparatory stages. Supporting the above view, interviewee N 

(also from school M1) drew attention to the unpreparedness of staff members at the 

accounting school as a reason for not yet undertaking external referencing: ‘I think the 

external benchmarking is really important but we’re not at the maturity yet where I 

feel that staff [at the accounting school] are ready for that’. Preparedness of staff can 

be understood as a step towards developing an internal skeleton for QA efforts and 

progressing towards external referencing. 

Contrary to the majority of interviewees, interviewee K reported that their business 

school was gaining awareness about external referencing and the accounting school 

has made inroads. School K1 has identified their potential external referencing partner 

and is working towards developing a partnership for this purpose: 

“Yes, we do [external referencing], and we are quite aware of that and we 

already started the process. … current B Comm. review we have an academic 

from Macquarie University who is in the panel who will be benchmarking 

other courses … I think, sometime early next month but by the end of this 

year we’ll be finalising that major review [of the accounting programs]” 

(Interviewee K, School K1). 

8.2.2 Choice of External Peer-review Model for External Referencing 

As discussed in Section 8.2.1, external referencing was not being undertaken by the 

majority of the sampled accounting schools in non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools, although interviewees were generally aware of EPRMs. Only two 
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interviewees were able to clearly articulate that they would like to adopt a 

tailored/customised EPRM to take advantage of the strengths of existing EPRMs and 

to overcome the deficiencies of any particular EPRM. 

Drawing from a more general base and without naming any EPRM, interviewee P 

advocated combining the strengths of various models for the purpose of external 

referencing: 

“Look, I think there’s probably elements of each one of them that could be 

combined on account that there are deficiencies in each of the models. For 

example, often no one model is perfect and where it’s got deficiencies, you’d 

draw on other models” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

This indicates that interviewee P is inclined to adopt a tailored EPRM. Interviewee N 

indicated support for combining the ECA and IIR models for external referencing. 

These two models have validation of assessment in common and are blind peer-review 

processes. Further, ECA is known for its specific focus on the accounting discipline. 

Five interviewees (I, K and N–P) were aware of ECA, but were undecided on whether 

to adopt this model for external referencing. For example: 

“Australian university-wide Achievement Matters project that’s been 

ongoing for quite a few years and that involves, I think, quite a lot of the 

Australian universities and it is a bit of a benchmarking [external] facilitator 

as well” (Interviewee O, School I1). 

“I am quite aware of things like Achievement Matters … but we don’t want 

to reinvent the wheel … we don’t want to take a risk at this level by 

implementing a new sort of model, but we thought to start with the existing 

model and then follow the other leading universities” (Interviewee K, School 

K1). 

Interviewee M did not identify any model, but informed that school M1 would like to 

adopt an EPRM that has been adopted by its competitors. Competitors can be seen as 

comparable institutions/peers: 

“We haven’t really gone that far but obviously would led from other 

institutions who are actually doing this thing … Another thing that I may also 

tell you is that this university is a recent universities; it’s not one of the 

traditional or old universities so some of these models [QVS, IIR, ECA and 

customised model] are just being put in so that we are at par with our 

competitors” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

All interviewees except interviewee M could identify a choice of EPRM. 
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8.3 Motivations for Adopting External Peer-review Models and 

AACSB Accreditation 

This section discusses interviewees’ perception of the schools’ motivations to adopt 

an EPRM for undertaking external referencing or AACSB accreditation. 

8.3.1 Adopting an External Peer-review Model 

Comparability in grading, compliance, ease of implementation and calibration of 

learning standards were identified as motivations for external peer review. 

Interviewees J–L, N and P informed about their schools’ choices of an EPRM, while 

interviewees I, M and O were unaware of their schools’ motivations to adopt any 

EPRM. Interviewee M indicated that their school has not considered any particular 

EPRM and due to being focused on gaining AACSB accreditation: 

“We haven’t really gone that far, but obviously would lead from other 

institutions who are actually doing this thing. … the focus is not really on 

that [external peer review] at the moment … Our focus at the moment is 

actually accreditation and it’s with the AACSB” (Interviewee M, School 

M1). 

8.3.1.1 Comparability 

Comparability among HEIs is an underlying notion of institutional QA per the HESF 

2015, section 5.3 (see Appendix A). 

Interviewees L, N and P would like to see their school adopt an EPRM based on its 

ability to establish comparability in grading among various accounting schools to 

assure that these schools are delivering education of the same standard. For example, 

“I think we want some confirmation that we’re doing the same; that when we 

give a particular grade that would be a grade that similar student would get 

if they achieved that outcome. I think that’s at its core, that there’s some 

sense of ‘Well, we’re operating at the same standards’. So, if you’re a student 

at Macquarie or you’re a student at this university or you’re a student at 

Deakin and you’ve done a capstone unit, say in marketing that an A meant 

an A and an HD meant an HD and a D … I think that’s really important” 

(Interviewee N, School M1). 

The comparability interviewee N is referring to can be gained by applying the concept 

of calibration (see Section 8.3.1.4). Interviewee L questioned the assessment practices 

at their school and strongly supported comparability grading of assessment via 



203 

adopting an EPRM for external referencing. In their view, comparability would also 

help to bring mobility and student exchange among universities and assure the quality 

of education across Australian accounting schools. Interviewee L requested that their 

views on this not be quoted in this study. Interviewee P (also from School L1) 

concurred in regard to student mobility and added the perspective of the recognition 

of prior learning: 

“It makes it easier for credit assessments and recognition for prior learning 

and things like that. You want to be competitive with other universities and 

students should be able to move between universities and have the same 

standard of learning” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

8.3.1.2 Statutory Compliance 

As external referencing is mandatory, a motivation to adopt and an EPRM based on 

compliance with the regulatory body and its standards framework, as opposed to 

intrinsic motivation to assure quality, was noted. For example, ‘Obviously the 

requirement to do so [external referencing]; you can’t ignore that but look, a lot of 

these things are generally externally [TEQSA] driven’ (Interviewee P, School L1). 

Another form of compliance was noted by interviewee J; the motivation to adopt any 

EPRM by accounting schools will be driven by compliance with the directives from 

school leadership: “It would probably be a request or more like an order, coming from 

the faculty executive … It really wouldn’t be up to me to choose the mode of 

comparison” (Interviewee J, School J1). This reflects the culture of centralised 

decision-making and a top-down approach to management in accounting schools. 

8.3.1.3 Ease of Implementation 

The ease of implementation of an EPRM for external referencing was a motivation for 

interviewees J, K and N. Keeping in sight the variety of EPRMs that can also be 

complex in their application or use for external referencing, interviewee N expressed 

that ease of use would be the motivation to adopt any model: 

“Ease of use, ease of this [external peer-review model]. Because there’s a 

challenge with any and all of these processes. With external benchmarking 

is there are so much complexity and variety in what we do … It’s more about 

acceptance of that as a process. The process has to be comfortable for the 

participants [in the school] in the process” (Interviewee N, School M1). 
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This comment also pointed out that the process should be such that participants are 

comfortable. This was supported by interviewee K: ‘… easy to work with … 

something that everyone understands, everyone can communicate this information so 

yeah, I would say [easy to use]’ (Interviewee K, School K1). Ease of implementation 

would also assist schools to do external referencing in minimum time, ensure 

maximum engagement from participants and prompt realisation of intended outcomes. 

Ease of implementation has also been equated with a model that can be repeated 

(Interviewee J, School J1) and is cost effective (Interviewees J, K and P). 

8.3.1.4 Calibration 

The concept of calibration was discussed in detailed in Chapter 3. A calibration 

exercise is part of the ECA model. This feature was a motivation to adopt for three 

interviewees. Interviewee N was motivated to adopt ECA for external referencing 

because of the calibration and the double-blind peer reviewing features: 

“I think it’s [the Achievement Matters process] been a very, very, very 

helpful process … So that initial calibration, which is done in conversation, 

that peer-review process which is double blind, that’s really, I think, quite an 

interesting process” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

Further, the role of calibration in assisting participants in the peer-review process to 

develop understanding and consensus of learning standards was explained by 

interviewee P (School L1) as a motivation for adopting ECA (see Section 8.3.2). 

Further, calibration has also been considered as a measure of effectiveness in EPRMs 

prior to beginning the external referencing, so that peers involved in the process of 

reviews may have a common understanding of the academic standards for assessment 

of student’s work. Interviewee K commented that: 

“I think that’s [Calibration] going to be effective and it’s important to have that shared 

understanding and before we start this review [external peer review]” (Interviewee K, 

School K1). 

8.3.2 Motivation to Acquire AACSB Accreditation 

At the time of writing, no accounting school in Australia holds the AACSB accounting 

accreditation. It was decided to interview participants from accounting schools to 

identify their schools’ motivations to seek the AACSB business accreditation, rather 

than the accounting accreditation. Accounting schools are usually part of university 

business schools, and this was the sampled accounting schools. This section discusses 
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why some non-AACSB-accredited business schools are the AACSB business 

accreditation and not the accounting accreditation and why accounting schools have 

preferred CA/CPA accreditation over the AACSB accounting accreditation. 

Of the five sampled accounting schools within non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools, three schools (I1, J1 and M1) were seeking AACSB business accreditation, 

school K1 was seeking EQUIS and school L1 was not seeking any accreditation from 

international agencies but was undergoing CA/CPA accreditation. Interview K stated, 

“Seeking EQUIS and then aiming for AACSB … It’s a European 

accreditation; it’s not very rigorous like AACSB, but we want to get there at 

some stage. But as a starting point, we started with EPASS accreditation. So 

that’s a starting point for us but we want to move forward, and we also want 

to go after the AACSB at some stage. … Because actually we have quite 

good connections with European region; we also have a campus started in 

Italy. We have lots of exchange programs which is in that part of the world, 

so we thought it would be beneficial to have some sort of European 

recognition into the course and I think that’s the main reason” (Interviewee 

K, School K1). 

Interviewee L from school L1, which had chosen not to seek any form of AACSB 

accreditation, explained that school L1 has professional accounting accreditation 

which assists them to demonstrate their QA processes. Thus, they do not need another 

separate accreditation: 

“The recent re-accreditation that we did get from CPA/CA here in Australia 

… [we are] not seeking any international accreditation [at the moment] … I 

think there is plans for that [AACSB business accreditation]. I haven’t been 

involved in discussions around it, but I believe that is the case … in the 

context of accounting and other disciplines, [we already have] CPA and CA 

and then we will join accreditation these days, so you don’t have to get 

separate [accounting] accreditation [from AACSB]. So, for that purpose 

[CA/CPA accreditation], you have to demonstrate a whole bunch of quality 

assurance processes” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

8.3.2.1 Competitive Pressure 

Interviewees from schools I1 and M1 informed that their schools are seeking AACSB 

accreditation to face competition in the domestic and international higher education 

market. This can be understood as competition to be at par with other schools, attract 

international students and to be a top-ranked institution. This is discussed below. 

Interviewees O and M reported that having AACSB accreditation is a necessity in the 

Australian higher education market to compete with other accounting schools 
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“…it’s necessary from a competitive perspective” (Interviewee O, School 

I1). 

“I think it’s just too much pressure because we don’t have an option to fail; 

we just have to make sure that we succeed in this process” (Interviewee M, 

School M1). 

This ‘necessity’ perspective was further explained by interviewee N, where it was 

highlighted that competitive pressure to tap the market potential of accounting schools 

has been a motivation to seek AACSB accreditation: 

“There are many other reasons, but competition is really important … I 

would say that as a business school, it’s necessary to have an accreditation, 

increasingly so, in the international market … They [international students] 

have got a huge market to choose from. I think it’s just given you’ve got to 

have it [AACSB accreditation]” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

This competition has led Australian business schools to aspire to be at par with national 

institutions and global business schools: 

“A variety of factors, but what I know is, first, the need to be one of the top 

schools and, secondly, … because we are competing with other universities, 

some of them which are already accredited and the whole idea is once we are 

accredited, we are almost at par and we may even be at a higher level than 

those that are not yet accredited”(Interviewee M, School M1). 

8.3.2.2 Internal Stakeholder Pressure 

Business schools face internal pressures from university administration (for example, 

of vice chancellor’s office, deans and/or school leadership). For example, 

“The Business School leadership team and the dean were committed and are 

committed to obtaining AACSB accreditation. Our vice chancellor is 

committed, and our university board is committed … The school wanted and 

the school said, ‘We want to. This is our strategic objective’. The vice 

chancellor agreed, and the board now requires” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

These internal stakeholders possess all the salient attributes (power, urgency and 

legitimacy) suggested by Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997), evident by the release of 

significant funding from the vice chancellor’s office to seek AACSB accreditation as 

reported by interviewee I. 

The pressure from internal stakeholders has been exerted strategically on business 

schools for purposes such as enhancing educational standards: 
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“Pressure [to seek AACSB] is quite high … obviously from higher up. They 

want the profile to be quite high in terms of the school standard, so the 

pressure is definitely there” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

Seeking AACSB accreditation can potentially assist in attracting more international 

students, thus adding to revenue generation and aligning with the increasing corporate 

intent of universities. University management/leadership have provided access to 

funds required for the AACSB accreditation to be at par with global schools: 

“Well, you’ve got to be in it to win it. We need to be international … it’s 

necessary and for a variety of reasons that we don’t need to go into, we had 

some significant stalling of the process, mainly around financing it because 

it’s expensive as you know and also in university level recognition of its 

importance. There was a period of time where it wasn’t on the radar. We just 

didn’t have a profile that got that level of recognition. That’s all changed and 

now there’s a strong recognition—we got significant funding for 

accreditation, support from the V-C, etc. etc” (Interviewee I, School I1). 

Interviewee J reported that in their school this internal pressure came from the faculty 

level: 

“My understanding it’s [pressure to seek AACSB] come from the faculty, 

rather than the university executive. Because it’s related to business schools, 

I think perhaps the top executive of the university hasn’t really appreciated 

how having that accreditation matters to a business school, but, on the other 

hand, I may not know everything” (Interviewee J, School J1). 

The influence of networking and/or socialising of faculty members (including deans 

and department heads with staff of AACSB-accredited schools) from non-AACSB 

accredited school with AACSB accredited business schools might have triggered the 

internal pressure in school J1 to seek AACSB accreditation.  Theoretically, this is 

known as normative isomorphism (discussed in Section 4.4). 

8.3.2.3 Marketing Strategy 

AACSB accreditation has been seen as a means to increase the marketability of a 

university and, thereby, attract international students. Further, providing the 

information to international students about the accreditation status of business schools 

assists students to arrive at the decision to enrol. This information is provided using 

websites and social media where the AACSB accreditation is used as a unique selling 

proposition. Interviewee M stressed how AACSB accreditation can be used as a 

marketing tool by fulfilling the informational needs of prospective students by 
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disseminating information about AACSB accreditation as an internationally 

recognised brand: 

“We need to be ranked quite high and we feel that accreditation is one way 

of doing that. Therefore, as far which we may be able to market ourselves, 

but accreditation [AACSB] is also a key element. It’s [AACSB] an 

internationally recognised brand essentially … I feel if you make it [AACSB] 

a selling point, they [international students] will be eager to know more about 

it and obviously once they know more about it, they would find that it’s a 

very good thing, hence, they may actually be attracted to universities that are 

accredited … someone who is even coming from outside [Australia], so they 

have to be informed if you want to make it a selling point. Once you make it 

a selling point, they will then investigate more and get more information” 

(Interviewee M, School M1). 

Dissemination of information about AACSB accreditation status helps students to 

make their enrolment decisions. Interviewee N explained the presence of AACSB-

accredited business schools in China, an online international student’s forum and 

awareness among educational agents led Chinese students to favour studying at 

AACSB-accredited business schools. For example, 

“International students are becoming increasingly sophisticated in their 

evaluation of different providers … increasingly, international students, 

particularly from China, are really sensitive to the accreditations. They’re 

very savvy and some of the Chinese institutions have already got AACSB 

accreditation and they know this. The agents know about it and the students 

know about it. That’s really important” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

8.3.2.4 Signalling Quality 

Interviewee P perceived that, like any other quality badge, being part of an AACSB-

accredited business school signals to and assures stakeholders of the presence of 

processes and procedures that assure quality: ‘I think it’s like any sort of accreditation; 

if you see the letters [AACSB], it reassures people that processes and procedures are 

being followed’ (Interviewee P, School L1). Similarly, interviewee M held that 

satisfying AACSB accreditation requirements is synonymous with the existence of 

systems, processes and policies to support continuous improvements in teaching and 

learning practices and offers quality education to equip students with graduate 

attributes. This is helpful in establishing confidence among key stakeholders including 

current and prospective students and employers: 

“the rigorous requirements that have been placed by the AACSB in terms of 

getting that accreditation and by doing that particular process, we are 
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improving our teaching and learning and that obviously impacts the student 

and remember that the student is also involved in the process so, in the end, 

I think it definitely improves the quality of the graduate that we will be 

producing” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

Such signalling might be important or even necessary, as prospective students may not 

know much about teaching and learning practices. 

The claim of QA in educational offerings and QA system and processes can be well 

served by signalling that the school is undergoing voluntary and rigorous checks by 

AACSB International. Moreover, having AACSB accreditation helps stakeholders to 

build expectation and assures of quality offerings in education, research and supporting 

infrastructures. For example, 

“people understand that it [AACSB accreditation] means there’s been some 

rigorous processes and checking of processes in order for us to be accredited 

and, therefore, that also brings with itself lots of expectations—the 

expectations of a good rigorous curriculum, high-standard academics, good 

research, and good resources” (Interviewee O). 

Apart from signalling quality to wider stakeholder groups, interviewee N expressed 

that seeking and having AACSB accreditation helps to communicate the quality of 

accounting graduates to employers by assuring them that they have the desired 

graduate attributes, perhaps enhancing employability: 

“What is helpful is the process of AACSB enables us to provide some really 

clear evidence of how we are delivering our course learning outcomes and 

how we have students that are really employable … AACSB requires you to 

do is to produce metrics and evidence to clearly articulate the sufficiency of 

your students and that data, that information, is very useful when you’re 

communicating with employers … we want to be able to demonstrate we’re 

achieving outcomes for our employers” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

This claim is questionable on the grounds of employers’ level of awareness about the 

AACSB (discussed in Sections 6.4.3.2 and 8.3.2.8). It is also worth pondering how 

becoming accredited with the AACSB links to becoming an associate member of a 

professional accounting body (that is, CPA or CA) which is considered valuable by 

Australian employers. 

Interviewee L from school L1, which was not seeking AACSB accreditation, asserted 

that appears to be no need to have the separate AACSB accounting accreditation when 
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the CPA/CA accreditation standard 7 (see Appendix O) can assure quality in learning 

and teaching practices: 

“We are currently going through an ‘uplift’ program—I put ‘uplift’ in air 

quotes, right—where we are looking at whether all our programs are 

appropriate, and maybe this is the review that we’re going through now. But 

this has been initiated because of the recent re-accreditation that we did get 

from CPA here in Australia … CPA and CA and then we will join 

accreditation these days, so you don’t have to get separate [AACSB 

accounting] accreditation. So, for that purpose, you have to demonstrate a 

whole bunch of quality assurance processes” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

The CPA accreditation (standard 7) clearly provides the guidelines to assure quality 

and acceptable evidences that assure quality. Interviewee P (also from school L1) 

asserted that the CPA can be entrusted to assure learning quality was provided by their 

guidelines. 

However, interviewee K from school K1, which was also not seeking AACSB 

accreditation, held a different view: 

“The CA/CPA profession sort of thing, their requirements are quite limited 

in the sense they are looking for what are the required competency areas for 

them to work in this particular profession. But I think ours is quite broader 

than that. I would say yes, CPA/CA thing is quite limited in that sense” 

(Interviewee K, School K1). 

School K1 was seeking EQUIS, which might have embodied better and broader 

graduate attributes in their accounting programs. For example, 

“Our students say every B. Comm. [Bachelor or Commerce] students, they 

have actually worked in the non-profit organisation for 40 hours so that 

ethics, social responsibility is highly emphasised and embedded in the 

courses” (Interviewee K, School K1). 

8.3.2.5 Research, Collaboration and Student Exchange 

Recognition as an AACSB-accredited business school was expected to result in 

attraction of international research scholars who bring with them research experience, 

networking and valuable ideas for conducting research. For example: 

“The fact that some PhD scholarship recipients from other sources besides 

our school cannot come to a university unless it has AACSB accreditation. 

I’ve lost two students from Jordan because they didn’t realise, we did not 

have AACSB accreditation and their university which supplied the 
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scholarship, when they presented the letter of offer, actually declined to let 

them come. So that’s just in my experience” (Interviewee J, School J1). 

“The other thing is, it hasn’t happened a lot but a couple of times, student 

exchanges and things; if you’re not accredited, they won’t go with it” 

(Interviewee I, School I1) 

This implies two things. First, by being AACSB accredited, Australian business 

schools would be destinations for exchange students, enabling student mobility across 

many countries. Second, in a professional discipline like accounting, acceptance by 

the institutions who value AACSB accreditation seems important. Thus, the 

motivation to seek AACSB accreditation lies in its international recognition and the 

power of this accreditation. 

The motivation to seek AACSB accreditation can also be understood by the fact that 

AACSB accreditation eases establishment of research partnership with other AACSB-

accredited schools. This had been experienced at school I, with interviewee I reporting 

that an ongoing research partnership was halted on account of their school not being 

AACSB accredited, thus putting restrictions on the possibilities of collaborations with 

academics at international institutions: 

“We’ve got an exceptionally good research partnership with one of the high-

profile Hong Kong unis and they agreed to it. They’re already accredited, but 

they kind of said, this is a couple of years ago now, ‘Until you get your 

accreditation, we will not extend this partnership” (Interviewee I, School I1). 

Supporting of this view, potential for increased collaboration for future research was 

seen as an opportunity arising from AACSB accreditation. For example, interviewee 

M commented that, ‘I think it definitely opens a lot of doors [to future collaborations 

and research] … would even increase more in terms of collaboration that we may have’ 

(Interviewee M, School M1). 

8.3.2.6 Attraction of International Students 

As discussed in the previous section, one school lost potential PhD candidates due to 

its unaccredited status with the AACSB. PhD candidates might not be as significant a 

contributor to the revenues to business schools as undergraduate and postgraduate 

students, particularly for full-fee-paying international students. Speaking from a more 

general base (not specific to accounting), interviewee M related the attraction of 
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international students (to coursework programs) as a motivation to seek AACSB 

accreditation: 

“A variety of factors [behind seeking AACSB accreditation], but what I 

know is, firstly, the need to be one of the top schools and, secondly, we also 

need to attract a lot of international students [to coursework programs]” 

(Interviewee M, School M1). 

It should be noted that not all business schools will be top schools after acquiring 

AACSB accreditation, and the aspiration to be a top business school may have an 

impact on entry requirements for educational programs which may affect the attraction 

of international students and limit the number of enrolments. 

The inclination of international students and their parents towards AACSB-accredited 

business schools has motivated non-AACSB-accredited business schools to seek 

AACSB accreditation. Interviewee O observed that international students tend to 

prefer AACSB-accredited business schools over unaccredited ones: ‘definitely in the 

international market it’s [AACSB] important for international students’ (Interviewee 

O, School I1). Interviewees J and N concurred that students are attracted by AACSB-

accredited business schools and this motivates business schools to seek AACSB 

accreditation: 

“International students particularly look for AACSB accreditation, we’re 

finding” (Interviewee J, School J1). 

“The reasons that we would do AACSB is because students recognise that 

having an accredited degree from a school that’s accredited makes that 

school more attractive” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

Parents, who may serve as gatekeepers in decision-making for admission, are also 

attracted to AACSB-accredited business schools: “So I think international students 

want to go to an [AACSB] accredited school over a non-accredited school … [AACSB 

attracts] Parents particularly. Parents are so influential’ [in decision-making]” 

(Interviewee O, School I1). The promotional activities of AACSB-accredited schools 

and the AACSB itself using online platforms might have created such demand for 

accreditation and managed the perceptions of prospective students and guardians. 

Accounting and business schools that hold AACSB accreditation are taking advantage 

of the brand recognition of AACSB in their communication to prospective students. 
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Interviewees from schools L1 and K1, which are not seeking AACSB accreditation, 

informed that their schools are attracting students on the basis of three things. First, 

program structure and content (for example, 40 hours of work experience and 

emphasis on ethics and social responsibility). Second, incentive to have industry 

professionals as mentors to students and hands-on work experience while studying: 

“Look, there’s a number of things we do. One is that we actually have 

industry fellows who are ex-industry people who are now working as staff 

… their job is not only to bring industry experience into the classroom, but 

also to help [school L1] to network and build networks with other institutions 

outside, particularly non-educational institutions … [school L1] in particular 

has a huge focus on ‘Ready for work and life’, which is our strategic motto 

… We also have what we call a ‘co-op’ program which basically means 

students who are in a particular degree can actually go and work for one year 

then they come back and do their last year of a degree, so the work experience 

is part of the degree here. That’s one of the big attractions for students to 

come to [school L1]. They’ve actually got one year of work experience 

before they finish their degree” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

Third, university ranking and infrastructure, for example, 

“Typically they [students] will look at university ranking tables and make an 

assessment on a quality of the university according to the Times university 

ranking perhaps or the Good Universities website in Australia, the QILT data 

if they look at that. They might base their decision on the buildings. If they 

come on open day and it looks like there’s amazing facilities, they might 

make their decision to go to a particular university based on that” 

(Interviewee P, School L1). 

Based on the above, it can be argued that business schools seek AACSB accreditation 

for a variety of reasons including competition for students with domestic and 

international schools, to promote research partnerships and collaboration within and 

outside Australia, to demonstrate efforts and commitment to quality education, build 

trust and confidence among key stakeholders, better prospects for revenue generation 

by attracting international students, to be at par with global business schools in terms 

of ranking and reputation, and to strengthen marketability efforts. 

8.3.2.7 AACSB Accreditation No Longer a Point of Difference 

Although three of the sampled non-AACSB-accredited schools were seeking AACSB 

accreditation, interviewees N and M from school M1 disputed that acquiring this 

accreditation would be a point of difference, for two reasons in particular. First, many 
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other business schools are also seeking AACSB accreditation. Second, a few 

universities have already acquired double and triple accreditation. 

Interviewee N pointed out that having AACSB, EQUIS and AMBA accreditations—

popularly known as Triple Crown accreditation—can still serve as a point of 

difference, citing the Queensland University of Technology as an example: 

“Well, I don’t think it’s a point of difference; it’s actually staying in line with 

the pack. It’s by no means a point of difference. With so many business 

schools in Australia seeking AACSB accreditation, or already accredited, it’s 

no longer about a point of distinctiveness. I mean QUT, with triple 

accreditation. Some of those schools, there is a point of difference, but with 

someone just coming on board like us, it’s not a point of a difference 

anymore” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

Interviewee M concurred with this view, arguing that AACSB accreditation will not 

be a point of difference once most business school are accredited: ‘I’m not sure when 

almost every other school is accredited that there won’t be any sort of differentiation 

within the universities’ (Interviewee M, School M1). 

8.3.2.8 AACSB Accreditation Not Attractive to Academic Employees 

Interviewees suggested that the AACSB accreditation has little potential for attracting 

employees to accounting schools. Interviewee J saw no sign of attraction of potential 

employees at their school due to seeking AACSB accreditation: ‘I may not know about 

that [attraction of qualified academics] if it has. It wasn’t that I’m aware of’ 

(Interviewee J, School J1). This was supported by interviewee M, who argued that 

AACSB is a dated accreditation that has no huge impact on the attraction of talented 

employees: 

“I think it’s about 10 or so years … [AACSB] is not really a very old 

approach by [Australian] universities. So, the impact of the accreditation in 

terms of attracting staff may not be that huge, because this is something 

which is not relatively new” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

However, speaking from a general base, interviewee N remarked that people who 

graduate from an AACSB-accredited schools like to maintain their brand and prefer to 

work with schools that are part of AACSB-accredited business schools, perhaps 

because of their familiarity with workplace policies, cultural climate, research, 

networking, salary differentials and career promotional prospects: 
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“staff who have PhDs from AACSB-accredited institutions want to go and 

work at institutions that have AACSB accreditation. They’re concerned 

about their brand, so they want that to [join AACSB-accredited business 

schools]” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

8.3.2.9 AACSB Accreditation Not Associated with Increased Graduate 

Employability 

Interviewees in schools seeking AACSB accreditation were sceptical about improving 

the prospects of increasing the employability of accounting graduates in the Australian 

job market via accreditation. For example, 

“I haven’t heard of any [recruitment based on accredited from AACSB], but 

I’m sure with time it may fill that in terms of that. But from my knowledge, 

no, [at present] not at all” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

There were a few reasons cited for this. First, Australian employers are not focused on 

recruitment from AACSB-accredited schools, because they are unaware of AACSB 

accreditation (Interviewee J). Second, employers do not perceive AACSB 

accreditation as being of high importance (Interviewee O). Third, Australian 

employers rely on their previous recruitment experience at local universities: 

“Honestly, I don’t think employers have any knowledge of AACSB … I 

don’t think employers particularly look at AACSB and go, ‘Oh yes, that’s a 

student I want to have’. They look at a student and go, ‘This is from a 

university that I know, and trust and that university has shown me through 

the graduates they’ve produced and how they perform in my business’. … 

So, I don’t think the employers are so clear about the branding of AACSB” 

(Interviewee N, School M1). 

In light of the above, it can be inferred that although gaining AACSB accreditation can 

be beneficial in terms of marketability for unaccredited business schools, it may have 

limited impact on the employability of graduates in Australia, particularly for 

professional careers such as accounting. Australian employers offer job opportunities 

based on their recruitment experience with university graduates and professional 

accreditations relevant to accounting (for example, CPA). Consequently, increasing 

graduate employability through AACSB accreditation is unlikely to occur. 

Notably, interviewee K from school K1, which was not seeking AACSB accreditation, 

reported that their rate of graduate employment was much higher than most other 

national universities: 
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“I just learned that actually our graduate employability rates are much higher 

than the national level institutions for some reason, so that means something 

is working here … In terms of currency, in terms of practical [experience] … 

Major thing is like employability outcomes” (Interviewee K, School K1). 

This implies that, for graduate employability purposes, AACSB accreditation is not 

necessarily useful. 

8.4 Perceived Measures of Effectiveness: External Peer-review 

Model 

This section discusses interviewees’ perceived measures of the effectiveness of 

EPRMs. 

8.4.1 Closing the Loop in the Assurance of Learning Cycle 

CTL can take several forms at different accounting schools, ranging from interventions 

redesigning LOs to changing assessment tasks or methods, to address the issues 

identified to assure learning. In external referencing, external peer reviewers assist in 

identifying ongoing issues and recommend remedial actions to close the loop. 

However, the process need not be binary and may differ at different schools; as long 

CTL assures learning, the purpose of the AoL cycle is achieved. 

Interviewees K and M identified CTL with the help or recommendation of peer 

reviewers as one of the measures of effectiveness of the peer-review process. For 

example: 

“So, in the assurance of learning … if we see that there’s any learning issue, 

we try to bring some remedial measure. Now, within this remedial measure, 

once you have started the peer-review process, the peer review would help 

you to tell you what is not so correct within that and this could be done to 

remove this hurdle or learning issues … peer review had been helpful in 

closing the loop, bring the remedial measures so that this problem may not 

occur and that is an effective measure of the peer-review process … 

sometimes you may not necessarily follow the same stages or same sort of 

framework, yes, but sometimes you may deviate, may cross some, but 

[closing of loop] it’s an effective measure” (Interviewee K, School K1). 

Conversely, interviewee L held that for a peer reviewer to assure learning or close the 

loop, it is not necessary to find learning and teaching issues and provide remedial 

measures: 
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“So, a peer review that’s in theory, a clean sheet—in other words, no problem 

at all—is also a good peer review. What it is, is ‘Did you do it the right way? 

Did you do the right things? Did you examine these documents? Did you talk 

to these people? Did you do all these things?’ If you did all that, you don’t 

have to find something wrong in the system for it to be seen as effective” 

(Interviewee L, School L1). 

Based on the success of CTL internally, interviewee M anticipated that involving 

external peer reviewers to identify teaching and learning issues and recommend 

actions to bring improvements in teaching and learning and CTL in the AoL cycle 

amounts to effectiveness in the peer-review process: 

“we have identified weaknesses traditionally through the [internal peer] 

review process. We then identify any loopholes along the process. For 

example, we have just recently done a closing the loop session where various 

unit coordinators who giving us account of what went on correctly, what 

didn’t go on well and through that, we then have a committee which looks at 

that and how we may be able to improve that … I expect a similar process 

and results from external peer review and that can be considered effective” 

(Interviewee M, School M1). 

Interviewee P partially agreed with interviewee M on CTL internally to address issues 

in teaching and learning as quickly as possible without being waiting for external peer 

review to happen: 

“I think academics should always be engaged in a reflective process and 

you’re always thinking about the effectiveness of what you’ve done in class 

in your teaching and learning methods and delivery. And if something’s not 

working, you get a feel for that in the classroom pretty much straight away. 

To wait for a peer-review to tell you that something’s not working—you 

know before the next class you should be trying to think of how you can 

rectify or remedy or turn that around so that you’re dealing with it as quickly 

as possible” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

Based on this approach to CTL, it would be easier for the external peer reviewer to act 

in the way suggested by interviewee L. 

8.4.2 Calibration of Learning Standards 

The reason behind calibration is to measure the effectiveness of the EPRM based on a 

shared understanding of learning standards among participants at accounting schools 

prior to the external peer-review process. Interviewee K expressed this as follows: “I 

think that’s [calibration] going to be effective and it’s important to have that shared 

understanding and before we start this [external] review actually” (Interviewee K, 
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School K1). Further, to assure learning, improve teaching practices and reduce 

variability in grading between assessors, interviewee P explained how calibration may 

work with one accounting unit, thus adding to effectiveness to the external peer-review 

process: 

“It’s always useful to get people together talking about ‘What does 

judgement look like? What’s a minimum standard for judgement or a 

minimum standard for communication? … Is it about the number of 

grammatical errors and spelling errors or is it about comprehension of the 

actual issue? How many errors would you overlook in that per page before 

you don’t like it anymore?’ If one person says, ‘Well, look if it’s accounting 

it doesn’t matter if there are a number of grammatical errors and spelling 

errors in the report, that doesn’t matter. I’ve overlooked them and they know 

what they’re talking about’. But another person might look at that and say, 

‘Well they can’t write, and they can’t put a sentence together. That’s a fail’. 

So that needs to be talked through, you know … where you’ve got consensus 

in opinion from different people” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

As described by interviewee P, calibration is aimed at two things. First, adopting 

extensive professional learning approaches to assist in removing subjective frames of 

reference to learning standards. Second, boosting the objectivity or trustworthiness of 

the judgement of markers, including external reviewers, resulting in consistency of 

learning standards. 

8.4.3 Anonymity of External Peer Reviewers 

The anonymity of peer reviewers in external referencing was discussed by 

interviewees L and N. This anonymity is present in the IIR and ECA models, but not 

in the QVS model used by the Go8. Upon being asked about anonymity as a potential 

measure of effectiveness, interviewee N approved the notion of double-blind peer 

review, while interviewee L broadly supported anonymity of peer reviewers in the 

peer-review process by relating the process to research publications: 

“if you submitted a paper or journal article, in theory at least, the reviewer 

doesn’t know who you are and you don’t know who the reviewer is so I think 

that’s fair” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

Interviewee L related the quality of the process of reputed journals to external peer 

review in regard to avoiding conflicts and ensuring objectivity in feedback and/or 

recommendations. 
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8.4.4 Credibility of External Peer Reviewers 

The credibility of an external reviewer in the peer-review process was considered a 

measure of effectiveness by interviewees. A number of facets of this credibility were 

described by interviewees: competency, expertise, experience, objectivity and intent. 

An external peer reviewer should be experienced and have expertise in the area of 

disciplinary examination: 

“Well for a peer review to be effective, what would you want? Okay, well, 

firstly, I think the peer who is reviewing you has to be a similar expert and 

preferably more of an expert, because I think that typically more experienced, 

more expert people tend to look more kindly upon things than up and coming 

people … you can have someone who comes in and says, ‘Actually what 

you’re doing is pretty all right. You might want to tweak this a little here and 

tweak that a little bit but generally, you’re okay’. … I think an effective peer 

review is an objective view on whether or not certain things are being done” 

(Interviewee L, School L1). 

It can be inferred that the higher the examiner’s experience and expertise in the 

accounting discipline, the greater likelihood of better outcomes and organisational 

learning. Institutions and schools are more likely to accept the recommendations of 

credible examiners. 

Second, there is an expectation that an external peer reviewer be objective: 

“I think, obviously, once we have external peer reviewers, they will be able 

to add value because they’re looking at it from the point of view of an 

outsider who is not really part and parcel of the process. So they are highly 

likely to be much more objective than somebody who is within. So, I think 

they play a very big role within the process … it also requires competent 

individuals who are also going to undertake that” (Interviewee M, School 

M1).  

Third, the credibility of external peer reviewers is supported their rotation which helps 

accounting schools to keep the peer-review process effective, with reports based on 

facts and not on relationships: 

“… the peer reviewer needs to be seen a little bit like an auditing process and 

if you look at an audit process, one of the things you want is auditor rotation. 

So, from that point of view, going forward, you shouldn’t have the same peer 

reviewer each time. I would look to see the rotation as being part of an 

effective way of seeing that you’re not just building up a good relationship 

with somebody and they’re giving you a good tick-box. I would rotate them 



220 

around so that you don’t get to create too many problems” (Interviewee L, 

School L1). 

Lastly, the intent of the external peer reviewer was stressed. Interviewee M commented 

that 

“It should be done in a collegial way so that it’s not a question of witch-

hunting or a blame game. It should be done in a way of trying to improve the 

program, not necessarily trying to find fault in certain individuals or certain 

units or subject that we are teaching” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

This means that peer reviewers must exhibit collegiality and avoid nit-picking during 

reviews, as the process of peer review is meant to improve and share and/or develop 

best practices jointly, or even to confirm the existence of best practices at the school 

under review. The intent of the external peer reviewer can be demonstrated by 

exhibiting or practicing ethical behaviour in the external peer-reviewing process to add 

credibility, for example, ‘Conscientiousness, paying attention, really doing the task 

thoroughly and that depends on an individual academic’s innate sense of ethics I think’ 

(Interviewee J, School M1). 

Thus, it can be deduced that the right motives, such as the motive to bring about 

improvements in teaching and learning, can be helpful in building the climate of trust 

and confidence in the peer-review process at accounting schools. Once this is achieved, 

the process of peer review is highly likely to be institutionalised (for example, 

undertaken at a regular interval or routine basis). 

8.4.5 Continuous Basis 

Keeping in mind the fast-changing business environment, interviewees advocated 

conducting peer reviews on a regular basis to increase the effectiveness of the peer-

review process. For example, 

“Ideally, constant process [external peer review] would be more effective. … 

the way things are changing, the way the business world is moving, I think 

it’s important to have this quite frequently” (Interviewee K, School K1). 

The reason behind this measure of effectiveness was attributed to the achievement of 

LOs for accounting students: 

“… the sort of peer review that we’re talking about, on an ongoing basis … 

an ongoing process [external review process], then I think it does mean good 
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learning outcomes for the students [in accounting]” (Interviewee L, School 

L1). 

Conducting external peer review on a regular or continuous basis is also expected to 

foster continued improvement efforts at accounting schools. 

Regardless of the choice of EPRM for external referencing, interviewees looked at the 

process from a practical point of view to bring effectiveness to the process. They 

suggested conducting external peer reviews on a continual basis and not abandoning 

it after a year or two, as this would act as a restoring force to academics to return to 

their old and unproductive practices, thereby affecting the overall QA process, policies 

and practices. With respect to what could be considered as ‘continual’, interviewees 

M and L suggested undertaking peer reviews every two to three years. Under the HESF 

2015, the TEQSA will begin auditing the evidence of external referencing submitted 

by HEIs in 2021, which means that accounting schools have five years to conduct 

external peer review at least once, although there is no cap on conducting more. 

Although interviewee J agreed with peer review to occur continuously over a period 

of time, they stressed the practical consideration of lack of resources. Lack of time and 

money and the workload implications for academics were highlighted barriers to the 

continuity of the process: 

“I don’t think we’ve got the bandwidth to do it … I don’t think that most 

universities have the resources to allocate an academic staff member time to 

that sustained … there’s a cost it’s a big resource, that has to be considered. 

There would be workload implications for that that are non-trivial” 

(Interviewee J, School J1). 

8.4.6 Staff Engagement 

Lack of staff engagement has been identified as a barrier in assuring learning (Lawson 

et al. 2015). Real engagement of the people at schools who are meant to be involved 

in the external peer review processes—academics and professional staff—was 

considered another measure of effectiveness. For example, 

“Effectiveness comes from everyone is committed, everyone is engaged, 

everyone is enthusiastic, everyone is passionate and contribute. Because 

sometimes, oh, if one thing, oh this is just a ticking-the-box sort of exercise, 

then you don’t get much output. But when everyone is passionate and doing 

their bit … I think it’s going to be [effective]” (Interviewee K, School K1). 
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Here, the word ‘output’ seems to refer to the achievement of LOs and/or attainment of 

graduate attributes in accounting students. Engagement of staff as a measure of 

effectiveness also indicates that engagement and commitment from people at the 

accounting school can assist in removing the tendency of compliance towards peer-

review processes. 

8.4.7 Follow-up Accountability 

Once the recommendation of external peers has been accepted, it must be implemented 

and followed up. It is useful to see if the recommendations have been able to address 

identified issues in assuring learning. Considering this, the accountability of an 

accounting school to follow-up was considered a measure of effectiveness. For 

example: 

“follow-up in terms of implementation of whatever you have identified … 

using those identified issues to effectively implement change within the 

school. That way I would then say that’s very effective. If, for example, we 

are able to identify it then do nothing, then I don’t think it’s really that 

effective” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

The after effect of the implementation of remedial measures and follow-up will be 

reflected in students’ experience, as suggested by interviewee K: 

“What’s the outcome that we are expecting from this [peer review]? 

Judgement [on effectiveness] will be, I would see the student feedback might 

improve, student results might improve, our enrolment numbers may 

improve. ‘Oh this is great [university]. They have great programs’. That sort 

of thing” (Interviewee K, School K1). 

This implies and supports following up recommendations of external peers. For 

example, a change in assessment task and method may bring improvements on a 

number of fronts, including better opportunities to provide feedback to students and 

improvements in students’ performance, thereby assuring learning. 

8.4.8 Pilot Testing 

Independent of the deployment of any EPRM, interviewee P suggested from a broad 

base that the model should be pilot tested for its robustness. Eliminating any issues 

and misconstructions about the external peer-review processes among participants was 

given as a reason to pilot test the EPRM: 
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“Look, I think something that’s been thoroughly piloted before it actually 

runs across. You know, in your own research if you pilot something you get 

rid of all that … you get rid of the little bugs and nuances and perhaps 

misconceptions with processes or procedures. If you get rid of all those as 

much as you can from doing a pilot study, then, when you run the thing for 

real, you’ve probably got a more robust model” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

Pilot testing of an EPRM may offer a number of benefits, for example, determining 

feasibility, sustainability, cost effectiveness, helpfulness in planning and managing the 

resources, usefulness in redesigning or customising the EPRM to suit the needs of 

participants, and to see if the desired outcomes and/or results can be achieved using 

that particular model. 

8.4.9 Characteristics of Partner Institution 

Interviewee L emphasised that for external peer review to be effective, the accounting 

school involved in peer reviewing must be at a physically separate location so that they 

are not a close competitor and cooperate in the process. In collaborating for external 

referencing, competitors may be hesitant to share their unique and/or innovative 

teaching and learning practices that help them to tap into the higher education market 

at the domestic and international level. Interviewee L stressed the ‘proximity’ 

argument by citing the example of the proximity of Swinburne and Deakin University: 

“… it would be useful to have peers that, for the purpose of this type of 

process, that are not immediate competitors … I think that’s important for 

the effectiveness of that peer-review process, because I think you want to 

take the competitor element out of it, otherwise you’re not going to see the 

sort of cooperation I think that you would see if you put … I think for 

effectiveness, not only does the person need to be an expert. I think there 

needs to be a degree of [physical] separation … like if you put Deakin and 

Swinburne into a peer review, not only are they competitors, they’re actually 

physically located very close to each other. Now that’s not a good idea in my 

opinion” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

Regardless of the possibilities that accounting schools can have a strategic partnership 

with other institutions, interviewee N pointed out the movement of people involved 

from one institution to another as having a practical bearing on benchmarking partners. 

The implication was that there are high chances of lost rapport and learning as people 

enter and leave HEIs: 

“Well, if you’re able to have a stable group of people participating—very big 

assumption—and that you were able to have the same people involved in the 

same kinds of benchmarking in the same outcomes or content areas, over a 
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sustained period of time, it would be more effective. They would learn, but, 

here’s the big proviso, that’s not the way the world is. Your staff turns over; 

they’re different people. The people would move in and out of the process. 

No, I actually don’t see it’s practical” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

Effectiveness in the peer-review process can also be hindered by not having 

compatibility in terms of program offerings, mode of offerings and standards (for 

example, admission policies). These must all be considered when deciding on partner 

institutions for external referencing. 

8.4.10 Clear Guidelines and Preparation for External Peer Review 

A shared understanding of the blueprints/guidelines of the whole external peer-review 

process, including how the process works and a clear understanding and familiarity 

with the nuances of the process, is essential for the success of the process and to 

encourage participation. Interviewee P clearly indicated that to make peer review 

effective, there is a need for clarity among participants: 

“I think for something [any peer review] to be effective, everybody needs to 

be on the same wavelength. Their reference points need to be the same so 

that needs to be thoroughly made clear” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

This also means “clarity in terms of what you really want to achieve … what you will 

be doing” (Interviewee M, School M1). A difference in understanding among 

participants from the involved institutions may led to different conducts of the process 

and documenting of unhelpful evidence. 

Clarity about the external peer-review process has two benefits. First, it encourages 

participation and a culture of preparedness within the school, for example, 

“terms of reference type of thing needs to be set up … There needs to be 

some kind of terms of reference which says, ‘This is what we’re about to do 

and this is how we’ll go about doing it’. … then people can say, ‘All right, 

this is what we have to do. Let’s get on with it” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

Second, it will result in averting any possible difficulties including power 

relationships, communication and not having common objectives: 

“This is the terms of reference that we are going to work as a team to get 

there so that avoids all the complications and everyone is focused towards 

what is expected – that sort of thing so that’s really essential” (Interviewee 

K, School K1). 
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Taking a proactive approach to external referencing, accounting schools may consider 

dealing with the issues that may impact external referencing and eventually the EPRM. 

These issues are workload imbalance, lack of incentive to participate in QA practices 

and bureaucracy. An inefficient workload management may prevent successful 

undertaking of external referencing. This can be seen in the statements of interviewees 

J, L, M and P from schools L1, J1 and M1 where workload management seems to be 

an issue. For example: 

“… the workload implications will come as a result of the outcome [of 

external referencing]. I’m spending X amount of hours doing this 

[background preparation for peer review], setting up this new online system 

with zero support. Where’s the workload? So, I think workload implications 

are important and they will come as a result of the outcomes, rather than the 

process of quality assurance” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

As a resulting this workload issue, there is imbalance: 

“It’s the research/teaching balance that is so difficult to achieve when we’re 

promoted based on research mostly, but it should not be at the expense of 

teaching, but it too often is. The workload model is at the root of all of this 

… because most academics want to research and everything that you do that 

takes time away from that is a cost” (Interviewee J, School J1). 

An inclination for research may attribute to low participation and engagement in 

external referencing. Interviewee J’s comments can also be seen from the perspective 

that there is an absence of any reward or any other extrinsic motivation associated with 

QA actions. 

Losing research hours due to involvement in QA practices without any adjustment in 

workload carries the risk of hindrance in career advancement of academics: 

“I think you’ve always got resistance from staff who don’t want to buy-in 

because they see it as a lot of work … Time is always an issue for academics 

… it’s going to detract from their research time … if they’re not putting the 

time into trying to get publications then they’re not going to advance through 

the university system and teaching’s always considered the poor cousin in 

that regard” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

Preference to research is at the cost of QA practices. Thus, academics are more likely 

to sacrifice teaching including QA activities. Concern for career advancement will also 

led to resistance from academics to involvement in external referencing and result in 

low engagement and participation in QA efforts: 
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“Some sort of resent, mainly because there is an idea that they could be more 

workload on the academics which, obviously, because they also have other 

commitments in terms of research and things like that, they would feel that 

that reduces their time to do other things like research or even teaching itself 

while they are focusing on the accreditation” (Interviewee M, School M1). 

Bureaucracy can be a challenge to external referencing. Interviewee M identified this 

and suspects that the process of external referencing will have some degree of 

bureaucracy, especially when done for the first time. This may stem from involvement 

of administrative staff in preparing for the process (for example, guidelines of the 

process and coordinating the whole process): 

“I think if we are to do that [external benchmarking], I think definitely there 

would be some form of bureaucracy, that is, particularly when you are 

comparing to a situation where you don’t have that benchmarking. Obviously 

in terms of the process itself, there could be various layers in terms of 

reference point … Obviously in terms of the process itself” (Interviewee M, 

School M1). 

8.4.11 Outcome Orientation 

The TEQSA (2016b), in its guidance note for external benchmarking, has stated that 

the external peer-review process must end with re-evaluation and review of the 

intended outcomes to evaluate the effectiveness of the process. Interviewees M and N 

(School M1), I and O (School I1) and L (School L1) concurred that effectiveness in 

external peer review could be associated with the achievement of intended outcomes, 

for example: 

“My inclination—this is me—is to say outcome, because effectiveness is not 

really something that’s measurable. It can be in anything unless you set your 

own benchmarks. So, if you have your own benchmarks for effectiveness its 

fine, but I think an outcome orientation is by far the best way” (Interviewee 

I, School I1). 

“I think ultimately, it [external peer review] has to be benchmarking against 

outcomes” (Interviewee N, School M1). 

Employability of accounting graduates as an outcome by which to measure the 

effectiveness of EPRMs was raised by two interviewees: 

“If we could get some of these companies looking to us for our accounting 

students, for instance, that would be a good sign … employability is a good 

measure” (Interviewee O, School I1). 
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“Employability would be the critical one [measure of effectiveness of an 

external peer-review model]” (Interviewee I, School I1). 

This suggests that interviewees saw the peer-review process as a way to ensure that 

graduates have the desired attributes to make them employable. To illustrate, peer 

reviewers review the design of LOs and their embedding in the unit, assessment 

method, assessment tasks and mode and method of delivery—all are designed to equip 

students with the desired graduate attributes by the completion of their program, which 

(in theory) makes them employable. It was identified that if a comparator school does 

not agree on common intended outcomes for external referencing, the purpose of the 

exercise will be defeated, resulting in a waste of time and a failure to assure learning 

(Interviewee L, School L1). 

8.5 Communication Skills of Accounting Students and Closing the 

Loop Practices 

This section discusses the challenges faced by interviewees in regard to the 

communication skills of accounting graduates, the processes they used to identify these 

issues and the actions taken to assure learning or proposed remedial actions for CTL. 

8.5.1 Communication Skills of Accounting Students 

All sampled AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools were 

found to facing the issue of poor communication skills of accounting students. Most 

interviewees voiced their concern on students’ lack of adequate oral and written 

communication skills. For example: 

“Are students’ communication skills poor in general? I would say 

absolutely” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

“There are significant problems with written [English]” (Interviewee I, 

School I1). 

“… neither written nor oral communication skills are up to the mark” 

(Interviewee M, School M1). 

Interviewees J and P signalled that international students are at the forefront of lacking 

English verbal and written communication skills: 

“I’m teaching theory which the students find very difficult. Many students 

find it difficult, especially if English isn’t their first language. They find it 
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very hard to write an argument and keep a coherent thread through an 

argument … Absolutely [poor communication skills]. I know in any 

semester, there are some students who barely write anything on their exam 

… I would expect third-year university students to be able to read a 

newspaper article in English, but many cannot I find” (Interviewee J, School 

J1). 

Interviewee P commented, “It’s a tough call for international students because English 

is the second language and accounting has a lot of them” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

Interviewee K (School K1) noted that local students generally have good 

communication skills. Conversely, interviewee L insisted that “local students are no 

exception to the widespread problem of inadequacy of communication skills and that’s 

not just international students [having poor communication skills]. Don’t get me 

wrong, I think that goes across the board” (Interviewee L, School L1). Independent of 

students’ nationality, interviewees were asked about the interventions or remedial 

actions adopted to address the issue of inadequate communication skills. It was noted 

that graduates’ inadequacy in communication skills would adversely affect graduates’ 

employability and reduce the confidence of employers (domestic and international) in 

the quality Australian university education. This, in turn, will result in lowered 

numbers of international student enrolments in the long term. 

8.5.2 Identification of Learning Issues and Closing the Loop Practices 

Interviewees referred to a diverse range of efforts to help and develop students’ 

communication skills. These efforts included multiple opportunities to learn, 

professional help, university support services, changes in assessment methods and 

introduction of new assessment methods. Unlike AACSB-accredited business schools, 

none of the interviewees from non-AACSB-accredited schools discussed mechanisms 

of early identification of students with learning inadequacies. However, the majority 

of interviewees reported remedial actions to help students to improve their 

communication skills. These are discussed below. 

First, providing multiple opportunities to develop communication skills across the 

program for gradual/continual learning. Development of communication skills in 

several units also allows the school to embed graduate attributes throughout the 

program: 

“There are several mechanisms, but one important one is, for example, a 

student is all about to graduate, and we have identified this. What we tend to 

do is try to see whether we can build this up from the very first unit. We may 



229 

not necessarily assess it in the first unit, but just introduce it. We then develop 

it much more in the second-year unit so that when the student comes to the 

higher-level unit, at least he is much more developed in terms of that 

particular outcome. That is what we’re actually focusing on” (Interviewee 

M, School M1). 

Second, occasionally employing experts/professionals to help and hone students’ 

communication skills: 

“Well, the Accounting Department … they employ Owen Firth Performance 

Education. Pay quite a lot of money for them to intervene with students. If 

you look it up, ‘performance education’, they’ll come in. They’ll offer, I 

think they’re still doing it, voluntary engagement in skills improvement 

including communication, presentation, this kind of thing” Interviewee I, 

School I1). 

This allocation of resources clearly shows the commitment of school I1 to support 

students to develop necessary skills. 

Third, one-on-one sessions with teaching and university support services, for example: 

“I personally offer a study group once a week, I offer a lot of online sessions 

through Blackboard. I have open consultation sessions. We also have the 

Learning and Academic Services person who helps with English language” 

(Interviewee J, School J1). 

“We have resources available within the university … I also invite them to 

come and meet me, have a chat if they want to go through anything” 

(Interviewee P, School L1). 

Such support services are expected to be customised and targeted to address the skill 

gaps in their own unique ways. Further, interviewee J intended to offer bonus marks 

for students attending university support services to encourage students to improve 

their communication skills: 

“One thing I am thinking about next year is actually offering bonus marks 

for the assignment for students who attend the Learning and Academic 

Services sessions on report-writing for instance. So mere attendance at those 

sessions could earn bonus marks” (Interviewee J, School J1). 

Fourth, changes in assessment methods. An example of changes made to assessment 

methods to improve the students’ communication skills was given by interviewee P. 

Interviewee P reported discarding a course’s exam-based assessment after taking over 

the course and using writing tasks as an assessment method, where feedback can be 

provided to improve for subsequent tasks: 
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“I give them two practices, so they learn what it is to critically write, without 

the fear. One of them is marked but the mark doesn’t count. So, they’re 

getting feedback, then they do another four throughout the semester. Only 

their best three count, so there’s the incentive to really take on board the 

feedback and then the feed-forward … So, they’re motivated to do better, 

they’re learning about the process” (Interviewee P, School L1). 

This change in assessment resulted in better student communication and LOs. 

Fifth, introduction of new assessment tasks, for example role plays and oral 

presentations, to address the need to improve and develop communication skills: 

“Well you’d have to think about whether that skill is something that can be 

built in that particular subject. I teach tax, so yeah, you could, you could build 

communication into tax by simply saying to them, ‘All right, we can do a 

role-playing exercise’. You say, ‘This person’s a client, they come in, you 

give them tax advice on the spot’. Which is what you have to do if you’re a 

tax agent or working in the tax industry” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

Apart from impromptu role plays, interviewee L also advocated traditional in-class 

presentations: 

“I would put in place something like that, or you force them into doing 

presentations and things like that which can help improve some of those 

communication skills … Well in my course we have presentations. The 

students are given a question, they’re given a week to prepare and they have 

to make an actual presentation and, not only that, at the end of the 

presentation, I ask them questions” (Interviewee L, School L1). 

Having two tasks provides students multiple opportunities to participate and reinforces 

learning. 

8.5.3 Closing the Loop Practices at Accounting Schools 

Most interviewees reported various actions being taken to improve students’ 

communication skills and were aware of a gauging the mechanism to ensure whether 

the intervention worked. Interviewees O and M identified monitoring of students’ 

performance as a mechanism to assure if the instituted remedial measures worked. 

Performance could be measured in the same unit or other units in subsequent 

semesters. This was supported by interviewee N, who favoured remeasuring the 

performance of the students “until we know that we are at the level that we want to 

be” (Interviewee N, School M1). If the issue is no longer there, academics may 

consider dealing with another issue. Effectiveness of the instituted remedial actions or 

interventions was only reported by interviewees from schools I1 and M1. This means 
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that this is not widely practiced by the sampled business schools, and that achievement 

of AoL and CTL remains aspirations for schools L1, K1 and J1. Notably, the above 

shows that non-AACSB-accredited business schools are encountering the same issue 

of poor communication skills of accounting students as AACSB-accredited schools, 

and are attempting interventions and providing support to students to deal with the 

issue. 

8.5.4 Industry Professionals’ Involvement in Closing the Loop Practices 

Interviewees informed about the roles of external stakeholders, for example, 

disciplinary experts, employers and industry experts, in CTL to assure learning. 

Forming an industry advisory board and employing industry experts are the two ways 

in which stakeholders are engaged in teaching and learning at accounting schools. 

Regardless of the way external stakeholders are engaged, they are indirectly involved 

in four areas: course development and reviews (Interviewees N and J), industry 

engagement to keep the program offering/curriculum relevant (Interviewees L and O), 

alignment of graduate attributes to industry needs (Interviewee P) and CTL 

(Interviewees I and J). 

In regard to CTL processes in the AoL cycle, interviewees informed that stakeholders 

are involved indirectly, but did not explain further. For example: 

“Well, [external stakeholders are involved] indirectly I’d probably say, rather 

than directly” (Interviewee I, School I1). 

“At the faculty level, they [external stakeholders] do [help in closing the 

loop]” (Interviewee J, School J1). 

Indirect involvement can include, for example, discussion of learning issues and 

potential ways to address them, but not participating in CTL exercises with academics 

at the school level. In regard to CTL in the external peer-review process, interviewee 

M suggested involving industry professionals or experts in the external peer-review 

process, but remained unsure of what stage in which to do this. This could be decided 

on the basis of which EPRM school M1 adopts. For example, interviewee N was 

inclined to adopt a customised EPRM; in such a model, the school can decide the 

appropriate stage in which to involve industry experts or professionals to play a role 

in CTL. 
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8.5.5 Students’ Engagement in Closing the Loop Practices 

In regard to students’ engagement in CTL practices, interviewee M favoured 

involvement of students at the CTL stage and expect that their involvement can led to 

CTL effectively: 

“I think, ideally if possible, it must stay or should be involving students and 

I think as we have already indicated, the closing the loop stage, it could be 

very, very effective as well. Though, of course, currently for us, we are not 

involving students in the closing the loop sessions”. 

Interviewee L suggested exercising caution when involving students in CTL on 

account of their limited ability to suggest improvements in accounting units: 

“In closing the loop, in terms of saying, ‘How do we improve things?’, I think 

the students don’t really know what improvement is, just as the patient 

doesn’t know how to tell the neurosurgeon how to do the surgery. So, we 

need to be a little bit cautious about involving students in this process” 

(Interviewee L, School L1). 

Interviewees were asked about the practices of their schools in regard to informing 

students about the changes made as a result of external peer reviews. Interviewees K 

and N commented on the practices of schools K1 and M1 respectively to incorporate 

students’ feedback into changes to teaching and learning practices. This is in line with 

their earlier comments (see Section 8.2.1) that schools K1 and M1 have not yet 

undertaken external referencing (although school K1 has made some progress, it has 

not completed preparation). Referring to university policy, interviewee N agreed that 

students were told of changes and improvements made as a result of the feedback 

collected from them: 

“We do [inform students] and it’s part of the requirement that all student 

feedback is acknowledged, and we report it back to them in the learning 

guides. The university policy requires that we do that” (Interviewee N, 

School M1). 

Interviewee K agreed that student should be informed about the improvements made 

as a result of their feedback or the recommendations of external peers, but noted the 

issue of time lag: 

“I think so. For sure they [students] should be told. For example, even our 

unit guides, we normally put the sentence in, ‘How did your feedback work?’ 

But the problem is, like I said, because of the time lag, it’s always not the 

exact people which give the feedback. We say, ‘Okay, because of previous 
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feedback, we have improved this unit’, so it’s always the newcomers will get 

that message. But it’s important even for the previous people if we can find 

some way to view what we do, that would be beneficial. Yeah, but at the 

moment, practically it’s quite hard, because we improve based on previous 

feedback and, as you know, even the student evaluation of learning and 

teaching comes after they finish the course and after they get their results. 

Always there’s a time lag involved” (Interviewee K, School K1). 

Interviewees from accounting schools within non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools agreed on engaging industry professionals for teaching and learning. None of 

the interviewees reported involvement of industry professionals or students in CTL in 

the AoL cycle while undertaking external peer review. Although school M1 intends to 

involve both in this capacity in the near future. It was also found that only two schools 

were committed to informing their students about the improvements made as a result 

of their feedback, but since external peer reviews were not conducted at those two 

school, their comments were limited to the schools’ internal QA practices and systems. 

8.6 Summary 

This chapter presented the qualitative results from interviews conducted at accounting 

schools in non-AACSB-accredited business schools. Analysis of these interviews aim 

to respond to RQ-1 and RQ-2. It was found that the majority of interviews had a sound 

understanding of QA concepts and were involved in QA practices in different roles. 

However, none of the sampled accounting schools within non-AACSB-accredited 

business schools have undertaken external referencing (K1 has initiated the process, 

but at the time of writing had not completed its preparations). All interviewees were 

aware of EPRMs and their use to establish comparability in grading, compliance with 

the HESF 2015 and calibration of learning standards. These and the ease of 

implementation form the basis of the motivation adopt any EPRM for external 

refencing. Non-AACSB-accredited schools are motivated to seek AACSB 

accreditation due to competitive pressures and internal stakeholder pressure; to 

strengthen their marketing strategy; to attract international students; and to promote 

research, collaboration and student exchange. Notably, non-AACSB-accredited 

schools do not see any relation between AACSB accreditation and graduate 

employability and attraction of talented academics, and do not see AACSB 

accreditation as a point of difference. Interviewees perceived CTL, calibration of 

standards, anonymity and credibility of external reviewers, continuity in external peer 

review, engagement of staff, follow-up accountability, pilot testing, partnering, clear 
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guidelines, preparation for external peer review and outcome orientation as measures 

of effectiveness of EPRMs. The next chapter undertakes a comparative analysis of the 

QA practices of accounting schools in AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited business schools. 
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Chapter 9: Quality Assurances Practices: Comparing AACSB-

accredited and Non-AACSB-accredited Schools 

9.1 Overview 

This chapter undertakes a comparative analysis of the QA practices of accounting 

schools in AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools. The 

intent of this thesis was to gain a better understanding of why Australian business 

schools adopt AACSB accreditation or an alternative QA approach (RQ-1) and to 

identify the perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs (RQ-2) (see Section 1.5). 

This chapter discusses the results in relation to these. 

9.2 Discussion of General Results 

This section explores the involvement of academics in QA practices and the decision 

to adopt EPRMs. This information is contextual to understanding the motivations to 

adopt AACSB accreditation or EPRMs as a QA approach and the perceived 

effectiveness of EPRMs at both types of schools. 

9.2.1 Level of Involvement in Quality Assurance Practices 

The literature suggests that academics have always had a low involvement in QA 

efforts and AoL which may be attributed to numerous factors such as lack of time, lack 

of reward and fear of punishment (Martell 2007b; Pringle & Michel 2007; Kelley, 

Tong & Choi 2010; Garrison & Rexeisen 2014; Holmes, Wilkins & Zhang 2017). The 

results of the present thesis support this. 

The extent of academics’ involvement in QA processes within accounting schools in 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools business was gauged as none, 

low, moderate and high (see Section 6.3). Accounting schools within AACSB-

accredited business schools were almost three times more likely to involve members 

of the accounting discipline in the QA process than accounting schools in non-

AACSB-accredited business schools. Non-AACSB-accredited schools were six times 

more likely to engage unit coordinators in QA for accounting programs than AACSB-

accredited schools. The involvement of higher-level academics such as the chair of a 

QA committee or QA manager was low for both types of schools (see Table 6.1). This 
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may simply reflect their attention being on long-term strategic management issues and 

overseeing the governance of the total QA program. At non-AACSB-accredited 

schools, the low level of involvement of members of the discipline could be explained 

by a focus on others issues such as teaching and administrative workload, scepticism 

about the outcomes of engagement in QA practices and/or processes, no perceived 

benefit to academic promotion prospects from involvement, and a lack of 

communication and centralised control and/or bureaucracy in QA practices and 

processes. The low level of involvement of team members in AoL or as unit 

coordinators in AACSB-accredited schools could be explained by the fact that both 

responsibilities have been delegated to a lower level (that is, a member of a discipline 

who is engaged in QA practices or had the responsibility imposed on them). However, 

this does raise the concern that if a person in charge of AoL is not engaged with the 

process, then it is unlikely to collect the required LO data, identify learning and 

teaching issues and, consequently, close the loop to assure learning. This may affect 

attainment of LOs and graduate attributes and defeats the purpose of QA efforts. This, 

in turn, impacts on external referencing. 

Contrary to survey results, interview results indicated that academics at all levels from 

both types of schools were aware of and had responsibilities in QA processes and 

practices (see Sections 7.1.2 and 8.1.2). This contradiction between the surveys and 

interviews could be due to interviewees having greater involvement and participation 

(perceived or actual). Based on the survey and interview results, it is recommended 

that members of the accounting discipline at non-AACSB-accredited schools have 

more involvement in QA policies and practices, while unit coordinators or persons in 

similar roles at AACSB-accredited schools should be more involved in QA policies 

and practices (see Sections 6.3, 7.1.2 and 8.1.2). 

9.2.2 External Referencing 

Participants from 28% of sampled schools reported that their schools were adopting 

an EPRM as a QA approach. These schools have either initiated external referencing 

or completed the process (see Section 6.3 and Figure 6.1). Interview and survey results 

indicated that most sampled accounting schools within AACSB-accredited and non-

AACSB-accredited business schools did not undertake external referencing, with the 

exception of schools A1 and KI as reported by interviewees B and K respectively (see 

Sections 7.2.1 and 8.2.1). While reasons for the sampled schools not undertaking 
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external referencing were not given, potential reasons include time left (until 2021) to 

submit evidence of compliance with institutional QA to the TEQSA; preparation time 

in assessing the way forward and identifying the right kind of benchmarking partner, 

external peer reviewers, providing training to staff and staff at a comparable institution, 

hiring specialised staff, developing internal QA systems and processes, and designing 

a tailored peer-review processes suitable to benchmarking needs; studying the 

feasibility of the adoption of available EPRMs in the context of the Australian HES; 

top management’s focus on maintaining or seeking AACSB accreditation; and 

remaining unaware or ignorant of the changes affected by HESF 2015. 

Regardless of the delay in undertaking or implementing external referencing by 

accounting schools at both types of schools, the motivation to assure quality and 

improvements in teaching and learning practices was identical. The benefits of external 

referencing are noted in Section 2.5.3. 

9.2.3 Choice of External Peer-review Model for External Referring 

Table 9.1 presents a summary of the choice of QA approach at sampled AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools (based on the interview and survey 

results and the discussions in Sections 6.3, 7.2.2 and 8.2.2). The results in Table 9.1 

should be read in conjunction with Section 9.2.2 (which indicates that external 

referencing has not yet been undertaken at the majority of sampled accounting 

schools). 

Table 9.1: Choice of External Peer-review Model 

     Interview 

 

Survey
1
 

AACSB-accredited School 

Interviewee 

Non-AACSB-accredited School 

Interviewee 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P 

ECA (38%)   M  U U M U A U A U U  A A 

IIR (30%)     U U  U  U  U U    

QVS (10%) M M   U U  U  U  U U    

Other (30%) 

or tailored 

   U U U  U  U  U U M  M 

Note: 1 = percentages refer to the percentage of sampled schools that have adopted this external peer-

review model (EPRM) based on survey results. 

U = unaware of their school’s choice of EPRM, m = motivated to adopt this EPRM, a = aware of their 

school’s choice of this EPRM, ECA = External Calibration and Assurance, IIR = Inter-institutional 

Review, QVS = Quality Verification System. 
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The ECA is the most-adopted EPRM, with 38% of sampled schools having adopted it. 

Two AACSB-accredited schools were motivated to adopt this model, and four others 

were aware of it. ECA is a popular choice among accounting academics for several 

reasons including calibration involving industry professionals, double-blind peer-

review processes and a focus on the accounting discipline which has attracted 

collegiality from the HES. The Achievement Matters team (the creators of ECA) ran 

a series of workshops across Australian universities contributing to the creation of a 

collegial environment and gained support from the community of practice. The 

motivation and awareness of ECA among participants can be understood in terms of 

collegial support deriving from the disciplinary community of practice. This can be 

understood as normative isomorphism (see Section 4.4.1.2). 

Although the survey results ranked IIR as the second most-adopted EPRM among 

sampled schools, the interview results did not support this, with an equal number of 

interviewees from both types of schools being unaware of this EPRM. QVS was found 

to have been adopted by 10% of sampled non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

Interviewees A and B (School A1) were motivated to adopt this model (see Section 

7.2.2.1). Interestingly, 30% of survey respondents reported that their schools have 

adopted EPRMs other than the ECA, IIR and QVS. Three interviewees advocated 

adopting a combination of models (see Section 7.2.2.3) by combining the strengths of 

each model and assessing their suitability for their school. AACSB-accredited schools 

might consider adopting benchmarking using EPRMs for external referencing. This 

might be useful for documenting evidence of assuring learning for maintaining 

accreditation with the AACSB (see Appendix P). 

9.3 Business Schools’ Motivations to Adopt Quality Assurance 

Approaches 

The motivations for schools to seek AACSB business accreditation was discussed in 

Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2, and their motivations to adopt an EPRM were discussed in 

Section 3.5.3. This section presents the evidence collected to answer RQ-1. As 

discussed in Sections 6.4.2–6.4.4, to understand the perceptions of respondents of the 

decision to adopt any QA approach, three constructs were used: motivation, 

opportunities and profile enhancement. 
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For motivation, the results indicated that stakeholder pressure, external 

benchmarking/referencing, access to pivotal resources, continuous improvements and 

compliance were the motivations for accounting schools within AACSB-accredited 

schools (Schools A1, B2 and C3) and non-AACSB-accredited schools (Schools I1, J1, 

K1, L1 and M1). Opportunities were the ability to develop a shared understanding of 

LOs, establish internal QA capabilities and affect improvements in teaching and 

learning practices. For profile enhancement, brand image and marketability, 

consistency of QA approach with the HESF 2015, attraction and retention of high-

quality employees, and research collaboration were the perceived impacts of adopting 

the respective QA approaches by both types of schools. Importantly, the adopted QA 

approaches did not appear to have any impact on graduate employability. These 

identified aspects are discussed below. 

9.3.1 Stakeholder Pressure 

Accounting schools in both types of schools have faced the pressure to adopt QA 

approaches from external and internal stakeholders (see Section 6.4.2.1 and Table 6.3). 

Perhaps due to this pressure, survey respondents from both types of schools perceived 

that adoption of QA approaches would enable them to incorporate the perception of 

external and internal stakeholders and remain relevant in offering accounting 

education to the wider community and industry. The perception of stakeholders (for 

example, students and industry professionals) was explored via stakeholder 

engagement in the areas of teaching and learning at both types of schools. This was 

informed by interviewees A and B (School A1), C (School B2), D (School C3), I and 

O (School I1) and L and P (School L1) (see Sections 7.5.4 and 8.5.4). 

Internal stakeholder pressure to adopt EPRMs was higher for non-AACSB-accredited 

schools than for AACSB-accredited schools. Internal stakeholders also exerted 

pressure on non-AACSB-accredited schools to seek AACSB accreditation, as reported 

by interviewees N and M (School M1), I (School I1) and J (School J1). 

External stakeholders (market forces), such as competing business schools, exerted a 

higher pressure on AACSB-accredited schools to adopt AACSB accreditation as their 

QA approach (see Section 6.4.1.1). Perhaps due to aspirations to be on par with 

competing schools who have acquired AACSB accreditation, these schools also faced 

high internal stakeholder pressure to adopt AACSB accreditation as their QA 

approach. Interviewees B (School A1), D, E and F (School C3) at AACSB-accredited 



240 

schools reported that their school had faced internal stakeholder pressure to adopt 

AACSB accreditation (see Sections 7.3.2.1 and 8.3.2.2). 

In both types of schools, there was internal stakeholder pressure to seek AACSB 

accreditation. Interviewees B (School A1), D, E and F (School C3) at AACSB-

accredited schools reported that it was the power and strategic intent (salient features 

of internal stakeholders) of these stakeholders that had encouraged the school to seek 

and acquire AACSB accreditation (see Section 7.3.2.1). Here, power may also be 

inferred as funding to the school by university administration. Survey respondents 

reported that acquiring AACSB accreditation has given them access to pivotal 

resources (see Section 6.4.1.3). In non-AACSB-accredited schools, it was report by 

interviewee I (School I1) that their school was offered financial incentives and/or 

funding to seek AACSB accreditation (see Section 8.3.2.2). This is consistent with 

Mitchell Agle and Wood (1997) who argued that internal stakeholders can wield power 

and a sense of urgency to achieve certain objectives and have the legitimacy to do so. 

This result is consistent with previous studies that have found that internal stakeholder 

pressure has led HEIs to seek AACSB accreditation (for example, McKee, Mills & 

Weatherbee 2005; Scherer et al. 2005; Palmqvist 2009; Lightbody 2010; Prasad, 

Segarra & Villanueva 2018) for reasons including competition in the higher education 

market and to attract international students. In relation to the adoption of EPRMs by 

non-AACSB-accredited schools under internal pressure (see Table 6.2), this confirms 

the internal motivation of HEIs to comply with external referencing regulation (in this 

case, the HESF 2015). This pressure can be seen by the adoption of an EPRM, ERoS, 

by a consortium of four universities (Sefcik et al. 2018) and the Go8’s QVS. 

Apart from the strategic intent to market the business school and improve educational 

offerings at both types of schools (see Sections 7.3.2.4 and 8.3.2.3), the internal and 

external stakeholder pressure on both types of schools to seek and acquire AACSB 

accreditation could be explained by upper leadership such as vice chancellors and 

deans being influenced by the US model of business education; the increasing need to 

become financially independent by generating revenues from full-fee-paying 

international students; competition and the need to compete with global business 

schools; facilitating partnership, research collaboration and student exchange or 

mobility between institutions; a means to signal quality to stakeholders; and to enhance 
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legitimacy by conforming to a HES environment where many schools seek AACSB 

accreditation. 

Internal and external stakeholder pressure on non-AACSB-accredited schools to adopt 

an EPRM as a QA approach can be argued in the context of compliance with 

institutional QA regulations (the HESF 2015), developing strategic relationships and 

networking with peer schools for external referencing and to attain/maintain 

legitimacy, and for exchanging best QA practices with other accounting schools during 

external referencing. 

9.3.2 External Benchmarking/Referencing 

Accounting schools within AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools were motivated to adopt AACSB accreditation and EPRMs as QA approaches 

on the basis that their peer organisations have successfully adopted these for external 

benchmarking or referencing of accounting programs (see Section 6.4.1.2). The 

adoption of a QA model based on peers’ adoption is discussed by Pfeffer and Fong 

(2002). They argue that institutionalisation of existing practices and models 

legitimates business schools and provides insulation from competition. However, it is 

uncertain how accounting schools have undertaken or plan to undertake external 

referencing via adopting the AACSB’s standards and benchmarking tool (DataDirect), 

as the AACSB does not mandate external benchmarking and DataDirect does not 

achieve to the standard required by the HESF 2015 (TEQSA 2015a, 2016b) (see 

Section 3.3.1.2.2). These results are similar to those of Abrahamson and Rosenkopf 

(1993) and Scherer et al. (2005), who found that AACSB accreditation was sought due 

to peer pressure and for benchmarking purposes (Marginson & Van der Wende 2007; 

Suskie 2009). 

As DataDirect cannot be used for external referencing as prescribed by the TEQSA, 

an EPRM may be adopted as a QA approach in a non-AACSB-accredited school to 

establish comparability of qualifications with other schools and standards, to remain 

abreast of industry skill demands relevant to HES and to review the accounting 

program and compliance with the HESF 2015. 

There is no evidence that Australian universities/business schools have adopted an 

EPRM simply because their peers have. However, universities belonging to a 

particular group/network have adopted the same models, for example, Go8 universities 
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have adopted the QVS (Booth et al. 2015; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 2016) and IRU 

the ACP. Recently, a group of four universities piloted ERoS. 

9.3.3 Access to Pivotal Resources 

The results indicate that AACSB-accredited schools experienced improved access to 

financial and non-financial resources (funding, infrastructure and technology) from the 

university as a result of adopting AACSB accreditation as QA approach, whereas non-

AACSB-school did not receive this as a result of adopting EPRMs (Section 6.4.1.3). 

Access to resources may help both types of schools, for example, in seeking and 

maintaining accreditation, offering research funding to attract high-calibre academics 

and enhancing infrastructure to continue attracting students. Further, adopting AACSB 

accreditation is argued to increase the potential for universities to generate revenue by 

attracting increased levels of international students, while adopting an EPRM requires 

a commitment of resources (for example, training and development of academics, 

remunerations for external peers and cost of development of internal QA to support 

the EPRM) with the potential to improve teaching and learning practices, but not the 

same notional ability to generate higher levels of revenue by attracting international 

students. This is because EPRM models are not recognised as ‘markers’ as the 

logo/badge of the AACSB is (see Sections 7.3.1.1, 7.3.2.7, 8.3.1.1 and 8.3.2.4). 

The above results support the results of Roberts, Johnson and Groesbeck (2004); Mills, 

Weatherbee and Colwell (2006); Sciglimpaglia et al. (2007); Halkias et al. (2009); 

Lejeune (2011); Brink and Smith (2012); Trifts (2012); Bryant (2013); Dumond and 

Johnson (2013). The literature on the AACSB accounting accreditation does support 

the above results for the additional availability of resources for AACSB-accredited 

schools (Balke & Brown Jr 1985; Bitter, Stryker & Jens 1999; Gaharan et al. 2007; 

Bitter 2014; Bitter & Henry 2015). 

9.3.4 Continuous Improvement 

Commitment to continuous improvement in teaching and learning practices for 

assuring learning is expected as part of adopting AACSB accreditation and EPRM 

models by AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. This motivates 

both types of schools to adopt their respective QA approaches (see Section 6.4.1.4). 

The perceived realisation of this expectation was slightly higher at non-AACSB-

accredited schools, although statistical results indicated no significant difference 
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between both types of schools (see Table 6.9). The AACSB standards 1, 2, 5, 8, 10 

and 12 emphasise the importance of continuous improvement in teaching and learning 

practices within business schools. Related interview results from both types of schools 

support the survey results. The various motivations of interviewees to adopt EPRMs 

indirectly conveys their commitment to continuous improvement in teaching and 

learning, for example, the intent to assure quality by adopting a customised EPRM 

(Interviewee D, School C3 (see Section 7.3.1.4) or to calibrate learning standards prior 

to external peer review (Interviewee N, school M1 and Interviewee P, School L1) (see 

Section 8.3.1.4). 

However, none of the interviewees (at AACSB-accredited or non-AACSB-accredited 

schools) discussed continuous improvement in learning and teaching practices as an 

important consideration in their decision to seek or adopt AACSB accreditation. This 

result supports Bieker (2014) which concluded that AACSB accreditation neither 

enhanced or retarded quality improvements and student LOs for institutions focused 

on teaching. These results are contrary to those of Romero (2008), Morgan (2011), 

Bitter (2014) and Bitter and Henry (2015) which claim that AACSB accreditation 

encourages continuous improvement in educational offerings and innovation and 

increased the likelihood of meeting the needs of a wide stakeholder base. 

Apart from bringing QA in educational programs and development of a shared 

understanding of LOs (see Sections 7.3.1.4 and 8.3.1.4), the expected outcomes from 

the commitment to continuously improving teaching and learning practices are 

attainment of LOs or desired graduate attributes and skills that meet the needs of 

students and industry, to signal commitment to improve the quality of education to 

stakeholders and broadly attain the objectives of institutional QA outlined in the HESF 

2015, and delivering quality education 

9.3.5 Compliance 

Demonstration of external referencing or benchmarking of accounting courses to 

satisfy the requirements of the HESF 2015 has motivated accounting schools within 

AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools to adopt AACSB 

accreditation and EPRMs as a QA approach (see Section 6.4.1.5). As noted in Section 

9.3.2, it is not possible to for an AACSB-accredited school to use the AACSB 

standards and DataDirect to satisfy the external referencing requirements of the HESF 

2015. Considering the incompatibly of the AACSB standards with the latest 
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institutional QA norms (under the HESF 2015), it is apt to refer to O’Keefe and 

Henderson’s (2012) suggestion that the TEQSA open dialogue with the AACSB on 

overlapping and mismatching goals. 

Supporting the above survey results, interviewees P (School L1) and J (School J1) 

were motivated to adopt EPRMs for external referencing, while school A1 already had 

the QVS (see Sections 7.3.1.2 and 8.3.1.2) to satisfy the institutional QA provisions of 

the HESF 2015, Domain 5. 

The adoption of an EPRM by four Australian universities (for example Curtin 

University, Queensland University of Technology, RMIT University and the 

University of Wollongong) to undertake external referencing as a part of a project 

called External Referencing of the Standards which helped them to comply with the 

institutional QA norms implemented of the HESF 2015. If the adoption of EPRM by 

accounting schools is primarily to meet the compliance requirements of regulatory 

norms, QA systems might then be seen as an imposition on participants to engage in 

external referencing and become a procedural exercise focused on the documentation 

of teaching and learning activities with no real improvements in quality (Harvey 2002; 

Kis 2005), and could be perceived as a shift of power from educators to the school 

leadership or managers (that is, a bureaucratic burden) (Harvey 2004). Compliance 

with university procedures of the Go8 and statutory regulation (discussed in Sections 

7.3.1.2 and 8.3.1.2) offer other reasons to comply with the HESF 2015 and the 

TEQSA’s regulations generally: the risk of legal or economic sanctions from the 

government or sections of the community (stakeholders), damage to reputation and 

prestige of HEIs in Australia, and reducing the confidence the TEQSA in HEIs (and 

the associated increased risk of further compliance requirements). 

Meeting compliance requirements builds the TEQSA’s confidence in schools, which 

may result in the TEQSA seeing less need for additional compliance requirements. As 

discussed in Section 4.3, compliance with the rules and laws is a way to gain legitimacy 

(Suchman 1995). Both types of schools are committed to gain legitimacy in the new 

changed regulatory environment of the Australian HES by adopting an EPRM for 

external referencing. While maintaining accreditation from AACSB, an AACSB-

accredited school needs to adopt an EPRM to be congruent with the TEQSA’s QA 

norms. 
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9.3.6 Shared Understanding of Learning Outcomes 

Both types schools were motivated to adopt a QA approach to take advantage of the 

opportunity to work towards the development of a shared understanding of learning 

standards between faculty members. This supports the achievement of LOs and, given 

there being no statistical difference between the two types of schools, would appear to 

impact on both types of schools (see Section 6.4.2.1). 

The interviews discussed in Sections 7.3.1.5, 8.3.1.4 and 8.4.2 are indicative of 

discussion and communication in the interests of developing a common and shared 

understanding between faculty members about learning standards and external 

referencing. This was cited as a motivation to adopt EPRMs as a QA approach by 

schools C3 (AACSB accredited) and schools K1, L1 and N1 (non-AACSB accredited). 

The use of calibration as a QA approach was not reported at any sampled AACSB-

accredited schools. Recent OLTC projects undertaken by Krause et al. (2014), 

Hancock et al. (2015) and Bedford et al. (2016) adopted calibration (for example, 

external peer review) to demonstrate how this process could assist in assuring learning. 

While it is important that academics are able to share conversations about LOs, a 

further step would be whether this has led to consensus on learning standards (see 

Sections 7.3.1.5 and 8.3.1.4). Calibration is one approach that leads to shared 

understandings about learning standards. Calibration can assist schools in assuring 

learning by removing the subjective interpretations of the standards to bring 

consistency and comparability in learning standards (Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer & 

Price 2015; O’Connell et al. 2015; Rust et al. 2015); promote a culture of a disciplinary 

community of practice and to assist in the development of a forum for discussion where 

interaction and the exchanges of thoughts and experience in relation to learning 

standards may take place (Bloxham 2009; Bloxham, Boyd & Orr 2011; Sadler 2011, 

2012; Watty et al. 2014; O’Connell et al. 2015; Rust et al. 2015); and open doors to 

professional development for academics. 

The motivation of accounting schools within AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited business schools to develop a shared understanding of LOs for external 

referencing can be seen as a means to achieve and maintain legitimacy by virtue of 

acting in acceptable and expected ways within socially constructed norms. This 
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recognises the acceptance of accountable for assuring and attaining comparable LOs 

for key stakeholders in the Australian HES. 

The adoption of a QA approach by both types of schools did not provide them with 

any opportunity to share their teaching and learning techniques or facilitate any 

interaction and networking during external benchmarking of the accounting program 

(see Section 6.4.2.1). This suggests that there may be a lack of engagement and 

participation of academics and other participants from partnered institutions. This may 

also be due to the fact that the AACSB’s benchmarking tool does not provide an 

opportunity to interact and share learning and teaching practices. It would also appear 

that academics at non-AACSB-accredited schools did not have the opportunity for 

professional development while using an EPRM for external referencing. These results 

are contradictory to Bitter’s (2014) results of professional development of academics 

US accounting schools being one of the benefits of seeking and acquiring the separate 

AACSB accounting accreditation. The present thesis’s results also contradict the 

results of Krause et al. (2014), Hancock et al. (2015) and Bedford et al. (2016) which 

found that piloting of OLTC projects (involving EPRMs) gave participants an 

opportunity to participate in such a conversation and see what their colleagues were 

doing. 

9.3.7 Internal Quality Assurance 

The motivations to adopt QA approaches by accounting schools within AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools included seeking 

improvements in systems and processes to support learning and teaching practices to 

assure learning and to build internal QA capacity to strengthen QA practices. This was 

supported by the presence of no statistical difference between both types of schools 

(see Section 6.4.2.2). The AACSB, through its various standards, for example, 

curriculum management and AoL (standard 8), aims to encourage schools to develop 

internal processes to assure learning, while the adoption of an EPRM requires the 

development of internal processes and systems such as internal moderation and 

adoption of software to facilitate external peer reviews. Despite improvement in 

systems and processes and capacity-building motives, none of the QA approaches 

facilitated student engagement to inform overall QA practices. The HESF 2015, 

Domain 5 emphasises that reviewing, monitoring and improving internal QA systems 

and process must be informed by students’ feedback. 
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Interview results showed the intent of both types of schools to adopt a customised 

EPRM to suit their QA needs in an attempt to build internal QA capacity. The role of 

external evaluation to develop internal QA processes and systems is supported in the 

literature (Harvey & Newton 2004; Kis 2005; Carr & Jennings 2009; Watty et al. 2014; 

Rust et al. 2015; Booth & Read 2016). 

Interviewees D (School C3, AACSB accredited), P (School L1, non-AACSB 

accredited) and N (School M1, non-AACSB accredited) discussed the adoption of a 

customised EPRM. They noted that any customisation would require their school to 

understand and analyse prevalent models and adopt features suited to the needs of the 

school, and, accordingly, develop the required internal processes and systems (see 

Sections 7.3.1.4 and 8.2.2). 

These results support Deane and Krause (2013), Krause et al. (2014), Bedford et al. 

(2016) and Sefcik et al. (2018), which found that undertaking EPRM helps in QA 

capacity building, for example, professional development and readiness of academics, 

development of internal moderation processes, knowledge generation, sharing and 

informed actions, problem-solving capability, resource development, development of 

QA team and community of practice. 

Building internal QA is a strategy to gain and maintain legitimacy under the HESF 

2015. The regulations require schools to build on, develop and strengthen QA capacity. 

By demonstrating policies practices, procedures and structures in place to assure 

learning, maintain quality and reduce the risk to quality education, schools signal their 

legitimacy efforts (Suchman 1995) (see Section 4.3). 

9.3.8 Teaching and Learning Practices 

Statistically, there was no difference between both types of schools in terms of 

opportunities with the adoption of different QA approaches. However, the QA 

approach adopted by non-AACSB-accredited schools served the improvements to 

teaching and learning practice motive better than AACSB accreditation (that is, better 

innovation, improvement of teaching practices, demonstration of successful remedial 

actions to improve teaching and learning, and better alignment of educational and 

research practices with the school’s mission statement) (see Section 6.4.3.2). This is 

the case even when the AACSB through its accreditation standards clearly emphasis 

innovation in business education (Holmes, Wilkins & Zhang 2017); identifies the need 



248 

to align the school’s mission statement with institutional practices including teaching 

and learning; and identifies expectations with a separate standard on AoL (AACSB 

2013a). Bitter and Henry (2015) found that the separate AACSB accounting 

accreditation helps in aligning teaching and learning practice with the school’s mission 

statement. 

Interviewees C and H (School B2), B (School A1), M (School M1), I (School I1), J 

(School J1) and P and L (L1) discussed teaching and learning issues with particular 

reference to identification of learning issues and implementation of remedial actions 

to assure learning. None of the interviewees attributed their efforts to improve teaching 

and learning to the adoption of a QA approach (see Sections 7.5.2 and 8.5.2). However, 

interviewees A (School A1) and N (School M1) were motivated to adopt an EPRM to 

assist validation of grading and assessment for the purpose of comparability with other 

accounting schools (see Section 7.3.1.1). 

In teaching and learning, the adoption of a QA approach and an EPRM for external 

referencing must follow the TEQSA’s regulatory norms of institutional QA: 

“A comprehensive review includes the design and content of each course of 

study, the expected learning outcomes, the methods for assessment of those 

outcomes, the extent of students’ achievement of learning outcomes, and also 

takes account of emerging developments in the field of education, modes of 

delivery, the changing needs of students and identified risks to the quality of 

the course of study” (TEQSA 2015c, p. 12). 

In relation to innovation at AACSB-accredited schools, the results support 

Sciglimpaglia et al. (2007), Romero (2008), Halkias et al. (2009), Trifts (2012) and 

McDavid and Huse (2015), which found that having AACSB accreditation does not 

necessarily support innovation in program delivery and improvement in teaching and 

learning practices. A few studies have found no positive impact of accreditation on 

teaching and learning (Roberts, Johnson & Groesbeck 2004), and some argue that it 

actually discourages innovation in accounting programs (Kren, Tatum & Phillips 

1993). 

9.3.9 Brand Image and Marketability 

The motivation to adopt AACSB accreditation was to enhance brand image and 

marketability at an international and domestic level, with intention to attract 

international students (and not necessarily domestic students) to programs (see Section 
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6.4.3.1). This was also evident from the statistical differences between both types of 

schools (see Table 6.19). The survey results indicated the adoption of AACSB 

accreditation as benefitting schools’ marketing and attracting full-fee-paying 

international students, while adopted EPRMs at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

increased domestic student enrolments (see Table 6.18). The interviews supported the 

survey results (see Section 7.3.2.4). 

Branding and marketability of business schools as a motivations has been discussed in 

the literature, with seeking AACSB accreditation associated with branding; joining a 

‘club’ of elite schools; and to build image, reputation and prestige (Roller, Andrews & 

Bovee 2003; Bell & Taylor 2005; Durand & McGuire 2005; Thomas & Trapnell 2007; 

Romero 2008; Halkias et al. 2009; Palmqvist 2009; White, Miles & Levernier 2009; 

Helmig et al. 2010; Hodge 2010; Lightbody 2010; Bryant 2013; Elliott 2013; 

McFarlane 2013; Abou-Warda 2015; Collins 2015; Juusola, Kettunen & Alajoutsijärvi 

2015; Miles et al. 2015; O’Sullivan 2015; Freeman & Evans 2016; Miles, Grimmer & 

Franklin 2016; Alajoutsijärvi, Kettunen & Sohlo 2018; Blanco Ramírez & Luu 2018). 

The interviews also supported the results that being AACSB accredited helped schools 

attract international students (see Section 7.3.2.7). This supports the results of 

numerous studies in this area (Roller, Andrews & Bovee 2003; Scherer et al. 2005; 

Hedmo, Sahlin-Andersson & Wedlin 2006; Mills, Weatherbee & Colwell 2006; 

Sciglimpaglia et al. 2007; Spender 2007; Halkias et al. 2009; Lowrie & Willmott 2009; 

Palmqvist 2009; Helmig et al. 2010; Hodge 2010; Lightbody 2010; Trifts 2012; Bryant 

2013; O’Sullivan 2015; Womack & Krueger 2015) and the area of accounting 

accreditation (Balke & Brown Jr 1985; Posey & Parker 1989; Henderson, Jordan & 

Crockett 1990; Kren, Tatum & Phillips 1993). Womack and Krueger (2015) found that 

AACSB accreditation could lead to a dramatic increase in enrolment, but that it 

remained was unclear how long this beneficial impact will last. Guillotin and 

Mangematin (2018) found that AACSB accreditation is no longer competitive 

advantage. This is to be expected as more business schools seek and gain AACSB 

accreditation. 

Interviewees O (School I1) and N (School M1) believed that seeking AACSB 

accreditation was a way to signal quality (see Section 8.3.2.4). At non-AACSB-

accredited schools, the potential of AACSB accreditation in attracting international 

students was noted by interviewees I and O (School I1) and J (School J1) (both seeking 
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AACSB accreditation) (see Section 8.3.2.6). Interviewees M and N (School M1) 

indicated that their school was seeking AACSB accreditation due to its marketing 

potential in attracting international students (see Section 8.3.2.7). 

A number of studies have found that AACSB accreditation is a signal of quality 

(Thomas & Trapnell 2007; Halkias et al. 2009; Lowrie & Willmott 2009; Helmig et 

al. 2010; Hodge 2010; Lightbody 2010; McFarlane 2010; Gundersen et al. 2011; 

Istileulova & Peljhan 2011; Miles et al. 2015; Chang, Lin & Tu 2016; De Freitas et al. 

2016; Freeman & Evans 2016; Blanco Ramírez & Luu 2018). The accounting 

literature agrees that AACSB accreditation is a measure and declaration of quality 

(Balke & Brown Jr 1985; Henderson, Jordan & Crockett 1990; Gaharan et al. 2007; 

Morgan 2011; Bunker, Cagle & Harris 2014; Nagle, Menk & Rau 2018). This 

signalling of quality has influenced students’ selection of a HEI for study (Rindova et 

al. 2005; Thomas & Trapnell 2007; Daily, Farewell & Kumar 2010; Thomas et al. 

2014; Bennett, Geringer & Taylor 2015; Hinck 2016). It seems that AACSB 

accreditation is sought due to schools’ strategic marketing intents and objectives. 

Schools L1 and K1, which were not seeking AACSB and were assumed to have 

EPRMs as their QA approach, also signalled quality and attracted international 

students. They adopted alternate approaches such as programs offering integrated 

work experience, hiring an industry professional to mentor students, acquiring 

professional accounting accreditation (Interviewee L, School L1), and offering units 

in ethics and social responsibilities (Interviewee K, School K1) (see Sections 8.3.2.4 

and 8.3.2.6). 

Apart from the intent to market the school, attract international students and signal 

quality (see Sections 7.3.2.4, 7.3.2.7, 8.3.2.3, 8.3.2.4 and 8.3.2.6), other possible 

explanations for adopting and seeking AACSB accreditation include upper-level 

management’s commitment to AACSB accreditation (with greater involvement in QA 

practices and related AACSB standards), pressure from internal and external 

stakeholders, meetings and exchange of views by deans during seminars and 

conferences related to AACSB accreditation, and academics’ confidence in the 

outcomes of acquiring AACSB accreditation (for example, partnerships and 

collaboration with national and international schools). 

The possible explanations for adopting or intending to adopt an EPRM for both types 

of schools are to comply with the HESF 2015, preparation for external referencing (for 
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example, estimate the required resources (time, financial commitment and availability 

of expertise)), develop and enhance strategic and collaborative partnerships between 

schools, test the suitability of EPRMs for external referencing, and monitoring and 

review of internal QA systems and process for assuring quality in teaching and 

learning. 

9.3.10 Graduate Employability 

Much of the emphasis on developing graduate attributes has emerged from the focus 

on graduate employability (Oliver 2011, 2015). Further, the HESF 2015 emphasises 

the attainment and inclusion of generic skills important for employment. 

Employability depends on the reputation of applicants’ educational institution 

(Grossman & Johnson 2017) and level of generic skills/competence (De Lange, 

Jackling & Gut 2006). Employability can be related to the attainment of graduate 

attributes desired by the industry, for example, communication skills. Written and oral 

communication skills are the most common attributes emphasised by Australian HEIs 

and accounting professionals (Hassall et al. 2005; Kavanagh & Drennan 2008; Oliver 

& Jorre de St Jorre 2018). A lack of communication skills in accounting graduates is 

frequently cited by employers (Hancock et al. 2009; Cappelletto 2010; De Lange & 

Watty 2011; Watty et al. 2013; Yap, Ryan & Yong 2014), resulting in limited recruit 

of accounting graduates (Cappelletto 2010; Blackmore et al. 2014; Graduate Careers 

Australia 2014) (see Section 7.5 and 8.5). 

Neither AACSB accreditation or EPRMs in sampled accounting schools had any 

impact on graduate employability or entry salary. Statistically, there was no significant 

difference between both types of school (see Section 6.4.3.2). It is possible that QA 

approaches at both types of schools did not assure the learning of graduate attributes 

essential for employability. Interviewees A and B (School A1), C (School B2), E and 

G (School C3) at AACSB-accredited schools and interviewees I (School I1), J (School 

J1) and M (School M1) at non-AACSB-accredited schools identified reasons for the 

lack of association of AACSB accreditation with accounting graduate employability 

(see Sections 7.3.2.4 and 8.3.2.9). None of the interviewees were convinced that 

AACSB accreditation would improve graduate attractiveness to Australian employers. 

This supports the results of Brink and Smith (2012) and Bastin and Kalist (2013). 

Interviewee K (School K1, non-AACSB accredited) referred to personal practical 

experience while studying to assist in developing professional skills for employability 
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(see Section 8.3.2.9). For both types of schools, employability was associated with the 

professional accounting accreditation of the school (see Section 7.3.2.4). 

Enhancing employment opportunities has been considered a way to gain legitimacy 

(Cruz-Suarez, Prado-Roman & Prado-Roman 2014), but this was not supported by this 

thesis’s results. Interesting, interviewee K (School K1) noted graduate employability 

without being accredited to AACSB, citing the enhancement of legitimacy by the way 

they structured the accounting program to include units in ethics and social 

responsibilities (see Section 8.3.2.6). This can be seen as a demonstration of an 

understanding of the broader role of schools in society. The concept of sustainability 

in business schools is argued by Springett and Kearins (2001); Rasche and Gilbert 

(2015); and Snelson-Powell, Grosvold and Millington (2016) and helps schools to gain 

and maintain legitimacy (see Section 4.3.1). 

Results are not conclusive in terms of the role of AACSB accreditation in graduate 

employment (Kemelgor, Johnson & Srinivasan 2000; Chang, Lin & Tu 2016; Yates & 

Shough 2006). Posey and Parker (1989); Kren, Tatum and Phillips (1993); Hardin and 

Stocks (1995); Kim et al. (1996); Gaharan et al. (2007); Saunders and Stivason (2010); 

Bitter (2014); and Bitter and Henry (2015) found that students from AACSB-

accredited schools have better job prospects and placement. These results do not seem 

to hold true in the Australian context. 

There does appear to be a preference by Australian employers to hire graduates from 

schools with professional accounting accreditation and whose graduates have 

historically performed well (see Sections 7.3.2.4 and 8.3.2.9). There may be no 

association of employability with AACSB accreditation, as the AACSB has failed to 

communicate to employers the benefits of its accreditation standards, the Australian 

job market and/or employers are different from the US in terms of perceived benefits 

of hiring graduates of AACSB-accredited schools, and recruiters of accounting 

graduates may prefer to hire based on skill sets and experience rather than any potential 

benefit AACSB accreditation may offer. 

9.3.11 Consistency with Higher Education Standards Framework 

The impact of QA approaches adopted by AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited schools to demonstrate consistency with the HESF 2015 motivates them to 

adopt AACSB accreditation and EPRMs respectively. Both types of schools were not 
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significantly different in their motivations to adopt their respective QA approaches 

(see Section 6.4.3.3). There are differences in that AACSB accreditation does not fully 

satisfy the provisions of institutional QA, particularity monitoring, reviewing and 

improving (for example, external referencing). The AACSB standards do not require 

schools to externally reference with comparable institutions, thus it does not have any 

mechanism to meet the requirements of the HESF 2015, Domain 5. The AACSB does 

have the DataDirect tool for benchmarking, but this is not capable of undertaking 

external referencing as required by the TEQSA (2016b). 

Interviews shed light on a number of motivations for accounting schools in AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited business schools to adopt EPRMs. Some of 

these motivations are associated with the need to comply with the HESF 2015, Domain 

5. Interviewees B (School A1) and D (School C3) from AACSB-accredited schools 

and interviewees M (School M1) and K (School K1) from non-AACSB-accredited 

schools indicated that they were motivated to adopt EPRMs as a mechanism to follow-

up the recommendations of external peer reviewers to assess evidence of 

improvements and evaluate effectiveness (see Sections 7.4.7 and 8.4.7) as required by 

the TEQSA (2016b). Another example of the intent of both types of school to adopt 

an EPRM to comply with the TEQSA’s requirements was illustrated by both types of 

schools opting for calibration of learning standards (see Sections 8.3.1.4 and 8.4.2). 

One of the main roles of calibration is to reduce subjective understanding and ensure 

professional judgement on assessment to establish comparability in learning and 

educational standards across comparable institutions. This aligns with HESF 2015, 

sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.4(b) (see Appendix A). 

Improvement in bringing transparency and accountability in LOs for key stakeholders 

were a motivation for adopting AACSB accreditation and EPRMs as a QA approach. 

AACSB-accredited school consider the AACSB standards and guidelines to provide 

sufficient guidance on how and in which areas business schools can remain 

accountable (AACSB 2013b, 2018b, 2018c). However, these do not contain 

information on the required transparency to stakeholders. Non-AACSB-accredited 

schools use EPRMs models to report to the TEQSA (a key stakeholder) though the 

submission of evidence on assuring learning and continuous improvement through 

external referencing—this can be understood as being accountable and transparent. 

The HESF 2015 does not specifically encourage schools to be transparent to other key 

stakeholders. Nevertheless, publishing a report or communicating improvements being 
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made on account of feedback provided by students and external peer review can be a 

good means of bringing transparency and accountability. 

Both types of schools did not show any significant difference in their consistency with 

the HESF 2015 (see Section 6.4.3.3). This was supported by interview results. 

Interviewees A (School A1), C (School B2) and D (School C3) at AACSB-accredited 

schools and interviewee K (School K1) and N (School M1) at non-AACSB-accredited 

schools referred broadly to collecting student feedback and incorporating it into 

teaching and learning practices. Only interviewee B (School A1) stated that students 

should be told about the actions taken on the recommendation of external peers once 

external referencing has been completed, but also noted that this was not an existing 

practice at school A1 (see Sections 7.5.5 and 8.5.5). Incorporating the viewpoints 

and/or opinion of stakeholders and demonstrating it through actions and changes to 

policymaking (Palmer & Short 2008) can bring better stakeholder engagement and 

student confidence in QA approaches and efforts. This could be a strategy to gain and 

maintain legitimacy (see Section 4.3.1). The QA approaches adopted by non-AACSB-

accredited schools had a greater impact than AACSB accreditation on interaction with 

industry to align graduate outcomes to meet industry needs, although there was not a 

statistically significant difference between the two types of school (see Section 

6.4.3.3). Interview results supported this, as accounting schools at AACSB-accredited 

business schools were motivated to adopt EPRM that included the involvement of 

professional bodies (see Section 7.3.1.5). The participation and interaction of 

professional bodies (CA and CPA) and their members in calibration exercises and 

external peer-review processes were expected to align graduate attributes with industry 

needs. The realisation of this expectation is evident from interviewees choices of 

EPRM. For example, interviewees C (School B2) and H (School C3) preferred the 

ECA model (see Section 7.2.2.2), while interviewee D (School C3) choose a 

customised EPRM. A customised EPRM can accommodate the needs of interaction 

with industry to align graduate outcomes for industry needs (see Section 7.2.2.3). 

In the case of non-AACSB-accredited schools, interviewee N (School M1) was 

motivated to adopt a customised EPRM to facilitate calibration of learning standards 

by combining the ECA and IIR. This motivation for and choice of an EPRM indicates 

the intent to involve industry professionals to assist in aligning graduate outcomes with 

industry needs (see Sections 8.3.1.4 and 8.2.2). 
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Actions resulting in the adoption of QA consistent with HESF 2015, improvements in 

seeking to bring transparency and alignment of graduate attributes with the needs of 

industry reflects the intent of schools to gain and/or maintain legitimacy amid changes 

in societal expectations evidenced by a changing compliance framework (see Section 

4.3). To illustrate, the alignment of graduate attributes with the needs of industry could 

be expected to achieve market legitimacy through the development of the skills 

required to meet the needs of students and employers (Kipping & Nioche 1997; 

McKee, Mills & Weatherbee 2005; Starkey & Tiratsoo 2007; Starkey & Tempest 

2008). 

9.3.12 Attraction and Retention of Employees 

The adoption of AACSB standards and EPRMs as QA approaches did not have any 

impact on the attraction and retention of high-quality academic and non-academic 

employees at both types of school. There was no statistically significant difference 

between the types of schools (see Section 6.4.3.4). Based on survey results, this cannot 

be considered a motivating factor in the adoption of QA approaches. Academics at 

Australian universities might choose to work in a school where they find lucrative 

research opportunities, special research interest groups, availability of research 

funding and ranking and/or reputation in the Australian HES. Interview results (see 

Section 8.3.2.8) indicate that AACSB accreditation appears to have limited potential 

for attracting employees to accounting schools. 

Survey and interview results support Hunt’s (2015) results that AACSB accreditation 

does not play a significant role in attracting faculty, who select positions at schools for 

a range of other reasons including base salary, teaching load and research support. The 

results do not support Halkias et al. (2009), Lowrie and Willmott (2009) and Lightbody 

(2010) which found that AACSB accreditation helps attract, recruit and retain high-

quality academics and administrators. 

Conversely, interviewees from accounting schools within AACSB-accredited business 

schools reported that AACSB accreditation does make some difference in attracting 

academic employees for schools that are mid-level or not highly ranked, or for 

disciplines other than accounting (see Section 7.3.2.5). 

Attracting employees based on the reputation of being an AACSB-accredited school 

has not materialised in the Australian HES. Attraction and retention of quality 
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employees can be achieved through producing intellectual contributions through 

scholarly publications (which helps in securing high ranking and funding) and offering 

and managing quality education. 

9.3.13 Research Collaboration 

AACSB accreditation was found to be positively associated with research performance 

(Nigsch & Schenker-Wicki 2013), recruitment of research-focused academics 

(Guillotin 2015), increase focus of academics on research (Mills, Weatherbee & 

Colwell 2006; Sciglimpaglia et al. 2007; Hedrick et al. 2010), encouraging joint 

research (Bradford, Guzmán & Trujillo 2017) and providing the opportunity to 

establish international partnership in variety of areas including research and faculty 

and student exchanges (Bruner & Iannarelli 2011). 

The adoption of QA approaches has no association with an increase in capacity for 

impactful research collaboration, and, thus, this is not a motivation for schools to adopt 

AACSB accreditation or EPRMs as a QA approach (see Section 6.4.3.5). AACSB 

standard 2 places emphasis on intellectual contributions which includes impactful 

research, but the survey results from AACSB-accredited schools indicate this is not 

the case. Further, at non-AACSB-accredited schools, it is unlikely that adoption of an 

EPRM will shape or influence the research interest of academics. However, interview 

results did not support this. Interviewees A and B (School A1), C (School B2) and E 

(School C3) were of the view that they benefitted in terms of research collaboration 

by their school having acquired AACSB accreditation (see Section 7.3.2.8). 

School J1 had lost an opportunity to attract international research scholars, and school 

I1 had their ongoing research collaboration with an international university essentially 

halted on account of not being AACSB accredited. Interviewee M expected that 

seeking AACSB accreditation will bring opportunities for future research 

collaborations (see Section 8.3.2.5). 

Based on the interview results, for AACSB-accredited schools and those seeking 

AACSB accreditation, maintaining and gaining legitimacy appears to include a desire 

to achieve high-quality research and publications. Research productivity (Cruz-

Suarez, Prado-Roman & Prado-Roman 2014), quality research and publications 

(Certo, Sirmon & Brymer 2010) and research ranking (Thomas & Wilson 2011) are 

noted as a legitimising strategy. High-quality research is an accomplishment and 
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perceived as a practical benefit to the HES, funding agencies and broader community, 

thus making them a source of legitimacy. If not seeking AACSB accreditation limits 

this opportunity, then non-AACSB-accredited schools should strive to be more 

congruent with socially constructed norms within the HES and publish more scholarly 

work. 

Aside from fostering collaboration with other schools, attracting research scholars and 

facilitating faculty and student exchanges (see Sections 7.3.2.8 and 8.3.2.5), another 

explanation for non-AACSB-accredited schools seeking AACSB accreditation is an 

expectation to form local and global networks; obtain shared and multiple sources of 

funding for long-term and impactful research; gain professional development in a field 

of research; establish a research culture and infrastructure, policies and practices; and 

the opportunity to have multiple views, approaches and thinking in research. 

9.3.14 Other/Additional Results 

In addition to the above results, interview results indicated other motivations to adopt 

an EPRM: 

1) AACSB-accredited schools are motivated to adopt an EPRM as a QA approach 

if it provides an opportunity for the school to involve professional bodies (see 

Section 7.3.1.5) and to show collegiality towards the accounting discipline (see 

Section 7.3.1.3) for fulfilling the learning expectation of the accounting profession 

and supporting academics in their initiatives in QA in education respectively. 

2) Both types of schools are motivated to adopt an EPRM as a QA approach if it 

is easy to implement (see Sections 7.3.1.6 and 8.3.1.3). 

Remaining competitive surfaced as a motivation to acquire AACSB accreditation by 

both types of schools. Interviewee B (School A1), F and G (School B2) and H (School 

C3) at AACSB-accredited schools and interviewees M and N (School M1) and O 

(School I1) at non-AACSB-accredited schools perceived that their respective schools 

were motivated, and had, to seek AACSB accreditation because it may help them to 

remain competitive in the HES (see Section 7.3.2.2 and 8.3.2.1). This result is reflected 

in the literature (Kemelgor, Johnson & Srinivasan 2000; Turk 2000; Roller, Andrews 

& Bovee 2003; Julian & Ofori-Dankwa 2006; Zammuto 2008; Palmqvist 2009; 

Helmig et al. 2010; Hodge 2010; Cordier & Stablein 2013; Miles et al. 2015). 

Remaining competitive in the HES can be achieved in many ways, all of which can be 
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seen as an effort to gain legitimacy (see Section 4.3.1): commitment to improve 

continuously and remain relevant to stakeholders, adoption of the latest and best 

teaching and learning practices, and generative revenues to self-sustain. 

9.4 Perceived Measures of Effectiveness of Quality Assurance 

Approaches 

This section discusses the insights gained about the perceived measures of 

effectiveness of EPRMs for undertaking external referencing (RQ-2). Figure 9.1 

shows how the discussion in this section will unfold. As depicted in figure 9.1, the 

discussion would be divided into three parts. Firstly, perception of participant at 

AACSB. Secondly, perception of participant non-AACSB, and finally, common 

perception of interviewees both types of schools regarding effectiveness of EPR 

models. On one hand appointment of specialised staff has been perceived as measure 

of effectiveness in EPRMs. On the other hand, staff engagement, pilot testing, strategic 

partnership and outcome orientation have   been considered as effective measures. 

Between the two types of schools, there were some common measures of perceived 

effectiveness have also been identified. These includes calibration, anonymity, 

prolonged engagement, credibility, follow-up, and clear guidelines. The effectiveness 

of AACSB accreditation for undertaking external referencing is not discussed, because, 

as previously discussed, the AACSB standards do not mandate the adoption of EPRMs 

and the DataDirect tool does not enable external referencing as required by the HESF 

2015. 
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Figure 9.1: Organisation of Discussion for Answering Research Question 2 

Literature on the effectiveness of EPRMs (see Section 3.4) is limited in the Australian 

context, largely because of the relatively new HESF 2015. Since the enactment of this 

regulation, some government-funded models (for example, Achievement Matters, 

LTAS, ERoS, PRAN and IIR) have been published and discussed (see Section 3.5.3). 

These reports included a wide variety of stakeholders, but none gauged stakeholder 

perceptions on the effectiveness of EPRMs. 

The appointment of specialised staff, engagement and commitment of participants, 

outcome orientation, pilot testing of EPRMs, prolonged engagement and continuity, 

clear guidelines for participants, strategic partnership and collaboration between 

schools, and workload issues were identified as measures of effectiveness of EPRMs. 

These factors are either efficiency measures or factors that may influence and/or 

support an EPRM, not the operation side of a model. This can be understood from the 

discussions in Sections 7.2 and 8.2.1, where 14 of 16 interviewees reported that their 

schools had not yet started external referencing (in which an EPRM is implemented in 

the fourth phase) and interviewees’ general lack of awareness of EPRMs. 
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9.4.1 Perception of AACSB-accredited Schools: Specialised Staff 

Interviewees A and B (School A1) and E (School C3) perceived that the appointment 

of a specialised professional staff (for example, a director of program accreditation and 

assurance or QA manager) would bring effectiveness to the implementation of EPRMs 

at accounting schools within AACSB-accredited business schools. The implications 

of hiring specialised staff for external referencing and QA practices were discussed in 

Section 7.4.6. The results are similar to that of Seyfried and Pohlenz (2018), which 

empirically established that the QA manager’s role as a promoter of QA exhibits 

significant correlations with perceived effectiveness in German HEIs. However, a 

range of OLTC projects (for example, Achievement Matters, LTAS, IIR and ERoS) 

designed and participated in by academics in Australia indicate that hiring of 

specialised staff is not a prerequisite for the implementation and success of EPRMs. 

HEIs can consider providing some training and development prior to implementing 

any EPRM for external refencing which may result in organisation-wide learning 

about EPRMs, thus building a strong internal QA team. 

9.4.2 Perception of Non-AACSB-accredited Schools 

Interview results from accounting schools within non-AACSB-accredited business 

schools suggest that the engagement and commitment of participants, pilot testing of 

intended EPRMs, strategic partnership and collaboration between schools, and 

outcome orientation are perceived measure of effectiveness of EPRMs for the purpose 

of external referencing. These are discussed below. 

9.4.2.1 Engagement and Commitment 

The engagement and commitment of participants (for example, academics, 

professional staff and leadership) to assure learning through external referencing using 

an EPRM was considered an effective measure for the success of EPRMs by 

interviewees D (School C3, AACSB accredited) and K (School K1, non-AACSB 

accredited) (see Section 8.4.6). Survey and results supported this (see Section 6.4.4.2). 

Increased staff participation and engagements to achieve student LOs motivated non-

AACSB-accredited schools to adopt an EPRM, while the QA approach of AACSB-

accredited schools had little impact on staff participation and engagement (see Table 

6.30), although there was no significant difference between the two types of schools 

(see Table 6.31). The current scenario of engagement of employees at both types of 
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schools in QA practices can also be utilised to understand the engagement of 

academics at accounting schools (see Section 9.2.1). Engagement and commitment 

from participants in EPRMs and external referencing is expected to assist accounting 

schools to avoid external peer review becoming a tick-box exercise for compliance 

motives. 

Interview and survey results on engagement and commitment from participants in 

EPRMs complements the results of Frazer (1992), which held that everyone in an 

organisation is responsible for assuring quality and emphasised staff participation and 

engagement in QA policies and practices. 

Broadly speaking, a barrier to academics’ engagement with and commitment to QA 

practices is their negative views on the worth, effectiveness and efficiency of QA 

mechanisms. For example, they tend to view QA mechanisms as designed by 

university administrators to suit the requirements of external quality agencies and do 

not conceive the quality as fit for purpose (Everett & Entrekin 1994; McInnis, Powles 

& Anwyl 1995; Watty 2003). To remove this barrier, clear communication from top 

management to academics about QA efforts is required. Theoretically, the intent of 

schools to enrich the engagements of academics in QA efforts can be seen from the 

perspective of internal stakeholder engagement (see Section 4.5.1). 

9.4.2.2 Outcome Orientation 

The achievement of common intended outcomes from external peer reviews was 

considered a measure of the effectiveness of EPRMs by interviewees N (School M1), 

I and O (School I1) and L (School L1). This resembles outcome-based benchmarking 

where performance indicators are outlined in advance and used to assess the success 

against their achievement (Booth 2013). This can be used, for example, to increase 

graduate employability as identified by interviewee O (School I1) (see Section 8.4.11). 

The above result was supported survey results from non-AACSB-accredited schools, 

which reported that adoption of an EPRM resulted in increased fairness, validity and 

reliability in assessment practices across units and programs and better alignment of 

course curriculum with the AQF and TLOs (see Table 6.29). 

Interviewees A (School A1, AACSB accredited) and N (School N1, non-AACSB 

accredited), L and P (School L1, non-AACSB accredited) reported that they would be 

motivated to adopt any EPRM based on its ability to establish validity and reliability 
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in assessment to facilitate comparability and recognition of prior learning (see Sections 

7.3.1.1 and 8.3.1.1). Survey results found that the adopted QA model in both types of 

school was effective in ensuring an increased fairness, validity and reliability in 

assessment practices across units and programs (see Section 6.4.4.1). 

An alignment of a course curriculum with the AQF and disciplinary TLOs for 

awarding an accounting qualification is essential. The result that the adoption of 

EPRMs resulted in better alignment of course curriculum with the AQF and TLOs also 

indicates that non-AACSB-accredited schools might be using any EPRM with 

calibration as a component (for example, ECA) as they were disciplinary EPRMs. 

Notably, non-AACSB-accredited schools realised the above results from adopting 

EPRMs more so than AACSB-accredited schools. 

Accounting schools in non-AACSB-accredited business schools—by demonstrating 

they meet the requirement of the disciplinary TLOs and AQF for awarding of a degree 

and that their they are assuring that their assessment practices assure learning and are 

capable of assessing LOs as outlined in the HESF 2015 (see Section 6.3.4)—are trying 

to adhere to the new regulatory norms of the TEQSA and meet the expectations of 

their key stakeholders (for example, students and employers), thereby maintaining 

legitimacy amid the changing expectations of the HES (see Section 4.3). 

9.4.2.3 Pilot Testing 

Pilot testing of intended EPRMs prior to full implementation to test robustness was 

considered an effective measure by interviewee P (School L1). Aside from the 

numerous benefits of piloting outlined in Section 8.4.8, other possible explanations for 

pilot testing as a measure of effectiveness could be that doing so helps predict the need 

for experts to lead and/or implement and the potential for bureaucracy. These benefits 

assist accounting schools within non-AACSB-accredited business school to make 

EPRMs more sustainable and scalable for assuring learning. 

9.4.3 Common Perceptions of AACSB-accredited and Non-AACSB-accredited 

Schools 

Some perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs were common to participants 

from both types of schools: calibration of learning standards; anonymity, credibility, 

prolonged engagement and continuity of external peer reviewers; and follow-up 
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accountability. Some of these measures relate to the operational aspects of EPRMs. 

These are discussed below. 

9.4.3.1 Anonymity of External Peer Reviewers 

Interviewees E and G (School C3) and H (School B2) at AACSB-accredited schools 

and interviewees I and L (School I1) and M and N (School N1) at non-AACSB-

accredited schools considered the anonymity of external peer reviewers in an EPRM 

as a measure of effectiveness (see Sections 7.4.3 and 8.4.3). 

The value of blind peer review or anonymity in the external peer-review process was 

supported on the grounds of it supporting the process as non-judgemental and non-

threatening and encouraging more involvement on the part of assessors (Krause et al. 

2014). Anonymity in external peer review was also emphasised to assure the 

legitimacy of the review, prevent relationships between reviewers and institutions, and 

to avoid the risk of ‘game playing’ and ‘impression management’ (Kis 2005; Bloxham 

& Price 2015; Barrie et al. 2014). This perception of anonymity as an effective measure 

may exert pressure on accounting schools to adopt any EPRM for external referencing 

with the feature of anonymity (for example, ECA and IIR). 

Aside from maintaining professionalism (see Section 7.4.3 and 8.4.3), other reasons 

for interviewees stressed the importance of the anonymity of external peer reviewers 

were to ensure a constructive role and objective assurance of the quality and 

comparability, ensure an opinion based on the assessor’s own judgement, bring 

objectivity and richness in reviews, and encourage the assessors to engage with the 

work rather than skim. 

9.4.3.2 Prolonged Engagement and Continuity 

The prolonged engagement of peer reviewers and continuity of the external peer-

review process in terms of institutions undertaking external referencing is a measure 

of effectiveness as reported by interviewees B (School A1), C (School B2), E and G 

(School C3) at AACSB-accredited schools and interviewees L (School L1), K (School 

K1) and J (School J1) at non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Sections 7.4.4 and 

8.4.5). This result supports Rust et al.’s (2015) suggestion for the UK’s external 

examiner system to increase the engagement of external peers during the year and not 

just at the time of review and assessment. In relation to the continuity of the external 

peer-review process, Kis (2005) suggested a regular and cyclical quality monitoring 
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for long-term impact. It is argued that one of the strengths of the QA system is the 

ability to look at improvements after a certain period of time (Vroeijenstijn 1995). 

Other possible explanations for considering the prolonged engagement of peer 

reviewers and continuity of the external peer-review process as a measure of 

effectiveness include becoming accustomed of the culture of peer review at schools, 

retaining the learning made during the process, and peer reviewers can investigate to 

what extent and how was their recommendations were carried out and the outcome 

achieved using the recommendations. 

Prolonged engagement of external peer reviewers and continuity of the external peer-

review process can be viewed in terms of legitimacy theory. As both measures may 

assist accounting schools in both types of business schools to identify issues, close the 

loop and gauging the effectiveness of the interventions being recommended, which 

would assure learning and produce evidence of commitment to continuous 

improvement, such evidences are relevant to the TEQSA and fulfilling educational and 

market expectations. Efforts to deliver quality in education skill development and 

meeting the needs of students and employers are ways to gain legitimacy (see Table 

4.1). 

9.4.3.3 Credibility of External Peer Reviewers 

The credibility of external peer reviewers as a competent, ethical, disciplinary expert 

and experienced peer reviewer was considered a measure of effectiveness of EPRMs 

by interviewees A and B (School A1), F (School C3) and H (School B2) at AACSB-

accredited schools and interviewees L (School L1), M (School M1) and J (School J1) 

at non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Section 7.4.5 and 8.4.4). 

Bloxham (2009); Bloxham, Hudson, den Outer and Price (2015); Medland (2015) and 

Rust et al. (2015) criticised external examiner systems on the basis of its assumptions 

including the interpretation of standards by external examiners, assessment literacy 

and credible marking. Further, regardless of QA approach, an expert panel must have 

credibility and expertise in the discipline under review to assure quality (Hay et al. 

2010). To this end, most Australian universities have mandated that programs be 

reviewed by an external peer reviewer who is a disciplinary expert (Probert 2015). 

Moreover, the TEQSA, in its guidance note for external referencing, has made clear 

that a review must be conducted by someone who is competent. 
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The credibility of external peer reviewers as a measure of effectiveness may also be 

due this ensuring a more objective assessment of students’ work, better 

recommendations to address issues (and thus CTL in AoL) and affecting the 

implementation of the suggested recommendation. The higher the reviewer’s 

experience and expertise in the discipline, the more likely that institutions will consider 

accepting the recommendations. Assuring learning, improving teaching and learning 

practices and improving QA practice and efforts in this manner will all result in quality 

education and maintaining legitimacy status (see Table 4.1). 

9.4.3.4 Follow-up Accountability 

External review reports must be used; that is, CTL by acting on reports and/or 

development of processes to responding (plan and action) to the external peer report 

(Barrie et al. 2014). This is applicable to the follow-up accountability of HEIs. Rosa, 

Sarrico and Amaral (2012) found that in assuring learning, actions to close the loop 

tend not to occur. This concern was raised by interviewees for post-external peer 

review, that accounting schools must act or follow-up on improvements suggested by 

external peers. Follow-up procedures—effective action and appropriate change—is 

necessary, because external evaluations do not in themselves bring any merit and long-

term impacts to QA efforts. In the Australian context, the TEQSA may consider taking 

corrective actions against HEIs that fail to demonstrate improvements and/or actions 

after external referencing. 

Follow-up accountability for implementing/instituting the recommendations or 

remedial measures of external peer reviewers for assuring learning was considered a 

measure of effectiveness of EPRMs by interviewees B (School A1) and D (School C3) 

at AACSB-accredited schools and interviewees K (School K) and M (School M1) at 

non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Sections 7.4.7 and 8.4.7). This result closely 

resembles the discussion in Chapter 2, where the role of QA and accountability of 

HEIs to government, employers, professional organisations, students and the wider 

community on account of assuring learning and quality was emphasised by a number 

of scholars (for example., Vidovich 2002; Srikanthan & Dalrymple 2004; Kis 2005; 

Nicholson 2011; Dill & Beerkens 2013; Watty et al. 2014; Booth, Beckett & Saunders 

2016; Yorke & Vidovich 2016; Barrie et al. 2014). 

Other possible explanation for interviewees to emphasise the implementation of 

recommendation arising from external peer reviews could be to evaluate the outcomes 
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of the process (for example, achievement of intended outcomes), judge the usefulness 

of the recommendation in assuring learning (that is, how useful and effective was the 

recommendation to assure learning and quality of education being offered) and to see 

if the recommendations were properly implemented. 

9.4.3.5 Clear Guidelines for Participants 

Understanding of QA may differ between stakeholders. Clear communication about 

the aim, purpose and outcomes of the adopted QA approach and expectation is capable 

of preventing different conceptions of quality and encouraging engagement and buy-

in among participants, resulting in effective support (Kis 2005; Krause et al. 2014). 

Clear guidelines in relation to the EPRM for participants of external referencing was 

considered a measure of effectiveness by interviewees D (School C3) and H (School 

B2) at AACSB-accredited schools and interviewees M (School M1) and K (School 

K1) at non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Section 7.4.8 and 8.4.10). 

Other possible explanations for preparation for the peer review as a measure of 

effectiveness could be that this encourages working towards and achievement of 

common objectives and outcomes, open communication between the participant 

institutions and reduces forced participation and removes the perception of 

involvement as a workload. 

In the absence of clarity, implementation of the EPRM and recommendations of 

external peers and identification of learning and teaching issues would be difficult and 

may not successfully close the loop in the AoL cycle. This may result in risks to the 

quality of education and evidence of improvements to the TEQSA. 

9.4.3.6 Calibration of Learning Standards Prior to Implementing External Peer-

review Models 

Calibration ensures the shared understanding of learning standards while undertaking 

external referencing. Calibration was considered an effective measure of EPRMs by 

interviewees B (School A1), F and D (School C3) and H (School B2) at AACSB-

accredited schools and interviewees N (School M1), K (School K1) and P (School L1) 

at non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Sections 7.4.2, 8.3.1.4 and 8.4.2). This was 

supported by survey results (see Section 6.4.2.1), which indicated that adoption of 

AACSB accreditation as a QA approach has helped faculty members work towards 
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developing a shared understanding (calibration), thereby supporting the attainment of 

intended LOs. This was substantiated by statistical analysis, which found no 

significant differences between the two types of schools (see Table 6.13). Notably, it 

is unclear as to how accounting schools within AACSB-accredited business schools in 

Australia have done or might do external referencing without adopting an EPRM. The 

ECA is an EPRM that presents calibration in a novel way and can be used prior to the 

external peer-review process—this model could potentially be adopted in whole or in 

a modified form by AACSB-accredited schools. Accounting within non-AACSB-

accredited business schools were reported to have calibrated learning standards via 

their respective EPRMs (see Table 6.12). These results can be related to the benefits 

of calibration in EPRMs such as boosting the objectivity or trustworthiness of the 

external reviewer judgement (Barrie et al. 2014) and reducing grader variability in 

assessment of accounting LOs (O’Connell et al. 2015). 

Other reasons for identifying calibration as a measure of effectiveness of EPRMs are: 

1) calibration assisting in becoming accustomed to the calibration process each time; 

2) helping in better application of learning standards in LOs and students’ work; 3) 

helping in attaining the goal of credence in the equivalence of learning standards across 

participating schools in external referencing, which helps gain and maintain the 

confidence of wider stakeholders in QA processes; 4) encouraging professional 

training of staff through calibration sessions/workshops which, in turn, enhances the 

course and assessment quality for students; 5) establishing comparability among 

participating institutions in terms achievement of grades for comparable students 

work; 6) and assessors becoming more experienced and accustomed to the calibration 

process. 

The practice of calibration can be viewed through the lenses of stakeholder and 

legitimacy theory. From a stakeholder theory perspective, by adopting or intending to 

adopt calibration, accounting schools within both types of business school are 

engaging internal (for example, faculty/academics) and external (for example, industry 

professionals and professional organisations such as CA and CPA) stakeholders in 

production and/or improvement of services (that is, offering quality education which 

effects academics in assuring graduate attributes and employers in recruitment of 

accounting students with suitable skills). Thus, accounting schools are taking a 

normative perspective in their management of stakeholder relationship (see Section 

4.5). Since the whole purpose of calibration is to assure learning, assure that 
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accounting students are awarded qualification that align with the disciplinary TLOs 

and to make them comparable with graduates from other schools, calibration can be 

seen as a step to demonstrate a broader role of business schools in society and the HES 

to enhance legitimacy efforts. 

9.4.3.7 Strategic Partnership and Collaboration 

A collaborative approach and openness among participants are required for a 

successful benchmarking exercise (Sciulli, Smith & Ross 2010; Booth & Read 2016) 

which will result in a shared conversation. This is conducive for peer and 

organisational learning (Ellis & Moore 2006; Leppisaari et al. 2011). The collaboration 

and partnership among participants provides an opportunity to share their experiences 

and practices. Sharing of teaching and learning practices would create an environment 

of collegiality which is a feature of a good QA system (Cheung & Tsui 2010). These 

opportunities were availed by an IIR project (Krause et al. 2014). 

The need for strategic partnerships and a collaborative approach (for example, a 

symbiotic relationship) with mutual benefits to the intuitions involved, instead of a 

competitive spirit, between the partners of external referencing was considered a 

measure of effectiveness of EPRMs by interviewees B (School A1) and D (School C3) 

at AACSB-accredited schools and interviewees L (School L1) and N (School N1) at 

non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Sections 7.4.9 and 8.4.9). This result supports 

that of Seyfried and Pohlenz (2018), which showed that cooperation between 

institutions is a precondition for larger perceived degrees of QA effectiveness. Other 

reasons are to ensure helpfulness in receiving quality feedback, better comparability 

between the benchmarking partners, sharing of teaching and learning techniques, 

improved interaction and network, and jointly developing the best practices to resolve 

learning issues. 

The establishment of a partnership or choice of partner could depend on a number of 

factors, for example, membership to a group of universities (for example, the Go8 or 

IRU) and comparability in course offerings, strategic intent, method of delivery and 

admission policies. For example, Go8 universities may like to externally reference 

themselves with member universities due to strategic alliance. This could also be a 

way to confer legitimacy to each other (Stensaker & Harvey 2006). 
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9.4.3.8 Workload and Quality Assurance 

Both types of schools were not statistically different from each other on the issues of 

administrative support, teaching workload, administrative workload, promotional 

aspects and bureaucracy in QA practices (see Table 6.33). Interviews complemented 

these results regarding the challenges of external referencing (of which EPRMs are an 

integral part) (see Sections 7.4.8 and 8.4.10). Table 9.2 presents a summary of these 

issues as identified in the surveys and interviews (see Section 6.4.4.2). 

Table 9.2: Summary of Results on Workload and Quality Assurance Practices 

Interviewee School Issue raised in interview Issue 

raised in 

surveys 

AACSB 

accredited 

Non-AACSB 

accredited 

L and P – L1 Workload/workload 

implication 

Yes 

L – L1 Reduced administrative 

support 

Yes 

M – M1 Workload/workload 

implication 

Yes 

M – M1 Bureaucracy in quality 

assurance process 

Yes 

J – J1 No promotional aspects Yes 

E C3 – Workload Yes 

E C3 – No promotional aspects Yes 

B A1 – No promotional aspects Yes 

H B2 – Workload/workload 

implication 

Yes 

The adoption of QA approaches at both types of schools increased the workload of 

academics (see Tables 6.32 and 6.33). This result supports the results of Francisco, 

Noland and Sinclair (2008); Lowrie and Willmott (2009); Natale and Doran (2012); 

Hou et al. (2015); and Prasad, Segarra and Villanueva (2018). This result also agrees 

with the accounting accreditation literature (for example, Kren, Tatum & Phillips 

1993; Bitter, Stryker & Jens 1999; Sinning & Dykxhoorn 2001; Gaharan et al. 2007; 

Bitter 2014; Bunker, Cagle & Harris 2014) which found that the AACSB accounting 

accreditation has been perceived as a time-consuming administrative burden among 

academics. 
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No promotional prospects were gained by academics through the adoption of QA. 

Interview results confirmed that involvement in QA practices does not open any doors 

to promotions and detracts from research time. This result aligns with Probert (2015) 

which found little reward attached to the efforts of academics involved in QA practices 

and/or processes. Roberts, Johnson and Groesbeck (2004) found that promotion of 

academics slowed after AACSB accreditation. This may deter academics from 

participating. There is some evidence that seeking and acquiring AACSB accreditation 

results in the formulation of promotion and tenure guidelines (Gaharan et al. 2007; 

Bitter 2014), but this does not equate to increased promotion prospects. 

The bureaucracy of QA processes and increased administrative workload without 

additional support from schools, provisions for reduction in teaching workload or 

promotion prospects constructed a wall of barriers for academics to meaningfully 

participate in QA practices, thus weakening QA efforts (see Section 6.4.4.3). 

Bureaucracy in HEIs can be seen as a burden of QA efforts by participants due to the 

existence of hierarchical and formal division of processes and practices and 

centralisation of power/authority by strategic management and school leadership, 

leading to bureaucratisation (Kis 2005). 

Possible explanations for low agreement among survey participants (see Table 6.32); 

no statistical difference between the two types of schools on the dimensions of 

administrative support, workload, promotion prospects and bureaucracy (see Table 

6.33); and interview results supporting surveys (see Table 9.2) could be that schools 

need to prepare themselves. For example, introducing provisions to adjust workload, 

offering incentives to join ongoing QA efforts and streamlining the administrative 

process. 

9.4.3.9 Assurance of Learning Practices 

As discussed in Chapter 2, AoL can provide directions to QA, quality enhancement 

and continuous improvements (Barrie 2005; Rexeisen & Garrison 2013; French et al. 

2014; Lawson et al. 2015). The CTL in the AoL cycle to assure the achievement of 

LOs was denoted by participants at both types of schools as a measure of effectiveness 

of EPRMs (see Sections 7.4.2 and 8.4.1). 

This was supported by the survey results, where respondents from both types of 

schools stated that their schools were using QA approaches to assure learning by 
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implementing the recommendations of external peers, although this was more effective 

in non-AACSB-accredited schools (see Table 6.36). There was no statistical difference 

between them (see Section 6.4.4.5). As discussed in Section 3.3.1.2.1, the external peer 

review at AACSB-accredited schools could be entirely different from the external peer 

review for external referencing required to comply with the HESF 2015. 

Interviewees A School A1), H (School B2) and E (School C3) at AACSB-accredited 

schools and interviewees P and L (School L1), J (School J1) and M (School M1) at 

non-AACSB-accredited schools provided evidence of how their schools have 

identified learning issues and the actions taken to improve learning (see Sections 7.5.3 

and 8.5.2). This result was complemented by the survey result that participants from 

both types of schools perceived that they were able to assure learning by taking actions 

that support continuous improvements through adopting AACSB standards and 

EPRMs (see Section 6.4.4.5). It should be noted that all interviewees except 

interviewees G (School C3), K (School K1), M and N (School M1) and L (School L1) 

agreed that their schools do take into account student feedback to improve teaching 

and learning and that this is useful for CTL, but students were not engaged external 

peer-review processes (see Section 7.5.5 and 8.5.5). Survey results supported this. 

Both types of schools were identical in terms of engaging students in providing 

feedback by adoption of QA approaches (see Tables 6.14 and 6.15). This result aligns 

with the recommendations of Harvey (2003), Coates (2005) and Barrie, Hughes and 

Smith (2009) to seek and utilise students’ feedback for development of graduate 

attributes, improvement in educational offerings and QA systems and processes. 

The CTL practices by accounting schools can be understood by using legitimacy and 

stakeholder theory. The wider engagement of stakeholders (for example, employers, 

industry professionals and students) in identifying learning issues and designing the 

intervention in CTL for assuring learning closely resembles the normative branch of 

stakeholder theory (see Section 4.5), while assuring learning and maintaining the 

quality of education through having a process and practices in place is an effort to 

maintain legitimacy (see Section 3.2). To illustrate this, identification of learning 

issues and addressing them would ensure attainment of LOs and quality education, and 

to this end, delivering quality in education, content and processes has been considered 

a pathway to gaining legitimacy (Van Damme 2001; Tullis & Camey 2007; Radu 

Lefebvre & Redien-Collot 2012). 
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9.5 Chapter Summary 

This chapter presented the integrated overall results of this thesis based on the survey 

and interview data presented in Chapters 5–7. The chapter begun by presenting the 

general results to provide context for answering the research questions before 

responding to RQ-1 and RQ-2. In response to RQ-1, it was found that internal 

stakeholder pressure, external benchmarking, continuous improvement, compliance, 

shared understanding of LOs, internal QA, teaching and learning practices, and 

consistency with the HESF 2015 influence adopting EPRMs as a QA approach. 

Internal stakeholder pressure, access to resources, research collaboration, brand image 

and marketability, point of difference and ability to face competition were found to be 

motivations for both types of schools to seek AACSB accreditation. It was noted that 

AACSB accreditation has no impact on graduate employability in the Australian job 

market, or attraction and retention of academics. Importantly, the AACSB standards 

are not compatible or consistent with the institutional QA regulations of the HESF 

2015. Therefore, AACSB-accredited schools need to adopt an EPRM to comply with 

the TEQSA’s regulations. 

In response to RQ-2, the appointment of specialised staff, staff engagement, pilot 

testing of EPRMs, strategic partnership, outcome orientation, calibration, anonymity 

of external peer reviewers, credibility of external peer reviewers, prolonged 

engagement of external peer reviewers, follow-up accountability and clear guidelines 

were perceived measures of effectiveness of EPRMs. The discussion cited supported 

and contesting results in the literature review and connections to the theoretical 

framework due to the limited number of studies on AACSB accreditations in Australia 

and the implications of the recent regulatory changes by the TEQSA (that is, the HESF 

2015). The next chapter concludes the thesis. 

  



273 

Chapter 10: Conclusion 

10.1 Overview 

The primary objective of this thesis was to investigate and analyse motivations for 

adopting QA approaches and their suitability to undertake external referencing. 

Accounting schools with and without AACSB accreditation were included in the 

sample permitted a broad view of schools and consider their differing motivations, the 

impact of AACSB accreditation and the implications of the HESF 2015. This 

exploratory study has contributed to understanding QA in number of ways. First, by 

developing a better understanding of the involvement of professional and academic 

staff in QA processes. Second, by reflecting on accounting graduates’ employability 

including alignment of graduate attributes with the needs of industry and whether the 

changing framework is able to achieve this. Third, by achieving a better understanding 

of the current situation of external referencing in accounting schools within AACSB-

accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools and the level of interaction and sharing 

of teaching and learning techniques between schools. Fourth, by exploring issues such 

as the communication skills of accounting students, the follow-up accountability of 

accounting schools for external peer-review reports for continuous improvement and 

the need to communication to stakeholders the benefits QA approaches. Fifth, by 

identifying the need for training and development of academics to undertake external 

referencing and the role of the TEQSA in facilitating external referencing. This chapter 

presents a summary of the key results, the practical and theoretical implications of the 

results, the study’s limitations and potential directions for future research. 

10.2 Key Results 

This section presents a summary of the thesis’s key results. Two research questions 

guided the research. RQ-1 explored the motivation for business (accounting) schools 

to adopt a QA approach. Pressure from internal and external stakeholders was found 

to be a motivation for AACSB-accredited schools and those seeking AACSB 

accreditation. These motivations were linked to the image of ‘having’ the AACSB 

brand as a credential and a signalling of ‘quality’ from both a marketing and 

competitive perspective. This relates to actions to attract both domestic and 

international students to business (accounting) schools. This accreditation is seen as a 



274 

means to distinguish a school from other schools. Only four prior studies have explored 

AACSB accreditation from an Australian perspective, and none provided insights into 

the reason for the behaviour of schools in an environment when there is an ever-

increasing trend to seek and adopt AACSB accreditation (see Whittenburg et al. 2006; 

Sciglimpaglia et al. 2007; Lightbody 2010; Freeman & Evans 2016). Motivational 

factors were explored in the Australian context in light of the importance of 

professional accounting accreditation and the relevant literature (see Tables 3.2 and 

3.3). Business schools not seeking AACSB accreditation have been quite successful 

in attracting international students on the basis of their program structure, mentoring 

of students by industry professionals and by providing information on university 

ranking and available infrastructure. One such sampled school claimed to have better 

graduate employment rates than most other schools. 

For the non-AACSB-accredited schools, the motivation to adopt an EPRM as a QA 

approach appears to be motivated, in part, by innovation and improvements in teaching 

and learning practices and interaction with industry to align graduate outcomes. For 

AACSB-accredited schools, collegiality, QA purpose and involvement of professional 

bodies were the motivations to adopt any EPRM as a QA approach. Motivations 

common to accounting schools within AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-

accredited business schools to adopt an EPRM as a QA approach included ease of 

implementation, to meet statutory compliance requirements, comparability and 

calibration of learning standards. A number of prior studies have explored these issues 

(Krause et al. 2014; Hancock et al. 2015; Bedford et al. 2016; Booth, Beckett & 

Saunders 2016; Sefcik et al. 2018) and considered motivation in a general sense, but 

did not offer any evidence as to what may form the basis of adoption of EPRMs in 

accounting schools. This exploratory study helps to fill this gap and contributes in light 

of the recent changes in the Australian higher education regulatory environment. 

RQ-2 explored the perceived measures of effectiveness of QA approaches. Participants 

from AACSB-accredited schools felt that the appointment of specialised professional 

staff, (for example, a director of program accreditation and assurance) would assist in 

bringing effectiveness to the implementation of EPRMs. Participants from non-

AACSB-accredited schools identified a much wider range of perceived measures of 

effectiveness including the engagement and commitment of participants in external 

referencing, pilot testing of intended EPRMs prior to full implementation, and the 

achievement of common intended outcomes with external referencing partners. 
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Participants from both types of schools identified a number of common measures of 

the effectiveness of EPRMs including CTL in the AoL cycle in seeking to achieve 

intended LOs, calibration of learning standards prior to implementing an EPRM, 

anonymity of external peer reviewers to enhance the prospects of an objective 

assurance of quality and judgement, prolonged engagement and continuity of external 

peer reviewers with the institution undertaking external referencing, appointment of 

an external peer reviewer deemed credible, follow-up accountability of accounting 

schools and academics, clear guidelines for participants about the operation of the 

EPRM model and the purpose of external referencing, and strategic partnership and a 

collaborative approach between the partners for external referencing. Studies by 

Bedford et al. (2016), Booth, Beckett and Saunders (2016) and Sefcik et al. (2018) in 

Australia touched on a few points of effectiveness of EPRMs, but did not provide 

empirical evidence. This thesis contributes to filling this gap. 

10.3 Implications of the Study 

By drawing on the qualitative and quantitative results this exploratory study offers 

several significant practical and theoretical implications in a number of ways as 

discussed below. 

10.3.1 Implications for Business Schools 

First, this thesis has contributed to a better understanding of the level of involvement 

of professional and academic staff in the QA process. The quantitative results in 

Section 6.3 suggest that accounting academics at AACSB-accredited schools need to 

be involved in QA policies and practices so that QA efforts do not become a 

bureaucratic exercise for compliance purposes only with no real contribution to 

continuous improvements in teaching and learning practices. The possible or related 

impact of this can be seen in the results from Section 6.4.4.2, where adoption of a QA 

approach by AACSB-accredited schools failed to increase staff participation in 

attainment of student LOs. Overall, lower engagement of academics at AACSB-

accredited schools may impact their meaningful engagement and participation when 

AACSB schools undertake external referencing. 

Second, this thesis has raised the issue that none of the sampled accountings schools 

has undertaken external referencing, although some are in the preparatory stages (see 

Sections 7.2.1 and 7.3.1). This can be understood from a number of perspectives (see 
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Section 9.2.2). To comply with the institutional QA regulations of the HESF 2015, 

both types of schools are now required to undertake external referencing employing 

an EPRM. Awareness of the requirements needs to be discussed by academics (and 

others) within schools to ensure appropriate actions are taken to meet compliance 

requirements. It is also important that participating institutions act in a collegial way 

and develop strategic partnerships, rather than behave as competitors in external 

referencing. 

Third, this thesis has informed about academics’ choice of EPRM for external 

referencing at AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. As discussed 

in Sections 6.3, 7.2.2 and 8.2.2, ECA was the top choice of participants (see Table 

9.1). This is perhaps due to the importance attached to the features of the ECA model, 

particularly calibration (as identified in Sections 7.4 and 8.5). 

Fourth, this thesis has enhanced the knowledge about or offered insight into the 

operational aspects of EPRMs, including that it is imperative to select an anonymous 

external peer reviewer who is a disciplinary expert, experienced in avoiding political 

games and credible for the process for assuring learning for continuous improvements 

in teaching and learning practices. This is evidenced from the results discussed in 

Sections 7.4 and 8.5. Further, the results presented in Sections 6.4.2.1, 7.2.2.2, 7.3.1.1 

and 8.3.1.1 suggest that incorporating calibration of learning standards along with 

involvement of professional bodies into an adopted EPRM would be beneficial in 

many ways, for example, to enhance reliability and fairness in grading, establish 

comparability in accounting learning standards and LOs across Australian accounting 

schools, and gain the confidence of employers in awarded qualifications. 

Fifth, this thesis has shown the need to pilot a proposed EPRM, provide clear 

guidelines to participants at the beginning of external referencing and follow-up the 

recommendations provided by external peer reviewers (see Sections 7.4.7, 7.4.8, 8.4.7, 

8.4.8 and 8.4.10). These actions will ensure the suitability of the EPRM for the 

intended objectives, participation of academics in the process, and gauging and 

demonstrating success of remedial actions for assuring learning, which will contribute 

to successful external referencing. 

Sixth, this thesis has highlighted and reflected on ways to enhance the attractiveness 

of accounting graduates to employers. This included the need for both types of schools 

to communicate their respective QA practices and flow of benefits to students and 
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employers (for example, alignment of graduate attributes with the needs of industry), 

thus enabling them to remain transparent and more accountable for LOs. The results 

presented in Section 6.4.3.2 suggest that neither AACSB accreditation nor any EPRMs 

as QA approaches impacted on graduate employability. Additionally, the results 

presented in Section 8.3.2.9 suggest that AACSB accreditation has no impact on the 

employability of accounting graduates. This may be due to a lack of communication 

between both types of schools and employers about the impacts of adopted QA 

approaches. 

Seventh, this thesis has attracted attention to the need to deal with excessive 

bureaucracy and workload of academics and offer incentives to foster their 

participation and engagement in QA efforts (see Sections 6.4.4.3, 7.4.8 and 8.4.10). 

Incentives could include streamlining the administrative processes, provisions to 

recognise QA efforts in workload allocations and promotional prospects for 

involvements with QA efforts. 

10.3.2 Theoretical Implications: Drawing Links to Accounting Theory 

Systems theories, such as legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional theory, were 

adopted in this research to offer insights into the motivations for accounting schools 

in the actions that they had taken in terms of seeking or not seeking AACSB 

accreditation and in the adoption of QA models.  Legitimacy theory suggests that 

schools will operate in ways that are socially acceptable and achieve the social norms 

expected within society.  These do change overtime and in Australia the relatively 

recent changes in HESF (2015), and the introduction of the implementing body 

TEQSA have created a need for change.  Equally, the desire to seek brand image such 

as that provided by AACSB accreditation has had an impact on business schools.  This 

study has identified legitimating strategies adopted by accounting schools such as 

establishing strategic alliances for external referencing, hiring specialised staff and 

building internal QA practices to signal the intent of the school to demonstrate 

commitment to a structure which assures learning, maintains quality, reduces risk to 

the provision of quality education,   seeks research collaborations, and generates 

revenue for example by attracting international students.  Further legitimating actions 

include incorporating the viewpoints and/or opinions of stakeholders and their 

engagement (students and industry professionals) in closing the loop in the Assurance 

of Learning cycle with the intent to improve learning and teaching, to identify learning 
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issues, make required changes in assessment, implement remedial actions to assure 

learning, develop desired graduate attributes and  commitment to continuous 

improvement in learning and teaching practices to prepare graduates for the workplace.  

From a legitimacy theory point of view these schools are seeking to match what appear 

to be the changed expectations of stakeholders, such as the preference of some students 

to enrol in business schools which are accredited from AACSB.  While there were 

exceptions in this exploratory study who chose not to seek accreditation, rather they 

focused on their outputs for example changes in the educational program and 

enhancement of employability to remain legitimate and maintain legitimacy by 

meeting the expectations of the market (students and employers) and aligning with the 

expectation of TEQSA by intending to undertake external referencing (compliance 

with HESF regulation).  Again, an alternative is to meet societal expectations as 

perceived by school management.   To illustrate, the alignment of graduate attribute 

with the needs of industry is expected to bring market legitimacy, that is the 

development of the skills required to meet the needs of students, the profession and 

employers.   

Further, stakeholder theory has also aided in enhancing understanding. While a school 

must maintain legitimacy to attract a student cohort a substantial part of the issues 

surrounds stakeholder expectations.  As such, while it is important to consider the need 

to be legitimate, a school must also attend to the expectations its various stakeholder 

groups might have – both domestic and international students and regulatory bodies 

for example.  One facet of stakeholder theory suggests that accounting schools will act 

in ways that respond to those with the power to influence the manner in which they 

operate, in fact, in their ability to operate. At another level stakeholder theory takes a 

broader perspective indicating that an accounting school has a responsibility to act in 

a manner stakeholder of all kinds might expect. The managerial perspective of 

stakeholder theory helped to understand internal stakeholders might use monetary 

power (that is funding to the school) to build pressure on business schools to acquire 

AACSB accreditation to meeting their expectations. The managerial branch of 

stakeholder theory can also be applicable to understand the decision making in the 

adoption of EPR at schools at AACSB and non-AACSB schools making it consistent 

with the needs and priorities of its internal stakeholders which directly affect their 

work, workplace performance and the relationships with external stakeholders 

including competitors, employers and external peers. Furthermore, from a stakeholder 
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theory point of view, by adopting or intending to adopt calibration, schools of 

accounting in AACSB and non-AACSB are engaging internal (faculty/academics) and 

external (external peer, industry professionals and professional organisations for 

example CA/CPA) stakeholders in the production and/or improvement of services that 

is offering quality education which effects academics in assuring GAs and employers 

in the recruitment of accounting students with suitable skills sets, thus schools of 

accounting are taking a normative perspective from stakeholder theory in the 

management of the relationships with them. This exploratory study did provide 

insights into the stakeholder impact on the business school. 

 

And finally, institutional theory was able to offer insights into the changes in the way 

accounting schools operate and undertake the tasks that are expected of them. Seeking 

and obtaining AACSB accreditation is related to memetic isomorphism where schools 

have acquired AACSB and others are seeking AACSB in anticipation of gains such as 

becoming more competitive, generating more revenue by attracting international 

students and being on par with other schools. Furthermore, the normative perspective 

of institutional theory assisted in understanding the behaviors of business schools to 

adopt an EPR model for external referencing as their QA model on the ground and the 

influence their peer schools may have played in this decision. 

 

The awareness of and motivation to adopt a particular ECA model by accounting 

academics at AACSB and non-AACSB accredited schools for external referencing is 

an example of normative isomorphism within institutional theory. This awareness and 

motivation would appear to be related to the reasons a number of Australian 

universities actively took part in workshops conducted by the Achievement Matters 

team.  This gave academics the opportunity to discuss a range of teaching and learning 

issues, in particular assessment tasks and how these were assessed leading to the ability 

to compare approaches in the grading decision. Another such example is QVS model 

adopted by Group of Eight for external referencing which can be understood using the 

lenses of normative isomorphism. 

10.4 Research Limitations 

A number of limitations were noted in this thesis. The sample size for interviewees 

was small (16 interviewees in eight accounting schools). However, Creswell (2013) 

suggested considering a smaller sample size for qualitative studies for in-depth 
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analysis. This limitation was mitigated by interviewing a variety of academics and 

professional staff to generate a rich and thick description from the data collected (see 

Chapter 5). Nevertheless, a larger sample would have provided more strength to the 

results and should be considered in future studies. In this thesis, the sample size was 

based on participants’ acceptance of invitations to participate, over which the 

researcher has no control. While this exploratory study adopted qualitative analysis to 

supplement quantitative analysis in an effort to ensure the richness of the data collected 

and subsequent analysis and discussion, there are inherent biases in qualitative 

interviews, including the way a question is posed, prompting interviewees to respond, 

interpretation of the data, researchers’ inclination for particular expressions and key 

words, selectivity in quotations to illustrate certain points, which may impact the 

interpretations. These risks were minimised as much as possible. 

Since interviews were organised on the basis of acceptance of invitation, only 

academics volunteered to participate with the exception of one QA manager. This has 

impacted the nature of the information collected. Some of the academics remained 

limited to their own perspective and lived experiences and they did not appear to be 

informed on the HESF AACSB and External peer-review approaches. The views of 

the interviewees were divergent in the understanding of the issues raised in the study 

due to different levels of exposure to QA practices and perhaps different 

levels/positions within their school. Data could have been richer if the study was able 

to interviewee deans, associate dean for learning and teaching, and QA and compliance 

managers with larger number of interviews. The recency of the HESF 2015 (which 

came into effect in 2017) means there is limited literature on the HESF 2015 and its 

requirements for external referencing. To address this, a large number of reports from 

the OLTC were referred to. Further, the literature on AACSB business accreditation 

has focused on North America, Europe and the UK for two reasons: the relative 

recency of interest in Australia, meaning there are few studies on AACSB 

accreditation in the Australian context, and second, the lack of a school with the 

AACSB accounting accreditation in Australia. 

The survey was conducted across Australian public universities. This exploratory 

study did not include private institutions offering accounting degrees, and future 

studies could include these to enrich their results. Since there are far fewer private 

HEIs offering degrees, this should not affect the results. During the conduct of the 

survey, a number of potential participants were travelling for research purposes or 
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were on study leave, sabbatical or maternity or annual leave and hence did not 

participate, reducing the response rate. To deal with the low response rate, two rounds 

of reminder emails were sent to prospective participants. The common set of survey 

questions may have given more insight into other complex problems when dealing 

with QA practices and processes compared to questions that focused on specific issues 

related to AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. To mitigate this, 

an in-depth analysis was conducted by the researcher and helped identify the variety 

of perspectives and opinions of interviewees, thus providing a better picture of the 

difference between AACSB-accredited and non-AACSB-accredited schools. 

A potential disadvantage of a survey instrument is that respondents may not portray 

themselves truthfully (Peshkin & Glesne 1992; Creswell 1998; Hatch 2002). 

Therefore, caution was exercised when drawing conclusions from the surveys. of 

business schools in Australia minimised this (Fowler 2009; Neuman & Robson 2012). 

For dealing with non-sampling errors (Lyberg et al. 2012) such as non-response, 

reminders were sent to all recipients of the survey to encourage participation (Creswell 

2013). Due to budgetary limitations and time constraints, interviews were only 

conducted in accounting schools located in two Australian states (New South Wales 

and Victoria). A wider representation of schools from other parts of Australia may 

have provided a different and perhaps richer perspective. Interviewees were from 

schools in the two most populous Australian states, and this may reduce the 

generalisability of the results. Future research may consider a larger coverage of 

schools from all the states in Australia and also increase the number of interviews.    

10.5 Directions for Future Research 

There are a number of areas for future research. It is suggested that future studies 

develop a framework of follow-up accountability to assist Australian higher education 

policymakers. The ever-increasing number of international students in Australian 

universities and new regulatory environment reflecting the increased interest of the 

government in holding universities accountable for evidence based AoL means that 

the accountability of Australian HEIs has emerged as an area of interest for further 

investigation. External referencing and external peer-review systems in Australia are 

in their infancy compared to established practices in countries such as the UK. Lessons 

can be learned from the UK’s external examiner system to bring improvements in QA 

in the Australian HES. One such lesson is the accountability of schools to report to 
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their key stakeholders on what did they do with the report of the external peers obtained 

during external referencing. Future research could investigate the question of what are 

the measures and mechanisms in business (accounting) schools to follow-up reports 

from external examiners/reviewers, and where should the future take us. 

A concern in external referencing is that schools will need to be careful to avoid the 

development of measures and mechanisms that encourage superficiality over 

substance for the purpose of compliance. The accountability of business (accounting) 

schools to produce evidence of action (for example, remedial measures and improved 

techniques for measurement) and desired outcomes (for example, continuous 

improvement practices) resulting from external peer-review reports must also be 

cognisant of the regulatory framework and the TEQSA’s requirements. The TEQSA 

will look to senior academic management at Australian universities to play a crucial 

role in tracking the follow-up accountability of external referencing which may assist 

in bridging the policy gap in the HESF 2015. A study examining these matters would 

help Australian universities to manage the challenges in seeking to implement real 

continuous improvement in learning and teaching with an emphasis on attaining the 

graduate attributes to enhance the employability of graduates through external 

referencing. 

10.6 Summary 

This chapter has discussed the thesis’s key results, its academic and practical 

contributions, limitations and areas for future areas. The first purpose of the study was 

to identify the motivations of accounting schools to seek and adopt QA approaches, 

namely, AACSB accreditation and EPRMs, to assure learning. The second purpose 

was to identify and explore the perceived measures of effectiveness of any QA 

approach taken by accounting schools in Australia. For these purposes, a mixed 

methods methodology was employed which produced a number of results that added 

to and improved the body of knowledge on QA practices in Australian HEIs. Key 

practical and theoretical contributions were briefly discussed. The study’s limitations 

were highlighted and should be taken into consideration before applying the research 

results elsewhere. Finally, potential areas for future research to better understand QA 

practices in the Australian HES were outlined. 

Ultimately, the conclusion is that 1) AACSB accreditation has been acquired by 

business (accounting) schools primarily for marketing purposes and 2) most sampled 
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accounting schools did not undertake external peer reviews for external referencing, 

but considered calibration as a measure of the effectiveness of the peer-review process. 

This thesis also showed support for the hypothesis that AACSB-accredited and non-

AACSB-accredited schools are identical in their motivations to adopt QA approaches. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Institutional Quality Assurance: Higher Education 

Standards Framework 2015, Domain 5, Section 5.3 

5.3       Monitoring, Review and Improvement 

1.       All accredited courses of study are subject to periodic (at least every seven 

years) comprehensive reviews that are overseen by peak academic governance 

processes and include external referencing or other benchmarking activities. 

2.       A comprehensive review includes the design and content of each course of 

study, the expected learning outcomes, the methods for assessment of those 

outcomes, the extent of students’ achievement of learning outcomes, and also 

takes account of emerging developments in the field of education, modes of 

delivery, the changing needs of students and identified risks to the quality of 

the course of study. 

3.       Comprehensive reviews of courses of study are informed and supported by 

regular interim monitoring, of the quality of teaching and supervision of 

research students, student progress and the overall delivery of units within each 

course of study. 

4.       Review and improvement activities include regular external referencing of the 

success of student cohorts against comparable courses of study, including: 

a.   analyses of progression rates, attrition rates, completion times and 

rates and, where applicable, comparing different locations of delivery, 

and 

b.   the assessment methods and grading of students’ achievement of 

learning outcomes for selected units of study within courses of study. 

5.       All students have opportunities to provide feedback on their educational 

experiences and student feedback informs institutional monitoring, review and 

improvement activities. 

6.       All teachers and supervisors have opportunities to review feedback on their 

teaching and research supervision and are supported in enhancing these 

activities. 
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7. The results of regular interim monitoring, comprehensive reviews, external 

referencing and student feedback are used to mitigate future risks to the quality 

of the education provided and to guide and evaluate improvements, including 

the use of data on student progress and success to inform admission criteria 

and approaches to course design, teaching, supervision, learning and academic 

support. 
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Appendix B: External Peer-review Models 

 Quality verification 

System (Go8 and IRU) 

Inter-Institutional 

Review Project 

Achievement 

Matters Accounting 

Project 

UK External 

Examiner System 

Intent 1. Quality Assurance 

2. Quality Enhancement 

1.Quality Assurance 

2.Quality 

Enhancement 

1.Quality Assurance 

2.Quality 

Enhancement 

 

1.Quality Assurance 

2.Quality 

Enhancement 

Authority Institutional Institutional Disciplinary Institutional 

Discipline focus Multiple discipline across 

universities in one mission 

group 

Multiple disciplines 

across multiple 

university mission 

groups 

Single discipline 

across multiple 

higher education 

institution mission 

groups 

All higher education 

institutions 

Method: Key 

points of 

similarity and 

difference 

• de-identified unit 

materials provided to 

peer reviewer 

 

• stratified sample of 

graded assessments 

 

• (maximum 5 items per 5 

grade bands for G08, 12 

items for IRU) 

 

• grades and comments 

provided 

 

• peer reviewer verifies (or 

disagrees with) grade 

allocated by home 

university 

 

• peer reviewer recruited 

with demonstrated 

understanding of 

academic standards in 

similar universities 

 

• ongoing system for 

bachelor’s degrees, in 

fourth year of operation 

in 2014 for G08 

 

• IRU in second year of a 

trial for undergraduate 

and postgraduate degrees 

 

• blind peer review, 

de-identified unit 

materials using 

feedback form 

 

• stratified 

assessment 

samples (1 item 

per 4 grade bands) 

 

• all grades and 

comments 

removed 

 

• peer reviewer 

grades 4 items for 

work using home 

university criteria 

 

• judgements in the 

context of external 

reference points 

(for example, 

discipline 

standards, 

Australian 

Qualifications 

Framework) but 

these are not made 

explicit 

 

• two-year project 

for bachelor’s 

degrees completed 

in 2013 

 

• double blind peer 

review, de-

identified 

assessment 

samples and input 

materials 

 

• assessment items 

sampled randomly 

from all grades for 

tasks evidencing 

published 

discipline 

standards 

 

• all grades, 

markings and 

identifiers 

removed 

 

• two peer 

reviewers rate 

tasks and if valid 

rate 5 items of 

work 

 

• reviewer explicitly 

guided to use 

nationally agreed, 

published 

discipline 

threshold 

standards in 

judgements 

 

• in groups prior to 

review, calibration 

occurs to achieve 

consensus on 

assessment design 

validity and items 

(not) meeting 

published 

standards 

 

• practitioner 

participation in 

calibration 

 

• professional 

bodies 

participation in 

governance 

 

• four-year project 

for bachelor and 

coursework 

masters 

• external examiner 

reviews 

assessments on 

multiple later units 

in discipline 

 

• external examiner 

sometimes verifies 

proposed exams 

and may propose 

changes 

 

• while all graded 

assessments and 

dissertations 

available after 

exams, examiner 

samples all grade 

bands 

 

• examiner verifies 

marks, grades and 

award classes 

allocated by home 

university and can 

propose class-

wide changes 

before institution 

confirms 

 

• based on prior UK 

institutional 

experience 

 

• institution 

coordinates 

examiners 

 

• examiners may be 

practitioners  

 

• national system 

embedded in 

culture and 

process 

 

• explicitly 

articulated by 

regulator (QAA) 

in code. 
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 Quality Verification 

System (G08 and 

IRU) 

Inter-Institutional 

Review Project 

Achievement 

Matters Accounting 

Project 

UK External 

Examiner System 

Unit and mode of 

comparison or 

benchmark 

G08: 

• two final year units 

of study, ideally 

one capstone. 

 

IRU: 

• capstone units in 

final year of study. 

 

Both: 

• grade verified, not 

re-marked 

 

• implicit degree 

standards (HD, D, 

C, P, F) 

• one unit of study 

level 

 

• assessment items 

re-marked (re-

graded) 

 

• implicit national 

bachelor’s 

standards (D, C, P 

and F) but using 

home criteria 

• selected tasks 

aligned to 

published 

discipline standards 

(from multiple final 

units of study) 

explicitly rated for 

validity against 

published national 

standards 

 

• assessment items 

re-marked against 

explicit national 

standards (that is, 

continuum from 

not meeting to 

meeting threshold 

standards) 

 

• home criteria 

prompt but not 

summative 

• multiple 

coursework units of 

study and 

dissertations in 

disciple 

 

• assessment items 

reviewed in context 

of overall grading 

for award class 

 

• implicit national 

standard (I, 2i, 2ii, 

3, F) benchmarked 

to prior experience 

informed by 

various standards 

and requirements 

 

Sampling • Stratified random 

sampling of 

assessments from 

final-year students 

in selected unit of 

study, preferably a 

capstone 

 

G08 

• 5% (max 5) per 

grade band 

 

• maximum 25 items 

from large classes 

 

IRU 

• 12 samples of 

student work 

across grade bands 

for each unit of 

study 

• stratified random 

sampling of 

assessment from 

final-year students 

in selected unit of 

study 

 

• 1 item per grade 

band for one 

assessment task 

• institution 

nominates final-

year task that best 

demonstrates 

published 

discipline 

standards; project 

manager nominates 

random sample for 

review 

 

• tasks typically 

cover multiple 

discipline standards 

 

• 5 random 

assessment items 

sampled 

 

• all graded 

coursework 

assessments from 

multiple units of 

study and 

dissertations 

available but 

typically stratified 

sampling 

 

• no minimum or 

maximum sampled 

but external 

examiner typically 

considers all First 

and Fails 

 

Peer reviewers G08: 

• one academic 

reviewer per 

discipline 

 

• specified as level 

D or above (not 

always) 

 

• secretariat selects 

and assigns 

randomly from a 

panel 

 

• paid an honorarium  

 

IRU: 

• one academic 

reviewer per unit 

of study specified 

as level C or above 

 

• home university 

involved in 

selection of 

reviewer from IRU 

database  

 

• paid honorarium 

• stratified random 

sampling of 

assessments from 

final year students 

in selected unit of 

study 

 

• 1 item per grade 

band for one 

assessment task 

(total of 4 items) 

 

• two partner 

institutions review 

same material 

reviewers to be 

experienced in the 

discipline, not 

sessional staff, 

preferably unit 

coordinator 

 

• blind assignment 

of reviewers by 

project officer 

• paid an honorarium 

• two reviewers with 

substantial 

experience and 

third if first two 

disagree 

 

• one home academic 

also reviews (often 

different to original 

coordinator or 

grader) 

 

• all reviewers 

calibrated to 

national standard, 

with practitioner 

participation in 

calibration 

workshops 

 

• blind assignment of 

reviewers, once 

calibrated, by 

project manager 

• unpaid 

• one external 

examiner per 

discipline (for 

example, BA 

Accounting) 

although 

sometimes 

narrower (for 

example, Financial 

Accounting & 

Taxation Law sub-

disciplines) or 

broader (for 

example, award) 

 

• recruited within or 

beyond academia 

by institution via 

established 

networks 

 

• tenure typically 4 

years (plus 1-year 

extension option) 

 

• examiner limited to 

two institutions 
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 Quality Verification 

System (G08 and 

IRU) 

 

Inter-Institutional 

Review Project 

Achievement Matters 

Accounting Project 

UK External 

Examiner System 

Basis of comparison • teaching and 

learning standards 

reviewed  

 

• through guided 

feedback form: 

feedback on unit 

content, 

assessment design, 

criteria 

• teaching standards 

reviewed through 

user guide and 

feedback form: 

feedback on unit 

content, 

assessment design, 

criteria 

 

• learning standard 

reviewed 

 

• grades allocated by 

two, unknown, 

calibrated 

frameworks, 

benchmark 

statements and 

comparison, with 

rationale 

• teaching and 

learning standards 

reviewed  

 

• through online 

feedback form with 

justification and 

recommendations 

benchmarked to 

published standards 

 

• rating allocated by 

two, unknown, 

calibrated 

frameworks, 

benchmark 

statements and 

comparison, with 

rationale 

 

• external reviewers 

and one calibrated 

reviewer from the 

home institution  

 

• third external 

reviewer moderates 

consensus if first 

two disagree on 

rating assessment 

task validity or an 

item of student 

work meeting 

standard 

• examiner 

judgement on 

achievement and 

comparable 

standards based on 

prior UK 

institutional 

experience 

implicitly informed 

by thresholds in 

published national 

qualifications 

 

• frameworks, 

benchmark 

statements and  

 

• requirements of 

any professional 

statutory or 

regulatory body 

 

• general comments 

on unit content, 

assessment design, 

criteria 

 

 Quality Verification 

System (Go8 and 

IRU) 

Inter-Institutional 

Review Project 

Achievement 

Matters Accounting 

Project 

UK External 

Examiner System 

Result of 

comparison 

 

• teaching and 

learning standards 

reviewed against 

targeted questions 

 

• grades verified or 

not: distribution of 

agree/too high/low 

per grade level 

 

• no impact on 

student grades 

 

• reviewer makes 

overall judgment 

as appropriate/ 

some risks/ 

immediate action 

 

• home university 

receives graded 

assessment items 

and feedback on 

teaching standards 

from two partner 

universities/ peers 

on 4 items of work, 

no impact on 

student grades 

 

• identity remains 

unknown unless 

partners agree to 

discuss outcomes. 

 

 

• home university 

receives feedback 

in report (and 

online) on tasks 

from three peers, 

and if tasks valid, 

grades and 

feedback on 5 

items of work 

 

• feedback in 

context of meeting 

or exceeding 

published 

discipline 

standards 

 

• no impact on 

student grades 

 

• identities remain 

unknown 

 

• peer reviewer 

conducts home 

calibration events 

using national 

project exemplars 

 

• external examiner 

recommends action 

for band or cohort if 

disagreement 

exceeds 

approximately 10% 

sampled 

 

• external examiners 

attend exam board, 

where any 

recommendation for 

overall grade 

changes are 

considered 

 

• external examiner 

completes a formal 

report that includes 

a question about the 

national comparison 

of results and about 

whether his or her 

responses are 

adequate 

 

  



289 

Appendix C: Initial Email for Invitation to Survey 

Good Morning, 

 

Dear…… 

 

I would like to invite you to participate in a study I am undertaking in my PhD 

“Investigating Australian Quality Assurance Practices and Effectiveness: A study of 

business schools”. I am a PhD candidate with the Tasmanian School of Business and 

Economics, University of Tasmania supervised by Associate Professor Trevor 

Wilmshurst, Dr. Sonia Shimeld and Dr. Claire Horner. 

  

Given your involvement in Accounting within the Business School your response to 

this survey would make an important contribution to collecting the necessary 

information for my study and to identify the motivations in adopting particular quality 

assurance approaches and practices to assure learning in business schools. It is hoped 

that this study will provides insights into the adoption of different approaches to 

quality assurance and motivations to assist in decision-making in this area. 

  

The survey, which should take about 10 minutes of your time to complete, can be 

found by clicking the link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/ZBY8W3P. Survey 

responses will be accepted until the 22nd October 2017. A participant information 

sheet can be found in the survey. Your assistance is sought in forwarding this email to 

all members of your business school (both academic and administrative) and to 

encourage them to also complete the survey. 

  

Thank you in anticipation for your support in completing this survey. 

  

Syed Fahad Ashraf 

PhD Candidate 

Tasmanian School of Business and Economics 

University of Tasmania 

Sandy Bay Campus 
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Appendix D: AACSB-accredited School Survey 

Questionnaire 

Q1. How would you best describe your main role within the Business School? 

a. Academic staff 

b. Administrative staff 

c. Both 

 

Q2. What is your level of involvement/participation in AACSB accreditation 

processes? 

a. Low (for example, Member of discipline) 

b. Moderate (for example, Accreditation committee member) 

c. High (for example, Chair of AACSB accreditation committee designing and 

implementing remedial actions to assure learning, leading AACSB 

accreditation) 

d. None 

 

Q3 To what extent do you agree that each of the following motivated your 

School to acquire AACSB accreditation? 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly   Disagree (1) 

a.  AACSB standards provided a base to redesign/review the School’s mission 

statement. 

b.  AACSB incorporates the perceptions of a wide range of internal and external 

stakeholders, assisting in the better development and management of the 

curriculum. 

c.  Pressure from market forces/demands (for example, competing schools, 

reputation enhancement). 

d.  Pressure from within the university (for example, Dean, University 

administration). 

e.  The requirement by AACSB for rigorous self-evaluation and comprehensive 

peer review aligned to our commitment to quality and continuous 

improvement 

f.  Accreditation would enable a stronger case for access to pivotal resources 

(for example, funds, infrastructure, technology) to deliver high-quality 

academic programs. 

g.  High-quality accreditation standards support us in remaining relevant to 

business and community. 

h.  To demonstrate external benchmarking of the courses as mandated by the 

Higher Education Standards Framework. 

i.  Peer organisations have successfully adopted this approach for external 

benchmarking of their programs. 

j.  Contributes to your School’s commitment to continuous improvement. 
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Q4 To what extent do you agree that AACSB accreditation provides an 

opportunity to do the following? 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  Work towards developing a shared understanding among faculty members 

supporting the attainment of student intended learning outcomes. 

b.  Share teaching and learning techniques with other AACSB-accredited 

Business Schools. 

c.  Distinguish the program from unaccredited competitors 

d.  Build and/or develop internal quality assurance capacity/processes 

e.  Demonstrate the success of the remedial actions taken to improve learning 

f.  Improve systems and processes supporting learning and teaching 

g.  Engage students in providing feedback on their education experiences 

h.  Provide a basis to innovate and/or improve teaching programs. 

i.  Interact and network with peers during external benchmarking of the 

program. 

j.  Align teaching, learning and research practices with the School’s mission. 

 

Q5 To what extent do you agree that AACSB accreditation increases and/or 

enhances your School’s profile by… 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  Demonstrating quality assurance consistent with the Tertiary Education 

Quality Standards Agency. 

b.  Graduates being more attractive to potential employers. 

c.  Improving the chances of higher entry salaries for graduates. 

d.  Encouraging interaction with industry to align graduate outcomes to industry 

needs. 

e.  Improving transparency and accountability in learning outcomes for key 

stakeholders (for example, students, parents, employers and government 

agencies). 

f.  Attracting high-quality academic employees to the Business School. 

g.  Attracting high-quality administrative employees to the Business School. 

h.  Increasing the capacity for high impact research collaboration. 

i.  Assisting in the retention of high-calibre academic staff. 

j.  Assisting in the retention of high-calibre non-academic staff. 

k.  Improving brand image and strengthening the marketability of the School 

domestically. 

l.  Improving brand image and strengthening the marketability of the School 

internationally. 

m.  Attracting an increased number of international student enrolments into 

programs. 

n.  Attracting an increased number of domestic student enrolments into 

programs. 
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Q6 To what extent do you agree that acquiring AACSB accreditation resulted in 

the following? 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  Increased salaries for academic staff. 

b.  Reduced teaching workload among academic staff. 

c.  Increased administrative workload among academic staff. 

d.  Improved performance evaluation methods for academic staff. 

e.  Improved promotions prospects for academic staff. 

f.  Better alignment of the course curriculum with the Australian Qualifications 

Framework and Threshold Learning Outcomes. 

g.  Actions that support continuous improvement in classroom teaching and 

learning practices. 

h.  Increased fairness, validity and reliability in assessment practices across 

units and programs. 

i.  Increased administrative support to attain the aims of overall quality 

assurance efforts. 

j.  The successful implementation of recommended changes by AACSB’s 

external peer reviewers to assure learning. 

k.  Reduced bureaucracy regarding quality assurance processes. 

l.  Clear identification of the type of data to be collected to indicate achievement 

of learning outcomes. 

m.  Demonstration of your assessment of graduate attributes consistent with the 

Higher Education Standards Framework. 

n.  Increased staff participation in attainment of student learning outcomes. 
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Appendix E: Non-AACSB-accredited School Survey 

Questionnaire 

 

Q1. How would you best describe your main role within the Business School? 

a. Academic staff 

b. Administrative staff 

c. Both 

 

Q2. What is your level of involvement/participation in AACSB accreditation 

processes? 

a. Low (for example, Member of discipline) 

b. Moderate (for example, Accreditation committee member) 

c. High (for example, Chair of AACSB accreditation committee 

designing and implementing remedial actions to assure learning, 

leading AACSB accreditation) 

d. None 

 

Q3. Which (if any) of the following quality assurance approaches does your School 

follow? 

a. External calibration and assurance (Achievement Matters) 

b. Quality verification system (Go8) 

c. Inter-institutional review 

d. External benchmarking 

e. Seeking AACSB accreditation 

f. None of the above 

 

Q4 To what extent do you agree that each of the following motivated your 

School to adopt the quality assurance approach implemented? 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  The mandate by the Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency on 

external benchmarking that came into effect in January 2017. 

b.  To demonstrate external benchmarking of the courses as mandated by the 

Higher Education Standards Framework. 

c.  Peer organisations have successfully adopted this approach for external 

benchmarking of their programs. 

d.  The ability to calibrate learning standards to attain consensus among peers 

before external moderation. 

e.  Pressure from within the university (for example, Dean, University 

administration). 

f.  Pressure from market forces/demands (for example, competing schools, 

reputation enhancement). 

g.  Contributes to your School’s commitment to continuous improvement. 

h.  Adopting this approach enhances the university’s financial commitment and 

support to the School. 

i.  To remain relevant to business and community as a result of change in the 

Higher Education Standards Framework. 
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j.  Incorporates the perceptions of a wide range of internal and external 

stakeholders, assisting in the better development and management of the 

curriculum. 

 

Q5 To what extent do you believe that your School’s adopted quality assurance 

approach provides an opportunity to do the following? 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  Support professional development for the participating academics. 

b.  Improve systems and processes supporting learning and teaching 

c.  Work towards developing a shared understanding among faculty members 

supporting the attainment of intended student learning outcomes 

d.  Share teaching and learning techniques with other business schools. 

e.  Interact and network with peers during external benchmarking of the 

program. 

f.  Build and/or develop an internal quality assurance capacity. 

g.  Demonstrate the success of the remedial actions taken to improve learning. 

h.  Engage students in providing feedback on their educational experiences. 

i.  Provide a basis to innovate and/or improve teaching practices. 

j.  Align teaching, learning and research practices with the School’s mission. 

 

Q6. To what extent do you agree that the adopted quality assurance approach 

increases and/or enhances your School’s profile by… 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  Encouraging interaction with industry to align graduate outcomes to industry 

needs. 

b.  Attracting high-quality academic employees to the Business School. 

c.  Attracting high-quality administrative employees to the Business School. 

d.  Assisting in retention of high-calibre academic staff. 

e.  Assisting in retention of high-calibre non-academic staff. 

f.  Enhancing brand image and/or marketability of the School domestically. 

g.  Enhancing brand image and/or marketability of the School internationally. 

h.  Increasing the capacity for high impact research collaboration. 

i.  Improving transparency and accountability in learning outcomes for key 

stakeholders (for example, students, parents, employers and government 

agencies). 

j.  Demonstrating quality assurance consistent with the Tertiary Education 

Quality Standards Agency. 

k.  Attracting an increased number of international student enrolments into 

programs. 

l.  Attracting an increased number of domestic student enrolments into 

programs. 

m.  Graduates being more attractive to potential employers. 

n.  Improving the chances of higher entry salaries for graduates. 
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Q7. To what extent do you agree that the adopted quality assurance approach has 

resulted in the following: 
Strongly agree (5) Agree (4) Undecided (3) Disagree (2) Strongly Disagree (1) 

a.  Facilitated the accreditation process with professional bodies such as the 

professional accounting accreditation. 

b.  Better alignment of the course curriculum with the Australian Qualifications 

Framework and Threshold Learning Outcomes. 

c.  Improved internal quality assurance monitoring processes. 

d.  Increased staff participation and engagement in attainment of student 

learning outcomes. 

e.  Increased fairness, validity and reliability in assessment practices across units 

and programs. 

f.  Increased administrative support to attain the aims of overall quality 

assurance. 

g.  The successful implementation of recommended changes by external peer 

reviewers to assure learning. 

h.  Reduced teaching workload among academic staff. 

i.  Increased administrative workload among academic staff. 

j.  Improved promotions prospects for academic staff. 

k.  Actions that support continuous improvement in classroom teaching and 

learning practices. 

l.  Reduced bureaucracy regarding quality assurance processes. 

m.  Clear identification of the type of data to be collected to indicate achievement 

of learning outcomes. 

n.  Demonstration of your assessment of graduate attributes consistent with the 

Higher Education Standards Framework. 
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Appendix F: Initial Email for Invitation to Interviews 

Good Morning, 

 

Respected Recipient 

 

I would like to invite you to participate in a research project entitled “Investigating the 

Quality assurance practices and effectiveness: A Study of Australian business schools. 

My research study is in the area of Assurance of Learning. I am Syed Fahad Ashraf a 

PhD candidate with the Accounting Discipline, Tasmanian School of Business and 

Economics at the University of Tasmania. In this project, I am seeking to explore the 

Quality Assurance (QA) approaches adopted by a number of higher education 

institutions and investigate the determinants and barriers in selecting QA approaches 

for the assurance of learning. 

  

You have been identified and invited to participate on the basis of your research 

interest and/or role within your Business School. This project is being supervised by 

Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst, Dr Claire Horner and Adjunct Senior Lecturer 

Dr Sonia Shimeld of the Tasmanian School of Business and Economics at the 

University of Tasmania. 

  

The aim of the study is to design a framework to align the most effective quality 

assurance practices with accreditation bodies and regulatory practices of TEQSA for 

successful achievement of Assurance of Learning. This study will contribute to the 

development of guidance in the external peer review process, and identify good 

practice principles for peer review of assessment. Moreover, identification of best 

practices for closing the loop will be broadly applicable to the higher education sector 

as a whole. 

  

It is anticipated that the interview would be conducted at a time and place convenient 

to you for a maximum of 30 minutes in the month of November 2017. I will contact 

you in the next week to ascertain whether or not you would be happy to participate, 

and answer any questions you may have. 

  

Should you have any questions, comments or concerns regarding this project, or would 

like additional information to assist you in reaching a decision about participation, 

please telephone Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst on (03) 63243570 or email 

Trevor.Wilmshurst@utas.edu.au or Dr Claire Horner on (03) 62264328 or email 

Claire.Horner@utas.edu.au or myself at S.F.Ashraf@utas.edu.au. 

  

This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through SSHREC at 

University of Tasmania (approval number H0016455). I very much look forward to 

speaking with you and thank you in advance for your assistance in this project. 

  

Yours Sincerely, 

Syed Fahad Ashraf 
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Appendix G: AACSB-accredited School Interview Questions 

Interview Guide/Sheet: AACSB Accredited Business Schools 

1. How long have you been working with this School? How long have you 

worked as an … (academic, administrator etc.)? (Try to ascertain level of 

experience in the sector.) 

2. How do you see quality assurance? 

3. In what ways are you involved in quality assurance?  

4. How do you see your engagement and your colleague’s engagement in 

QA/AACSB processes? 

 

Q1. Is your school involved in benchmarking or external referencing? Have you 

externally benchmarked your accounting programs? 

We undertake external benchmarking 
We do not undertake external 

benchmarking 

1.1. Why did you decide to benchmark? 

(Trigger: assuring compliance with 

TEQSA, development of academic 

staff) 

1.2 As an AACSB-accredited 

Accounting/Business School what 

challenges or practical implications 

were or are being encountered in 

undertaking external referencing?  

(Trigger: Duplication of efforts and 

processes between academic and 

professional accreditation, added layers 

of information requirements, 

repackaging and reformatting of same 

information, congruency between 

AACSB’s benchmarking and external 

referencing, financial opportunity cost 

and administrative, regulatory and 

financial burden, alignment with 

TEQSA). 

1.3 How effectively might AACSB 

accreditation as a QA method help 

reduce the burden of external 

referencing?  

• How do you see demands of 

external assurance of learning 

outcomes and the requirements of 

professional accounting 

accreditation? (harmonised or 

streamlined)  

(Trigger: Reduce complexity, 

duplication of efforts) 

1.1 Do you intend to look towards 

external benchmarking? If yes, why? 

1.2 As an AACSB-accredited 

Accounting/Business School what 

challenges or practical implications can 

you anticipate encountering in 

undertaking external referencing?  

(Trigger: Duplication of efforts and 

processes between academic and 

professional accreditation, added layers 

of information requirements, 

repackaging and reformatting of same 

information, no harmonisation or 

congruency between AACSB’s 

benchmarking and external referencing, 

financial opportunity cost and 

administrative burden, regulatory and 

financial burden, alignment with 

TEQSA) 

1.3 How effectively might AACSB 

accreditation as a QA method help 

reduce the burden of external 

referencing?  

• How do you see demands of 

external assurance of learning 

outcomes and the requirements of 

professional accounting 

accreditation? (harmonised or 

streamlined)  

(Trigger: Reduce complexity, 

duplication of efforts) 
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• In what ways AACSB’s DataDirect 

tool aided in undertaking external 

referencing? 

1.4 Do you adopt a peer-review model 

in ER? 

• Tailored to suit your need? If so, 

then why did you choose not to 

adopt a model? 

• Is peer review external to your 

accounting school? 

• Why was this one adopted 

(Motivation)?  

(Trigger: Internal stakeholder pressure 

or external stakeholder pressure, 

supports continuous improvements, 

provides an opportunity to calibrate, to 

assure quality, symbolic and 

reputational power of peer-review 

model suits the need of comparator, 

ease of implementation and 

coordination, cost-effective, others have 

adopted, being part of network—Go8, 

AACSB etc.) 

1.5 What role would peer review and 

assessment play in improving course 

and unit change? How important would 

each be? 

• What major outcomes of peer-

review models do you see? 

(Trigger: assuring assessment processes 

and fairness to students, positive student 

outcomes, validity and reliability in 

assessments) 

1.6 What benefits to your school do you 

anticipate in using the peer-review 

model? 

(Trigger: identifying and addressing 

learning weakness, facilitate 

accreditation process with CPA, 

identifying best practices, improvement 

in teaching and learning, informs course 

reviews, improve assessment tasks, 

assessment methods, recognition of 

staff in involvement in peer-review 

process, fostering networking, 

professional development of staff in 

home institutions, internal quality 

assurance capacity etc.) 

• Would the AACSB’s DataDirect 

tool be useful in undertaking 

external referencing? 

• If you are you planning to 

benchmark, which peer-review 

model are you considering, or will 

you consider? 

• Tailored to suit your need? If so, 

then why did you choose not to 

adopt a model? 

• Is peer review external to your 

accounting school? 

• What would motivate you to adopt 

one approach over another? 

(Trigger: suit the needs of comparators, 

ease of implementation, cost, 

stakeholder pressure, compliance with 

TEQSA, other have adopted it) 

1.4 What role would peer review and 

assessment play in improving course 

and unit change? How important would 

each be? 

• What major outcomes of peer-

review models do you see? 

(Trigger: assuring assessment processes 

and fairness to students, validity and 

reliability in assessments) 

1.5 What would you see to be the 

beneficial outcomes of using the peer-

review model? 

(Trigger: identifying and addressing 

learning weakness, facilitate 

accreditation process with CPA, 

identifying best practices, improvement 

in teaching and learning, informs course 

reviews, improve assessment tasks, 

assessment methods, recognition of 

staff in involvement in peer-review 

process, fostering networking, 

professional development of staff in 

home institutions, internal quality 

assurance capacity etc.) 

1.6 Whether you intend to undertake 

benchmarking, what do you see are the 

challenges for implementing external 

peer-review? 

(Trigger: bureaucracy, workload, time, 

resources, experienced and trained 
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• What challenges have or are you 

faced with? 

(Trigger: bureaucracy, workload, time, 

resources, experienced and trained 

reviewers, cost, identifying experienced 

and trained reviewers, comparability). 

• How do you manage these 

challenges? Is school is providing 

any support? 

• In what ways does/will AACSB 

accreditation have a role to play in 

meeting challenges? 

• What School did you benchmark 

against/with? Better institutions or 

similar institutions? Why? 

(Trigger: accredited or non-accredited, 

networking, Go8, innovative research 

universities). 

1.7 Did you see any impact on peer-

review outcomes from this choice of 

comparable institution? 

(Trigger: Comparability that is, similar 

types of institutions have limited 

experience and ability to judge whether 

the program is widely comparable) 

1.8 How was your experience of sharing 

teaching and learning techniques with 

comparators? 

reviewers, cost, identifying experienced 

and trained reviewers, comparability). 

• How do you anticipate overcoming 

the challenges? 

• Do you think accreditations such as 

AACSB or Accounting 

Accreditation have a role to play in 

meeting challenges? 

• If you intend to benchmark, what 

School would you benchmark 

against? Why? 

(Trigger: accredited or non-accredited, 

networking Go8, innovative research 

universities, comparability—similar 

types of institutions have limited 

experience and ability to judge whether 

the program is widely comparable, 

better institutions or similar institutions) 

1.7 Do you see any impact on peer-

review outcomes from this choice of 

comparable institution? 

(Trigger: Comparability that is, similar 

types of institutions have limited 

experience and ability to judge whether 

the program is widely comparable) 

1.8 How was your experience of sharing 

teaching and learning techniques with 

comparators? 

If benchmarking is undertaken If benchmarking is not undertaken 

2. What are the measures you would 

adopt to ensure your peer-review 

approach to benchmarking was 

effective? 

(Trigger: achievement of learning 

standards, assurance of comparability of 

threshold learning standards across 

providers, identification and adoption of 

improvements to assure learning, 

calibration (shared understanding of 

learning standards because some peer 

reviewers may have a different 

interpretation of the standards or some 

may even not refer to the published 

TLOs), routinely operationalised, cost-

effective) 

3. How would you describe the 

relationship between your School’s 

adopted peer-review approach and the 

2. What determines effectiveness in the 

peer-review models for assuring 

learning? 

(Trigger: Safeguarding learning 

standards, assurance of comparability of 

threshold learning standards across 

providers, identification and adoption of 

improvements to assure learning (that 

is, closing the loop), calibration (shared 

understanding of learning standards 

because some peer reviewers may have 

a different interpretation of the 

standards or some may even not refer to 

the published TLOs), routinely 

operationalised, cost-effective) 

3. How will you judge whether or not 

your future approach to peer-review 

would be effective in assuring learning 
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quality enhancement of students’ 

learning? Any examples? 

4. How do you think that efficiency in 

the adopted peer-review can be 

improved? 

(Trigger: online peer-review 

capabilities, trained peer reviewers 

(training = understanding of quality, 

making use of threshold learning 

outcomes as reference point), 

standardised and clarified role 

expectations (moderator, additional 

examiner, calibrator or consultant), 

disciplinary experts, many phases of 

peer review over 5–7 years, anonymity, 

number of institutions (triangulated 

reviews), prolonged engagement for 

quality enhancement and not at the time 

of review. 

5. Do students have a role in enhancing 

unit and course change through their 

educational experience while closing 

the loop in AoL? In what areas? 

(Trigger: feedback in closing the loop 

before or after the peer review?) 

5.1 Should students be told how 

institutions responded to the peer-

review reports and recommendations to 

increase the confidence in the quality 

assurance in place? 

6. Do, or should, external stakeholders 

(for example, employers, industry 

professionals/experts) have a role in 

designing remedial measures for 

achieving learning outcomes such as 

communication skills for accounting 

students? 

• How does your school involve 

external stakeholders? 

• How are external stakeholders 

determined to be influential? 

(Trigger: power or control over critical 

resources) 

(Trigger: learning issues not re-

occurring, reduced data indications for 

learning weakness….) 

4. How do you think that efficiency of 

peer reviews can be improved 

(Trigger: online peer-review 

capabilities, trained peer reviewers 

(training = understanding of quality, 

making use of threshold learning 

outcomes as reference point), 

standardised and clarified role 

expectations (moderator, additional 

examiner, calibrator or consultant), 

disciplinary experts, many phases of 

peer review over 5–7 years, anonymity, 

number of institutions (triangulated 

reviews), prolonged engagement for 

quality enhancement and not at the time 

of review. 

5. How do you see the role of students 

in enhancing unit and course change 

through their educational experience 

while closing the loop in AoL? In what 

areas? 

(Trigger: feedback in closing the loop 

before or after the peer review?) 

5.1 Should students be told how 

institutions responded to the peer-

review reports and recommendations to 

increase the confidence in the quality 

assurance in place? 

6. How do you see demands of external 

assurance of learning outcomes and the 

requirements of professional accounting 

accreditation? (harmonised or 

streamlined) 

7. Do, or should, external stakeholders 

(for example, employers) have a role in 

designing learning material to assist in 

achieving learning outcomes such as 

communication skills for accounting 

students? 

• How does your school involve 

external stakeholders? 

• How are external stakeholders 

determined to be influential? 

(Trigger: power or control over critical 

resources) 
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If peer-review models were used in 

benchmarking 

If peer-review models were not used in 

benchmarking 

8. How does your School identify 

weakness in assuring learning? How are 

these then addressed? 

• In identifying issues in AoL, what is 

the source of recommendations that 

have most assisted in identifying 

and resolving problems—AACSB 

Peer Review Team or the External 

Peer Review Team—and why? 

What changes were made as a 

result? 

• How have continuous improvement 

reviews (CIR by AACSB) on 

educational quality issues 

contributed to learning? What 

actions have been taken to address 

the concerns and demonstrate the 

effective practices in AoL? 

• Has AACSB accreditation impacted 

achievement of learning outcomes 

in accounting degree programs? 

8.1 When do you close the loop? 

(Before or after peer review) 

• What changes to remedial measures 

(interventions) have you noticed 

after peer review? 

• How will your school evaluate the 

merits and/or effectiveness of 

interventions being designed and 

implemented to assure learning? 

8. How will your School identify 

weakness in the assurance of the 

learning process? How will these then 

be addressed? 

(Trigger: school or discipline level) 

• When do you close the loop?  

• What changes to interventions have 

you noticed after peer review? 

• How will your school evaluate the 

merits and/or effectiveness of 

interventions being designed and 

implemented to assure learning? 

 

Q9. What is the course learning outcomes for students to meet for communication 

skills for accounting students? [For academics only] 

• How is this identified at unit level? 

• How is the achievement of this unit (and course) level LO assessed? 

• Do you believe this is effective? If not, how is improvement addressed? 

(Trigger: English refresher course, detailed feedback on writing assignments, special 

assistance workshops, changing assessment method, redesigning assessment tasks 

etc.)  

• How does your school evaluate the merits and/or effectiveness of the above-

mentioned interventions?  

Q10. Is your School also seeking AACSB accreditation? 

 



302 

If seeking AACSB accreditation Are you planning to seek AACSB in 

near future?  

10.1 What motivated your School to seek 

AACSB?  

(Trigger: improving regulatory history 

and standing, assuring, building 

confidence within TEQSA, learning, 

uncertainty in environment, beating 

competition, employer’s confidence, QA 

aspect, revenue purpose, international 

partnership, mitigate risk to student 

learning outcomes, strengthening 

regulatory history/standing) 

• How do you see market pressure to 

seek AACSB? 

• How do you see internal pressure to 

seek AACSB? 

• Do you think is it still a point of 

difference? 

• Why AACSB is so marketable? 

• Does it improve chances of getting 

higher salaries for fresh graduates? 

• How about attraction of quality 

academic and non-academic staff? 

Retention? 

• Anything to do with research 

productivity? 

• Do you think international students 

are attracted to AACSB schools? 

Why? 

10.2 How was the decision to participate 

in this accreditation process reached?  

(Trigger: experience and involvement of 

Dean and strategic leadership in AACSB, 

financial viability, independent 

perspective to identify improvements, 

access to valuable non-financial 

resources (that is, templates), proven 

procedures and research about what 

works and what does not work) 

• What kind of analysis was done 

before beginning the process of 

getting accredited? 

(Trigger: who else or not accredited, 

cost-benefit, board/strategic decision, 

awareness and value of AACSB) 

10.1 Why have you reached this 

decision? 

• Do you have an alternative in mind 

or follow and alternative? 

• Why was this assessed as a more 

useful direction for your school? 

• What would motivate your School 

to seek AACSB?  

 

 

Q11. Are there any other comments you would like to make regarding your School’s 

approach to QA?  
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Appendix H: Non-AACSB-accredited School Interview Questions 

Interview Guide/Sheet: Non-AACSB-accredited Business Schools 
1. How long have you been working with this School? How long have you 

worked as an… (academic, administrator etc.)? (Try to ascertain level of 

experience in the sector.) 

2. How do you see quality assurance? In what ways are you involved in quality 

assurance? (As an academic that would be part of their duty if they are also 

unit/course coordinators, so make sure you follow that up). 

3. How do you see engagement of your colleagues in QA processes? 

 

Q1. Is your school involved in benchmarking or external referencing? Have you 

externally benchmarked your accounting programs? 

We undertake external benchmarking 
We do not undertake external 

benchmarking.  

1.1 Why did you decide to benchmark 

(Trigger: assuring compliance with 

TEQSA, development of academic 

staff) 

• Is external benchmarking 

worthwhile? 

1.2 Do you adopt a peer-review model 

or is it tailored to suit your need? If so, 

then why did you choose not to adopt a 

model? 

(Trigger: benchmarking, external 

moderation, external calibration and 

assurance, inter-institutional review, 

quality verification system, moderation, 

ERoS or AACSB accreditation)  

1.3 Is peer review external to your 

accounting school? 

1.4 Why was this one adopted 

(motivation)?  

(Triggers: internal stakeholder pressure 

or external stakeholder pressure, 

supports continuous improvements, 

provides an opportunity to calibrate, to 

assure quality, symbolic and 

reputational power, suit the need of 

comparator, ease, cost-effective, others 

have adopted, being part of network—

Go8, AACSB etc.) 

• What role would peer review and 

assessment play in improving course 

and unit change? How important 

would each be? 

1.1 Do you intend to look towards 

external benchmarking? If yes, why? 

• Is external benchmarking 

worthwhile? 

1.2 If you are you planning to 

benchmark, which peer-review model 

are you considering, or will you 

consider? 

(Trigger: benchmarking, external 

moderation, external calibration and 

assurance, inter-institutional review, 

quality verification system, moderation, 

ERoS or AACSB accreditation) 

1.3 Is peer review external to your 

accounting school? 

1.4 What would motivate you to adopt 

one approach over another? 

(Trigger: suit the needs of comparators, 

ease of implementation, cost, 

stakeholder pressure, compliance with 

TEQSA, other have adopted it) 

• What role would peer review and 

assessment play in improving 

course and unit change? How 

important would each be? 

1.5 What do you see as the major 

outcomes of peer-review models? 

(Trigger: assuring assessment processes 

and fairness to students) 
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1.5 What do you see as the major 

outcomes of peer-review models? 

(Trigger: assuring assessment processes 

and fairness to students, positive student 

outcomes?) 

1.6 What benefits to your school do you 

anticipate in using the peer-review 

model? 

(Trigger: facilitate accreditation process 

with CPA, identifying best practices, 

informs course reviews, assure learning, 

improve assessment tasks, assessment 

methods, recognition of staff 

involvement in peer-review process, 

networking, professional development 

of staff, internal QA capacity etc.)  

1.7 What challenges have or are you 

faced with? 

(Trigger: bureaucracy, workload, time, 

resources, experienced and trained 

reviewers, cost, identifying experienced 

and trained reviewers, comparability). 

• How do you manage these 

challenges? Is your School 

providing any support? 

• Do you think accreditations such as 

AACSB or Accounting 

Accreditation have a role to play in 

meeting challenges? 

1.8 What School would you benchmark 

against? Better institutions or similar 

institutions?  

(Trigger: accredited or non-accredited, 

networking, Go8, innovative research 

universities)  

1.9 Did you see any impact on peer-

review outcomes or its effectiveness 

from this choice of comparable 

institution? 

(Trigger: comparability that is, similar 

types of institutions have limited 

experience and ability to judge whether 

the program is widely comparable)  

1.6 What would you see to be the 

beneficial outcomes of using the peer-

review model? 

(Trigger: facilitate accreditation 

process with CPA, identifying best 

practices, informs course reviews, 

assure learning, improve assessment 

tasks, assessment methods, recognition 

of staff involvement in peer-review 

process, networking, professional 

development of staff, internal QA 

capacity etc.) 

1.7 Whether you intend to undertake 

benchmarking, what do you see are the 

challenges for implementing external 

peer review? 

(Trigger: bureaucracy, workload, time, 

resources, experienced and trained 

reviewers, cost, identifying experienced 

and trained reviewers, comparability). 

• How would you anticipate 

overcoming the challenges? 

• Do you think accreditations such as 

AACSB or Accounting 

Accreditation have a role to play in 

meeting challenges? 

1.8 If you intend to benchmark, what 

School would you benchmark against? 

(Trigger: accredited or non-accredited, 

networking, Go8, innovative research 

universities, comparability (similar 

types of institutions have limited 

experience and ability to judge whether 

the program is widely comparable), 

better institutions or similar 

institutions?) 

1.9 Do you see any impact on peer-

review outcomes or its effectiveness 

from this choice of comparable 

institution? 

(Trigger: comparability that is, similar 

types of institutions have limited 

experience and ability to judge whether 

the program is widely comparable) 
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2. What are the measures you would 

adopt to ensure your peer-review 

approach to benchmarking was 

effective? 

(Trigger: achievement of learning 

standards, assurance of comparability of 

threshold learning standards across 

providers, identification and adoption of 

improvements to assure learning, 

calibration (shared understanding of 

learning standards because some peer 

reviewers may have different 

interpretations of standards or some may 

even not refer to the published TLOs), 

routinely operationalised, cost-effective) 

3. How would you describe the 

relationship between your School’s 

adopted peer-review approach and the 

quality enhancement of students’ 

learning? Any examples? 

4. How do you think efficiency in the 

adopted peer-review can be improved? 

(Trigger: online peer-review 

capabilities, experts and trained peer 

reviewers, standardised and clarified 

role expectations (moderator, additional 

examiner, calibrator or consultant), 

many phases of peer review over 5–7 

years, anonymity, number of institutions 

(triangulated reviews—industry?), 

prolonged engagement for quality 

enhancement and not at the time of 

review. 

5. Do students have a role in enhancing 

unit and course change through their 

educational experience? In what areas? 

(Trigger: feedback in closing the loop 

before or after the peer review?) 

5.1 Should students be told how 

institutions responded to the peer-

review reports and recommendations to 

increase the confidence in the quality 

assurance in place? 

6. How do you see demands of external 

assurance of learning outcomes and the 

requirements of professional accounting 

accreditation? (harmonised or 

streamlined) 

2. What determines effectiveness in the 

peer-review models for assuring 

learning? 

(Trigger: achievement of learning 

standards, assurance of comparability 

of threshold learning standards across 

providers, identification and adoption 

of improvements to assure learning, 

calibration (shared understanding of 

learning standards because some peer 

reviewers may have different 

interpretations of standards or some 

may even not refer to the published 

TLOs), routinely operationalised, cost-

effective) 

3. How will you judge whether or not 

your future approach to peer review 

would be effective in assuring learning? 

(Trigger: learning issues not re-

occurring, reduced data indications for 

learning weakness.) 

4. How do you think the efficiency of 

peer reviews can be improved? 

(Trigger: online peer-review 

capabilities, experts and trained peer 

reviewers, standardised and clarified 

role expectations (moderator, additional 

examiner, calibrator or consultant), 

many phases of peer review over 5–7 

years, anonymity, number of 

institutions (triangulated reviews—

industry?), prolonged engagement for 

quality enhancement and not at the time 

of review. 

5. How do you see the role of students 

in enhancing unit and course change 

through their educational experience? 

In what areas? 

(Trigger: feedback in closing the loop 

before or after the peer review?) 

5.1 Should students be told how 

institutions responded to the peer-

review reports and recommendations to 

increase the confidence in the quality 

assurance in place? 

6. How do you see demands of external 

assurance of learning outcomes and the 

requirements of professional accounting 
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(Trigger: Reduce complexity, 

duplication of efforts) 

7. Do, or should external stakeholders 

(for example, employers, industry 

professionals/experts) have a role in 

designing remedial measures for 

achieving learning outcomes such as 

communication skills for accounting 

students? 

• How does your school involve 

external stakeholders? 

• How are external stakeholders (ex-

government, employers) determined 

to be influential? 

(Trigger: power or control over critical 

resources) 

accreditation? (harmonised or 

streamlined) 

7. Do, or should, external stakeholders 

(for example, employers) have a role in 

designing learning material to assist in 

achieving learning outcomes such as 

communication skills for accounting 

students? 

• How does your school involve 

external stakeholders? 

• How are external stakeholders (ex-

government, employers) determined 

to be influential? 

(Trigger: power or control over critical 

resources) 

If peer-review models used in 

benchmarking 

If peer-review models not used in 

benchmarking 

8. How does your School identify 

weakness in assuring learning? 

• How are these then addressed? 

8.1 In Assurance of Learning were the 

recommendations of external peer 

reviewers valuable? In what way? 

• What changes were made as a 

result? 

• When do you close the loop? 

(Before or after peer review) 

• What changes to remedial measures 

(interventions) have you noticed 

after peer review? 

8. How will your School identify 

weakness in the assurance of learning 

process? 

• How will these then be addressed? 

(Trigger: school or discipline level) 

• When do you close the loop? 

What changes to interventions 

have you noticed after peer 

review? 

• How will your school evaluate 

the merits and/or effectiveness 

of interventions being designed 

and implemented to assure 

learning? 

 

Q9. What are the course learning outcomes for students to meet for communication 

skills for accounting students? [For academics only] 

• How is this identified at unit level? 

• How is the achievement of this unit (and course) level LO assessed? 

• Do you believe this is effective? If not, how is improvement addressed? 

(Trigger: English refresher course, detailed feedback on writing assignments, special 

assistance workshops, changing assessment method, redesigning assessment tasks etc.)  

• How does your school evaluate the merits and/or effectiveness of the above-

mentioned interventions?  

Q10. Is your School also seeking AACSB accreditation? 
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If seeking AACSB accreditation 
Are you planning to seek AACSB in 

near future?  

10.1 What motivated your School to 

seek AACSB?  

(Trigger: improving regulatory history 

and standing, assuring, building 

confidence within TEQSA, learning, 

uncertainty in environment, beating 

competition, employer’s confidence, 

QA aspect, revenue purpose, 

international partnership, mitigate risk 

to student learning outcomes, 

strengthening regulatory 

history/standing) 

• How do you see market pressure to 

seek AACSB? 

• How do you see internal pressure to 

seek AACSB? 

• Do you think is it still a point of 

difference? 

• Why is AACSB so marketable? 

• How about attraction of quality 

academic and non-academic staff? 

Retention? 

• Anything to do with research 

productivity? 

• Do you think international students 

are attracted to AACSB schools? 

Why? 

10.2 How was the decision to participate 

in this accreditation process reached?  

(Trigger: Experience and involvement 

of Dean and strategic leadership in 

AACSB, independent perspective to 

identify improvements, access to 

valuable non-financial resources (that is, 

templates), proven procedures and 

research about what works and what 

does not work) 

10.1 Why have you reached this 

decision? 

• Do you have an alternative in mind 

or follow an alternative? 

• Why was this assessed as a more 

useful direction for your school? 

• What would motivate your School 

to seek AACSB?  

 

 

Q11. Are there any other comments you would like to make regarding your School’s 

approach to QA? 
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Appendix I: Themes for AACSB-accredited and Non-AACSB-accredited Schools 

AACSB-accredited Schools 

Table 1: External Referencing at AACSB-accredited Business Schools 

 

Theme-I 

IC ERAP 

UER CPRM 

A 1 1 

B 1 1 

C 1 1 

D 1 --- 

E 1 1 

F 1 1 

G 1 1 

H 1 1 

Total 8 7 

IC-Interviewee Code 

 

Open Code Index 

 

UER-Undertaken external referencing 

CPRM-Choice of peer-review model 

 

Core Code Index 

 

ERAP-External referencing in accounting program 
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Table 2: Motivation to Adopt External Peer-review Model and AACSB Accreditation as a QA Approach at AACSB-accredited Schools 

Theme-II:  

IC MEPR MAACSB 

MOT-

1 

MOT-

2 

MOT-

3 

MOT-

4 

MOT-

5 

MOT-

6 

MAA-

1 

MAA-

2 

MAA-

3 

MAA-

4 

MAA-

5 

MAA-

6 

MAA-

7 

MAA-

8 

A 1 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 1 1 ----- 1 

B ----- 1 ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 1 ----- 1 1 1 1 1 

C ----- ----- 1 ----- ----- -----  ----- 1 1 1 1 ----- 1 

D ----- ----- ----- 1 ----- ----- 1 ----- 1 1 ----- ----- 1 1 

E ----- ----- ----- ----- ---- ----- 1  1 1 1 1 ----- 1 

F ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 1 1 ----- 1 ----- 1 ----- 

G ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 ---- ----- 1 1 1 1 ----- 1 ----- 

H ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 ----- 1 1 1 1 ----- 1 ----- 

Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 6 7 7 4 5 5 

 

Open Code Index: 

 

MOT: Motivations cited to adopt external peer-review model 

MOT 1: Comparability in grading  

MOT 2: Compliance to university procedures 

MOT 3: Disciplinary collegiality 

MOT 4: Quality assurance practices 

MOT 5: Feature of an EPR 

MOT 6: Easy implementation of EPR 

 

Core Code Index:  

MPR-Motivation for adopting external peer-review model 

MAACSB- Motivation for adopting AACSB accreditation 

 

MAA: Motivations cited to adopt AACSB 

MAA 1: Stakeholder pressure 

MAA 2: Competition 

MAA 3: Distinction from other schools 

MAA 4: Strategy to market the school 

MAA 5: Attraction of academic staff 

MAA 6: Pressure from other schools 

MAA 7: Quality to stakeholders 

MAA 8: Partnership for research 

 

 

 

Table 3: Perceived Measures of Effectiveness in EPR Models and Closing of the Loop Practices at AACSB-accredited Schools 
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Primary Theme-III: Theme-IV 

IC PME CPCS 

PME-

1 

PME-2 PME-3 PME-4 PME-5 PME-6 PME-7 PME-8 PME-9 CS IL CP SIP SIS 

A 1 ----- 1 ----- 1 1 ----- ----- ----- 1 --- 1 1 1 

B ----- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 --- 1 1 

C ----- ----- ----- 1 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 1 --- 1 1 

D ----- 1 ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 1 1 ---- --- --- 1 1 

E ----- ----- 1 1 ----- 1 ----- 1 ----- 1 --- 1 1 1 

F ----- 1 ----- 1 1 ----- ----- 1 1 1 --- --- --- 1 

G 1 1 1 1 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 1 --- --- 1 1 

H ----- 1 1 ----- 1 ----- ----- 1 ----- 1 1 1 1 1 

Total 2 5 5 5 4 3 2 5 3 7 3 3 6 8 

 

Open Code Index: 

PME 1: Closing of Loop 

PME 2: Calibration 

PME 3: Anonymity 

PME 4: Prolong engagement 

PME 5: Credibility 

PME 6: Specialised staff 

PME 7: Follow-up 

PME 8: Guidelines and preparation 

PME 9: Partner institution 

 

CS: Communication skills 

IL: Identification of learning issues 

CP: Closing of the lop practices 

SIP: Stakeholder Involvement-Industry professional 

SIS: Stakeholder Involvement-Student 

 

Core Code Index: 

PME-Perceived Measure of Effectiveness 

CPCS-Closing the loop practices in communication skills 
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Non-AACSB-accredited Schools 

Table 4: External Referencing at Non-AACSB-accredited Schools 

 

Theme-I 

IC NERAP 

UERN NCPRM 

I 1 1 

J 1  

K 1 1 

L 1 ---- 

M 1 1 

N 1 1 

O 1 1 

P 1 1 

Total 8 7 

 

IC-Interviewee Code 

 

Open code Index 

 

UERN-Undertaken external referencing at non-AACSB-accredited school 

NCPRM-Choice of external peer-review model at non-AACSB-accredited school 

 

Core Code Index 

 

NERAP-External referencing in accounting program at non-AACSB-accredited School 
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Table 5: Motivation to Adopt External Peer-review Model and Seeking AACSB Accreditation as a QA Approach at Non-AACSB-

accredited Schools 

Theme-II:  

IC NMPR MNA 

NMOT-1 NMOT-2 NMOT-3 NMOT-4 MNA-

1 

MNA-2 MNA-3 MNA-4 MNA-5 MNA-6 MNA-7 MNA-8 MNA-9 

I ------- ------- ------- ------- ------ 1 ------ ------ 1 ------ ------ ------ ----- 

J ------- 1 1 ------- ------ 1 ------ ------ 1 1 ------ 1 1 

K ------- ------- 1 ------- ------ ------ ------ 1 ------ 1 ------ ------ 1 

L 1 ------- ------- ------- ------ ------ ------ 1 ------ 1 ------ ------ ----- 

M ------- ------- ------- ------- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

N 1 ------- 1 1 1 1 1 1 ------ 1 1 1 1 

O ------- ------- ------- ------- 1 ------ ------ 1 ------ 1 ------ ------ 1 

P 1 1 ------- 1 ------ ------ ------ 1 ------ 1 ------ ------ ---- 

Total 3 2 3 2 3 4 2 6 3 7 2 3 5 

 

Open Code Index 
 

NMOT: Motivations cited to adopt external peer-review model at non-AACSB-accredited school 

NMOT 1: Comparability in grading at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

NMOT 2: Statutory compliance 

NMOT 3: Easy implementation of EPR model at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

NMOT 4: Calibration of learning standards 

MNA 1: Competition between the schools 

MNA 2: Stakeholder pressure at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
MNA 3: Strategy to market the school at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

MNA 4: Signal quality at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

MNA 5: Collaboration and exchange at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

MNA 6: Attracting international students at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

MNA 7: Point of difference at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

MNA 8: Attracting employees at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

MNA 9: Employability at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
 

Core Code Index: 
 

NMPR-Motivation of non-AACSB schools for adopting External Peer Review Model 

MNA- Motivation of non-AACSB schools for seeking AACSB Accreditation 
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Table 6: Perceived Measures of Effectiveness in EPR Models and Closing of the Loop Practices at Non-AACSB-accredited Schools 
Primary Theme-III: Theme-IV 

IC PMEN CPCSN 

PMN-1 PMN-2 PMN-3 PMN-4 PMN-5 PMN-6 PMN-7 PMN-8 PMN-9 PMN-10 PMN-11 CSN ILN CPN NSIP NSIS 

I ------- -------- -------- -------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -------- --------- 1 1 1 ----- 1 --- 

J --------- --------- --------- 1 1 --------- --------- --------- -------- 1 --------- 1 1 ----- 1 --- 

K 1 1 --------- --------- 1 1 1 --------- -------- 1 --------- 1 ---- ----- 1 1 

L 1 --------- 1 1 1 --------- --------- --------- 1 1 1 1 1 ----- 1 1 

M 1 --------- --------- 1 1 --------- 1 --------- -------- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

N --------- --------- 1 --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- 1 --------- 1 ----- ---- 1 1 1 

O --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -------- --------- 1 ----- ---- 1 1 4 

P 1 1 --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- 1 -------- 1 --------- 1 1 ----- 1  

Total 4 2 2 3 4 1 2 1 2 5 5 6 5 3 8  

 

Open Codes Index 

PMN: Perceived Measures of Effectiveness at non-AACSB schools 

PMN 1: Closing of Loop at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
PMN 2: Calibration at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

PMN 3: Anonymity in EPR at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
PMN 4: Credibility of external peer at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

PMN 5: Continuity of external peer at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
PMN 6: Staff engagement at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

PMN 7: Follow-up at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
PMN 8: Pilot testing of EPR at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

PMN 9: Partner institution at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
PMN 10: Guidelines of EPR at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

PMN 11: Outcome focus at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

CSN: Communication Skills at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
ILN: Identification of learning issues at non-AACSB-accredited schools 

CPN: Closing of the loop practices at non-AACSB-accredited schools 
NSIP: Stakeholder Involvement-Professional non-AACSB-accredited 

NSIS: Stakeholder Involvement-Student at non-AACSB-accredited 
 

Core code Index 

PMEN-Perceived Measure of Effectiveness at non-AACSB Schools 
CPCSN-Closing the loop practices in communication skills at non-AACSB Schools 
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Appendix J: NVivo Check 

Query Type-Text 

search 

Appeared in 

interviewee 

statement 

Evidence 

Familiar, aware, 

know 

E “I am not familiar with the benchmark process 

but one thing there you could see and you 

should see, I understand but that’s for learning 

outcomes, even AFAANZ they do this every 

year, they do that, they cross, they were doing 

this for learning outcomes – I reckon it was all 

for marking that they were cross... among the 

group of lecturers, they were just exchanging 

the assignments and they are cross-marking. I 

do not know which kind of benchmarking is 

this but they were doing this. I remember 

doing this...” (E). 

H, F “I’m not really aware of any of those yet. This 

sort of process, I know that TEQSA have 

raised the benchmarking thing in their report.” 

(H) 

 

“To be honest, I really do not know. I really 

don’t know because I have not heard any” (F) 

Benchmarking, 

external 

benchmarking 

 

A, B, E, F, G 

and H 

“Well, we need to use future tense because we 

are not using it yet. Okay? I want to make that 

really clear. We will need to do it now. To date, we 

have not. One of the reasons that we have been slow 

to make the change is that the university itself has 
ordained a new set of graduate qualities that we are 

now moving to embed in a quite radically 

restructured undergraduate curriculum and we 
simply had to focus on that as a primary task 

because the university requires us to do that, along 

with every other faculty. When that is achieved, and 

hopefully it will be achieved by the end of the first 
half of next year, so mid-2018, we’ll be able to gear 

up much more effectively to do external 

benchmarking as well which we know we have to 
do.” (A) 

 

“Being part of Go8...Well, we went with the 

QVS because we belong to the university and 

the university is being re-registered with 

TEQSA next year and part of the evidence that 

the university needs is to have evidence about 

our degrees being externally benchmarked and 

so, it appeared to be an easy step for us to make 

into external benchmarking by following the 

university protocol. It was not so much about 

power; it was much more about cultural change 

within the school knowing that this is part of our 
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obligations for TEQSA, this is part of the Group 

of Eight’s approach to achieving that and so 

we’re almost using that as the lever to get into 

external benchmarking. We also have people 

who are participating in the calibration project 

as well and we have had calibration 

conversations around our master’s and 

undergraduate degrees in accounting as well but 

we have not gone recently to externally 

benchmark using the calibration approach of 

achievement matters.” (B) 

“We do achievement matters but again, like I 

said, I think we send staff to achievement 

matters and then we fail to bring that knowledge 

home. I think individuals who attend get a lot 

out of it and I think that they will change their 

own personal practices, but I don’t think it’s 

propagated. We do benchmarking as I said… 

but I think it’s under-cooked” (G) 

Decided, 

decision 

C “Well, the opportunity was there to go with it 

and there was not any conscious decision to 

look at other options…we were part of that 

network, that community of practice and that’s 

why we decided that we would continue to 

support that…collegiality, that understanding of 

what’s happening across the sector.” (C). 

Quality, quality 

assurance 

D “I think it’s about the quality assurance, it’s 

about being the best we can…best school that 

we can possibly be. It’s just about being a high-

quality school or department…We would 

probably look at what works for us because 

we’re not a Go8 university and we do not want 

to be Go8 either most probably. We have our 

own little area to fit in and as you may know, 

we are currently sitting within 50–75% in the 

world in terms of ranking in accounting 

department per se so with all that, we have 

certain things that we would like to do ourselves 

instead of following the beaten path. We would 

rather make our own path which is above and 

beyond what’s required as the norm… It won’t 

be outside of what’s already established but it 

will be more tailored per se; more rigorous in 

other words.” (D) 

Easy, ease “Ease of implementation I’m not doing that.” 
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Appendix K: Participant Information Sheet for AACSB-accredited 

School Survey 

AACSB survey on Survey Monkey 

You are invited to participate in a study “Investigating Australian Quality Assurance 

Practices and Effectiveness: A study of business schools”. This study explores the 

assurance of learning process with the intention to focus on “closing the loop”, that is, 

thinking about the improvement strategies that form the final part of the assurance of 

learning cycle. To achieve this, this study involves collecting data about the stages in, 

approaches taken to, and reasons for assurance of learning by business schools. In this 

way, this study intends to gather insights into the approaches taken by business schools 

in the Assurance of Learning Cycle and steps taken to close the loop by identifying 

improvement strategies moving forward (as required). 

This study is being conducted in fulfilment of a PhD with the Tasmanian School of 

Business and Economics, University of Tasmania by Syed Fahad Ashraf under the 

supervision of Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst, Dr. Claire Horner and Dr. 

Sonia Shimeld. 

You are requested to participate in this survey, which should only take 10 minutes. 

Submission of the survey will be taken as your consent to participate in this research 

study. There are no foreseeable risks to you in agreeing to participate in this research. 

Your identity will remain anonymous. 

Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary and you are free to discontinue 

participation at any time during the survey. As all surveys remain anonymous it would 

not be possible to withdraw your submission once complete, and you have pressed the 

‘submit’ button. 

This study has been approved by the Tasmanian Social Sciences Human Research 

Ethics Committee. If you have concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study, 

please contact the Executive Officer of the HREC (Tasmania) Network on +61 3 6226 

6254 or email human.ethics@utas.edu.au. The Executive Officer is the person 

nominated to receive complaints from research participants. Please quote ethics 

reference number H0016455. 

Alternatively, you may contact: 

Assoc Prof Trevor Wilmshurst 

(Chief Investigator) 

Ph.: (03) 63243570, 04........ 
Email: Trevor.wilmshurst@utas.edu.au 

Dr. Claire Horner (Co-Investigator) 

Ph: +61362264328 

Claire.Horner@utas.edu.au 

Dr. Sonia Shimeld 

(Adjunct, Co-Investigator) 

Sonia.shimeld@ ........

Syed Fahad Ashraf (Student Investigator) 

Ph.: 04........ 
s.f.ashraf@utas.edu.au

Thank you in anticipation for your support in completing this survey. 
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Appendix L: Participant Information Sheet for Non-AACSB-

accredited School Survey 

You are invited to participate in a study “Investigating Australian Quality Assurance 

Practices and Effectiveness: A study of business schools”. This study explores the 

assurance of learning process with the intention to focus on “closing the loop”, that is, 

thinking about the improvement strategies that form the final part of the assurance of 

learning cycle. To achieve this, this study involves collecting data about the stages in, 

approaches taken to, and reasons for assurance of learning by business schools. In this 

way, this study intends to gather insights into the approaches taken by business schools 

in the Assurance of Learning Cycle and steps taken to close the loop by identifying 

improvement strategies moving forward (as required). 

This study is being conducted in fulfilment of a PhD with the Tasmanian School of 

Business and Economics, University of Tasmania by Syed Fahad Ashraf under the 

supervision of Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst, Dr. Claire Horner and Dr. 

Sonia Shimeld. 

You are requested to participate in this survey, which should only take 10 minutes. 

Submission of the survey will be taken as your consent to participate in this research 

study. There are no foreseeable risks to you in agreeing to participate in this research. 

Your identity will remain anonymous. 

Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary and you are free to discontinue 

participation at any time during the survey. As all surveys remain anonymous it would 

not be possible to withdraw your submission once complete, and you have pressed the 

‘submit’ button. 

This study has been approved by the Tasmanian Social Sciences Human Research 

Ethics Committee. If you have concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study, 

please contact the Executive Officer of the HREC (Tasmania) Network on +61 3 6226 

6254 or email human.ethics@utas.edu.au. The Executive Officer is the person 

nominated to receive complaints from research participants. Please quote ethics 

reference number H0016455. 

Alternatively, you may contact: 

Assoc Prof Trevor Wilmshurst 

(Chief Investigator) 

Ph.: (03) 63243570, 04........ 
Email: 

Trevor.wilmshurst@utas.edu.au 

Dr. Claire Horner (Co-Investigator) 

Ph: +61362264328 

Claire.Horner@utas.edu.au 

Dr. Sonia Shimeld 

(Adjunct, Co-Investigator) 

Sonia.shimeld@......... 

Syed Fahad Ashraf 

(Student Investigator) 

Ph.: 04........ 
s.f.ashraf@utas.edu.au

Thank you in anticipation for your support in completing this survey. 
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Appendix M: Participant Information Sheet for Interviews 

Title: Investigating Australian Quality Assurance Practices and Effectiveness: A 

Study of Business Schools. 

Participant Information Sheet 

1. Invitation

You are invited to participate in a study which is “Investigating Australian Quality

Assurance Practices and Effectiveness: A study of business schools”. This study will

investigate closing the loop in the Assurance of learning cycle. This study will involve

collecting data from you about the approach taken to quality assurance by the business

school in which you are involved. This information will assist me in developing a

picture of assurance of learning practices in business schools.

This study is being conducted in fulfilment of PhD (Management and Commerce) at 

Tasmania School of Business and Economics, University of Tasmania, Sandy Bay, 

Hobart by Syed Fahad Ashraf under the supervision of Associate Professor Trevor 

Wilmshurst, Dr Sonia Shimeld and Dr Claire Horner. Information of all investigators 

are given at the end of this Information Sheet.  

Syed Fahad Ashraf will be conducting interviews with a number of voluntary 

participants, exploring this issue in greater depth, in his capacity as PhD Candidate. 

2. What is the purpose of this study?

This study will explore current Quality Assurance (QA) approaches to the Assurance

of Learning (AoL) and addresses the effectiveness of different QA approaches, and

the motivations to adopt them by both accredited and non-accredited schools with the

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB). This study also

seeks to develop a framework that aligns the most effective quality assurance practices

with the new regulatory environment and accreditation bodies such as the AACSB. The

intention of the study is to identify differences in AoL practices between business

schools that seek/hold accreditation with AACSB and those that choose not to, and the

impact this may have on the AoL. The latest communication skills (written) threshold

learning outcome funded by Australian Business Deans council (ABDC) has been

adopted for master’s level accounting

3. Why have I been invited to participate?

I am seeking to explore broad understandings of influence on and choices to adopt

quality assurance approaches firstly through circulating the survey and then exploring

closing the loop in the AoL cycle in greater depth by interviewing selected participants.

Participating institutions to this study are selected on the basis of the type of

accreditation held or sought in business education. Your participation is sought as a

strategic leader, member of academic staff and/or administrative staff on the basis of

direct involvement in quality assurance practices within your business school. You

have been invited to participate in this study to share your experiences and practices

towards QA approaches and the reasoning adopted to accept or to reject different

approaches adopted. Participation in the study is on voluntary basis and any participant

who does not wish to participant will not face consequences of any kind.

4. What will I be asked to do?

You will be requested to participate in face-to-face in-depth semi structured interview

which shall last for no more than 30 minutes. Face-to-face interviews will be
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conducted with participants who will typically be those responsible for the strategic 

implementation of curriculum and teaching and learning processes. Participants will 

be from the sample of selected business schools utilising at least one of the QA 

approach such as Benchmarking, Moderation, Peer-review and AACSB accreditation.  

 

Face-to-face in-depth interview will be audio recorded will be taken with your 

approval. You will be given an opportunity to read transcriptions of the interviews, 

and request adjustments as you deem appropriate. You will be given a period of 14 

days to read a copy of the transcription to provide any feedback’, suggest or request 

corrections, or edit the transcript before the information provided by you is used for 

research and publication purposes. If Syed Fahad Ashraf does not hear back from you 

within 14 days, then it will be assumed that you have no changes to make and you are 

happy with contents of transcript. You will be required to sign the consent form prior 

to the interview. 

 

5. Are there any possible benefits from participating in this study? 

This study is being funded by the University of Tasmania as a part of PhD scholarship 

program and will contribute to the development of guidance in the external peer review 

process, and identify good practice principles for peer review of assessment. Moreover, 

identification of best practices for closing the loop in assurance of learning cycle will 

be broadly applicable to the higher education sector as a whole. You will be sent a 

copy of any publications to inform about the results of this study which may be helpful 

in practicing of closing the loop in Assurance of learning.  

 

6. Are there any possible risks from participation in this study? 

There are no foreseeable risks to you in taking part in the interviews as identities will 

be confidential and anonymous. The information being provided in face-to-face 

interviews by the participant during interview may potentially be identifiable however 

pseudonyms and codes will be developed by the investigators and any identifiers will 

be removed. Furthermore, you will also be given an opportunity to review any material 

which may identify you prior to its publication. All diligent and possible efforts will 

be exercised so that neither the higher education provider nor participants are 

identifiable. 

 

7. What if I change my mind during or after this study? 

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary where you can refuse to participate or 

decline to answer any questions being asked. You are also free to withdraw your 

participation anytime during the interview or post interview within 14 days without 

any need to explain your action. If you decide to withdraw from the interview session, 

the information provided will be destroyed permanently. All the results will be kept 

anonymous where no individuals or institutions can be identified. Prior to the 

participation in this study, you will be asked to sign a consent form to your 

participation. 

 

8. What will happen to the information when this study is over? 

Electronic (audio taped interview recording) and hard copies of data (questionnaires) 

will be stored in TSBE at Level-3, Centenary building, University of Tasmania, Sandy 

Bay campus, Hobart and can only be accessible by the investigators. In addition, copies 

of electronic data will also be kept with researcher on his university computer during 

the conduct of the study. Hard copies of the data shall be kept in a locked cabinet. 

Electronic data collected shall be kept secured by username and password. Both 

electronic and hard copies of the data collected will be disposed securely after 5 years 
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from publication. Digital or electronic copies at all locations will be deleted 

permanently after 5 years. Destruction of all the type of data collected will be 

destroyed in accordance to the University of Tasmania’s procedure for management 

of research data (Article 3.8, Review and Destruction of Research Data and Primary 

material) secure archives destruction protocols.  

9. How will the results of the study be published?

The finding of this study shall be disseminated through the publication of research

papers in reputed academic or professional journals and in form of a doctoral thesis at

the University of Tasmania. In all forms of publications, you will not be identifiable.

Moreover, any interview discussion will be presented in the research by assigning the

pseudonyms. An opportunity will also be offered to receive the summary and findings

through an email at the conclusion of my PhD thesis.

10. What if I have questions about this study?

This study has been approved by the Tasmanian Social Sciences Human Research

Ethics Committee. If you have concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study,

please contact the Executive Officer of the HREC (Tasmania) Network on +61 3 6226

6254 or email human.ethics@utas.edu.au. The Executive Officer is the person

nominated to receive complaints from research participants. Please quote ethics

reference number H0016455.

This information sheet is intended to keep you informed about study and to make an 

informed decision towards participation in this study and is highly advised to keep it 

for future use. For participation in study, you shall be asked to sign a separate consent 

form. 

Thank you for your interest in this study. 

A/P Dr. Trevor Wilmshurst (Chief Investigator) 

Ph.: (03) 63243570, 04........  
Email: wilmshurst@utas.edu.au 

Dr. Claire Horner (Co-Investigator) 

Ph: +61362264328 

Claire.Horner@utas.edu.au 

Dr. Sonia Shimeld (Adjunct, Co-Investigator) 

Sonia.shimeld@utas.edu.au 

Syed Fahad Ashraf (Student Investigator) 

Ph.: 04........ 
s.f.ashraf@utas.edu.au
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Appendix N: Participant Consent Form for Interviews 

Title: Investigating Australian Quality Assurance Practices and Effectiveness: A 

study of business schools. 

Participant Consent Form 

As a participant, I consent to the following: 

1. I agree to take part in the research study named above. 

2. I have read and understood the Information Sheet for this study. 

3. The nature and possible effects of the study have been explained to me. 

4. I understand that the study involves participating in a semi-structured interview 

for up to 30 minutes on quality assurance practices and motivation for the 

adoption of quality assurance approaches in the Business School, and that the 

interview will be recorded, and observational notes will be taken. A copy of 

the interview transcription and narratives from observational notes will be sent 

to me for approval and correction (if any) as appropriate prior to further 

analysis. 

5. I understand that there are no foreseeable risks as I will not be identified in any 

publications because of my position and role within that business school. 

6. I understand that all research data will be securely stored on the University of 

Tasmania’s premises for five years from the publication of the study results, 

and will then be destroyed. 

7. Any questions that I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. 

8. I understand that the researcher(s) will maintain confidentiality and that any 

information I supply to the researcher(s) will be used only for the purposes of 

the research. All the results will be kept anonymous where no individual and 

institutions can be identified. 

9. I understand that the results of the study will be published in such a way that I 

cannot be identified. 

10. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw at any 

time within 14 days after receiving the interview transcript without any effect.  

 

 

Participant’s name: ______________________________________________ 

 

Participant’s signature: ___________________________________________ 

 

Date:  ________________________ 
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Statement by Investigator  

 I have explained the project and the implications of participation in it to 

this volunteer and I believe that the consent is informed and that he/she 

understands the implications of participation. 

If the Investigator has not had an opportunity to talk to participants prior to them 

participating, the following must be ticked. 

 The participant has received the Information Sheet where my details have 

been provided so participants have had the opportunity to contact me 

prior to consenting to participate in this project. 

 

Investigator’s name: 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

Investigator’s signature: 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

Date:  ________________________ 

  



406 

Appendix O: CPA Accreditation Standard for Quality Assurance 

Standard 7: Quality Assurance 

The higher education provider has policies and procedures in place to ensure the 

quality of the accounting program is maintained and continually improved. 

Guidelines 

These should include, but are not limited to: 

Curriculum design and implementation methods, including teaching practices. 

Review of assessment items for the required subjects. 

An effective system for regular monitoring and evaluation of programs to ensure that 

the program approval and accreditation criteria continue to be met. 

Evidence 

Details of curriculum design and implementation methods and teaching practices. 

Details of the assessment review policy and procedures. 

Details of the policy and procedures for monitoring and evaluating subjects. 
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Appendix P: AACSB Accreditation Standards: Business Standards 

(Effective from 1/1/2019) 

Standard 8: The school uses well-documented, systematic processes for determining 

and revising degree program learning goals; designing, delivering, and improving 

degree program curricula to achieve learning goals; and demonstrating that degree 

program learning goals have been met. [CURRICULA MANAGEMENT AND 

ASSURANCE OF LEARNING] 

Definitions 

Learning goals state the educational expectations for each degree program. They 

specify the intellectual and behavioural competencies a program is intended to instil. 

In defining these goals, the faculty members clarify how they intend for graduates to 

be competent and effective as a result of completing the program.  

A curriculum maps out how the school facilitates achievement of program learning 

goals. It is defined by content (theories, concepts, skills, etc.), pedagogies (teaching 

methods, delivery modes), and structures (how the content is organized and sequenced 

to create a systematic, integrated program of teaching and learning). A curriculum is 

also influenced by the mission, values, and culture of the school.  

Assurance of learning refers to processes for demonstrating that students achieve 

learning expectations for the programs in which they participate. Schools use 

assurance of learning to demonstrate accountability and assure external constituents, 

such as potential students, trustees, public officials, supporters, and accrediting 

organizations, that the school meets its goals. Assurance of learning also assists the 

school and faculty members to improve programs and courses. By measuring learning, 

the school can evaluate its students’ success at achieving learning goals, use the 

measures to plan improvement efforts, and (depending on the type of measures) 

provide feedback and guidance for individual students. For assurance of learning 

purposes, AACSB accreditation is concerned with broad, program-level focused 

learning goals for each degree program, rather than detailed learning goals by course 

or topic, which must be the responsibility of individual faculty members.  

Curricula management refers to the school’s processes and organization for 

development, design, and implementation of each degree program’s structure, 

organization, content, assessment of outcomes, pedagogy, etc. Curricula management 

captures input from key business school stakeholders and is influenced by assurance 

of learning results, new developments in business practice 

Basis for Judgment 

 • Learning goals derive from and are consonant with the school’s mission, expected 

outcomes, and strategies. Curricula management processes are guided by the school’s 

mission, expected outcomes, and strategies. Curricula management processes align 

curricula for all programs with the school’s mission, expected outcomes, and strategies. 

 • Learning goals and curricula reflect currency of knowledge. Appropriately qualified 

faculty members are involved in all aspects of curricula management, including the 

determination of learning goals and the design and ongoing revision of degree program 
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content, pedagogies, and structure to achieve learning goals. The peer review team 

expects to see evidence of curricula improvement based on a systematic assurance of 

learning process. 

 • Depending on the teaching/learning models and the division of labour, curricula 

management facilitates faculty-faculty and faculty-staff interactions and engagement 

to support development and management of both curricula and the learning process. • 

Learning goals and curricula reflect expectations of stakeholders. Schools incorporate 

perspectives from stakeholders, including organizations employing graduates, alumni, 

students, the university community, policymakers, etc., into curricula management 

processes.  

 • Learning goals are achieved. Systematic processes support assurance of learning and 

produce a portfolio of evidence demonstrating achievement of learning goals. These 

processes also produce a portfolio of documented improvements based on collected 

evidence. The school provides a portfolio of evidence for each business degree 

program to demonstrate that students meet the learning goals. Or, if assessment 

demonstrates that students are not meeting the learning goals, the school has instituted 

efforts to eliminate the discrepancy.  

 • Evidence of recent curricula development, review, or revision demonstrates the 

effectiveness of curricula/program management.  

 • Results of regular assessment activities should be reflected in changes to program 

curriculum. 

Guidance for Documentation  

 • Describe processes for determining and revising learning goals, curricula 

management, and assurance of learning. Discuss mission, faculty, and stakeholder 

involvement in these processes. 

 • Show how curricula management processes have produced new or revised curricula 

for degree programs, describing the source of information that supports the new or 

revised program development.  

 • Discuss and provide evidence of faculty-faculty and faculty-staff interaction in 

curricula management processes.  

 • List the learning goals for each business degree program—this list should include 

both conceptual and operational definitions. Also, provide curriculum maps and 

assessment schedule, demonstrating regular assessment of learning goals.  

 • Provide a portfolio of evidence, including direct assessment of student learning, 

showing that students meet all of the learning goals for each business degree program. 

Or, if assessment demonstrates that students are not meeting learning goals, describe 

efforts that the unit has instituted to eliminate the discrepancy. Indirect assessments 

(for example, employer satisfaction or alumni surveys, etc.) may be used as part of the 

portfolio of evidence, to provide contextual information for direct assessment or 

information for continuous improvement.  

 • If the business school is subject to formalized regulations or quality assessment 

processes focused on the evaluation of student performance, and these processes are 

consistent with AACSB expectations and best practices, they may be applied to 
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demonstrate assurance of learning. The burden of proof is on the school to document 

that these systems support effective continuous improvement in student performance 

and outcomes. 
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