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Abstract

Background: International supply chain and trade courses require learners to connect sourcing,
transport, contractual delivery, payment, documentation and risk rather than recall isolated definitions.
Purpose: This paper develops a course-level outcome-based education (OBE) design that links
interdisciplinary business tasks to observable and individually attributable learning evidence. Methods:
A design-oriented curriculum analysis synthesized OBE, constructive alignment, authentic assessment,
rubric research and feedback theory. The analysis specified course learning outcomes, mapped them to
tasks and evidence, and constructed an assessment and improvement protocol. No student performance
data were analyzed. Design results: Four outcomes address business-process analysis, fulfilment
verification, alternative decision making, and communication with professional responsibility. A
staged cross-border order project joins independent process mapping, document checking, solution
comparison, team synthesis and individual oral defence. The proposed grade structure assigns 60% to
process work and 40% to a final individual assessment, while a separate outcome-attainment model
prioritizes individual evidence. A four-level analytic rubric and an evidence-to-action protocol provide
practical criteria for scoring, diagnosis and course revision. Implications: The framework offers a
transparent way to link authentic business decisions with evaluable learning outcomes without
confusing team performance with individual competence. It remains a design proposition: future
classroom cycles must test feasibility, scoring reliability and learning effects.
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1. Introduction

International supply chain and trade education occupies an inherently interdisciplinary space.
Students are expected not only to understand isolated concepts such as procurement, inventory,
transportation, trade terms, payment methods, and shipping documents, but also to use these concepts
jointly when making decisions about a continuous cross-border transaction. A change in a contractual
term can alter the allocation of cost and risk; a transportation decision can change delivery time,
inventory exposure, and cash-flow requirements; and inconsistencies across commercial or logistics
documents can affect settlement and fulfilment. The educational challenge is therefore less about
covering a long list of topics and more about helping students integrate knowledge across linked
business processes.

A conventional course structure organized mainly around textbook chapters can obscure this
integration. Students may perform well on concept quizzes while remaining unable to explain how
purchasing, transportation, delivery, payment, documentation, and risk interact in one order. Broad
course objectives such as "understand supply chains" or "master international trade procedures"
provide useful thematic direction, but they do not specify what students should be able to produce or
demonstrate. When objectives remain abstract, assessment often defaults to aggregate scores that
indicate overall performance but provide little evidence about which capability has or has not been
attained.

A second challenge concerns the evidential basis of course assessment. Comprehensive business
projects are often completed in teams because teamwork resembles professional practice and makes
complex tasks manageable. However, a team score is not sufficient evidence that every student can
independently analyze a process, verify a transaction, calculate alternatives, or defend a decision. In
addition, a single total course grade can conceal large differences between capabilities. A student who
performs strongly in calculations but weakly in document verification may receive the same overall
score as a student with the opposite profile. For curriculum improvement, these profiles require
different teaching responses.

Outcome-based education (OBE) begins with performances students are expected to demonstrate,
rather than with a list of topics to be taught [1, 2]. Constructive alignment requires congruence
between these performances, the learning activities that elicit them, and the assessments used to judge
them [3]. Backward design adds a pragmatic sequence: specify desired results, determine convincing
evidence, and then plan instruction [4]. For a cross-border business course, the challenge is to turn
these principles into observable, individually attributable evidence without fragmenting an integrated
workflow.

This article presents a design-oriented study of an International Supply Chain and Trade course
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situated within economics and management higher education. It asks three questions: (RQ1) Which
observable outcomes capture the cross-functional capabilities expected in a cross-border order? (RQ2)
How can an authentic order-fulfilment project align teaching activities and evidence for each outcome?
(RQ3) How can individual attainment and continuous improvement be reported without treating team
scores as individual competence? The contribution is a traceable learning-outcome—task—evidence

framework, not a claim that student achievement has already improved.
2. Theoretical Frameworkn

2.1. Observable learning outcomes and backward alignment

For a single course, an outcome becomes useful only when it can guide both learning activities
and judgment. Statements such as "understand international supply chains" are difficult to assess
because the verb does not identify observable performance. By contrast, an outcome that requires
students to map an order-fulfilment process, identify constraints, compare alternatives, verify
consistency, calculate cost and time, or justify a recommendation leaves a record that can be examined.
The practical value of OBE therefore depends on the quality of outcome specification, not merely on
whether OBE terminology appears in the syllabus.

Constructive alignment provides the second theoretical foundation. Biggs [3] argues that intended
outcomes, teaching and learning activities, and assessment should be aligned so that students are
encouraged to engage in the performances that the course values. Alignment is particularly important
when a course aims at higher-order performance. If an outcome requires students to compare
alternative fulfilment solutions under constraints, a lecture on terminology and a multiple-choice
examination are not sufficient. Students need opportunities to perform the comparison and produce
evidence of the reasoning used.

Backward design offers a complementary planning sequence. Wiggins and McTighe [4] propose
beginning with desired learning results, identifying acceptable evidence, and then planning learning
experiences. Applied to the present course, this sequence means defining what competent
order-fulfilment performance looks like, determining which student products or actions would
demonstrate that performance, and only then organizing lectures, demonstrations, practice, feedback,
and projects. This prevents assessment from being added after teaching as a disconnected final step.

The OBE perspective is also used in Chinese higher education as a basis for measurable course
targets and attainment analysis [5, 6, 7]. Its cross-disciplinary adaptation, however, requires
disciplinary judgment: an outcome labelled 'decision-making ability' is not operational until a student

can identify constraints, compute alternatives, and justify trade-offs under explicit case assumptions.

2.2. Authentic project tasks and individual performance
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Authentic assessment is relevant when learning outcomes involve professional or
quasi-professional performance. Gulikers and colleagues [8] conceptualize authenticity through
relationships among the assessment task, physical and social context, assessment result or form, and
assessment criteria. For a business course, authenticity does not require access to a complete live
company operation. A carefully constructed case can preserve the decision relationships that matter
educationally, such as trade-offs among price, delivery time, risk, documentation, and service, while
controlling the amount and sensitivity of information available to students.

Project-based learning can give students an integrated problem that unfolds over several sessions
[9], while active learning makes students undertake the reasoning rather than merely listen to a
demonstration [10]. In this setting, a team proposal is a legitimate collaboration product, but it is
insufficient evidence of each person's analytical ability. Individual process maps, checking logs,

calculation sheets and oral defence must therefore accompany the integrated task.
2.3. Rubrics, feedback and evidence-informed improvement

A rubric is informative only if its criteria correspond to the capability being assessed and its
performance levels describe observable differences [11, 12, 13]. For this course, criteria cover process
linkage, consistency checking, calculation and risk-based justification, and communication with
evidence traceability. Vague descriptors such as 'good work' are replaced with specified features of
student submissions.

Formative assessment should allow students to compare their work with transparent criteria and
revise it accordingly [14, 15]. Feedback is useful when it indicates a goal, the present gap, and a
productive next step [16, 17]. Student feedback literacy further requires making sense of comments
and acting upon them [18]. Consequently, the proposed project retains drafts, feedback and revisions,
and the course evaluation uses weaknesses in the actual artifacts to determine the next instructional

action.
3. Materials And Methods

3.1. Design-oriented study and evidence boundary

This is a curriculum and assessment design study, not an implemented experiment or a statistical
evaluation. The source material was an existing course-reform manuscript specifying the
interdisciplinary problem, a four-outcome scheme, a staged cross-border order task, and possible
evidence weights. The present analysis restructures that design in light of established work on OBE,
alignment, authentic assessment, rubrics and feedback. Design-based research scholarship situates
educational design within cycles of theory, artifact construction and practical testing [19]; however,

the present study reports the design stage only and does not claim to have completed field trials or
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validation cycles.

Four design inputs were specified: (a) the learning demands of a course linking supply chain and
trade operations; (b) a coherent cross-border order scenario with contracting, sourcing, logistics,
delivery, settlement and documentation constraints; (c¢) the requirement that outcome scores be
attributable to individual work; and (d) the need to convert assessment evidence into actionable
teaching decisions. No real student grades, interviews, surveys, employer records or company

transactions were supplied or analyzed.
3.2. Reproducible design procedure

To make the course-design procedure auditable, a course team should maintain a planning record
with four columns: (i) the proposed outcome verb and specified business context; (ii) the student
action that would reveal the outcome; (iii) the tangible artifact or observable behaviour; and (iv) the
relevant rubric descriptor. When one of these columns cannot be populated, the activity or outcome
should be reconsidered. This rule prevents an attractive classroom activity from becoming an
assessment that is disconnected from the stated target. It also clarifies that the same integrated case can
elicit evidence for multiple outcomes as long as the corresponding assessment criteria are
disaggregated.

The study's design-validation logic is deliberately modest. Content coherence can be reviewed by
course instructors and international-trade practitioners using the outcome—task matrix and the business
case brief. Reviewers can check that the case supplies enough information to make the decisions
requested of students, that documentary discrepancies are intentional rather than accidental, and that
the workload is consistent with scheduled teaching time. Such review would establish face and content
plausibility, not observed measurement validity. Any claim of instrument reliability or educational gain
would require scores obtained after actual implementation.

The design procedure has five steps. First, translate broad programme expectations into four
observable course learning outcomes (CLOs). Second, build an outcome—task—artifact matrix and
identify gaps where an outcome has no direct evidence. Third, construct a multi-stage order-fulfilment
project with scaffolding, checkpoints and individual deliverables. Fourth, specify both course-grade
weights and a separate, individually interpretable CLO-attainment model. Fifth, define rubric
calibration, diagnostic categories and comparable reassessment tasks for the next teaching cycle.

Internal design consistency is examined through an alignment audit: for every CLO, at least one
appropriate performance task, individual artifact, criterion and feedback opportunity must be
identifiable. This audit is a design check, not an external validity test. The reported results therefore
comprise specified curricular artifacts, assessment rules and a future evaluation protocol rather than

observed learning gains.
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4. Design Results

4.1. Four measurable course learning outcomes

The design produces four course learning outcomes (CLOs): business-process analysis, fulfilment
operations, solution decision making, and communication and professional responsibility. The
outcomes are intentionally related but non-redundant. Together, they represent the progression from

understanding an order as a connected system, through checking operational feasibility, to comparing

alternatives and defending a responsible decision.
Table 1

Outcome—task—individual evidence alignment

Course learning

Typical task
outcome ypical tas

Student artifact Assessment focus

Map a cross-border order process

CLO1 Business-process and explain links among

analysis logistics, cash flow, and
information flow.
Verify transaction, transportation
CLO2 Fulfilment Y > [Tansp
. payment, and document
operations

arrangements in a defined case.

Compare at least two
sourcing/transportation/fulfilment
alternatives under cost, time, and

risk constraints.

CLO3 Solution
decision making

Defend a business decision,
respond to questions, verify
sources, and reflect on
responsibility for fulfilment
consequences.

CLO4 Communication
and professional
responsibility

’Individual verification
checklist and error log

Process completeness,
key relationships,
identification of
constraints, and
quality of explanation

Individual process
map and case analysis

Information
consistency, rule
application, error

location, and

explanation of
operational
consequences

Explicit assumptions,
calculation reliability,
alternative
comparison, risk
response, and
recommendation logic

Calculation
worksheet, risk
register, and written
recommendation

Evidence-based
communication,
source traceability,
response quality,
integrity, and
responsibility
judgment

Individual oral
defence and reflection
record
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CLOL1 targets systems thinking across material, money and information flows. CLO2 requires the
operational detection and explanation of inconsistencies between transaction requirements and
fulfilment documents. CLO3 targets explicit comparison of sourcing and transportation options using
cost, time, uncertainty and risk. CLO4 calls for evidence-based communication, source verification
and responsible professional judgment. The four outcomes are interconnected, but their scores should

remain interpretable at the level of a distinct performance.
4.2. Cross-border order-fulfilment project

A complete teaching brief should distinguish mandatory constraints from decision variables.
Mandatory constraints might include a contractual delivery window, customer-specified document
fields, an agreed payment condition and a requirement to disclose the applicable trade term. Decision
variables might include supplier selection, consolidation, transport mode and a reasonable buffer
against delay. Students must first state which options are feasible under the mandatory constraints and
only then compare the feasible alternatives. This avoids the common error of selecting the lowest
nominal price without considering whether the order could be performed.

The proposed artifact package contains six linked but independently checkable files: a process
map, an annotated contract-and-document checklist, an assumptions register, a calculation sheet, a risk
register and a recommendation memo. For example, the calculation sheet should identify every cost
category included in the comparison and prevent double counting of freight or insurance. The risk
register should distinguish an identified hazard, its plausible consequence and the student's proposed
mitigation. The recommendation memo should point to these supporting artifacts rather than introduce
unsupported new figures. Teachers may standardize templates while leaving the substantive choices
open to students.

Course content is reorganized into four business-process modules rather than taught only as a
sequence of textbook chapters. The modules create a progression from system understanding to

operational execution, decision analysis, and integrated application.
Table 2

Modules, learning activities and evidence

Module Core content Learning activities Primary evidence
Global supply chain
structure, key actors, Process mapping,

Module 1: Foundational
analysis

Individual process map

cross-border order flow, constraint identification,
and annotated case notes

logistics/cash/information short case explanation
relationships
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Trade terms, transportation Document checking,
Module 2: Business arrangements, payment error diagnosis, Verification checklist
fulfilment methods, documentation, fulfilment consequence and error log
information consistency analysis
Sourcing, invento Alternative design .
. & ory. ] n, Calculation worksheet,
Module 3: Solution transportation, delivery,  cost/time calculation, . .
.. . . . . . risk register,
decision making cost, time, uncertainty and sensitivity check, risk .
. recommendation memo
risk response

Full order-fulfilment Team solution Team proposal plus

. . integration, individual . * .
scenario and professional £ ’ individual defence and

.. oral defence, revision, .
communication . reflection
reflection

Module 4: Integrated
application

The anchor task is an order placed by an overseas buyer with a manufacturer that must select
suppliers and a transport route under contractual delivery, budget and risk constraints. Teachers supply
a controlled brief containing order details, quotations, trade and payment terms, transport lead times,
document templates and explicit cost assumptions. Students compare at least two feasible fulfilment
solutions. The task must not imply that a fictional case represents an actual company transaction.

Five sequential checkpoints structure the assignment: (1) an independent order-process map and
identification of critical handoffs; (2) an individual consistency audit of purchase, transport and
settlement documents; (3) an independently evidenced cost—time-risk comparison and written
recommendation; (4) a collaborative proposal followed by individual questioning; and (5) revision of
the proposed solution using rubric-specific feedback. The group artifact supports collaboration, while
individually attributable records permit separate judgments of competence.

For example, a student deciding between a lower-cost/slower route and a higher-cost/faster route
must state what charges are included in the estimated delivered cost, explain whether both meet the
promised delivery window, identify disruption risks, and indicate which assumptions would reverse
the recommendation. The required output is a transparent decision chain, not a predetermined option.
Actual numerical case inputs should be fixed and disclosed in the teaching materials before

implementation.
4.3. Assessment weights and individual attainment

The marking blueprint should be issued before the case begins. A process map is assessed for
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correct ordering and interpretation of flows rather than visual decoration; a verification checklist is
assessed for detection and explanation of discrepancies; a calculation sheet for assumptions, consistent
units and sensible treatment of uncertainty; and an oral defence for evidence-based reasoning under
questioning. Every grade-bearing task must identify which CLO-related dimensions are being
measured. To avoid double counting, a single artifact can support several CLOs, but the same marks
should not be entered repeatedly into the same attainment calculation without an explicit weighting
rule.

The final individual assessment should include transfer tasks rather than merely repeat the
classroom case. For example, a student could receive a new order with different transport and payment
constraints and be asked to locate an inconsistency, identify plausible alternatives or explain the effect
of a changed deadline. This creates a second opportunity to observe the intended performance in a
fresh context. It also helps test whether a high team score reflects genuine understanding or reliance on
another team member's work.

The proposed course grade combines process assessment (60%) with a final individual
comprehensive examination (40%). Within process assessment, individual process mapping and case
analysis account for 15% of the grade, individual fulfilment verification for 20%, a team integrated
proposal for 15%, and individual oral defence and reflection for 10%. These figures are illustrative and

must be aligned with local course regulations before use; they are not measured results.
Table 3

Hllustrative grade composition

Primary outcome

4 . Evidence level
relationship

Assessment component Weight

Individual process and CLOT primarily;

15% supports CLO4 through Individual
case tasks .
explanation
Individual fulfilment 20% CLO2 primarily Individual

operation tasks

Team product; not used
Team integrated proposal 15% CLO1-CLO3 integration  alone for individual
attainment

Individual oral defence CLO4 and cross-check of

. 10% CLO1-CLO3 Individual
and reflection )
understanding
Final individual Outcome-aligned items
comprehensive 40% for CLO1-CLO3 and Individual
assessment selected CLO4 evidence
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Course grades and outcome-attainment values are distinct analytical products. Team scores may
form part of the overall course grade but do not, by themselves, establish CLO attainment by any
particular student. The outcome scheme therefore uses individual assignments, individual answer
sections, oral defence and source checks. A mapping of outcome-specific evidence is presented in

Table 4.
Table 4

Individually attributable evidence weights by outcome

Outcome  Evidence and within-outcome weight Primary interpretation

Individual process task: 50%; final aligned Process linkage, key-node identification,

CLol section: 50% explanation of relationships and constraints

Individual fulfilment task: 60%; final Operational correctness, consistency checking,

CLo2 aligned section: 40% error diagnosis, consequence explanation

Individual calculation and solution
CLO3 justification: 50%; final aligned section:
50%

Alternative comparison, assumptions,
calculation reliability, risk response, justification

Evidence-based expression, response to
questions, traceability, integrity and
responsibility

Individual oral defence: 60%; individual

CLO4 reflection and source verification: 40%

Let s(i,k,j) denote student i's percentage score for evidence component j under outcome k, and let
w(k,j) be its prespecified within-outcome weight (summing to 1). The attainment index is A(i,k) = Xj
w(k,j) *x s(ik,j). The class mean for outcome k is the average of A(ik) over students with valid
assessments. The attainment rate is the proportion for whom A(i,k) meets the prespecified threshold
t(k). Both class means and attainment rates should be reported along with valid sample sizes,

dispersions and missing-data rules; no attainment values are calculated in this design-only paper.
4.4. Four-level analytic rubric and quality safeguards

Instructors must specify the boundaries between the four performance bands before use. At
threshold level, a student might produce a workable process sequence yet miss secondary relationships,
or compare two options with adequate arithmetic but limited sensitivity analysis. A proficient student
should show the major cross-functional implications and justify a recommendation under identified
risks. Exemplary work should additionally anticipate plausible changes in assumptions and trace
supporting sources. Below-threshold work would contain material omissions or unreliable calculations
that make the decision unpersuasive. The purpose of such anchors is to facilitate reproducible
judgments, not to assert that one rubric works equally well in every cohort.

Missing and late evidence also require an announced rule. A genuine non-submission, an excused

10
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absence and a missing record due to a platform failure are not interchangeable. For each CLO, the
course report should list the denominator used in the attainment rate, the number of excluded or
remediated cases and the reason for each exclusion category. If a student completes a permitted
make-up assessment, its alignment and comparability with the original task should be checked before
the replacement score enters the outcome calculation. These simple procedures matter because the
apparent proportion of learners meeting a threshold can change substantially through inconsistent
denominator choices.

The analytic rubric distinguishes exemplary, proficient, threshold and below-threshold
performance on four dimensions. It can be applied to separate individual artifacts as well as to the
relevant criteria of integrated projects. Table 5 gives criterion anchors; detailed scoring points should

be specified for each task before students submit work.
Table 5

Example four-level performance descriptors

Dimension Exemplary Proficient Threshold Below threshold

Represents all critical Represents major ~ Represents the Important nodes are

nodes and nodes and basic process but missing or
Business-process relationships; explains relationships with ~ connections or disconnected;
analysis constraints and minor omissions;  constraints are  explanations show
downstream effects  explanations are only partly major conceptual
accurately. generally accurate. explained. erTors.

Performs basic

Checks relevant Identifies most  checks but misses Verification is

information . .
. 1mportant some incomplete or
Fulfilment systematically; locates . . . . . . . .
. . . . . inconsistencies and inconsistencies or unreliable; major
verification inconsistencies and . . . . . .
. . applies rules with  provides weak  inconsistencies are
explains operational . .
only minor errors. consequence not recognized.
consequences. .
analysis.
. Compares Provides little
Compares credible . . . . )
) . alternatives with Provides a feasible meaningful
alternatives using ) ) ;
. . generally reliable ~ comparison but comparison;
. .. explicit assumptions, . . .
Solution decision . . calculations and assumptions, calculations or
. reliable calculations, . . . .
making . . . addresses major  sensitivity, or risk  assumptions are
time/risk analysis, and . . .
risks; analysis are unreliable and
a well-supported . 7 S
recommendation is limited. recommendation is

recommendation. supported. unsupported.

11
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Uses traceable
evidence, responds  Explains decisions Can describe the Capr_lot explain key
clearly to challenge,  clearly and uses . . decisions or sources;
. . . . . . main decision but .
Communication identifies uncertainty, identifiable . responses indicate
o ope . evidence use or .
and responsibility and demonstrates  evidence; responds weak ownership or
o responses are o
responsibility for ~ adequately to most . responsibility
) incomplete. ;
fulfilment questions. judgment.
consequences.

Before formal grading, instructors should jointly score representative anonymized examples,
discuss differences in interpreting each anchor, and revise ambiguous wording. A sample of
submissions should receive a second independent score. Disagreements and any scoring adjustments
should be documented; the proportion double-scored and an appropriate agreement statistic can then
be reported. Questionnaires and learner satisfaction may explain the learning experience but should

not be substituted for these direct artifacts.
4.5. Continuous-improvement protocol

After each teaching cycle, instructors should inspect CLO-level summaries, distributions,
threshold attainment and examples of common errors. Each weak result is classified as a possible
conceptual misunderstanding, procedural error, decision-criteria omission, insufficient evidence, or
assessment-design problem. The corresponding response must specify a concrete instructional change,

when it will be introduced, and which comparable task will be used to judge it in the next cycle.
Table 6

Evidence-to-action improvement decisions

. . . . . R men
Observed evidence pattern Diagnostic question Instructional response cassessment
evidence
Rule Comparable
Repeated CLO2 . . Add worked error cases and an ompa
. misunderstanding vs. . . . . . ., verification task
document-consistency - ) individual verification checklist . .
missing checking . using different
errors practice

routine documents

Require time-risk parameters, New scenario with
sensitivity prompts, and a  changed lead time or

CLO3 solutions compare

price but ignore time and Incomplete decision

criteria

risk structured risk register disruption risk
. . Compare team score
Team score masking Increase independent pare teat
Strong team product but g . . . . with individual
> individual calculation/verification artifacts . .
weak individual defence . evidence in next
understanding and targeted oral defence
cycle
. . Revise descriptors, use anchor Repeat
Large scorer disagreement  Unclear criteria or . :
. o examples, and conduct joint double-scoring on a
on rubric levels calibration problem . .
trial scoring new sample

12
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Students can perform tasks . Require source annotations and Audit traceability in
Weak evidence-use

but cannot trace data explicit distinction between later project
norms . ..
sources simulated and external data submissions

Because the first implementation has not been observed in this study, this protocol is a
prospective improvement design rather than a completed quality-improvement loop. Evidence of
improvement would require implementation over at least one subsequent comparable cycle with stable

CLO definitions and appropriately comparable tasks.
S. Discussion

An important implication concerns the distinction between assessment for grading and
assessment for improvement. A course can legitimately give some weight to a collaborative proposal
while calculating outcome attainment using the individual components that most directly reflect the
target skill. This is not a rejection of teamwork; it is an attribution rule. In practice, teachers should
retain the team product and the individual artifact trail together so that a difference between them can
prompt productive feedback. Discrepancies may also reveal weaknesses in group organization or task
assignment, which deserve attention even when they are not themselves CLO scores.

The proposed design can be adapted to classes with different preparation levels without changing
its core logic. Entry-level learners may receive partially completed process maps and structured
checking prompts, while more advanced learners can face altered lead times, disruption scenarios and
conflicting business objectives. Nevertheless, the definitions of the four outcomes and the rubric
criteria should remain sufficiently stable to support comparison across consecutive cohorts. Future
research should report how much scaffolding was supplied so that apparently higher attainment is not
misread as better competence when assistance levels differ.

The design addresses three tensions in interdisciplinary business education. First, complete
order-fulfilment tasks are needed to keep financial, logistical and contractual decisions connected,
while separate rubric dimensions are needed to avoid a non-interpretable overall score. Second,
teamwork reflects business practice yet may conceal who understands particular decisions; individual
calculations and questioning reduce this ambiguity. Third, a course's numerical attainment index offers
a summary but is insufficient for deciding what the teacher should change; artifact-level error
interpretation must accompany aggregate values.

The framework extends outcome-based practice by connecting the abstract idea of alignment to
specific evidence sources for trade and supply chain decisions. It also treats assessment as a resource
for continuing learning rather than simply certification, consistent with learning-oriented assessment
[20]. Its contribution is an implementation-ready and testable logic for connecting outcomes, authentic

tasks, scoring and corrective action; no causal claim about educational effectiveness is warranted at

13
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this stage.

Several limitations matter. The rubric has not been empirically calibrated; the example weights
have not been optimized; and the case's realism has not been evaluated by students or industry experts.
Teacher workload, class size and the reliability of oral questioning could affect feasibility. A future
study should identify cohort size and prior attainment, document task versions and valid cases, report
rubric agreement and CLO scores, and compare equivalent tasks across cycles without inferring causal

impacts from a single class or uncontrolled pre/post difference.

6. Conclusion

This paper specifies an OBE-based course redesign for International Supply Chain and Trade. It
identifies four observable outcomes, integrates them through a staged cross-border order task,
separates team activity from individual performance evidence, and connects outcome-level attainment
to rubric-based diagnosis and instructional revision. The design contributes a transparent assessment
architecture for an interdisciplinary economics and management course. Its impact on learning remains
to be determined through ethical, documented implementation and repeated assessment with

comparable tasks.

Acknowledgments

The author declares that no specific acknowledgments are required.

Author contributions

Conceptualization, Ruihui Yu; methodology, Ruihui Yu; formal analysis, Ruihui Yu;
writing—original draft preparation, Ruihui Yu; writing—review and editing, Ruihui Yu; funding

acquisition, Ruihui Yu. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding

This work was supported by [Social Science Association of Anhui Province] [grant number
2025CXQ014].
This work was also supported by [General University-level Teaching Research Project of Anhui

University of Finance and Economics] [grant number acjyyb2024025].

Data availability

No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is not applicable to this article.

Declarations

Conflict of interest

14



w¥

% Advances in Curriculum Design&Education

- ﬁ"—
wispov acapevic hittps://doi.org/10.63808/acde.v2i4.573 Volume 2 , Issue 4

The author declares that there is no conflict of interest.

Ethics approval

Ethical approval was not required for this study.

Consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Additional information

Received: 11 November 2026
Accepted: 12 November 2026
Published online: 13 November 2026

Publisher’s Note

Wisdom Academic Press Ltd. remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps

and institutional affiliations.

15



@3%_ Advances in Curriculum Design&Education
G o httpss//doiorg/10.63808/acde.v2id.5T3 Volume 2, Issue 4

References
[1] Spady, W. G. (1994). Outcome-based education: Critical issues and answers. American
Association of School Administrators.
[2] Harden, R. M. (2007). Outcome-based education: The future is today. Medical Teacher, 29(7),

625-629. https://doi.org/10.1080/01421590701729930

[3] Biggs, J. (1996). Enhancing teaching through constructive alignment. Higher Education, 32(3),

347-364. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00138871

[4] Wiggins, G., & McTighe, J. (2005). Understanding by design (Expanded 2nd ed.). Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.

[5]Li, Z. Y. (2014a). Interpreting the outcome-oriented concept of engineering education accreditation.
Zhongguo Gaodeng Jiaoyu, (17), 7-10. [In Chinese].

[6] Li, Z. Y. (2014b). Guiding higher engineering education reform with outcome-based education.
Gaodeng Gongcheng Jiaoyu Yanjiu, (2), 29-34. [In Chinese].

[7] Shen, T. E., & Locke, S. (2016). On the concept of outcome-based education. Gaoxiao Jiaoyu
Guanli, 10(5), 47-51. [In Chinese].

[8] Gulikers, J. T. M., Bastiaens, T. J., & Kirschner, P. A. (2004). A five-dimensional framework for
authentic assessment. Educational Technology Research and Development, 52(3), 67-86.

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504676

[9] Bell, S. (2010). Project-based learning for the 21st century: Skills for the future. The Clearing

House, 83(2), 39-43. https://doi.org/10.1080/00098650903505415
[10] Prince, M. (2004). Does active learning work? A review of the research. Journal of Engineering

Education, 93(3), 223-231. https://doi.org/10.1002/].2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x

[11] Brookhart, S. M. (2018). Appropriate criteria: Key to effective rubrics. Frontiers in Education, 3,

Article 22. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2018.00022

[12] Panadero, E., & Jonsson, A. (2013). The use of scoring rubrics for formative assessment purposes
revisited: A review. Educational Research Review, 9, 129-144.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2013.01.002

16


https://doi.org/10.1080/01421590701729930
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00138871
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504676
https://doi.org/10.1080/00098650903505415
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2018.00022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2013.01.002

L) ° ° ° .
2 Advances in Curriculum Design&Education
wispov acaoevic https:/doi.org/10.63808/acde.v2i4.573 Volume 2 , Issue 4
[13] Dawson, P. (2017). Assessment rubrics: Towards clearer and more replicable design, research and

practice.  Assessment &  Evaluation in  Higher Education, 42(3), 347-360.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1111294

[14] Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems. Instructional

Science, 18(2), 119-144. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00117714

[15] Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in Education:

Principles, Policy & Practice, 5(1), 7-74. https://doi.org/10.1080/0969595980050102

[16] Nicol, D. J., & Macfarlane-Dick, D. (2006). Formative assessment and self-regulated learning: A
model and seven principles of good feedback practice. Studies in Higher Education, 31(2),

199-218. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090

[17] Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research,

77(1), 81-112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487
[18] Carless, D., & Boud, D. (2018). The development of student feedback literacy: Enabling uptake
of feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(8), 1315-1325.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354

[19] The Design-Based Research Collective. (2003). Design-based research: An emerging paradigm
for educational inquiry. Educational Researcher, 32(1), 5-8.

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X032001005

[20] Boud, D., & Falchikov, N. (2006). Aligning assessment with long-term learning. Assessment &

Evaluation in Higher Education, 31(4), 399—413. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930600679050

17


https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1111294
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00117714
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969595980050102
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X032001005
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930600679050

	1.Introduction
	2.Theoretical Frameworkn
	2.1.Observable learning outcomes and backward alignmen
	2.2.Authentic project tasks and individual performance
	2.3.Rubrics, feedback and evidence-informed improvemen
	3.Materials And Methods
	3.1.Design-oriented study and evidence boundary
	3.2.Reproducible design procedure
	4.Design Results
	4.1.Four measurable course learning outcomes
	4.2.Cross-border order-fulfilment project
	4.3.Assessment weights and individual attainment
	4.4.Four-level analytic rubric and quality safeguards
	4.5.Continuous-improvement protocol
	5.Discussion
	6.Conclusion

