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Welcome 
 

 

 

 

 

Colleagues 

 

At the age of 18 Georgia collects her 

Advanced Level exam results from school. Her 

target university requires three A grades. Her 

proud parents celebrate her success. 

However, Georgia points out ‘I do not actually 

have an A grade in Geography...I have an A in 

how to get an A Grade in Geography’. 

Assessment and feedback is a powerful 

influence on our students. If schooling has 

developed Georgia as a strategic learner, then 

what are we doing in the university to change 

her approach to learning and enable her to 

become a ‘Geographer’? 

 

Welcome to the 6th biennial Assessment in 

Higher Education conference here in 

Manchester, UK. The conference committee 

aim to create a conference that promotes 

critical debate in a supportive atmosphere. The 

conference brings together leading 

researchers, academic developers and 

innovative practitioners from more than 22 

countries to share ideas and question practice 

in all aspects of assessment and feedback. 

The conference provides opportunities for 

dialogue and networking, you will be able to 

share ideas with colleagues from a wide range 

of institutional and national contexts. 

 

We have two engaging keynote speakers, 

Professor Denise Whitelock will challenge our 

thinking about online assessment and Dr Jan 

McArthur will provoke discussion of social 

justice issue4s related to assessment and 

feedback. Together with masterclasses by 

leading researchers, cutting edge 

presentations from delegates and stimulating 

poster and pitch sessions, you will enjoy a 

packed programme. 

 

As a follow-up to the conference we invite you 

to join the 7 July 2017 webinar which will 

highlight the work of three conference 

presenters selected by the committee. The 

webinar will provide a further opportunity for 

dialogue and reflection on the conference. 

 

If you have presented a paper at conference, 

then please consider submitting it to our 

special ‘assessment’ issue of Practitioner 

Research in Higher Education. This is an open 

access peer reviewed journal that will enable 

you to share your paper widely. 

 

The next biennial international Assessment in 

Higher Education conference will be held in 

June 2019. However, the committee will hold a 

one- day seminar on 28 June 2018 and will 

continue to collaborate with Monash University 

to provide webinars focused on assessment 

and feedback issues. 

 

Enjoy the conference. We are confident that it 

will help you to develop your research and 

practice to better support Georgia in becoming 

a Geographer. 

 

 

Pete Boyd 

Conference Chair  

pete.boyd@cumbria.ac.uk 

 

 

Linda Shore 

AHE Event Manager 

linda.shore@cumbria.ac.uk  

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:pete.boyd@cumbria.ac.uk
mailto:linda.shore@cumbria.ac.uk


4 

 

Delegate Information 
 

AHE Executive Committee 

 

Sue Bloxham    University of Cumbria 

Pete Boyd (Conference Chair)  University of Cumbria 

Amanda Chapman   University of Cumbria 

Jess Evans    The Open University 

Linda Graham    Northumbria University 

Peter Holgate    Northumbria University 

Mark Huxtable    Edinburgh Napier University 

Rita Headington    Educational Consultant 

Sally Jordan    The Open University 

Nicola Reimann    Durham University 

Kay Sambell (Conference President) Edinburgh Napier University 

Linda Shore (Events Manager)  University of Cumbria  

Rebecca Westrup   University of East Anglia 

 

Networking 

 

We hope the conference will provide you with an excellent opportunity to make connections and 
discover shared interests in higher education assessment with colleagues from across the UK and 
beyond. 

Evaluation and commentary 

We actively encourage you to make use of the conference hashtag #AssessmentHEconf on Twitter 
in order to share ideas, respond to sessions, ask questions and make connections.  There will be an 
on-line evaluation after the conference but please feel free to share any comments or suggestions 
with members of the Executive committee whilst you are here. 

Interesting places to visit 

Manchester is a vibrant city with many interesting places to visit.  Go to 
http://www.visitmanchester.com/ for plenty of ideas. 

Wi-Fi Access 

For Wi-Fi access at The MacDonald Manchester Hotel please go to ‘Wi-Fi settings’ on your laptop or 
mobile device and select ‘MacDonald WiFi’.  Enter your name, mobile telephone number & email 
address.  A pin number will be sent to your mobile device which will enable you to access this service. 

AHE Registration Desk 

For assistance during the conference please visit the AHE Registration Desk between 08.30-11.30 
located in front of the lifts by the Main Hotel Reception and from 11.30 onwards in the Piccadilly Suite. 

 



STRIVING TO IMPROVE 
INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS?

Assessment of learning is your first step in improving student learning.  via™’s flexible 
assessment solution allows your programme to measure and report student 
learning outcomes and achievements your way.  via™ analytics generates powerful 
reports to demonstrate student progress and provide insight for continuous 
improvement. Students can use via™ to prepare learning artefacts, curate 
portfolios, and share their experiences. From here, be able to showcase your 
institutional effectiveness to stakeholders using LiveText's via.

via™ delivers documentation and evidence of student 
learning outcomes, helping you improve institutional 
effectiveness and engage in continuous improvement.

www.LiveText.co.uk | +44 7947 669771

LEARN WHAT’S POSSIBLE. 

Visit our table at AHE.
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Keynote Address 
 

Dr Jan McArthur 

Lancaster University 

 

The dark arts of assessment:  
From SMART to social justice 

Of all the practices that make up higher 
education, assessment is the one where 
clear procedures and reliable outcomes are 
surely most important. Much of the 
assessment that takes place in higher 
education leads on to professional 
accreditation, and as a society we rightfully 
expect certain guarantees in the professional 
knowledge of our doctors, engineers, 
teachers and lawyers.   And yet, I will argue 
that we also need graduates with socially 
just dispositions and ways of using their 
knowledge – and that nurturing these 
necessitates a rather different approach to 
learning and assessment.  Indeed, I will 
argue that to realise the social justice 
potential of assessment requires us to 
employ a very different set of traits and 
values than those covered in the familiar 
mantra of ‘SMART’ assessment.  
Assessment for social justice requires that 
we embrace the parts of assessment that lie 
in shadow from the harsh, artificial light of an 
audit culture.  It requires a far less familiar or 
concrete set of traits, such as honesty and 
forgiveness.  To be clear, however, this does 
not involve a romanticised view of what 
assessment can and should be.  Rather, I 
will argue that a social justice approach to 
assessment ensures we deal with 
conundrums and shortcomings that are 
otherwise tricky to consider meaningfully.  
Here, for example, I refer to the trust we 
require students to place in us as we assess  

 

 

 

their work, but the ritualised and 
instrumentalised lack of trust we place in 
students through such practices as those 
encouraged by the burgeoning plagiarism 
industry.  I will argue that the alternative 
values and practices that lie among the 
shadows, which may seem like dark arts 
compared with the clarity of our quality 
assurance processes, may actually hold the 
key to better approaches to assessment.  I 
will propose amendments to current 
mainstream assessment practices that would 
help to realise the social justice mission of 
the university. 

Bibliography 

Dr Jan McArthur‘s research interests span 
two themes: education and social justice, 
and the nature of higher education. She is 
interested in inter-relationships between 
education and society, and between theory 
and practice. She has explored different 
interpretations of critical pedagogy, and 
particularly the ways in which 
conceptualisations of knowledge impact 
upon social justice. Much of her work is 
informed by critical theory, and she has a 
special interest in the work of Theodor 
Adorno. Her recent work has looked at the 
nature of assessment and feedback the role 
of failure in learning including the 
relationship between conceptions of failure 
and social justice. 
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Keynote Address 
 

Professor Denise Whitelock 

The Open University 

 
 
Technology enhanced assessment: Do 
we have a sheep in wolves clothing 
 
A sea change in assessment, precipitated 
by both researchers and practitioners alike, 
was crystallised by a statement issued by 
the Assessment Reform Group (ARG), who 
have rejected the notion of Assessment that 
foregrounds cognitive ability tests that are 
valued for their predicted validity (Broadfoot, 
Daugherty, Gardner, Harlen, James & 
Stobart, 2002). The ARG set out to promote 
better alignment between teaching, learning 
& assessment and endorsed the term 
‘Assessment for Learning’. This 
presentation explores the role that 
technology enhanced assessment can play 
in encouraging the assessment for learning 
agenda. It presents a number of cases of 
peer, self and computer assessments that 
display a range of characteristics for the 
next generation of assessment tasks. 

The discussion of the cases reveals a 
missing characteristic, which is a form of 
feedback to the students that will take their 
learning forward which I refer to as “Advice 
for Action” (Whitelock, 2011).  Recent 
developments in automatic feedback 
systems for essay writing (Whitelock, 
Twiner, Richardson, Field & Pulman, 2015a 
and 2015b) will be presented and the role of 
visualisations and socio-emotive feedback 
in conveying meaningful feedback will also 
be discussed. 

Since any feedback that is not understood 
or cannot be acted upon is likely to be 

ignored it will not facilitate learner 
improvement or confidence. This will always 
be a challenge – but how can technology 
enhanced assessment pursue this agenda? 

Bibliography 

Professor Denise Whitelock has over 20 
years experience in designing, researching 
and evaluating online and computer-based 
learning in Higher Education.  She is a 
Professor of Technology Enhanced 
Assessment and Learning in the Open 
University’s Institute of Educational 
Technology.  She has just completed 
directing the SAFeSEA project. 
http://www.open.ac.uk/researchprojects/saf
esea/  The aim of this research was to 
provide an effective automated interactive 
feedback system that yields an acceptable 
level of support for university students 
writing essays in a distance or e-learning 
context. She has edited four special journal 
issues on e-Assessment for BJET, LMTECI, 
IJCELL and IJEA. She chaired the 
International Computer Assisted 
Assessment Conference from 2010 until 
2013.  Her work has received international 
recognition as she holds visiting chairs at 
the Autonoma University, Barcelona and the 
British University in Dubai. She is also a 
serving member of the governing council for 
the Society for Research into Higher 
Education. 

 
 
 
 

http://www.open.ac.uk/researchprojects/safesea/
http://www.open.ac.uk/researchprojects/safesea/
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Conference Programme Summary 
 

 

Time 
 

Session                                               DAY 1 
 

Room 

 
08.30   Registration & Refreshments       Hotel Reception Foyer 

09.30   Pre-conference Master Classes  

11.20   Parallel Session 1  

12.00   Parallel Session 2  

12.30   Lunch                    Steak House Restaurant  

13.30   Welcome 

13.40   Keynote Speaker Dr. Jan McArthur                               Piccadilly Suite  

14.45   Parallel Session 3  

15.15   Refreshments  

15.40   Parallel Session 4  

16.20   Parallel Session 5  

17.00   Poster & Pitch Session 1 Theme 1 & Theme 2 

  Poster & Pitch Session 2 Theme 4 

  Poster & Pitch Session 3 Theme 3 & Theme 6 

18.00   Close  

 

19.30   Drinks Reception                The Exchange Bar 

20.00   Conference Dinner       Piccadilly Suite  

 

  

Time 

 

Session                                                    DAY 2 

 

Room 
 

08.30   Registration & Refreshments      Hotel Reception Foyer 

09.30   Parallel Session 6  

10.10   Parallel Session 7  

10.50   Parallel Session 8  

11.20   Refreshments  

11.45   Parallel Session 9   

12.15   Lunch                    Steak House Restaurant  

13.15   Parallel Session 10  

14.00   Keynote Speaker Prof. Denise Whitelock     Piccadilly Suite  

14.55   Plenary and Poster & Pitch Award      Piccadilly Suite  

15.10   Refreshments   

15.30   Close 
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Conference Themes 
 

The conference themes are set out below: 

 

Theme 1. Exploring approaches to assessment and feedback in higher education· 

Theme 2. Enhancing assessment and feedback at programme and institutional level 

Theme 3. Cultivating assessment literacy 

Theme 4. Integrating digital tools and technologies for assessment 

Theme 5. Developing academic integrity and academic literacies through assessment 

Theme 6. Assessment for Social Justice 

 

1. Exploring contemporary approaches to assessment and feedback in higher 

education: This theme is about assessment in the context of current pedagogical 

approaches in higher education, including for example, inquiry-based learning or feedback 

processes that emphasise dialogue. This theme includes investigation of how assessment 

can be employed in relation to specific subject disciplines, work-based learning, professional 

learning, and distance learning. 

 

2. Enhancing assessment and feedback at programme and institutional level: This theme 

is concerned with programme and institutional initiatives and research that focus on 

improving assessment strategy, policy, regulations or systems. Contributions to this theme 

may be related to academic standards, grading systems, marking practices, quality 

assurance or policy development. 

 

3. Cultivating assessment literacy This theme is about investigations and educational 

interventions related to the assessment literacy of students. It is also about the assessment 

literacy of academic staff, and approaches that can be used to enhance educators’ 

understanding of assessment. It is an opportunity to share research on assessment 

transparency, the development of staff and students’ appreciation of criteria and standards, 

and their grasp of assessment methods and techniques. 

 

4. Integrating digital tools and technologies for assessment: This theme is focused on the 

use of digital technologies and their significant impact on assessment in higher education. 

Contributions here may relate to how technology-enhanced study has influenced assessment 

for learning, or present research or evaluation studies that have investigated the use of e-

assessment tools for particular pedagogic purposes. 

 

5. Developing academic integrity and academic literacies through assessment: This 

theme encompasses research, policy and practice on employing assessments to develop 

students’ understanding of academic integrity and the associated skills in good academic 

practice. This theme will also include related contributions on facilitating students’ academic 

literacies, particularly academic writing. Papers might focus on assessment design to 

promote learning and minimise possibilities for student plagiarism or explore the use of group 

assessments and students’ understanding of collaboration and collusion. 

 

6. Assessment for Social Justice: This theme considers how assessment theory and practice 

can promote or diminish social justice. This may include issues of inclusion and how we 

design assessments that are fair for all. But it also involves consideration of how assessment 

approaches and policies align with broader conceptions of social justice and with struggles 

for a more socially just world. Contributions may address how assessments are perceived by 

students and staff, the effects of assessments on dispositions and actions towards social 

justice or the design of assessment instruments, programmes and policies from a social 

justice perspective. 
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Conference Sessions Day 1 
 

08.30-11.20 Registration & Refreshments                                 Hotel Reception Foyer 

 

09.30-11.00 Pre- Conference Master Classes 

 

Delegates are invited to attend a series of Master Classes prior to the start of the 
conference.  Experts in the field of assessment are leading these sessions 

  

MC1.1  Managing dialogue around exemplars 
David Carless, University of Hong Kong,, Hong Kong 

Room 3 

 

MC1.2  Feedforward: conceptualisations and practices 
Kay Sambell1, Nicola Reimann2, Ian Sadler3, 1Edinburgh Napier University, 
Edinburgh, UK, 2Durham University, Durham, UK, 3Liverpool John Moore’s 
University, Liverpool, UK 

Room 7 

 

MC1.3 Feedback Masterclass 
David Boud, Deakin University, Melbourne, Australia 

Room 5 

 

MC1.4  Pedagogies of Partnership – the joys and challenges of co-creation with students 
Mark Huxham, Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, UK 

Room 2 

 

MC1.5 Marking and moderating student work 
Sue Bloxham, University of Cumbria, Lancaster, UK 

Room 11 

11.20-11.50 Parallel Session 1 

 

1.1 Examining the Examiner: Investigating the assessment literacy of external 
examiners 
Emma Medland, University of Surrey, Guildford, UK 

Room 3                         Session Chair Rita Headington                          Theme 3 

 

1.2 Feedback isn’t just a ‘thing’: Using TESTA and Activity Theory to enhance 
assessment practice and experience 
Neil Lent, Hazel Marzetti, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK 

Room 9                        Session Chair David Brown                                 Theme 2 
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11.20-11.50 Parallel Session 1 (contd.) 

 

1.3 Evolving perceptions about peer-evaluation in students studying to be teachers 
Elizabeth Ruiz Esparza Barajas, Universidad de Sonora, Hermosillo, Sonora, 
Mexico 

Room 6                        Session Chair Pete Boyd                                     Theme 2 

 

 

1.4 Can markers detect contract cheating? Results from an experimental study. 
Phillip Dawson, Wendy Sutherland-Smith, Deakin University, Melbourne, Victoria, 
Australia 

Room 5                            Session Chair Linda Graham                           Theme 5 

 

1.5  Achieving even better assessment in higher education in the Netherlands 
Peter Wildschut, Eric Entken, Rotterdam University, Rotterdam, The Netherlands 

Room 7                             Session Chair Rebecca Westrup                    Theme 1 

 

1.6  Five go marking an examination question: the use of adaptive comparative 
judgement to remove subjective bias 
Jill Barber, University of Manchester, Manchester, UK 

Room 10                          Session Chair Ya Ping (Amy) Hsiao                Theme 1 

 

1.7  Exploring student perceptions of effective feedback 
Liz Austen, Cathy Malone, Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield, UK 

Room 11                          Session Chair Peter Holgate                            Theme 1 

 

1.8 Global Research Assessment Movement and the Changing Mission of Higher 
Education: Comparative Case Studies in China, Hong Kong, Japan and U.S. 
Jun Li1, Jie Chen2, 1University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China, 2International 
Christian School, Hong Kong, China 

Room 2                            Session Chair Simon Brooman                       Theme 6 

12.00-12.30 Parallel Session 2 

 

2.1  External examiners: Developing their assessment literacy and shared academic 
standards 
Sue Bloxham2, Margaret Price4, Chris Rust4, Erica Morris1, Andy Lloyd3, Nicola 
Reimann6, Teresa McConlogue5, 1Higher Education Academy, York, UK, 2University 
of Cumbria, Carlisle, UK, 3Cardiff University, Cardiff, UK, 4Oxford Brookes 
University, Oxford, UK, 5University College London, London, UK, 6Durham 
University, Durham, UK 

Room 11                          Session Chair Denise Whitelock                     Theme 2 

 

2.2  Is anyone listening? The Birmingham Assessment Change Initiative – what do 
academics really think about assessment and feedback? 
Sarah King, Lisa Coulson, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK 

Room 3                            Session Chair Amanda Chapman                   Theme 2 
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12.00-12.30 Parallel Session 2 (contd.) 

 

2.3  Using Concept Assessments to Evaluate Student Learning Gains and Course 
Curriculum Revision 
Kathy Nomme, Natalie Schimpf, Pamela Kalas, University of British Columbia, 
Vancouver, B.C., Canada 

Room 9                            Session Chair Jessica Evans                          Theme 1 

 

2.4  Toward best practice in implementing a student-authored wikitextbook assignment 
Paul Collins, Mary Immaculate College, Limerick, Ireland 

Room 10                      Session Chair Rita Ramos                                   Theme 4 

 

2.5 Digitizing but Diversifying Assessment Formats 
Sofie Emmertsen, Inspera, Oslo, Norway 

Room 2                        Session Chair Sofie Emmersten                         Theme 4 

 

2.6  The reliability and validity of peer assessment based on comparative judgements 
Maarten Goossens, Renske Bouwer, Sven De Maeyer, University of Antwerp, 
Antwerp, Belgium 

Room 4                        Session Chair Mark Huxham                               Theme 1 

 

2.7 Students’ informal peer feedback networks 
Rita Headington, University of Greenwich, London, UK 

Room 5                        Session Chair Shauna Wilton                              Theme 1 

 

2.8 Hegemony and Assessment: Notes from the Trenches 
Caroline Sheedy, DKIT, Dundalk, Ireland 

Room 7                        Session Chair Kay Sambell                                 Theme 6 

 

12.30-13.30                                 Lunch                      Scottish Steak House Restaurant 

 

13.20-13.40                                 Welcome                                               Piccadilly Suiter 

 

13.40-14.35                                 Keynote Speaker                                  Piccadilly Suite 

 The Dark Arts of Assessment:  from SMART to social justice  
Dr Jan McArthur, Lancaster University, Lancaster, UK 
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14.45-15.15 Parallel Session 3 

 

3.1 Cultivating staff assessment literacy in higher education: findings from an 
investigation into academic staff perceptions. 
John Dermo, University of Salford, Salford, UK 

Room 3                        Session Chair Jill Barber                                     Theme 3 

 

3.2  Social and Cultural Factors Influencing Consistency of Examiner Judgements in 
Competency-based Assessments - A Case Study in Medical Education 
Amy (Wai Yee) Wong1,2, Karen Moni1, Jill Thistlethwaite1, Lata Vadlamudi2, 
Christopher Roberts3, 1School of Education, The University of Queensland, 
Brisbane, Queensland, Australia, 2School of Medicine, The University of 
Queensland, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia, 3Sydney Medical School, The 
University of Sydney, Sydney, New South Wales, Australia 

Room 9                         Session Chair Phillip Dawson                            Theme 2 

 

3.3  Investigating assessment in HE: Emotional Labour exploring the toil of marking and 
grading 
Fiona Meddings, University of Bradford, Bradford, West Yorkshire, UK 

Room 5                            Session Chair Marie Stowell                            Theme 1 

3.4  Enhancing digital literacy and employability through portfolio assessment 
Dawn Theresa Nicholson, Manchester Metropolitan University, Manchester, UK 

Room 10                           Session Chair Tim Hunt                                  Theme 4 

 

3.5  Establishing the Infrastructure for Learning Outcomes Assessment 
Walid Ibrahim, UAE University, Al Ain, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates 

Room 6                            Session Chair Pete Boyd                                 Theme 2 

 

3.6 The implications of peer assessment feedback for tutors' and students' communities 
of practice: a qualitative interview study of successful tutors 
Paul Orsmond, Stephen Merry, Staffordshire University, Stoke-on-Trent, UK 

Room 11                          Session Chair Kimberley Wilder                     Theme 1 

 

3.7 Enhancing learning and Teaching through Feedback in Teacher Education: 
Opportunities and Challenges 
Margaret O'Keeffe, University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland 

Room 2                             Session Chair Linda Graham                          Theme 1 

 

3.8 Identifying differences in performance between subgroups of students 
Mantz Yorke, Lancaster University, Lancaster, UK 

Room 7                             Session Chair Elaine Walsh                            Theme 6 

 

15.15-15.40 Refreshments 
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15.40-16.10 Parallel Session 4 

 

4.1  Teacher learning communities in the service of peer assessment: from restricted to 
extended implementation 
Jiming Zhou, Jiangbo Wan, Fudan University, Shanghai, China 

Room 10                          Session Chair Rebecca Westrup                     Theme 3 

 

4.2  Examining the Use of Assessment Rubrics in Higher Education: The Perspectives 
of University Lecturers 
Andrea Scott-Bell, Linda Allin, Northumbria University, Newcastle Upon Tyne, UK 

Room 3                            Session Chair Moira McGuire                          Theme 2 

 

4.3  The State of Affairs of Assessment in U.S. Higher Education - Results from a 
National Survey 
Matthew Gulliford, Courtney Peagler, Taskstream, New York City, USA 

Room 9                            Session Chair Nick Purkis                               Theme 4 

 

4.4 High-octane fuel? Incorporating a contextualised rubric within online feedback to 
stimulate higher-order learning 
Philip Denton, David McIlroy, Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, UK 

Room 2                        Session Chair Paul Hubert Vossen                     Theme 5 

 

4.5  Closing the GAP: Addressing Educational Inequality through Authentic Assessment 
Rhona O'Brien1, Tina Harvey1, 1University of Cumbria, Carlisle, Cumbria, UK, 
2University of Cumbria, Carlisle, Cumbria, 

Room 6                        Session Chair Yvonne Hodgson                         Theme 1 

 

4.6  Building courses to develop ‘evaluative judgement’: learning to make decisions 
about quality work 
Phillip Dawson1, David Boud1, Joanna Tai1, Rola Ajjawi1, Ernesto Panadero2 
1Deakin University, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia, 2Universidad Autónoma de 
Madrid, Madrid, Spain 

Room 11                      Session Chair Kay Sambell                                 Theme 5 

 

4.7  Co-creation with students to improve assessment feedback: course-based 
approaches and enhanced project leadership  
Simon Brooman, Sarah Nixon, Rebecca Murphy, Liverpool John Moores University, 
Liverpool, UK 

Room 5                        Session Chair Mark Huxham                               Theme 1 

 

4.8  Models of Examination Feedback: “Not many students would admit to enjoying 
taking exams or writing essays, but if you want to get a degree, they're an ordeal 
you have to survive.” Guardian online, April 2013 
Carole Sutton, Jane Collings, Joanne Sellick, Plymouth University, Plymouth, UK 

Room 7                        Session Chair Elizabeth Ruiz Esparza Barajas  Theme 6 
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16.20-16.50 Parallel Session 5 

 

5.1  Cultivating the Sector’s Assessment Literacy through a Conversational Approach 
Terry Maguire, Geraldine O'Neill, Eileen McEvoy, National Forum for the 
Enhancement of Teaching and Learning, Dublin, Ireland 

Room3                         Session Chair Teresa McConlogue                     Theme 2 

 

5.2  Using a Toolkit to enhance institutional assessment and feedback practice 
Amanda Sykes, Moira Fischbacher-Smith, University of Glasgow, Glasgow, UK 

Room 9                        Session Chair Jessica Evans                              Theme 2 

 

5.3  The innovative use of an e-portfolio in midwifery education to assess both clinical 
competency and academic skills development through the use of a triangulated 
assessment process. 
Amanda Firth, Maria Evans, Joy Robbins, University of Bradford, Bradford, West 
Yorkshire, UK 

Room 10                      Session Chair Amanda Chapman                       Theme 4 

 

5.4  A fair group marking scheme by separating product and process assessment 
Ian Geoffrey Kennedy2, Paul Hubert Vossen1 
1Independent Researcher, Niederstetten, Germany, 2Independent Researcher, 
Pretoria, South Africa 

Room 5                            Session Chair Paul Collins                              Theme 1 

 

5.5  Y1Feedback: An Irish Multi-Institutional Project Exploring Dialogic Feedback 
Approaches for First Year 
Lisa O'Regan1, Nuala Harding2, Brown Mark3, Maguire Moira4, Morag Munro1, 
Seamus Ryan2, Orna Farrell3, Gerry Gallagher4, 1Maynooth University, Kildare, 
Ireland, 2Athlone Institute of Technology, Athlone, Ireland, 3Dublin City University, 
Dublin, Ireland, 4Dundalk Institute of Technology, Dunadlk, Ireland 

Room 7                           Session Chair Rebecca Westrup                      Theme 1 

 

5.6 Formative Assessment for First Year Learning in Higher Education 
Robert Prince, University of Cape Town, Cape Town, Western Cape, South Africa 

Room 2                            Session Chair Nicola Reimann                        Theme 6 

 

5.7 Building Peer Support: Developing Students’ Feedback Skills 
Tina Harvey University of Cumbria, Cumbria, UK 

Room 6                            Session Chair Pete Boyd                                 Theme 2 
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17.00-18.00  Poster & Pitch Session 1       Room 11         Session Chair Sue Bloxham  

 

Theme 1 Exploring approaches to assessment and feedback in higher education 

Theme 2 Enhancing assessment and feedback at programme and institutional level 

PP1.1 From fast food to a well-balanced diet: toward a programme focused approach to 
feedback 
Kimberly Wilder1, David Carless2, Mark Huxham1, Velda McCune3, Joan 
McLatchie1, Tansy Jessop4, Hazel Marzetti3,1Edinburgh Napier University, 
Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 2University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China, 3University 
of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 4Southampton Solent University, 
Southampton, England, UK 

PP1.2  Problem solving assessment in the Netherlands 
Peter Wildschut7, Chrisma Immens3, Inge Oudkerk Pool4, Annemiek Beersma1, 

1Windesheim University, Zwolle, The Netherlands, 2Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 
3Utrecht university, Utrecht, The Netherlands, 4Amsterdam University, Amsterdam, 
The Netherlands, 5Fontys University, Tilburg, The Netherlands, 6Driestar University, 
Gouda, The Netherlands, 7Rotterdam University, Rotterdam, The Netherlands 

PP1.3  How do students experience assessment practices over a whole degree program? 
A pilot study. 
Loretta Garvey, Yvonne Hodgson, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia 

PP1.4  Prizing Improvement: an Information Literacy Prize for engagement with feedback. 
Ann Cleary, Brid Delahunt, Moira Maguire, Lorna O'Connor, Jamie Ward 
Dundalk Institute of Technology, Dundalk, Ireland 

PP1.5 Exam as an assessment instrument in computer programming courses: Student 
Perceptions 
Suraj Ajit, University of Northampton, Northampton, UK 

PP1.6 Riding the Wave: Faculty Perceptions of Assessment and Voluntary Compliance 
Shauna Wilton, Mélanie Méthot, Sheryl Gares, Paul Johnson 
University of Alberta, Augustana, Camrose, AB, Canada 

17.00-18.00  Poster & Pitch Session 2       Room 5           Session Chair Sally Jordan  

 

Theme 4 Integrating digital tools and technologies for assessment  

PP2.1 Supporting the transition to higher education assessment: An evaluation of an 
online feedback access training approach for students 
Michael Hast,St Mary's University, Twickenham, Twickenham, UK 

PP2.2 The reliability and validity of comparative judgements with D-PAC, a Digital Platform 
for the Assessment of Competences 
Renske Bouwer, Maarten Goossens, San Verhavert, Sven De Maeyer, Antwerp 
University, Antwerp, Belgium 

PP2.3 Computer marking of open-ended responses with open source tools 
Tim Hunt, The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK 

PP2.4 Technology Enhanced Assessment Methods (TEAM) in Science and Health 
Practical sessions: a progress report on an Irish multi-institutional initiative. 
Ronan Bree1, Edel Healy1, Moira Maguire1, Don Faller2, Nuala Harding2, Ann 
Mulvihill2, Dina Brazil3, David Dowling3, Yvonne Kavanagh3, Gina Noonan3, Akinlolu 
Akande4, David Doyle4, Jeremy Bird4, 1Dundalk Institute of Technology, Dundalk, Co 
Louth, Ireland, 2Athlone Institute of Technology, Athlone, Co Westmeath, Ireland, 
3Institute of Technology, Carlow, Co.Carlow, Ireland, 4Institute of Technology, Sligo, 
Co Sligo, Ireland 
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17.00-18.00  Poster & Pitch Session 3 Room 7               Session Chair Mark Huxham  

 

Theme 3 Cultivating assessment literacy  

Theme 6 Assessment for social justice  

PP3.1 Investigating the communication of written assessment instructions in higher 
education 
Elaine Walsh, University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland 

PP3.2 Exploring the role of formative feedback to design a pedagogic model for the 
international student’s adaptation journey 
Martin Foo, Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh, UK 

PP3.3 Building student assessment literacy - a shared vision of feedback 
Julian Priddle, Selina Grazia, Toby Carter, Grace Anderson, Erica Morris 
Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK 

PP3.4 Student and staff conceptions of assessment in the biomedical sciences: A pilot 
study 
Yvonne Hodgson, Loretta Garvey, Monash University, Clayton, Victoria, Australia 

PP3.5 How can we help international students to adapt to our Dutch assessment culture? 
Ya Ping (Amy) Hsiao, Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands 

18.00 Close  

 

19.30-20.00 Drinks Reception                                                            The Exchange Bar 

 

20.00-22.30 Conference Dinner                                                      The Piccadilly Suite  
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Conference Sessions Day 2 

08.30-09.30 Registration & Refreshments 

 

09.30 -10.00 Parallel Session 6 

 

6.1 Conceptualizing and developing feedback literacy 
David Carless, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, Hong Kong 

Room 11                                 Session Chair Pete Boyd                       Theme 3 

 

6.2 Course assessment and feedback blueprinting: purposeful design of whole of course 
experience 
Sheona Thomson, QUT, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia 

Room 3                                    Session Chair Mark Huxham                            Theme 2 

 

6.3 Assessment and feedback review at a research-intensive institution 
Teresa McConlogue, Clare Goudy, UCL, London, UK 

Room 9                                   Session Chair Linda Graham                            Theme 2 

 

6.4 Assessment through sound and pictures. Using digital storytelling to extend student 
reflection on learning beyond the written word 
Cecile Jones, Darren Gash, University of Surrey, Guildford, Surrey, UK 

Room 10                                 Session Chair Kay Sambell                               Theme 4 

 

6.5 Integrated Assessment on a Degree: Easing the Transition to the Workplace 
Jill Clark, Julie McGowan, Le Cordon Bleu New Zealand, Wellington, New Zealand 

Room 6                                    Session Chair Jill Clark                                     Theme 1 

 

6.6 Wrangling e-exams: authenticity, integrity, and scalability 
Mathew Hillier, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia 

Room 5                                    Session Chair Mathew Hillier                            Theme 4 

 

6.7 Using posters for formative and summative assessment: from reducing marking load to 
supporting ways of thinking and practising in the discipline 
Nicola Reimann, Jonathan Tummons, Durham University, Durham, UK 

Room 7                                    Session Chair Carolyn Johnston                     Theme 1 

 

6.8 E-folio design for assessing students' lived realities 
Nicky Meer, Amanda Chapman, University of Cumbria, Lancaster, UK 

Room 2                                    Session Chair John Dermo                               Theme 6 
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10.10 -10.40 Parallel Session 7 

 

7.1 Using Assessment Technology to provide evidence against TEF Aspects of Quality and a 
better understanding of institutional effectiveness. 
Richard Nelson, Bradford College, Bradford, UK 

Room 9                                Session Chair Erica Morris                                   Theme 4 

 

7.2 Moving Towards a Learning System: Implications of Assessment for Learning 
David Marshall2, Natasha Jankowski1,, 1University of Illinois Urbana Champaign, 
Champaign, IL, USA, 2National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment, Champaign, 
IL, USA 

Room 10                             Session Chair Simon Brooman                             Theme 2 

 

7.3 Identities of international undergraduate students in their feedback and assessment 
discourses. 
Karen Olave, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia 

Room 3                               Session Chair Amanda Chapman                         Theme 1 

 

7.4 Internationalising Summative Assessment through Simulations: Chinese and South East 
Asian Student Perspectives 
David Brown, Ian Charity, Andrew Robson, Northumbria University, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
UK 

Room 6                               Session Chair Nick Curtis                                      Theme 4 

 

7.5 Assessing prior learning or developing new learning? The role of evidence in prior learning 
portfolios. 
Helen Pokorny, University of Westminster, London, UK 

Room 2                               Session Chair Jessica Evans                                Theme 1 

 

7.6 Changing the rules:  Using self and peer assessment for summative evaluation 
Sean Kearney, Tim Perkins, University of Notre Dame Australia, Sydney, NSW, Australia 

Room 11                             Session Chair Sue Bloxham                                  Theme 1 

 

7.7 Hearing the student voice on their use of exemplars to support writing style. 
Jane Headley, Harper Adams University, Shropshire, UK 

Room 5                               Session Chair Peter Holgate                                  Theme 3 

 

7.8 Use of Personal Learning Gain Information to Empower Students 
Gwyneth Hughes, UCL, London, UK 

Room 7                               Session Chair Nicola Reimann                              Theme 6 
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10.50 -11.20 Parallel Session 8 

 

8.1 A theory and evidence based model for post-marking moderation 
Carmen Tomas, Ender Ozcan, University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK 

Room 3                                   Session Chair Sheona Thompson                    Theme 3 

 

8.2  Assessment Journey: a programme enhancing the educational experience and 
institutional effectiveness of assessment and feedback 
Stuart Hepplestone, Jonathan Childs, Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield, UK 

Room 6                                    Session Chair Elaine Walsh                              Theme 2 

 

8.3  Does formative assessment and reflection help learn a skill? 
Rachel Davies, Mark Ford, Isla Taberrer, Julie Struthers, University of St Andrews, St 
Andrews, UK 

Room 5                                   Session Chair Amy Wong                                  Theme 4 

 

8.4  Shades of meaning: An exploration of nuance in written and audio feedback 
Jane Jones1, Sandy Stockwell1, Ellie Woodacre1, Nick Purkis2, 1University of Winchester, 
Winchester, UK, 2University of Portsmouth, Portsmouth, UK 

Room 9                                   Session Chair Sally Jordan                               Theme 1 

 

8.5  Combining Formative Assessment, Peer-instruction, and Self-Assessment to measure 
Learning Gain and Confidence Gain: theory, practice, and evaluation 
Fabio R Arico, University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK 

Room 10                                 Session Chair Nick Curtis                                  Theme 1 

 

8.6 Life Long Learning in the field of Education in the Netherlands  
Inge Oudkerk Pool, Janneke Riksen, Hogeschool van Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The 
Netherlands 

Room 7                                   Session Chair Tim Perkins                                Theme 1 

 

8.7 What are effective feedback practices? Views from staff, students and the literature 
Michael Henderson1, Phillip Dawson2, Tracii Ryan1, David Boud2, Michael Phillips1, Paige 
Mahoney2, 1Monash University, Melbourne, Australia, 2Deakin University, Melbourne, 
Australia 

Room 11                        Session Chair Kay Sambell                                        Theme 1 

 

8.8 Assessment Regulations for fairness and equity: a suitable case for treatment 
Marie Stowell1,4, Wayne Turnbull2,5, Harvey Woolf3,4, 1University of Worcester, Worcester, 
UK, 2Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, UK, 3formerly University of 
Wolverhampton, Wolverhampton, UK, 4Student Assessment and Classification Working 
Group, UK, UK, 5Northern Universities Consortium, UK, UK 

Room 2                                   Session Chair Stephen Murray                         Theme 6 

11.20 Refreshments 
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11.45-12.15  Parallel Session 9 

 

9.1 Students' memory for feedback about past and future performance 
Robert Nash1, Naomi Winstone2, 1Aston University, Birmingham, UK, 2University of Surrey, 
Guildford, UK 

Room 11                            Session Chair Linda Graham                                  Theme 3 

 

9.2 Evaluating the impact of transforming assessment practice at Anglia Ruskin University 
Erica Morris, Sharon Waller, Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK 

Room 3                               Session Chair Fiona Meddings                             Theme 2 

 

9.3 Access & Success: Ensuring equal opportunity in South African Higher Education 
Naziema Jappie, University of Cape Town, Cape Town, South Africa 

Room 9                               Session Chair Jane Headley                                  Theme 6 

 

9.4 From little acorns: university wide implementation of GradeMark to transform the 
assessment and feedback experience 
James Trueman, Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK 

Room 6                               Session Chair Rita Headington                             Theme 4 

 

9.5 Enacting assessment principles with assessment technologies 
Elodie Douarin, Mira Vogel, UCL, London, UK 

Room 5                               Session Chair Jessica Evans                                Theme 4 

 

9.6 Exploring the effects of radical change to assessment and feedback processes: 
Applying Team-based learning in a social science module. 
Catherine Robinson, Judy Cohen, University of Kent, UK Kent, UK 

Room 7                              Session Chair Peter Holgate                                   Theme 1 

 

9.7 Culturally based learning preferences of students and online learning and assessment 
Rita Ramos, University of the Philippines Open University, Los Banos, Laguna, The 
Philippines 

Room 10                            Session Chair Nicola Reimann                               Theme 6 

12.15-13.15  Lunch                                                       Scottish Steak House Restaurant 
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13.15-13.45 Parallel Session 10 

 

10.1 Supporting first-year undergraduate students' assessment literacy 
Emma Whitt, Carmen Tomas, Kate Bailey, Stephanie McDonald, The University of 
Nottingham, Nottingham, UK 

Room 3                               Session Chair Rachel Davies                                Theme 3 

 

10.2 Engaging Students with Feedback: Improving satisfaction and attainment with students 
as co-designers 
Lynne Mesher, Rachael Brown, Martin Andrews, University of Portsmouth, Portsmouth, 
UK 

Room 6                              Session Chair Carmen Thomas                              Theme 1 

 

10.3 Meta-assessment to intervention: Improving Programme and Institutional Level 
Assessment to Support Student Learning. 
Nicholas Curtis, Robin Anderson, James Madison University, Harrisonburg, VA, USA 

Room 10                                  Session Chair Pete Boyd                                  Theme 2 

 

10.4 From computer-marked assessment to assessment analytics 
Sally Jordan, The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK 

Room 11                                 Session Chair Rebecca Westrup                       Theme 4 

 

10.5 Exploring tensions between developing and assessing critical reflective practice. 
Teti Dragas, Jonathan Tummons, Durham University, Durham, UK 

Room 9                                  Session Chair Karen Olave                                 Theme 1 

 

10.6 Assessment as a conversation in business degree programmes 
Susan Scoffield1, Svetlana Warhurst2, Monika Foster3, Cathy Myles4 
1Manchester Metropolitan University, Manchester, UK, 2University of Essex, Essex, UK, 
3Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, UK, 4University of Leeds, Leeds, UK 

Room 5                                    Session Chair Amanda Chapman                    Theme 1 

 

10.7 Learning or grades? A case for changing assessment to pass/fail marking. 
Muireann O'Keeffe, Clare Gormley, Pip Bruce Ferguson, DCU, Dublin, Ireland 

Room 7                                  Session Chair Matthew Hillier                             Theme 1 

14.00-14.55 Keynote Speaker                                                                    Piccadilly Suite 

Technology Enhanced Assessment: Do we have a sheep in wolves clothing? 
Prof. Denise Whitelock 
The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK 

14.55-15.10 Plenary and Poster & Pitch Awards                                     Piccadilly Suite 

15.10-15.30 Refreshments 

15.30 Close 
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Author Abstracts 
 
Master Classes 
 
MC1.1 Managing dialogue around exemplars 
David Carless 
University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong 
 
This ‘Masterclass' discusses the use of exemplars as a means of promoting student engagement with 
the nature of quality work. We examine the rationale for using exemplars; unpack and address some 
of the main implementation challenges; and develop a blueprint for principled use of exemplars. A 
focal point of the analysis is the management of effective dialogues about exemplars. ‘Delayed 
exposure to exemplars' is also discussed whereby students carry out a task first, before analyzing 
related exemplars. 
 
MC1.2  Feedforward: conceptualisations and practices 
Kay Sambell1, Nicola Reimann2, Ian Sadler3 

1Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, UK, 2Durham University, Durham, UK, 3Liverpool John 
Moore's University, Liverpool, UK 
 
The term ‘feedforward' is increasingly used by academics on the ground as well as in debates, 
publications and policies around assessment and feedback. Participants of this masterclass will share 
and reflect upon their understanding of the term and their own feedforward practices.  The discussion 
will be informed by a research project which has shown that feedforward as a concept has the 
potential to focus attention on dialogic, curriculum and future oriented practices. 
 
MC1.3  Feedback Masterclass 
David Boud 
Deakin University, Melbourne, Australia 
 
Many of commonplace feedback practices are criticised in surveys as not meeting students' needs. 
Also, unless students engage with useful information provided to them, then it is very unlikely to have 
any influence on them. What can be done then to design feedback processes so they have a 
worthwhile effect? The session will use current research to focus on rethinking the way we talk about 
feedback and focus on two key strategies: the design of course units to maximise the chances of 
students engaging in feedback and improving their work, and changing the nature of comments 
provided to students so they engage with them and act on them. 
 
MC1.4  Pedagogies of Partnership - the joys and challenges of co-creation with students 
Mark Huxham 
Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, UK 
 
This masterclass will consider co-creation; sharing the responsibility for the design and delivery of 
teaching and learning experiences and curricula with students. We will consider the following: 
 

 What are the arguments for co-creation? 

 What are the constraints and challenges? 

 What forms can in take in Higher Education? 

 What can we learn from successful (and less successful) examples? 
 
Why should I come along? 
We welcome anyone interested in exploring the theory and practice of co-creation, whether you are 
just considering doing it or already experienced; whether you are interested in practice or research or 
both. You will have a chance to explore the idea further, to learn from the literature and from other's 
experiences and to discuss your own examples. The session will be led by Mark, a Principal Fellow of 
the HEA with fifteen years' experience of implementing and researching co-creation. 
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MC1.5  Marking and moderating student work 
Sue Bloxham 
University of Cumbria, Lancaster, UK 
 
This workshop will address the thorny issue of fair marking and moderation of student work and the 
calibration of academics' standards with that of their subject community and any regulatory 
frameworks.  It will provide an overview of research on standards, marking and moderation followed 
by discussion and activities designed to address problems.  The workshop will also include 
information regarding current initiatives to secure academic standards such as the UK Higher 
Education Academy's Degree Standards Project. 

 
Parallel Session 1 
 
1.1  Examining the Examiner: Investigating the assessment literacy of external examiners 
Emma Medland 
University of Surrey, Guildford, UK 
 
External scrutiny of higher education courses is evident worldwide, but the use of an external 
examiner from another institution has been a distinguishing feature of UK higher education since the 
1830s, and one that is still highly valued.  External examiner guidelines / reviews focus on ensuring 
comparability, reliability and transparency of procedures rather than scrutinising the quality of the 
underlying practices.  Of the limited research that does focus on quality, findings do not inspire 
confidence and mounting criticisms of the external examiner system has led to a ‘tentative 
downgrading' of the role. 
 
Subject and assessment expertise (i.e. assessment literacy) underpin the role of the external 
examiner, although national criteria for appointment focus on the former.  Whilst the development of 
assessment literacy should be an ‘obligation' for external examiners, this is one of a number of 
unchallenged assumptions underpinning the system, which warrants further investigation. 
 
A pilot study conducted by the author identified the constituent elements of assessment literacy and 
evaluated the extent of assessment literacy demonstrated within a sample of external examiner 
written reports.  Findings highlighted variable levels of assessment literacy, and a need to investigate 
how the concept is conceived and enacted.  This presentation will outline how the pilot study has 
been built upon through empirical research towards achieving the following aims: 
 

1. Validation and extension of the pilot study through cross-institutional analysis of external 
examiner written reports; 

2. Engagement in dialogue with external examiners surrounding how they conceive and enact 
assessment literacy; 

3. Facilitation of external examiner discussions aimed at advising on how assessment literacy 
might best be supported and developed. 

 
The research is a naturalistic inquiry utilising between-methods triangulation to generate three 
sources of qualitative data.  It is exploratory in nature, adopting Stake's (2000) Intrinsic Case Study 
approach, and bounded in the sense that it will focus on a particular phenomenon - how assessment 
literacy is conceived and enacted by external examiners.  Open thematic analysis is used to analyse 
data to allow for situations and events to speak for themselves. 
 
The research project will be undertaken in three sequentially developmental stages: 
 

i) Analysis of cross-institutional external examiner written reports to extend and validate the pilot 
study and identify any additional subtopics; 

ii) Semi-structured interviews with external examiners associated with stage one, aimed at 
illuminating how assessment literacy is conceived and enacted, and identifying influential 
factors impacting practice. 

iii) Semi-structured focus groups with academic staff from across a university who are external 
examiners at other institutions, aimed at identifying how assessment literacy might best be 
supported and developed. 
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The presentation will provide a summary of progress made towards achieving the research project 
aims, an overview of findings relating primarily to how assessment literacy is conceived and enacted 
by external examiners, and will identify some of the influential factors impacting practice. 
 
1.2  Feedback isn’t just a ‘thing’: Using TESTA and Activity Theory to enhance assessment 
practice and experience 
Neil Lent, Hazel Marzetti 
University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK 
 
Assessment and feedback practice has been explored in detail over the last two decades.  Evidence 
suggests that assessment and feedback are best viewed as dialogic processes enabling students to 
be independent, self-regulated learners (eg: Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Nicol and Macfarlane-
Dick outlined seven principles for self-regulated learning that look like a straightforward set of steps to 
enhance self-regulation.  Even with this clarity, many struggle to successfully implement these 
principles ‘on the ground’ within modules and programmes. Institutions can implement rules and 
regulations around assessment and feedback practices such as specific turnaround times for return of 
feedback, regular formative assessment before summative assessments, and diversifying 
assessments for lifelong, sustainable learning (Boud & Soler, 2016) without fully understanding how 
these will work in context. Such measures tend to focus on structure, often treat feedback as a 
commodity rather than a process that reinforces a consumerist model of education that we argue 
should be avoided. Such policies, applied at institutional level, may not work in specific contexts and 
despite these efforts, many students still report that they have not found their feedback or assessment 
any more helpful to their learning. 
 
We propose that the progress towards enhancement of assessment and feedback using Nicol and 
Marfarlane-Dick’s seven principles is not so much a ‘technical’ challenge, but more about 
understanding assessment and feedback practices in relation to both structure and cultural practices 
in particular contexts. We outline an approach we are applying at programme level. We have adapted 
adapted TESTA (www.testa.ac.uk) methodology to provide detailed information on assessment 
together with experiential data from staff and students. We use this information to try and understand 
the gap between staff perspectives, students’ perspectives, and actual assessment and feedback 
practices. We will illustrate how combining this detailed information with Cultural and Historical Activity 
Theory (Engestrom, 1999) can enable current practice to be understood, how enhancements can be 
made and also how progress towards enhancement can be gauged. 
 
References 
Boud, D. and Soler, R. (2016) Sustainable assessment revisited, Assessment & Evaluation in Higher 

Education, 41:3, 400-413 
Engestrom, Y (1999) Activity theory and individual and social transformation in Engestrom Y, 

Miettinen, R. and Punamaki-Gitai, RL (eds). Perspectives on Activity Theory Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press 

Nicol, D. and 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. 

TESTA website (2010-) www.testa.ac.uk (accessed 04/01/17) 
 
1.3  Evolving perceptions about peer-evaluation in students studying to be teachers 
Elizabeth Ruiz Esparza Barajas 
Universidad de Sonora, Hermosillo, Sonora, Mexico 
 
Present trends in education emphasize the importance of student participation in assessment 
processes (Spiller, 2012). However, literature states problems in the implementation of peer-
evaluation and have indicated that little is known about students' thinking of this type of assessment 
(Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2010). Although, literature has argued for developing teachers and student 
assessment literacy in higher education (Price, Rust, O'Donovan, Handley & Bryant, 2012), changes 
seem difficult to achieve. 
 
The present qualitative study was carried out in a public university in the Northwestern part of Mexico 
in a Bachelor of Arts in English Language Teaching. The focus was to identify the perceptions about 
peer-evaluation of oral presentations and written work in a group of eleven students of this program at 
two different points in time. The study also researched whether these perceptions were maintained or 
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changed after four semesters of instruction. For the second moment in time, a focus group interview 
was designed and two focus group sessions were conducted. The students were asked two questions 
from the first instrument about their preferences for receiving or giving peer-evaluation. The new 
interview combined these two questions with four new ones which were based on Liu and Carless' 
(2006) possible reasons of resistance for peer-feedback and peer-assessment. These reasons 
regarded the issues of reliability, perceived expertise, power relations and grading by peers. The 
focus group sessions were video-recorded, transcribed, analyzed and compared to previous results. 
Interesting insights emerged from the analysis. Students' perceptions about peer-evaluation evolved 
into a more positive view. In regards to the issues of resistance, students think that reliability and 
perceived expertise could be problematic and that they depended on students characteristics. It was 
up to the teacher to judge student maturity and responsibility. Against literature and expectations, 
grading by peers was not perceived as important as reliability and perceived expertise for resistance. 
Results suggest that these students view peer-evaluation as a complex but necessary process which 
is also a part of life. Students offered various suggestions for teachers to make peer-evaluation more 
efficient such as monitoring students during the process and developing teacher and student 
assessment literacy as Price, et al. (2012) suggest. 
 
This study expects to interest teacher educators, teachers and researchers working in the area of 
peer-feedback and assessment processes. It also provides a new and unexplored context to help fill 
the gap in the literature of students' thinking about peer-assessment. 
 
1.4  Can markers detect contract cheating? Results from an experimental study. 
Phillip Dawson, Wendy Sutherland-Smith 
Deakin University, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia 
 
Contract cheating is usually understood to involve students purchasing assignments over the Internet 
for submission as their own work (Lancaster and Clarke 2007). These assignments are custom 
creations, made just for the student to the specifications of the task. There is significant fear that 
contract cheating may be very difficult to detect; contract cheating websites often claim their services 
are completely undetectable (Lines 2016). However, so far there have been no studies to establish 
detection rates for contract cheating. Assessment serves multiple purposes (Boud 2000); if contract 
cheating is undetectable it poses a threat to all of them. 
 
This paper addresses the lack of evidence on detection rates of contract cheating through a pilot 
experimental study. Seven markers were each provided with a bundle of 20 assignments to mark. All 
bundles were identical and consisted of 14 anonymised ‘real’ assignments voluntarily provided by 
students, and 6 assignments purchased from contract cheating websites. Markers were required to 
identify which assignments they thought were contract cheating, and which they thought were real 
work. All assignments were from a second-year psychology subject at an Australian university. 
Markers were paid, and the study received ethics approval. 
 
There were 140 marking instances (7 markers * 20 assignments): 98 instances of markers marking 
real work and 42 instances of markers marking purchased assignments. Marker sensitivity (true 
positive rate) was 62% (95% CI: 0.46–0.76); in other words, 62% of the time, markers were able to 
detect contract cheating. Marker specificity (true negative rate) was 96% (95% CI: 0.89–0.99); this 
means markers correctly identified real student work 96% of the time. 
 
Although the sensitivity and specificity rates are promising and statistically significant, care should be 
taken in generalising from them. This study is in one subject in one discipline at one university. 
However, the study provides strong evidence against claims that contract cheating is undetectable. 
Further work could use similar approaches to evaluate the efficacy of prevention and detection 
approaches such as authentic or personalised assessment. 
 
References 
Boud, David. 2000. "Sustainable Assessment: Rethinking assessment for the learning society." 

 Studies in Continuing Education 22 (2):151-167. 
Lancaster, Thomas, and Robert Clarke. 2007. "The phenomena of contract cheating." In Student 

plagiarism in an online world: Problems and solutions, edited by T. Roberts, 144-158. Hershey, 
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Lines, Lisa. 2016. "Ghostwriters guaranteeing grades? The quality of online ghostwriting services 
available to tertiary students in Australia."  Teaching in Higher Education:1-26. 

 
1.5..Achieving even better assessment in higher education in the Netherlands 
Peter Wildschut, Eric Entken 
Rotterdam University, Rotterdam, The Netherlands 
 
In the Netherlands the association of Dutch universities of applied sciences has decided that all 
teachers have to be skilled in assessment. Learning outcomes have been formulated nationally, 
universities are free to decide the route to achieve the specific goals. 
 
Rotterdam university objectives with the BKE/SKE program are:  

- to increase the assessment literacy of individual lecturers 
- to reinforce the culture of assessment and learning (from one another) within teams of 

lecturers 
- to improve the quality of existing assessments and assessment programs 

 
How does a lecturer become BKE certified?  
Choose an existing assessment for the study programme and fitting in with educational activities. 
Review this assessment based on previously obtained data from evaluations of students, colleagues, 
yourself and/or analyses of results. Now redesign an improved version of the assessment by 
repeating all phases of the Assessment Development Cycle[1]. Use relevant assessment literature 
and feedback from colleagues. Evaluate, explain and reflect on a revised assessment with regard to 
(improved) quality of assessment based on learning outcomes for the BKE. 
 
Rotterdam University SKE assignment: How does a lecturer become SKE certified? 
SKE level is focussing on a more strategic level regarding assessment policy and assessment 
programme[2]. The target group for SKE is lecturers who participate in exam committees or in 
curriculum design. These lecturers are often experts on assessment and coaches for colleagues 
regarding assessment. To meet the learning outcomes lecturers in SKE work on various 
real/authentic assignments initiated by their own staff. These lecturers collaborate in learning 
communities while realizing SKE, where they reflect critically on each other’s concepts and products. 
The assessment SKE is constructed as an ‘assessment as learning (AAL[3]) ’. 
 
References 
Expertgroep BKE/SKE (2013). Verantwoord toetsen en beslissen in het hoger beroepsonderwijs. Den 

Haag: Vereniging Hogescholen. 
Sluijsmans, D. M. A., Peeters, A., Jakobs, L., & Weijzen, S. (2012). Kwaliteit van toetsing onder de 

loep. Onderwijsinnovatie, 4, 17-26. 
Dochy, F. Berghmans,I,  Koenen, A.K., Segers, M. (2017). Creating impact through future learning: 

The 'High Impact Learning that Lasts' model (London: Routledge - 2017) 
Baartman, L.K.J., Kloppenburg, R., & Prins, F.J. (2013). Kwaliteit van toetsprogramma’s. In: Berkel, 

H. van, Bax, A., & Joosten-ten Brinke, D. (red.), Toetsen in het hoger onderwijs, pp. 51-62. 
Houten: Bohn Stafleu van Loghum. 

  
1.6  Five go marking an examination question: the use of adaptive comparative judgement to 
remove subjective bias 
Jill Barber 
University of Manchester, Manchester, UK 
 
Comparative judgement can be used to manage subjectivity in assessment, leading to demonstrable 
fairness in the marking of open-ended questions, which are not easily described by detailed marking 
schemes. The assessor (or judge) merely compares two answers and chooses a winner1,2. The use 
of a suitable sorting algorithm means that repeated comparisons lead to scripts sorted in order of 
merit. Boundaries are determined by separate review of scripts. 
 
We have used ACJ (Adaptive Comparative Judgement) software in the marking of a final year Global 
Health unit. Students study all the top 15 causes of premature death worldwide, and research three of 
these causes in depth. An example of a short essay3 question in the online examination is: 
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Many of the principal causes of premature death can be reduced by the application of small 
measures by many people. Imagine yourself in your future career, perhaps as a community 
pharmacist or a chemistry teacher. Describe three simple interventions that you could introduce 
to reduce the death rate. Identify the disease or other cause of death, the intervention and why 
you believe it would help 

 
Answers may address such disparate themes as HIV/AIDS, cancer and road traffic accidents. 
Students are assessed less on knowledge and more on how they are able to apply their knowledge. 
Thus the precise area of expertise of the assessor is less important than in some assessments. 
We used peer assessment for marking a question in a mock examination. Students (n=50) typically 
made 9 comparisons of their peers' work and the instructor determined the grade boundaries. 
Students answered a short questionnaire; the majority found the assessment process useful, and not 
too time consuming (total about 30 minutes) but would prefer a smaller number of judgments. The 
corresponding question in the summative examination was marked using ACJ by staff, who 
completed a similar questionnaire. It was possible to compare ACJ marks with marks obtained by 
classical methods. There were substantial discrepancies, with the ACJ marks being judged more 
accurate overall. 
 
References 
Thurstone, L.L. (1927). A law of comparative judgement. Psychological Review, 34, 273-286. 
Pollitt, A. (2012). The method of adaptive comparative judgement. Assessment in Education: 

Principles, Policy & Practice, 19, 281-300. 
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1.7  Exploring student perceptions of effective feedback 
Liz Austen, Cathy Malone 
Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield, UK 
 
This research presentation explores a sample of written summative feedback which was provided to 
undergraduate social science based students in 2014-2015.  There were two phases of data analysis; 
a qualitative analysis of the content of the feedback by the research team and an exploration of 
feedback which students judged to be effective. This presentation focuses on the second stage of this 
research which builds on previous studies using alternative methodologies or targeted samples 
(Hyland 2001, Hyatt 2005, Weaver 2006). 
 
A series of focus groups were facilitated where students evaluated 95 pieces of individual written 
feedback and discussed their findings.  A criterion for this evaluation was adapted from the work of 
Nicol & MacFarlane-Dick (2006).  The research team then compared corpora compiled of high and 
low ranking feedback.  A contrastive analysis examined frequency counts, keyword analyses as well 
as concordances, collocations and semantic analyses. This analysis was supported by student 
annotations of their evaluations and thematic coding of the verbal discussions which took place. 
 
This research has been able to outline the characteristics of feedback which students in this sample 
judged to be effective. The contrastive analysis brought the metadiscoursal features strongly into 
focus, with distinct linguistic patterns emerging in the use of modals, personal pronouns and the 
mitigation of criticism. Findings confirmed the highly interpersonal nature of academic feedback and 
students demonstrated particular sensitivity to the tenor of the feedback and the way criticism was 
incorporated. There were also distinct preferences concerning the length and presentation of text, the 
quality of praise, the specificity of the feedback and whether it contained a forward orientation. 
 
This research highlights the affective response of student readers to a text which writers may perceive 
as objective, structured and criteria based.  The findings suggest that student sensitivity to the tenor 
and content of the feedback, rather than the process or speed by which is it disseminated, can play 
an important role in student satisfaction.  
 
This research team has been disseminating the findings of this research across their own institution 
and discussing avenues for developing feedback CPD.  To date, discussions have focused on 
developing small scale reflective peer reviews for personal development and styles guides for team 
based consistency.  Interestingly, there was one approach to feedback which was consistently ranked 
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highly by the student sample.  The presenters would welcome feedback on how this research could 
be used to further develop practice. 
 
1.8  Global Research Assessment Movement and the Changing Mission of Higher Education: 
Comparative Case Studies in China, Hong Kong, Japan and U.S. 
Jun Li1, Jie Chen21 

University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China, 2International Christian School, Hong Kong, China 
 
This paper aims to critically examine the changing mission of higher education in the intensified 
process of the globalization through the lens of global research assessment movement based on 
comparative case studies in China, Hong Kong, Japan and the U.S. With the empirical data collected 
through the Worldwide Universities Network project on 'World-class Universities, Publication and 
Research Assessment: Rethinking the Mission of Higher Education in the Global Age' (RDF/WUN 
Ref.: 4930217), this paper contrasts the assessment exercises in the three East Asian systems and a 
Western one, each unique and rich of its own socio-political, economic and educational context. It 
compares their impacts on learning outcomes of students as well as on the re-orientation of 
institutional mission in terms of teaching and learning other functions of higher education. The authors 
thus argue that the global research assessment movement needs to be seriously interrogated within 
the wider context of globalization. Globalization has served in fact as an ideological instrument for the 
dominant English-speaking world, creating identity crises and unequal status in the non-English world, 
especially in East Asian contexts and further reconfiguring the mission of higher education around the 
globe. With reflections on the cultural and global realities, the paper urges alternative models of the 
university to re-orient the indigenous and diverse mission of higher learning in the new wave of 
reform. 
 

Parallel Session 2 
 
2.1  External examiners: Developing their assessment literacy and shared academic standards 
Sue Bloxham2, Margaret Price4, Chris Rust4, Erica Morris1, Andy Lloyd3, Nicola Reimann6, Teresa 
McConlogue5 
1Higher Education Academy, York, UK, 2University of Cumbria, Carlisle, UK, 3Cardiff University, 
Cardiff, UK, 4Oxford Brookes University, Oxford, UK, 5University College London, London, UK, 

6Durham University, Durham, UK 
 
We will report on the pilot phase of a national project led by the Higher Education Academy (HEA) on 
the professional development of external examiners.  This pilot work will be of interest to those 
responsible for assessment and standards in UK universities and those serving as external 
examiners. It will also be useful for others interested in staff assessment literacy, assessment criteria 
and standards. 
  
External examining aims to monitor the fairness of assessment and academic standards in UK higher 
education (HE).  It typically involves an academic from another institution approving assessment tasks 
and moderating a sample of student assignments and/or examinations. Other activities may also be 
included. 
  
Successive inquiries over 30 years have challenged the external examining role in safeguarding 
standards (HEFCE 2015).  Shortcomings lie in the unsubstantiated assumptions underpinning the role 
(Bloxham & Price 2013), examiners’ limited assessment literacy (Medland 2015), their reluctance to 
use external reference points for standards (Colley & Silver 2005) and the transformation from a role 
focused on academic standards to ‘process checking’ of quality standards (HEA-QAA 2013). 
  
Most recently, the Higher Education Funding Council for England reviewed external examining 
including research with examiners, quality officers, students and wider stakeholders (HEFCE 2015). 
Recommendations from that review underpin the project and are supported by the other UK 
Administrations; that is, to accelerate the professionalisation of external examiners through 
‘calibration’ of their academic standards and through developing examiners’ knowledge and more 
consistent perspectives on the examiner role, standards, assessment literacy and professional 
judgement.  The intention is that examiners are better able to provide reliable and comparable 
judgements about the standards set by institutions and the measurement of student achievement 
against them. 
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 Whilst these proposals were welcomed by students and PSRBs, they were seen as less acceptable 
to HE institutions given the existing pressures on academics’ workload. Consequently, a highly 
collaborative approach has been taken with the emphasis on universities taking responsibility for 
providing ‘trained’ examiners to the sector, equivalent in number to those needed to run their own 
programmes. This model offers an alternative to conventional approaches and emphasises the 
potential benefits which external examining offers to the examiners, their own programmes and home 
institutions. 
  
This session will present progress to date and involve discussion about the thorny issues involved in 
calibrating marking standards and engaging academics in professional development regarding 
assessment, including ways in which tailoring delivery to institutional contexts and cultures could best 
be achieved. 
 
2.2 Is anyone listening? The Birmingham Assessment Change Initiative – what do academics 
really think about assessment and feedback? 
Sarah King, Lisa Coulson 
University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK 
 
What do academics really think about assessment and feedback? In trying to bring about assessment 
change within an institution what differentiates the “innovators” from the assessment and feedback 
“laggards”? (Rogers, 2003)   Why does certain practice become entrenched and what would it take to 
change that practice? 
 
We hear complaints about student approaches to assessment and feedback (students never collect 
and engage with feedback, students only focus on summative assessment etc) and much has been 
written about this and the ways of tackling some of these challenges. Less has been written about the 
barriers (perceived or real) that prevent changes to assessment and feedback from happening. 
Whether this is through lack of time, lack of confidence, concerns about rigour, inflexible quality 
assurance processes or something else the fact remains that in many institutions there are pockets of 
innovation (sometimes, it must be said, quite large pockets) but often this does not translate into 
widespread cultural changes in practice. 
 
The Birmingham Assessment Change Initiative is a funded project that aims to lay the foundations for 
significant and lasting cultural change around attitudes and approaches to assessment and feedback 
practice at the University of Birmingham. Importantly this project will focus on the academic staff 
experience and the aim is to engage staff in a dialogue that will provide an evidence base from which 
priority areas to be tackled will be identified. The project will build on the Birmingham Assessment for 
Learning Initiative (part of the University’s engagement with TESTA) and will be informed by the 
HEA’s work on transforming assessment. The initial phase of the project will run from January to 
December 2017 and by the end of June 2017 the data collection will have been completed and early 
analysis will be under way. 
 
The paper will share the process of setting up and implementing a university-wide review. It will offer 
a “lived experience” of running the project and will share the pitfalls and challenges as well as some of 
the key themes emerging from the early analysis of the data collected. It will also examine the 
question of “where next”? It will be relevant to anyone interested in bringing about institutional change 
around assessment and feedback. 
  
2.3  Using Concept Assessments to Evaluate Student Learning Gains and Course Curriculum 
Revision 
Kathy Nomme, Natalie Schimpf, Pamela Kalas 
University of British Columbia, Vancouver, B.C., Canada 
 
Concept questions are valuable tools in diagnosing student misconceptions, measuring student 
learning, and evaluating curricular changes. It is challenging to assess student learning and 
performance in an inquiry-based undergraduate laboratory course in which there is little prescribed 
content, and where students must determine what information is relevant to their research question 
(Justice et al. 2007). Students are required to apply fundamental research concepts in designing an 
experiment to gather evidence necessary to answer their question (Gormally et al. 2009). Multiple 
modes of assessment have been used to assess student performance in the course. In addition to 
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standard suite of assessments (multiple-choice pre-quizzes, an exam and several written 
assignments), two sets of concept questions were devised (Deane et al. 2014, 2016). These 
questions involve application and synthesis of concepts and since they are set in contexts not directly 
related to the course material they can be used in other courses that teach scientific research 
methods to undergraduate students.in a three-year study, these concept questions were administered 
to students in a large first-year biology laboratory course. It became apparent that there were 
deficiencies in students achieving the outcomes we had set. This and other factors led to the initiation 
of a curriculum revision with the intent to reduce required content and focus more on the fundamental 
aspects of scientific inquiry. The concept questions were used to determine what, if any changes 
occurred to student learning following the implementation of the revised curriculum. In this 
presentation we will describe how assessment strategies in the inquiry-based course were modified to 
better evaluate student learning as well as explaining how concept questions became an important 
means of tracking the impact of curriculum revisions. 
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2.4  Toward best practice in implementing a student-authored wikitextbook assignment 
Paul Collins 
Mary Immaculate College, Limerick, Ireland 
 
In recent years wikis have been promoted in higher education because of their potential to support 
collaborative learning. This presentation is based on action research I carried out in my classroom in 
early 2015 while implementing a wiki assignment with ten Bachelor of Education (BEd) students 
taking a ten-week introductory module on Early music (i.e. music of the medieval, Renaissance and 
baroque periods). Employing Elliott’s (1991) flexible model of action research, which encourages 
teacher-researchers to undertake several discrete action steps during the course of a single action 
research cycle, I wished to (1) investigate if the students worked mostly cooperatively or 
collaboratively in completing the assignment; and (2) identify any particular problems associated with 
the assignment’s completion. I required students, working in self-selecting groups, to create a 
multimedia resource that was based on course content while also being suitable for senior primary 
school pupils and their teachers, each group’s artefact being conceived of as an electronic textbook 
(or ‘wikitextbook’) chapter containing no less than 2,500 words and no more than 3,000 words. Data 
was collected by means of two questionnaires and reflective journals, the latter being kept individually 
by students during the six-week-long assignment. Questionnaire responses and journal contents 
largely confirm the findings of previous studies—that students need ample technical and educational 
support both before and during a wiki project or assignment if they are to engage successfully in 
collaborative learning using wiki technology. More generally, my research aims to contribute to an 
emerging wiki pedagogy (see, for example, Hadjerrouit, 2013), and the paper considers the 
effectiveness of different approaches to marking wikis. Should students be awarded a shared group 
mark—as was the case in the assignment described here—or should they be given an individual 
mark, or perhaps both? Harsell (2010) and Poore (2013) both stress the need for educators to be 
clear about this, as it can be an issue of particular concern for students. Should I have assessed only 
the final wiki product or the entire detailed process? Did my grading strategy have implications for 
how group members worked together? Also, what might be the effect of a particular assessment 
strategy on social loafing in a larger group? These are among the questions addressed in the 
presentation. 
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2.5  Digitizing but Diversifying Assessment Formats 
Sofie Emmertsen 
Inspera, Oslo, Norway 
 
The Faculty of Mathematics and Science at the University of Bergen is working towards digitizing all 
final exams by the end of 2017. While this goal may be met by using multiple choice assessment 
tests, developments in digital assessment technology opens up a diversity of assessment formats 
employing new technology. This presentation evaluates some of the opportunities and tensions in 
developing digitized assessment formats and illustrates these by considering the experiences of the 
Faculty as it rethinks, implements and evaluates new assessment forms to improve students' learning 
outcomes 
 
Over the past 5 years, Scandinavia has seen a general transformation from paper based to digital 
exams across all of Higher Education. The larger, high ranked universities in Norway are now 
pursuing 100% digitization of all exams before 2020. The digital exams initiative came from various 
groups. Governments were pushing to boost students' digital skills, institutions wished to reduce costs 
on paper handling and administrative work hours, and students were finding pen and paper exams 
outdated and restrictive. 
 
However, to academic and faculty management digital exams are an opportunity to revisit 
assessment formats, learning outcomes and teaching activities. For the Faculty of Math and Science 
at University of Bergen, digital exams made it possible to assess more directly a range of specific 
competences such as programming, 3D simulation, use of spreadsheet calculations. However, other 
competences could no longer be assessed without changing assessment formats. With Biggs' model 
of constructive alignment and the SOLO taxonomy for evaluations, the faculty began mapping digital 
tools, functionalities, assessment formats and learning outcomes to a) point to new assessment 
formats to be approved by the university and b) make guidelines on which tools to introduce in 
teaching and learning for each subject discipline, and c) to point to new digital tools and functionality 
necessary to ensure continued and precise assessment of relevant subject specific competences 
instead of reverting to simple multiple choice to obtain the goal of 100% digitization. This paper 
presents some of the main findings of the Faculty's work and points to some overall conclusions 
drawn from the past 5 years of digital exams in Scandinavia.    
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2.6  The reliability and validity of peer assessment based on comparative judgements 
Maarten Goossens, Renske Bouwer, Sven De Maeyer 
University of Antwerp, Antwerp, Belgium 
 
Peer assessment (PA) is an effective instructional practice to promote students' learning (Dochy, 
Segers, & Sluijsmans, 1999). However, students do not always have the relevant knowledge and 
skills to reliably and validly assess their peers' work. To overcome this, comparative judgement (CJ) 
was introduced in PA (Jones & Alcock, 2014). In CJ, pairs of performances are compared and the 
best of each pair is selected in a holistic manner. Based on the pairwise comparisons of multiple 
assessors, performances can be ranked on a scale from low to high quality (Pollitt, 2012). This 
process of comparing is considered to be an easier task than assigning scores to a single object 
(Thurstone, 1927) making CJ especially suitable for PA. 
 
The present research examines the reliability and validity of a CJ-based PA for two different 
performance assessments in different disciplines. The first study involved a PA on mood boards with 
two groups of Bachelor students in Architecture (N=38), the second involved a PA on Entity-
Relationship Models with Bachelor students in Engineering (N=27). The research questions of both 
studies were: 1) To what extent are students able to generate a reliable rank-order using CJ? 2) To 
what extent do students generate a similar rank-order to their teachers using CJ? 
 
Results show students to be capable of creating reliable rank-orders in both disciplines. In the case of 
the mood boards the judgements of two groups of students resulted in reliable rank-orders (SSR= .79 
and .75), which was comparable to the rank-order of the tutors (N=5; SSR= .76). The Entity-
Relationship Models case showed similar results with a reliability of the rank-order for the students of 
.79 and for the tutors of .76 (N=4). The Spearman rank correlations show that, for the mood boards, 
the rank-order of students correlated only with respectively .59 (p<.001) and .58 (p<.001) with the 
rank-order of tutors. Comparable results for the Entity-Relationship Models with a Spearman rank 
correlation of .58 (p<.001). 
 
We can conclude that students are capable of generating reliable rank-orders using CJ. However 
students rank-orders deviate somewhat of the rank-orders of their tutors. This suggests students may 
value different aspects of the performances as compared to the tutors, or students are easier 
distracted by specific characteristics of the performances. Nevertheless, CJ can have its affordances 
for PA as Pachur and Olsson (2012) states that comparing pairs of items is a more effective learning 
strategy than comparing individual items against criteria. 
  
2.7  Students’ informal peer feedback networks 
Rita Headington 
University of Greenwich, London, UK 
 
Nicol et al. (2014; 104) viewed ‘the capacity to produce quality feedback [as] a fundamental graduate 
skill’ which could be developed through peer review, with its focus on the dialogic and formative 
aspects of feedback.   Studies of peer feedback in higher education (e.g. Topping, 1998; Van Zundert 
et al., 2010; Gielen et al., 2011) highlighted substantial explorations of peer feedback within the tutor-
facilitated scenarios of ‘the academic learning community’ (Evans, 2013). Yet, peer feedback is not 
limited to these scenarios.  Students interact with each other, making use of face-to-face and virtual 
social networks to undertake informal peer assessment that moves beyond the academic learning 
community (e.g. Ryan et al., 2008; Sutton and Taylor, 2011; Headington, 2012).  Trusting peer 
feedback relationships that build upon spontaneous, formative, low stakes interactions may help 
students to interpret tutor feedback and moderate its emotional impact.  These ongoing relationships 
may also offer greater continuity between assignments and across a programme of study than formal 
and asymmetrical tutor-student relationships allow (Headington, 2014).  However, the nature and 
significance of students’ informal peer feedback networks has been an unexplored area. 
 
This paper reports on the findings of a longitudinal investigation of students’ informal peer feedback 
networks based upon a cohort of c.100 student teachers across the three years of a UK primary 
education degree programme (Headington, 2016).   It tracked the dynamic nature of the students’ 
informal peer feedback networks through the use of Social Network Analysis (Wasserman and Faust, 
1994) and gained qualitative insights into the significance of informal peer feedback through diaries 
and interviews. 
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The research found that students were actively engaged in informal peer feedback networks from 
their first year of study.  Where some students found strength within feedback ‘cliques’, others 
preferred the fluidity of relationships that were based upon identified needs and changing 
circumstances.  The inter-connections between students’ personal (ego) networks offered access to 
information flow across and beyond the cohort.  Identified levels of informal peer feedback ranged 
from secretarial aspects of assignment completion to the development of conceptual understanding 
that drew upon shared ‘tutor-constructed artefacts’ (Orsmond and Merry, 2015).  While aspects of 
informal peer feedback built upon examples from tutor-facilitated scenarios, trust and reciprocity were 
fundamental to the success of the informal peer feedback relationships, with ‘thick trust’ (Putnam, 
2000) being an essential feature of interactions at a conceptual level. 
 
2.8  Hegemony and Assessment: Notes from the Trenches 
Caroline Sheedy 
DKIT, Dundalk, Ireland 
 
This work emanates from a previous study examining the experiences of final year students in 
computing degree programs, more specifically, focusing on their perceptions as learners in a tertiary 
environment where they had few, if any, female classmates. The work is motivated by the large 
volume of research focused on the gender imbalance in STEM subjects, that appears bereft of an 
exploration of the male perspective of this phenomenon (Griffith, 2010; Hill, 2010). 
  
The decision to focus on the perspectives of men alone, not men in comparison to women from a 
feminist perspective, aligns with Parsons and Ward (2001) who urge that the gap in feminist research 
approaches has potentially far-reaching implications as students go on to possess a lack of 
understanding about the gendered nature of their educational experience. A feminist approach aims 
towards a methodology that will support research of value to women, leading to social change or 
action (DeVault, 1999). 
  
This empirical work consisted of a number of focus groups, with the findings outlined here drawn from 
two groups from a degree program that was homogeneous with respect to gender. One striking theme 
throughout these focus groups, which was unanticipated, was the participants’ observations as to how 
this homogeneity impacted their course assessments. The course descriptor mandates that learners 
be required to create unique and original content, both visually and technically. However, learners 
expressed that they felt limited and made uncomfortable by the assessments they were set, and 
attributed this to the homogeneity of their class. Additionally, they identified similar concerns with a 
capstone project that is prescribed and assessed by an all-male panel. 
  
In justifying proposed pedagogical strategies aimed towards social justice as their core intent with 
such terms as liberation, equality, and democracy, educational programs base their claims for 
legitimacy on the future results of their practices. We must take a hard look at the impact that 
assessment produces, and whether beneficial change can be effected with a view to the larger 
histrico-social context (Schapiro, 1995). In this work, we have identified that the masculinisation of 
computing and the resulting hegemonic masculinity has far reaching impact. The learners 
participating in this research identified strong levels of discomfort with their experience of the 
institutional hegemonic masculinity. Further work is required to understand how this hegemonic 
masculinity is constructed, and why. 
 

Parallel Session 3 
 
3.1 Cultivating staff assessment literacy in higher education: findings from an investigation 
into academic staff perceptions. 
John Dermo 
University of Salford, Salford, UK 
 
This presentation investigates assessment literacy among academic staff and perceptions of effective 
educational development in this area (Price et al, 2012; Sambell et al, 2013). It discusses findings 
from a 2015-16 research project funded by the Staff and Educational Development Association 
(SEDA), exploring assessment literacy from the perspective of educational developers and 
experienced academic staff to answer the following questions: 
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What does assessment literacy mean to higher education staff? 
How do university teachers engage with the concept in theory and in practice? 
What are the implications for provision of professional development opportunities? 

 
This mixed methods study had three different stages providing different perspectives on these 
research questions. First, an online questionnaire provided quantitative and qualitative data from 
experienced practitioners across the sector, sampling responses from 23 universities covering a 
range of different types of HEI. Participants reported on their understanding of assessment literacy, as 
well as knowledge of key aspects of assessment, also describing how assessment themes are 
enhanced though educational development. Next, a follow-up workshop invited groups of conference 
delegates from a range of HE institutions and roles to discuss how staff assessment literacy can be 
developed over time (Price 2015) to enhance best practice in assessment literacy among teachers 
(Bloxham and Boyd 2012). Finally, in an expert focus group, four eminent academics from the field of 
assessment in higher education took part in a wide-ranging semi-structured discussion covering 
definitions of assessment literacy, developing staff assessment literacy and stakeholder groups. 
 
This presentation will summarise and discuss the main themes from the data and recommend next 
steps for development. Staff assessment literacy is a complex concept and a wide range of 
perspectives exist: these might be classified as student-centred, technical-rational or evidence-
informed and pedagogic. These positions are not mutually exclusive or contradictory, however, but 
rather reflect the individual roles and functions which individuals perform. In terms of the development 
of staff assessment literacy, key themes include the importance of dialogue, communication, reflective 
practice, collaborative teamwork and communities of practice, practical application of tacit knowledge 
in authentic contexts, as well as learning through experience as incremental continuous development. 
 
The presentation will also consider the metaphor of learning to drive a car, which arose at several 
points in the research data. Driving and literacy both involve gradual growth in confidence and 
competence, moving from a basic skillset towards mastery, remaining mostly tacit. How about an 
assessment "driving licence" for staff? 
  
3.2 Social and Cultural Factors Influencing Consistency of Examiner Judgements in 
Competency-based Assessments - A Case Study in Medical Education 
Amy (Wai Yee) Wong1 ,2, Karen Moni1, Jill Thistlethwaite1, Lata Vadlamudi2, Christopher Roberts3 
1School of Education, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia,  2School of 
Medicine, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia, 3Sydney Medical School, 
The University of Sydney, Sydney, New South Wales, Australia 
 
Introduction 
Examiner judgements play a major role in the competency-based assessments in higher and medical 
education. Based on Generalisability Theory (Brennan, 2001) and Cultural Historical Activity Theory 
(CHAT) (Engeström, 1987), I explored the consistency and the associated factors that influenced 
examiner judgements of student performance. I also investigated the impact of providing feedback to 
examiners in calibrating their judgements. The context was the objective structured clinical 
examination (OSCE) in a graduate entry four-year Bachelor of Medicine/Bachelor of Surgery (MBBS) 
program at one Australian research-intensive university. 
 
Methods 
I used a mixed-methods case study approach to collect quantitative and qualitative data. Using 
Generalisability Theory (Brennan, 2001), statistical analysis of examiner markings was conducted to 
explore the contribution of contextual factors (i.e., students, examiners and stations) and their impacts 
on examiner judgements in the final-year OSCE. These examiner markings were collected from the 
2013 examiner cohort with 376 students and 141 examiners, and the 2014 examiner cohort with 354 
students and 111 examiners. In addition, qualitative data were collected from 33 semi-structured 
interviews with the examiners. Guided by CHAT, analytical and inductive coding was conducted to 
explore the social and cultural factors that influence examiner judgements of student performance. 
 
Results 
Quantitative analysis of the examiner markings provided statistical evidence that examiners were one 
of the major contextual factors impacted on the consistency of their judgements. Furthermore, 
providing feedback to the examiners did not always achieve positive outcomes in calibrating their 
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judgements. Preliminary analysis of the qualitative data indicated that social and cultural factors, and 
their interactions, including the institution's requirements, and values, beliefs, attitudes and experience 
of the examiners all played an influential role in the examiner judgement process. 
 
Discussion  
Based on the quantitative and qualitative data analysis, this study provided a comprehensive 
understanding of the contextual, social and cultural factors that impacted on examiner judgements. 
This established understanding of the above factors was crucial in engaging examiners to develop 
strategies which would help them to identify these influential factors and to minimise their influence in 
the judgement process. In summary, this study facilitated the development of effective strategies and 
evidence-guided recommendations to enhance training for examiners and assist them in recognising 
the social and cultural factors involved in, and their subsequent impacts, on the judgement process. 
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3.3  Investigating assessment in HE: Emotional Labour exploring the toil of marking and 
grading 
Fiona Meddings 
University of Bradford, Bradford, West Yorkshire, UK 
 
This presentation focuses on findings from a PhD research project into marking and grading in HE. 
Emotional labour was identified as a major theme; its existence as an outcome of marking and 
grading has not previously been explored in contemporary literature. Hochschild (1979) first raised the 
notion of the existence an emotional component in professional roles where individual feelings need 
to remain suppressed. Within this notion individuals must maintain an air of detachment, in an attempt 
to display non favouritism to individuals for whom they are potentially providing a service. Marking and 
grading of student written assessment artefacts by lecturers, is an example of when the maintenance 
of such detachment is necessary. The theory of emotional labour is connected with keeping face to 
protect the organisation and its revenue by ostensibly caring for the customer. Whilst the original work 
was completed with airline cabin crew, it holds resonance in this research project, with the 
organisation being the University, Faculty and/or department, and student positioned as the customer. 
The emotional labour aspect of teaching and caring in classroom teaching has been explored by 
others (Isenbarger & Zembylas 2006). Five sub themes have been identified and are mainly 
concerned with protecting the customer in some way or another, whilst also including concern for 
individual interviewees themselves. The research is underpinned by Hermeneutic phenomenology 
(Mackey 2005) using Cognitive Interviewing as one of two methods for gathering data from a sample 
of 15 of a total of 26 interviewees. Devised by Fisher and Geiselman (1986) as a technique to 
improve the accuracy of witness statements this method uses a pre-defined approach to access the 
memories of interviewees. Originally this approach aimed to improve Police interview techniques to 
assure accuracy of eyewitness statements. This interview method has been previously used by 
NatCen (2013) generally to validate questionnaires prior to use in pilot and main research studies, 
e.g. pretesting of the National Census questions, ensuring they elicit the information required. 
Findings are presented by sub themes utilising examples of interviewee voices to illuminate the 
existence of emotional labour in the day to day context of the lecturer completing evaluation of 
student written assessment artefacts. A cohort of 15 lecturers from 4 HE institutions in England 
provide information on the similarities in experience thus legitimising the existence of this concept as 
a reality in the lives of those marking and grading. 
 
3.4  Enhancing digital literacy and employability through portfolio assessment 
Dawn Theresa Nicholson 
Manchester Metropolitan University, Manchester, UK 
 
The aim will be to share the outcomes of a two-year project to evaluate the use of an assessed, 
portable, digital portfolio in a first year academic skills module (Geographical and Environmental 
Sciences programme). The portfolio is constructed using free online tools (WordPress.com), and 
supported by a collaborative project management tool (Trello.com). 
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The session will provide an overview of the project: 
 

 Background and key drivers 

 Design process 

 Risk factors 

 Implementation 

 Evaluation 
 
Overall benefits for assessment and learning will be considered, along with next steps, and examples 
of completed WordPress sites will be shown, along with snapshots of the Trello Board, and supporting 
resources. 
 
Previously, students submitted for assessment, an end-of-term printed portfolio; a compilation of 
evidence demonstrating acquisition of, and reflection on, a range of academic and interpersonal skills. 
Although students were expected to bring examples of their work along to weekly small group 
tutorials, for discussion and generic feedback, many did not do this. They, therefore, failed to make 
progress, and to benefit from regular feedback. It was thought that swapping the printed portfolio for 
an online digital format, to which tutors had complete access, might help remedy this. It would also 
provide a better mechanism for progress tracking (SQA 2007), and the provision of regular, individual, 
written feedback (e.g. Lorenzo and Ittelson 2005). Additionally, a digital portfolio would help enhance 
students' employability by developing a showcase of their skills for prospective employers (Simatele 
2015). Assessment in a digital environment would encourage students' personal creativity (e.g. 
through web site personalisation, flexibility over content format) (JISC 2009), enhance digital literacy 
(e.g. web site development, using and navigating an existing site, aspects of content curation) (Clarke 
and Boud 2016). 
 
In the project evaluation, the majority of students found the software easy to use. Some were planning 
to maintain their web sites, while others were more likely to do so if linked to future assessment. 
Students highlighted other familiar benefits (e.g. cost-savings from not having to print portfolios, 
usefulness for content organisation and storage) (SQA 2007). Tutors found it much easier to track 
student progress, to provide regular formative feedback, and found students were much more likely to 
tackle work on a weekly basis. Technical difficulties experienced by a minority of staff and students at 
the end of the first year were addressed by the provision of more in-depth, step-by-step guidance via 
Trello, a collaborative project management tool, in the second year. 
 
3.5  Establishing the Infrastructure for Learning Outcomes Assessment 
Walid Ibrahim 
UAE University, Al Ain, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates 
 
The mission of the United Arab Emirates University (UAEU) is to make a positive contribution to the 
advancement of United Arab Emirates by preparing graduates for future leadership, and to provide 
high quality education that meets the international standards. UAEU has always been committed to 
providing students with the finest education and the supportive learning environment to ensure that 
each student has the best chance to succeed. To realize its mission, the university adopts the 
outcomes-based teaching and learning model. Similar to several other academic institutions 
worldwide (Wergin, 2005), the adoption of the outcomes-based model by the UAEU was also driven 
by the university's national and international accreditation obligations. 
 
The outcome-based model provides the framework for instructors to clearly articulate the intended 
learning outcomes and to develop the curricula and the instruction material that provide students with 
several opportunities to achieve the intended outcomes (Harden, 2002). The model relies on learning 
outcomes assessment (LOA) processes as the basis for ensuring continuous improvement of the 
students learning experience. Using LOA processes, instructors can regularly assess and analyze the 
students' performance, and address discovered shortcomings with appropriate remedial actions 
(Gardiner 2002). 
 
While LOA offers great promises for improving student learning, existing processes for integrating 
learning outcomes, collecting assessment data, and analyzing student performance are typically 
paper-based and labor intensive (Ibrahim et al. 2015). The amount of administrative work associated 
with current processes and the lack of proper instruments for closing the assessment loop could 
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hinder the fulfillment of the institution mission for continuous improvement of student learning (Dew, 
Lavoie & Snelgrove, 2011). 
 
This paper introduces the project initiated by the UAEU Provost Office in 2013 for establishing the 
university's LOA infrastructure. It will highlight the policy and procedures developed to govern the 
formation and the responsibilities of the LOA standing committees, and to organize the assessment 
processes at the course, program, and university levels. It will also present the initiative of 
establishing the institutional learning outcomes, and reviewing the program learning outcomes for all 
graduate and undergraduate programs ensuring that they comply with national and international 
accreditation requirements. 
 
Finally, the paper will present the university-wide assessment management system that has been 
deployed recently for streamlining the collection and analysis of LOA results. It will also illustrate how 
direct assessment results are regularly collected at the course level, and partially propagated to 
assess the learning outcomes at the program and the institutional levels. 
 
3.6  The implications of peer assessment feedback for tutors' and students' communities of 
practice: a qualitative interview study of successful tutors 
Paul Orsmond, Stephen Merry 
Staffordshire University, Stoke-on-Trent, UK 
 
Higher Education seeks to encourage curriculum developments that facilitate and subsequently 
assess active learning. Active learning can involve students' and tutors' working in partnership and 
peer assessment promotes such partnership. While there is extensive literature on peer assessment 
which considers reliability, validity and marking, there is limited research on the outcomes of the 
social interactions between students and tutors resulting from peer assessment and the important 
resultant feedback that can subsequently lead to changes in learning practices for both students and 
tutors. Universities appear as communities of practice, with students learning the practices and 
language of their disciple. As such, universities are complex landscapes of different practices and 
those practices share boundaries with one another. This qualitative paper contrasts with many 
previous empirical publications which have analysed, for example, individual peer assessment 
interventions or the marking abilities of students. Our work concerned tutors from diverse institutions 
who have successfully delivered peer assessment within higher education and, using the 
communities of practice model of learning, the relational learning that occurs between student and 
tutor communities of practices during peer assessment is explored. The nine participants, practicing 
lecturers who had previously contributed to papers on peer assessment in refereed academic 
journals, were based at five very different higher education institutions and came from a variety of 
specialisms. Qualitative analysis of semi-structured interviews showed that a community of practice 
model provided an effective way to understand: (1) influences of students' peer assessment practice 
on tutors' approaches to, and understanding of, peer assessment and, more broadly, on tutors' 
teaching practice in general; (2) influences of tutors' peer assessment practices on students' 
approaches to, and understanding of, peer assessment; (3) negotiation and re-negotiation of meaning 
between tutors and students in terms of dialogic feedback and how this leads to greater congruence 
in peer assessment practices. The findings are relevant in emphasising that learning from peer 
assessment does not only result from the acquisition of knowledge, but exemplifies the participatory 
metaphor of learning. That is, knowledge is not something the student or tutor possesses, but 
something a student or tutor does. Furthermore, feedback from peer assessment has a 
conversational nature and, as such, this study directs attention to an under researched area in high 
education, learning through the participatory metaphor. The findings are discussed within the context 
of communities of practice and guidance is suggested concerning curriculum design for socio-cultural 
learning environments such as peer assessment. 
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3.7  Enhancing learning and Teaching through Feedback in Teacher Education: Opportunities 
and Challenges 
Margaret O'Keeffe 
University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland 
 
A recurring theme within the discourse of higher education is the need to embed assessment for and 
as learning within teaching and learning. In this context, the way higher education insitituitons 
approach feedback is central to the process.  Enabling students to have meaningful engagement with 
feedback requires them to feel empowered to actively monitor and evaluate their own learning ( 
Bransford, Brown, and Cocking 1999,  Barkley, 2009, Nicole, 2010).  Research has demonstrated that 
using feedback to support formative assessment is not effectively implemented in Higher Education ( 
Yorke 2003).  With this in mind, this study sought to explore to what extent does engaging pre-service 
teachers in an assessement model which values students' voice in the feedback process deepen pre-
service teachers’ understanding of assessment practices, themselves as learners and as a result 
prepare them for challenges in the work place.  Few studies have examined the impact of learning 
about and through assessment in the context of teacher education (Tierney and Charland (2007). 
This study will inform the body of practical and theoretical knowledge on assessment practices in 
higher education and support the development of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment in teacher 
education. 
 
In this study, pre--service teachers’ engaged in a twelve-week experiential education module for one 
hour a week. Qualitative data was gathered from reflective journals and semi –structured focus group 
interviews. 150 self selected students contributed their reflective journals and 60 self-selecting pre-
service teachers' participated in the focus groups (6 groups).  The focus groups promoted the 
generation of a variety of viewpoints which resulted in an in-depth discussion. The reflexive journals 
provided the researcher with an account of how pre-service teachers' constructed meaning on their 
experiences of feedback as a dialogic process. Data was analysed using the constant comparative 
method (Straus &  Corbin, 1998). 
 
Assumptions about teaching and learning and self-efficacy were critical themes which emerged from 
the data. It is hoped that having experienced assessment as a dialogical process, that pre-service 
teachers' will be able to contribute in a meaningfully way to the debate on matters relating to whole 
school approaches to assessment and evaluation. However, if students are to develop assessment 
literacy, value needs to be placed on the principles of assessment as dialogue across modules and 
programmes in higher education. This may require a shift in the assessment culture of higher 
education institutions as issues of power and knowledge will require attention. 
 
3.8 Identifying differences in performance between subgroups of students 
Mantz Yorke 
Lancaster University, Lancaster, UK 
  
 There is evidence from UK higher education of differences in assessment outcomes between 
students from different backgrounds (HEFCE, 2015). Ethnicity is one of the demographic 
characteristics that has attracted attention in recent times, with black and minority ethic [BME] 
students tending to gain lower grades than their white peers, though there is variation within the BME 
group (HEFCE, 2013; Equality Challenge Unit, 2014). Analysis of cohort data from 11 UK universities 
showed again that there was a tendency for BME students to attain lower grades than their white 
counterparts. 
 
Ethnicity is only one of the variables that can affect assessment outcomes: others include gender, 
age, disability and previous familial experience of higher education. 
 
A problem with analysing institutional data is that commonly-used statistical methods tend to make 
assumptions about sampling and distribution that are not warranted. Siegel and Castellan (1988) 
demonstrate the virtues of a nonparametric approach to statistical analysis which does not require the 
assumptions often unquestioningly assumed by analysts. 
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The study reported here (part of a larger study which will be presented in April 2017, so reference 
not yet available) had as its aim an exploration of the relationship of demographic variables to 
students’ marks at university, conducting analyses along the lines of ‘Does subgroup A (e.g. males) 
tend to score higher than subgroup B (females)?’ which require no more than a simple tallying of the 
numbers of ‘yes’ and ‘no’ responses. These analyses get round the problem that marks from 
University X are consistently higher (or lower) than those from University Y 
 
This presentation will exemplify a relatively simple, nonparametric, approach to the analysis of student 
record data. Whilst the data are drawn from 11 universities, the method is applicable to within-
university data, such that from courses or departments – provided that the numbers in analytical cells 
are adequate (disability and ethnicity can sometimes generate very small numbers).  The application 
of the method can provide academic staff with insights that may enable them to enhance their 
teaching and assessment of students. 
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Parallel Session 4 
 
4.1  Teacher learning communities in the service of peer assessment: from restricted to 
extended implementation  
Jiming Zhou, Jiangbo Wan 
Fudan University, Shanghai, China 
 
When planning and implementing peer assessment, teachers need to scrutinize and clarify 
assessment objectives and criteria. Literature therefore maintains that peer assessment has benefits 
for developing teachers’ assessment literacy. Relevant research recommends that teacher 
assessment literacy can be better developed through cultivating teacher communities of practice. This 
recommendation is theoretically appealing, but there is a dearth of empirical evidence. There are 
needs for further research on how teacher learning communities facilitate the implementation of peer 
assessment and develop teachers’ assessment literacy. 
 
This study examines three Chinese university teachers’ peer assessment perceptions and practices 
at different time points over the first year of an assessment innovation. It reveals the dynamic and 
ongoing process during which teachers’ assessment knowledge and implementing strategies 
developed. A university located in Shanghai was selected as the research site, because it redesigned 
its college English curriculum to incorporate peer assessment. Three teachers were formally and 
contingently interviewed over the whole academic year. Thirty-six English lessons (constituting six 
units of English teaching with a total length of more than 1500 minutes) were observed and audio-
recorded in the two semesters. Teachers’ class preparing and reflecting meetings were also observed 
and audio-recorded. Data were analyzed following an inductive coding procedure adapted from the 
qualitative analysis protocols established by Miles and Huberman (1994). 
 
Teachers’ divergent approaches to conducting peer assessment were identified, on the basis of which 
a didactic-experiential continuum of peer assessment implementation was proposed. A salient pattern 
is that teachers’ purposes shifted from implementing peer assessment for summative to formative 
purposes. Teachers collaborated on developing peer assessment tasks; they reconciled and 
negotiated their assessment beliefs and values with university assessment policy. Their 
understandings and enactment of peer assessment developed during the collaborative process. 
 
This study supports that collaboratively planning and implementing peer assessment enhances 
teachers’ assessment literacy. Findings carry practical implications for scaling up assessment 
innovations in the higher education context; it also carries theoretical implications for cultivating 
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teacher communities of practices to enhance teacher assessment literacy and enactment. Teachers 
need to be provided with the legitimacy and ownership of an assessment innovation to work out their 
contextualized innovation plan. As teachers moved from peripheral towards full participation in 
implementing peer assessment, their somewhat ‘undesirable’ performance is inevitable and 
rewarding. 
 
4.2 Examining the Use of Assessment Rubrics in Higher Education: The Perspectives of 
University Lecturers 
Andrea Scott-Bell, Linda Allin 
Northumbria University, Newcastle Upon Tyne, UK 
 
Assessment rubrics are increasingly seen as valuable tools in teaching and learning and have formed 
part of a general shift towards a transparent, learner-centred culture in higher education. Previous 
research to have evaluated assessment rubrics in the HE context have been mostly conducted from 
the student perspective and as such less is known about the perceived merits of rubrics from lecturers 
who are tasked with employing them. Drawing on data from an online questionnaire and focus groups 
with lecturers, this paper highlights how lecturers use rubrics in practice and their perceptions of their 
value for students and themselves. Findings indicate that lecturers mostly used rubrics mechanically; 
that is to say, for summative marking of student work and not in curriculum design or in the 
preparation of materials. While lecturers recognised some benefits in the summative marking process 
such as increased consistency in feedback within marking teams, they saw limited use of rubrics for 
other learning and teaching activities and expressed concern that rubrics threatened students' ability 
to develop skills that they considered fundamental to learning in higher education. Moreover, contrary 
to some of the established literature, the practice of using rubrics within and between modular 
teams with the intention of creating a fairer and more transparent assessment process was 
undermined by the implicit and often contradictory practices of individual staff. Taken together, this 
paper offers suggestions for how we may generate continuing professional development for lecturing 
staff to develop greater calibration on the use of rubrics within marking teams, support for the use of 
rubrics beyond summative marking and provide guidance to students on the appropriate use of 
rubrics so as to support their creativity in written assessments. 
 
4.3  The State of Affairs of Assessment in U.S Higher Education - Results from a National 
Survey 
Matthew Gulliford, Courtney Peagler 
Taskstream, New York City, USA 
 
This presentation will focus on Taskstream's research into the "state of affairs" of assessment in U.S. 
higher education. Through focus groups, interviews, and an online survey, the research explored 
perceptions among faculty, institutional leaders, and assessment professionals about various 
assessment topics, such as the nature and perceived value of assessment, terminology in the field, 
and technology to support the work. During this session, we will discuss findings from our national 
online survey, which received over 1,000 responses from institutional leaders, assessment 
professionals, and faculty members at institutions of all types and sizes across the United States. The 
survey was restricted to full-time employees at U.S. higher education institutions and distributed via 
email and in a newsletter from the online news service Education Dive. 
 
With this presentation, we aim to provide insight into how survey respondents perceive their personal 
experience with assessment and how this relates to their involvement in assessment, views on its 
importance, and their specific needs for professional development to advance assessment efforts on 
campus. In particular, we focus on a comparison of responses from faculty who rated their personal 
level of experience with assessment as "beginner/intermediate" (55% of the faculty respondents) to 
those from faculty who rated their experience with assessment as "advanced" (45% of the faculty 
respondents). A total of 359 faculty members responded to the survey, the majority of whom came 
from public institutions (58%) and private not-for-profits (36%), with a small percentage from the 
private for-profit sector (6%). We will also look at the perceived maturity of assessment practices at 
the institutional level, what respondents found most appealing and most problematic about 
assessment-related work, the impact of using technology to support the work, and some of the 
challenges related to assessment terminology and how vocabulary impacts conversations regarding 
the measurement of student learning. 
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Taskstream is committed to advancing the field of assessment in higher education. Through software, 
research, and resources, Taskstream helps hundreds of institutions worldwide cultivate and grow 
meaningful assessment practices to harness better data for learning campus-wide. 
  
4.4  High-octane fuel? Incorporating a contextualised rubric within online feedback to 
stimulate higher-order learning 
Philip Denton, David McIlroy 
Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, UK 
 
The advantages of e-marking tools that enable lecturers to allocate comments from a statement bank 
and return feedback online have been summarised (Denton and Rowe, 2015).  The popular 
Grademark e-marking tool, for example, allows tutors to select comments from a stored rubric that are 
then presented separately to each student's work.  These comments may reward evidence of higher-
order learning, such as analysis and evaluation (Anderson and Krathwohl, 2001).  The shortcomings 
of using prepared rubrics to transfer knowledge of these ‘difficult' assessment criteria, and their tacit 
dimensions, have been discussed (Rust et al., 2003).  The Tweaktime e-marking tool allows 
comments allocated from a prepared rubric to be contextualised: They are presented alongside 
highlighted sections of each student's work and they can be tweaked by the tutor so that they directly 
address the content of these sections.  This study evaluates whether Tweaktime feedback facilitated 
higher-order learning from linked laboratory report assessments, undertaken by second-year 
pharmaceutical science students (N=146) from 2014 to 2016.  The extent of learning was ascertained 
by ‘closing the loop' and offering formative feedback on a comparable laboratory report before the 
summative task (Boud, 2000).  Outcomes confirm the importance of cultivating assessment literacy 
and students who submitted formative reports attained significantly (p<.001) higher marks in the 
summative assessment (M=73%, SD=12%, N=56) than those who did not (M=58%, SD=13%, N=90).  
Summative assessment marks associated with lower-order learning (Introduction, Method, Results, 
and Referencing) and higher-order learning (Discussion and Conclusion) were found to be 
significantly (p<.001) and positively correlated against corresponding formative marks.  Although 
distinct trends for each order are observed, both indicate that learning from feedback has occurred 
and a subsequent analysis will investigate the enduring nature of these gains.  The summative 
laboratory report performances of second-year pharmaceutical science students (N=29) in response 
to Grademark-formative feedback will be investigated during Spring 2017.  An online questionnaire 
will gauge student sentiments towards Grademark and Tweaktime feedback and survey outcomes will 
be reported.  Feedback remains a troublesome issue within higher education, despite attempts to 
enhance the quality of information provided to students (Nicol et al. 2014).  Preliminary outcomes of 
this study suggest that the refinement of e-marking tools should not be overlooked.  The 
popularisation of a simple ‘fire' analogy for feedback is advocated, where high quality information 
(fuel) is provided within an atmosphere that supports subsequent learning activity (oxygen).  However, 
only if students are assessment literate will feedback illuminate (ignition). 
 
4.5  Closing the GAP: Addressing Educational Inequality through Authentic Assessment 
Rhona O'Brien1, Tina Harvey1 

1University of Cumbria, Carlisle, Cumbria, UK, 2University of Cumbria, Carlisle, Cumbria, - 
 

Authentic assessment has been proposed as having potential to enhance student learning for a 
changing world 

(Vu & Dall'Alba, 2014:778). 
 
‘Efforts to reduce educational inequality must ensure non-traditional Higher Education students are 
adequately supported to realise their potential. Non-traditional, vocationally focused Higher Education 
Institutions maintain key strategic positions within disadvantaged communities, providing equal 
opportunities for access to further education and vocational training. This presentation offers a 
considered response to the challenge of supporting the next generation of practitioners by 
modernising teaching and assessment processes at Higher Education institutions.  Through offering 
an example of an ‘authentic assessment’ case-study undertaken at a university based in the North of 
England, we demonstrate the importance of modernising Higher Education Institution curricula to 
radically improve the quality of the student experience, support retention rates and enhance graduate 
employability. We contend that the ‘constructive alignment’ of ‘authentic assessment’ approaches 
across interdisciplinary programmes at Higher Education Institutions, offer an experiential approach 
through which students with varying levels of academic competencies can succeed.  
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Assessment has a powerful influence on student approaches to learning and continues to be a 
necessary component of the student experience. Whilst the development of written and oral forms of 
communication are vital, programmes which favour written assessments may not enable marginalised 
or non-academic students to demonstrate their ability to apply knowledge to practice settings. 
Drawing on our experience of re-designing the content and assessment for a Safeguarding and Child 
Protection Module on the Working with Children and Families Team at a university in the North of 
England, we argue that enabling students to participate in authentic and experiential assessments 
promotes inclusion, builds self-confidence and helps equip students for the challenges of a 
competitive labour market. Through participating in experiential learning, the advanced skills and 
critical thinking that are particularly valuable for knowledge-intensive, practice informed jobs are 
acquired. Furthermore, we contend that modernising curricula by constructively re-aligning content 
with authentic forms of assessment is particularly beneficial for marginalised, non-academic or 
Widening Participation students on vocational programmes at Higher Education Institutions.   
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4.6  Building courses to develop ‘evaluative judgement’: learning to make decisions about 
quality work 
Phillip Dawson1, David Boud1, Joanna Tai1, Rola Ajjawi1, Ernesto Panadero21 

Deakin University, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia, 2Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Madrid, Spain 
 
How does a student know if their work is good enough? How does a musician know if they are ready 
to perform a new song? How does a leader know if the work of their team is up to the required 
standard? University graduates need to be able to make these sorts of decisions about the quality of 
their work, and the work of others. This capability, termed ‘evaluative judgement’ (Tai et al. 2016) is 
necessary for graduates to be lifelong learners and safe practitioners. However, mainstream learning, 
teaching and assessment approaches in higher education do not necessarily develop evaluative 
judgement. 
 
This paper begins with a definition of evaluative judgement. We then trace the development of the 
concept, from Sadler’s (1989) ideas of ‘evaluative expertise’ through to the present day. Evaluative 
judgement is then distinguished from related concepts like sustainable assessment (Boud 2000), self-
assessment (Boud 1995), and self-regulated learning (Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick 2006). 
 
Using a mixture of research synthesis and conceptual work, we propose the redevelopment of five 
common higher education practices to better support the development of evaluative judgement. 
Firstly, self-assessment can be adapted to scaffold students through identifying and choosing criteria 
for judgement. Peer feedback approaches can be modified to focus on the unique perspectives that 
peers can bring to understanding quality. Teacher feedback can be modified to focus more explicitly 
on the difference between the student’s self-assessment and the relevant standards. Rubrics can be 
co-created with students to develop a shared understanding of criteria. Finally, multiple exemplars 
can be used with an explicit focus on identifying a range of quality indicators. Implementing these 
practices with a focus on evaluative judgement may improve students’ abilities to work effectively and 
independently on graduation. 
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4.7  Co-creation with students to improve assessment feedback: course-based approaches 
and enhanced project leadership  
Simon Brooman, Sarah Nixon, Rebecca Murphy 
Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, UK 
 
Assessment feedback is recognised as an area that can have the most impact on student 
development (Carless et al., 2011), and the one that is the most problematic in terms of delivery and 
impact on learning (Scoles, Huxham, and McArthur 2013) This paper details the outcomes of a multi-
disciplinary (Sports Science, Law, Event Management and Quantity Surveying) medium-sized study 
that set out to explore students as co-creators of programme level feedback strategies. 
 
The findings of the study (Nixon, Brooman, Murphy and Fearon, 2016) in relation to the need to 
create course-based assessment strategies will be discussed. It will be suggested that this method 
facilitated workable outcomes by enabling us to gain a better understanding of the need to unify 
approaches to assessment practice on all modules making up a programme. 
 
An additional focus of this paper will be to discuss elements of the process which improved the 
outcomes of this participatory action research project. We will highlight the important role played by 
three post-graduate project officers in working alongside academic staff on the project. We suggest 
that they facilitated good leadership practice. 
 
The project officers enabled: the emergence of local context to inform the development of assessment 
practice; an enhanced distributive leadership model for assessment enhancement; the emergence of 
the student voice to inform the development of best practice and; an incentive for academic staff to be 
involved in developing their own practice as opposed to merely responding to top-down tendencies in 
H.E. We will suggest that participation of students at the organisational level of assessment 
enhancement projects can facilitate communication, collegiality and the outcomes of such 
development work. 
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4.8  Models of Examination Feedback: “Not many students would admit to enjoying taking 
exams or writing essays, but if you want to get a degree, they're an ordeal you have to 
survive.” Guardian online, April 2013  
Carole Sutton, Jane Collings, Joanne Sellick 
Plymouth University, Plymouth, UK 
 
Assessment feedback is a valuable part of the student learning cycle and the quality of feedback 
within a module can motivate, engage and enhance a student’s performance and future employability 
(Carless, 2014; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Written, oral and practical examinations assessing 
specific learning outcomes can occur mid-cycle and/or at the end of a module or period of study. 
Traditionally (particularly for end-of-module time limited and unseen examinations) a sole final grade, 
with no or little feedback, is returned to the student. There are concerns that marks for exams are 
generally lower than those for coursework and the implications this may have in determining degree 
classification, the need for exam feedback becomes critically important (Bridges et al., 2002, 
Simonite, 2003). 
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The general lack of feedback to examinations has prompted student concerns (NUS, 2009) – it 
creates uncertainty and limited opportunities to improve and learn, particularly for any future 
examination based assessment. As Scoles et al (2012) argue: ‘…while exams have long been 
regarded as different from other forms of assessment it is not justifiable to exempt them from the good 
practice that can, and does, inform other types of assessment and other areas of teaching 
and learning. This need is reinforced by the continuing use of exams as a significant part of course 
assessment strategies in many subject areas.’ 
 
This interactive workshop will report on an institutionally funded pedagogic project to enhance 
examination feedback through the development of a toolkit to support academic staff in the design of 
fair and inclusive exams that enable students to enhance engagement, learning and achievement. 
Using the Plymouth University toolkit delegates will explore inclusive examinations, models of 
feedback, and key factors in choosing a model applied to their programme(s). The session will include 
a case study example with outcomes, impact and student voice. 
 

Parallel Session 5 
 
5.1  Cultivating the Sector’s Assessment Literacy through a Conversational Approach 
Terry Maguire, Geraldine O'Neill, Eileen McEvoy 
National Forum for the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning, Dublin, Ireland 
  
Assessment of student learning is a complex construct, as it is highly influenced by staff and students' 
beliefs about the nature, purpose and value of assessment. Therefore, when the National Forum for 
the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning in Ireland decided that ‘Assessment OF/FOR/AS 
Learning' (Earl & Katz, 2006) would be its 2016-2018 Enhancement Theme, there was a strong 
agreement that assessment ‘conversations' were key to enhancing staff and students' assessment 
literacy. The project facilitated these conversations both at local and national level. 
 
Local Conversations 
The project started with local contextualised conversations on assessment, giving some ownership of 
the theme to the sector (Dempster et al, 2012). It set key questions for students and staff to consider 
regarding  ‘Assessment OF/FOR/AS Learning' in their institutions, disciplines and regions. Throughout 
the project, these local conversations were organised through a) 75 individually-funded institutional 
seminars on assessment, using local, national and international expertise, and b) 12 
network/discipline assessment projects implemented by different disciplines and networks. This 
activity was geographically distributed throughout the sector. The context of the discipline was 
recognised as being key to meaning-making on assessment, as disciplines and professional groups 
"have their own way of knowing and being that are not readily reducible to a common formula" 
(Blackmore & Kandiko, 2012, p209). Individual institutions also have their own ways of ‘knowing and 
being'. 
 
National Conversations 
In order to deepen the sector's understanding, expertise identified and developed through these local 
conversations were invited to a series of ‘National Conversation' workshops. These were centred 
around the key enablers of change identified in the enhancement theme: a) definition and principles of 
‘Assessment OF/FOR/AS Learning', b) empowering students, c) staff development, d) programme 
design, e) authentic/work-based assessment and e) assessment policies. 
Given the complexity surrounding many assessment and feedback concepts, this conversational 
approach is facilitating the development of the sector's assessment literacy for both students and 
staff. Baker et al. support this approach when they highlight that ‘the interplay of tacit and explicit 
dimensions of knowledge manifest themselves in conversational learning as individuals come 
together in a joint meaning-making process' (2002, p5). This approach could be beneficial in other 
sectoral, institutional and/or disciplinary contexts. 
 
5.2 Using a Toolkit to enhance institutional assessment and feedback practice 
Amanda Sykes, Moira Fischbacher-Smith 
University of Glasgow, Glasgow, UK 
 
In order to support enhancement in assessment and feedback, improve NSS scores and at the same 
time provide a resource available to both staff and students, the University of Glasgow decided to 
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invest in the production of an online Assessment and Feedback Toolkit. The Toolkit design and 
development, based on published literature on good practice in assessment and feedback, and on 
feedback received from University of Glasgow staff, took place over six months in early 2016. Since 
then the Toolkit has been used in several ways: as a resource and to promote conversation across 
the University at a Symposium; in the University's Assessment and Feedback Working Group as a 
means of supporting cross-institutional change; and in individual discipline areas to prompt redesign 
of assessment and feedback practices at a local level. 
 
In this Practice Exchange we will briefly share with you the story of the Toolkit, the feedback we have 
received about it, and things we would do differently in case you want to build your own. We will also 
demonstrate how we have employed it within the context of other initiatives to support changes in 
behaviour. We will support you to begin to use a Toolkit to start your own conversations around 
enhancing your assessment and feedback practices. 
 
Toolkit website: www.gla.ac.uk/aftoolkit 
 
5.3 The innovative use of an e-portfolio in midwifery education to assess both clinical 
competency and academic skills development through the use of a triangulated assessment 
process. 
Amanda Firth, Maria Evans, Joy Robbins 
University of Bradford, Bradford, West Yorkshire, UK 
 
The design of our distinct and innovative e-portfolio enables our midwifery students to develop, record 
and reflect upon the capabilities that they need to be successful learners and professional employees. 
Reflection, self-assessment, action planning, analysis and appropriate use and referencing of 
evidence are fundamental skills not only for midwifery students but also for the continuing 
professional development of all healthcare practitioners. 
 
Annual evaluation and improvement has enabled the development of a unique 3 year student portfolio 
with multiple points of summative assessment from both clinical mentors and academic tutors. Stuart 
(2013) argues that there are 3 key elements to the acquisition of competency: the technical skill, the 
ability to apply underpinning knowledge and the use of clinical judgement and decision making. 
Students use this e-portfolio to evidence skill and competency development which is graded by a 
clinical mentor (as required by the professional regulatory body). A second key part of the summative 
assessment is that students are challenged to demonstrate awareness of their own learning needs 
and competency level through action planning and reflection on clinical decision making (marked 
academically). 
 
Work based assessment grades are frequently abnormally distributed in comparison to any other kind 
of assessment (Heaslip and Scammell 2012). A unique characteristic of this e-portfolio is the 
triangulation of feedback from students, mentors and tutors. The summative assessment grade is 
constructed from a ratio of 50% work based assessment (by a clinical mentor) and 50% academic 
assessment by a tutor. Heaslipp and Scammel (2012), report that reliability and validity increase when 
mentors have repeated exposure and practice in using grading tools. The feedback and grading 
templates used here encourage authentic discussion between the student, mentor and academic 
providing rich feedback and development opportunities for all parties. It is also believed that this multi-
method approach increases the reliability and validity of an assessment (McCarthy and Murphy 
2008). 
 
The NMC recently introduced the requirement for all post qualification registered midwives to maintain 
a contemporary portfolio containing evidence of CPD and critical reflection on clinical experiences. 
This e-portfolio and the methods of summative assessment within it enable our midwives, once 
qualified, to enter the professional register with the relevant graduate skills to maintain a high quality 
portfolio therefore producing future-ready practitioners. Those skills map directly to the Framework for 
Higher Education Qualifications expectations of HEI courses and allow the student and HEI to 
evidence graduate attributes that students have developed. 
  
5.4  A fair group marking scheme by separating product and process assessment 
Ian Geoffrey Kennedy2, Paul Hubert Vossen1 

1Independent Researcher, Niederstetten, Germany, 2Independent Researcher, Pretoria, South Africa 
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[Problem] We propose a fair scheme for individual assessment for students working in groups. In HE 
practice, there are various approaches and solutions to this well-known assessment problem. We 
review their assumptions and rationales. Our pragmatic solution rests on a minimal set of 
assumptions. 
 
[Approach] Lecturers assess the project into what we call the PRODUCT ASSESSMENT, which has a 
built-in sense of how the group performed collectively. We let the lecturers assign this mark for the 
group work, and additionally let students signal how much each of the other students contributed to 
the group work (which we call PROCESS ASSESSMENT). This scheme gives lecturers the task they 
do best and independently gives each student a say in how much he/she feels distanced from the 
anticipated group average. 
 
[Contribution] We depart from (Sharp, 2006), (Jin et al., 2013) and (Spatar et al., 2015) in three ways: 
Our general model allows PRODUCT and PROCESS to be measured on any desired scale, and 
sensibly be combined. We introduce Kennedy’s Variable Sorted Order of Assessment, a sorting 
process to get fairer group marking. We formalise our model and show that it is split-join-invariant. 
 
[Lecturers] The lecturers’ marks are either based on multiple PRODUCT assessment categories with 
possible weights or are simply holistic marks. 
 
[Students] The self-assessment of contribution by the students is necessary to cater for the common 
situation where students do not pull their weights or exceed the expected contribution. The purpose of 
this self-assessment is to encourage students to participate fully, each knowing beforehand that his or 
her individual contribution will be peer-assessed. Our scheme allows students who are better at one 
aspect (e.g., “ideas” or “illustration”) to excel in their speciality and admit this as a valid contribution to 
the success of the group's project. The group may even decide on their own rubric (Oakley et al., 
2004) of quantitative and qualitative attributes for assessing their contributions to the PROCESS. 
Moreover, lecturers can provide for student weights (which allow for group switching or sick-leave / 
doctor's letters). 
 
[Goal] Our goal was to formulate a fair, general, and simple approach to assessing group work which 
may be used in large classes with many groups, without a heavy burden on lecturers or students. 
[Target] Our target audience consists of lecturers who incorporate group-based project assignments 
into their courses, and who are still required to deliver individual student assessments for a single 
subject. 
 
5.5  Y1Feedback: An Irish Multi-Institutional Project Exploring Dialogic Feedback Approaches 
for First Year 
Lisa O'Regan1, Nuala Harding2, Brown Mark3, Maguire Moira4, Morag Munro1, Seamus Ryan2, Orna 
Farrell3, Gerry Gallagher4 

1Maynooth University, Kildare, Ireland, 2Athlone Institute of Technology, Athlone, Ireland, 3Dublin City 
University, Dublin, Ireland, 4Dundalk Institute of Technology, Dunadlk, Ireland 
 
It is well established that the provision of timely and useful feedback has significant potential to 
support and improve student learning (Merry, et al., 2013; Sadler, 2010). Moreover, in the context of 
supporting transition, effective feedback can play a pivotal role in fostering student motivation, 
confidence, and success in the first year, as well as in improving retention rates (Kift, 2015; Nicol, 
2009; Tinto, 2005). In recent years, feedback has increasingly become the focus of research and 
Higher Education (HE) policy, partly due to national surveys in the United Kingdom (UK), Australia, 
and Asia which have consistently identified low levels of student satisfaction about feedback practices 
(Carless, 2006; HEFCE, 2015; Radloff & Coates, 2010). Mirroring international findings, successive 
Irish Student Engagement Surveys (ISSE) revealed concerns surrounding feedback practices, 
particularly in relation to first year (2014; 2015). 
 
The Y1Feedback project is a collaborative initiative between four Irish HE institutions and funded by 
the Irish National Forum for the Enhancement in Teaching and Learning in Higher Education. The 
project aims to enhance feedback dialogue in first year undergraduate programmes through the use 
of technology-enabled feedback approaches in order to better support student transition to HE. 
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A synthesis of feedback literature revealed contemporary perspectives on feedback in HE highlight 
that feedback should: take place in formal and informal learning settings beyond assessment, 
feedforward to future work, and be a dialogic process that ultimately supports learners to become self-
regulating (Y1Feedback 2016). Furthermore, in the context of the first year, is also essential to 
scaffold the development of students’ assessment and feedback literacies as they adjust to the 
challenges of learning in HE. 
 
Informed by the international scholarship on feedback, Y1Feedback identified a set of features of 
effective feedback for first year together with a set of feedback approaches.  Identified approaches 
include: 
 

• In-class and real-time feedback approaches 
• Multi-stage assignments 
• Peer feedback 
• Multi-modal enabled feedback 
• Generic feedback 
• Anticipatory approaches to feedback 
• Separating grades and feedback 
• Exemplars, rubrics and marking guides 
• Automated feedback 
• Programme team approaches 

 
Subsequently, and in partnership with academic staff across the four partner institutions, we explored 
and trialed the identified feedback approaches through 24 feedback case studies. This research 
presentation will outline the features and approaches identified, discuss the findings from a selection 
of the case studies, and share key reflections on the project. 
 
5.6  Formative Assessment for First Year Learning in Higher Education 
Robert Prince 
University of Cape Town, Cape Town, Western Cape, South Africa 
 
The higher education sector recently experienced ‘youth action' which threatens the academic 
enterprise with potentially far-reaching impacts on the economy. While the drivers of this crisis are 
complex and multifaceted, the ‘low-throughput' and high drop-out rates are most certainly contributing 
factors. Attrition at universities is a serious drain on the economy. About half of all registered South 
African students drop out of their studies, and only 27% obtain their degrees in the regulation time. Of 
the nearly three-quarters of students who fail to complete a higher education qualification in minimum 
time, significant debts are incurred both to the individual and the state. One difficulty is determining 
which students will benefit from an extended programme. In South Africa there are two assessments 
of school-leavers that are pertinent to this debate. The first is the national school leaving examination, 
the National Senior Certificate (NSC), which is a statutory requirement for entry into Higher Education. 
The NSC assessments are norm-referenced and are therefore often difficult to interpret for the 
purposes of admission, placement and curriculum development. The second set of assessments is 
the National Benchmark Tests (NBTs). The NBTs are criterion-referenced and tests students in three 
domains: Academic Literacy, Quantitative Literacy and Mathematics. The NBTs have two objectives: 
a) to provide a service to Higher Education institutions requiring additional information in the 
admission and placement of students; and b) to inform the nature of foundation courses and 
curriculum responsiveness. This paper argues that the NSC assessments are summative and the 
NBTs are formative and they should be seen as complementary. It argues that the major challenges 
facing South African Higher Education is the appropriate placement of students and the creation of 
effective teaching and learning spaces. Using the NBTs information to complement the NSC 
assessments in order to provide feedback at institutional and programme level has the best 
opportunity to improve retention and graduation patterns in South African Higher Education. 
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5.7  Building Peer Support:  Developing Students’ Feedback Skills 
Tina Harvey 
University of Cumbria, Cumbria,UK 
 
Educators appreciate that feedback is central to the assessment process and the best method of 
helping students to expand their knowledge and skill base. Evidence from research illustrates the 
effectiveness of this process, and that it goes beyond the world of academia by developing essential 
life skills and employability skills. However, undertaking this process may potentially raise anxiety, 
which caused me, as a practitioner researcher, to be cautious due to the potential negative response 
from students.  
 
I designed a comprehensive strategy to introduce peer feedback to a small group of first year 
undergraduates. This consisted of four formative assessment sessions where students gave and 
received feedback on previously prepared written work linked to module summative assessment. 
Students were required to complete a feedback template of each other’s work, which included 
referencing, sentence construction, grammatical structure and development of ideas. 
Ostensibly these four sessions provided students with the opportunity of working alongside peers to 
develop written skills. However, in reality the learning was much more; students were able to not only 
learn from each other, but also develop confidence in their own abilities, enhance their abilities to 
criticise in a constructive manner, and last but definitely not least develop researching skills.    
This presentation will share the ‘highs’ and ‘lows’ of this project along with exploring the key areas 
identified for development in preparation of a follow-up study.  
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Poster & Pitch Session 1 
 
PP1.1  From fast food to a well-balanced diet: toward a programme focused approach to 
feedback 
Kimberly Wilder1, David Carless2, Mark Huxham1, Velda McCune3, Joan McLatchie1, Tansy Jessop4, 
Hazel Marzetti3 

1Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 2University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China, 

3University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 4Southampton Solent University, Southampton, 
England, UK 
 
‘What makes good feedback?' is a question that has been well researched in the higher education 
context, with most work in this area focused at the module level. Feedback may be considered ‘good' 
according to many of the criteria in the literature whilst still having little or no impact on students' 
learning as in the longer term. Here we argue for greater prominence for feedback in curriculum 
design. Clear principles for giving guidance on assessments and feedback at the programme level, 
which complement those already established and widely used for single assessments, would help 
curriculum designers consider communication to students about assessments in a broader context. 
These processes should create a dialogue that aids the students' progression in their learning from 
one module to the next and encourages the development of autonomous learners. Based on a review 
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of the literature on programme-focused approaches to teaching, assessment, and feedback, the 
current paper delineates the benefits of a programme level approach to communication around 
assessments and proffers a list of broad principles which will help academics achieve a coherent and 
developmental approach to feedback. 
 
PP1.2  Problem solving assessment in the Netherlands 
Peter Wildschut7, Chrisma Immens3, Inge Oudkerk Pool4, Annemiek Beersma1 

1Windesheim university, Zwolle, The Netherlands, 2InHolland, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 3Utrecht 
university, Utrecht, The Netherlands, 4Amsterdam university, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 5Fontys 
university, Tilburg, The Netherlands, 6Driestar university, Gouda, The Netherlands, 7Rotterdam 
university, Rotterdam, The Netherlands 
  
In the Netherlands is a shortage of teachers at secondary schools for certain ‘core' subjects such as 
English, German, mathematics, Chemistry, Physics. 
 
The government has designed and implemented several measures to solve the problem. 
 
One of the solutions is to interest and persuade people who have a career in business life, or public 
service, with much knowledge of a subject to make the switch to education. 
 
To make it more tempting for schools to employ these people the government subsidizes such ‘made-
to-measure' routes (because of all the differences in already acquired teaching skills/competencies) to 
a maximum of € 20,000 for a maximum of two years of education and obtainment of the certificate. 
 
People are eligible for this route and the subsidy when they already have a job teaching one of the 
mentioned ‘core' subjects for at least 8 teaching periods per week and are considered being able to 
obtain the certificate within a maximum of two years. 
 
In order to ascertain if a candidate meets these requirements a performance assessment has to be 
conducted by an assessment centre. 
 
Almost all assessment centres in the Netherlands have an assessment centre which also conducts 
these assessments. However, the problem was that each and every centre followed its own 
guidelines in procedures and content of the assessment making it virtually impossible for candidates 
to switch to another university because of incompatible study programmes. 
 
The university assessment centres have had a partnership for many years and after being given an 
assignment by the university deans and after consultations with the ‘Dutch Inspectorate of Education' 
the centres have designed a completely different approach together to tackle the problems and 
‘streamline' the differences among one another. 
 
In our presentation we clarify this process of making the plan, dilemmas and results of the 
implementation which has occurred at the universities. 
This is beneficial for conference participants to learn about how matters are organized and resolved in 
the Netherlands and give insight for the daily practice of the participants themselves. 
 
In the discussion we would like to address our difficulties, problems, experience and dilemmas we still 
have and are coping with.  
 
References: 
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PP1.3  How do students experience assessment practices over a whole degree program? A 
pilot study. 
Loretta Garvey, Yvonne Hodgson 
Monash University, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia 
 
Assessment affects the way students study (Struyven et al., 2005) and it frames the learning and 
teaching environment. Recent changes in higher education, in particular the increase in student 
numbers, the need for students to undertake paid work, be work ready upon graduation and the 
increase in university accountability have changed the assessment landscape. One outcome of these 
changes is that students have become more strategic in their approach to learning and subsequently 
their assessment in order to meet the perceived demands of graduates. 
 
Feedback is an important aspect of the teaching and learning environment in higher education given 
the high stakes nature of assessments for students.  National data from Australia has highlighted the 
dissatisfaction that students feel about the feedback that they receive during their undergraduate 
studies (Krause et al 2005). 
 
The study aimed to explore undergraduate Biomedical science students’ experiences of assessment 
and feedback across their whole degree. 
 
Method: A survey containing 6 open-ended questions, as part of a wider project on assessment, was 
administered to final year Biomedical Science students at the end of their degree.  Students were 
asked to provide written comments relating to their experience of assessment and feedback within the 
whole degree program. Thematic analysis was used to group responses into broad themes. 
 
Results: Five major themes with subsequent sub themes emerged from the data. The themes and 
sub themes included: amount and timing of assessment (weighting versus effort, too many 
assessments, fairness of amount), quality of assessment (guidance, relation to course content, varied 
quality), quantity and timing of feedback (waiting periods, variability in amount), quality of feedback 
(variability in quality, usefulness), student response to feedback (future application, clarification 
necessary). 
 
Conclusion: This pilot study provided a snapshot of students experiences with assessment and 
feedback, from one group of final year Biomedical Science students. The findings of this study can 
inform the requirement for broader sampling across multiple degree programs in order to identify and 
confirm positive and negative emerging trends in higher education assessment and feedback. The 
results may provide considerations for implications for practice improvement in assessment initiatives 
to meet the needs of future graduates and university requirements. 
  
PP1.4  Prizing Improvement: an Information Literacy Prize for engagement with feedback. 
Ann Cleary, Brid Delahunt, Moira Maguire, Lorna O'Connor, Jamie Ward 
Dundalk Institute of Technology, Dundalk, Ireland 
 
Successful transition to Higher Education (HE) requires '...developing knowledge, confidence and 
identity as successful HE learners...‘ (Thomas, 2012, p. 15). Libraries play an important role in helping 
new student integrate academically and develop academic identities. While academic literacy and 
writing expectations are often implicit, good quality feedback is important in making them more 
explicit. We report on an initiative between librarians, learning developers and lecturers which 
promoted the use of feedback to enhance academic writing and information literacy. The initiative was 
developed as a case-study for an Irish multi-institutional learning enhancement project: Y1 Feedback.  
 
The project aimed to: 
 

 Promote awareness of feedback among first-years 

 Demonstrate that feedback and effort are valued within the institution 

 Encourage students to view academic literacy development as an ongoing process 

 Promote cross-institution collaboration. 
 
The 2016 Information Literacy (IL) Prize invited first-years to submit a piece of writing for formative 
feedback on the use of information and aspects of writing. The project team developed a rubric and 
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used principles of effective feedback to guide their feedback. Entrants then had the opportunity to 
reflect on the feedback and apply it (or not) to their work and resubmit, along with their reflections on 
the feedback. Prizes were awarded for engagement with, and use of, feedback.  
 
The students completed an evaluative survey. This, together with a series of reflective discussions by 
the project team, formed the basis of the evaluation. While the number of entrants was small this was 
in line with other prizes locally and the publicity raised the profile of feedback internally. Feedback 
from entrants indicated that the rubric was useful in making explicit academic expectations. The 
process was experienced as motivating and supportive. It helped students to appreciate the potential 
of feedback as a mechanism to improve future writing. They were able to engage with the feedback 
and apply it to improve their work - this was evident from the final pieces. The benefits for staff were 
considerable, in particular the process of exploring and interrogating our own academic expectations. 
The process created a crack in which it was possible to see Information Literacy in a new light, as a 
scholarly developmental tool, rather than as a mechanistic model to apply to avoid plagiarism. The 
initiative has been revised and is now in its second iteration. The outcomes will be discussed with 
reference to promoting assessment literacy at an institutional level 
  
PP1.5  Exam as an assessment instrument in computer programming courses: Student 
Perceptions 
Suraj Ajit 
University of Northampton, Northampton, UK 
 
Assessment can take many forms, and it can be argued that the greater the diversity in the methods 
of assessment, the fairer, assessment is to students (Race 2007). The most effective form of 
assessment is one that appropriately examines the learning outcomes of the module. Assessment 
methods are also known to play an important role in how students learn (Brown 2004). The traditional 
assessment approach, in which one single written examination counts towards a student's total score, 
no longer meets new demands of programming language education (Wang, Li et al. 2012). Students 
tend to gain higher marks from coursework assignments than they do from examinations (Gibbs and 
Simpson, 2004). Students consider coursework to be fairer than exams, to measure a greater range 
of abilities than exams and to allow students to organize their own work patterns to a greater extent 
(Kniveton, 1996, cited in Gibbs and Simpson, 2004). Do students really hate exams? Are exams 
ineffective as an assessment approach in computer programming courses? A university wide 
research survey regarding assessment approaches in computer programming was conducted among 
students of undergraduate computing courses (including all three levels). 167 students participated in 
the survey. The author discusses some interesting results obtained from the survey. More than 50% 
of the students surveyed indicated that they would like examination to be a part of the assessment 
approach. The author explores possible reasons for this choice by students and compares these 
results with that of research conducted in other subject areas.  
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PP1.6  Riding the Wave: Faculty Perceptions of Assessment and Voluntary Compliance 
Shauna Wilton, Mélanie Méthot, Sheryl Gares, Paul Johnson 
University of Alberta, Augustana, Camrose, AB, Canada 
 
The scholarly literature on assessment over the past twenty years focuses on similar themes, such 
as: the culture of assessment, faculty resistance, workload concerns, demonstrable impact, top down 
implementation, and accreditation. (Wang et al. 2012, Hunt-Bull et al. 2007, Eckelmann et al 2016; 
Rickards 2016; Deardorff et al 2008; Marrs 2009; Cardoso et al 2015; Pereira et al 2015; Serap & 
Cress 2014). In particular, the literature stresses the difficulty but importance of developing a culture 
of assessment. 
 
The Augustana Campus of the University of Alberta, an undergraduate liberal arts institution, 
embarked voluntarily on the assessment trail four years ago. Although the process was initiated by 
external factors, the teaching faculty developed a ground-up assessment process, including a new set 
of core academic skills that would be assessed, and a process for consulting and reporting. 
Ultimately, faculty unanimously endorsed the assessment program in the absence of any 
accreditation criteria linked to demonstrated outcomes. 
 
As newcomers to the formal assessment of higher education, our work has had the benefit of building 
on the rich scholarship of assessment and the identification of best practices (e.g. Walvoord 2010). 
This research presentation describes the trajectory of assessment on our campus and shares initial 
results of a faculty survey on the relationship between teaching, learning and assessment.  In doing 
so, we link our findings with the existing literature and reflect on common and divergent elements in 
order to assess the development of a culture of assessment. 
  

Poster & Pitch Session 2 
 
PP2.1  Supporting the transition to higher education assessment: An evaluation of an online 
feedback access training approach for students 
Michael Hast 
St Mary's University, Twickenham, Twickenham, UK 
  
Recent research (e.g. Hast & Healy, 2016) has indicated that higher education students from the 
current net generation increasingly prefer to access their assignment feedback online rather than in 
hard copy. The main reasons for this preference were reduced spatial and temporal distances. Such 
insight allows universities to harness technological approaches towards a more up-to-date student 
experience. However, this same research has highlighted that not all is rosy. Students expressed 
concerns regarding communication with tutors to discuss feedback provided online and lack of 
motivation to engage with this feedback. This culminated in an expression of lack of training on how to 
access and make use of feedback. A key implication of the work was that appropriate learning 
opportunities need to be provided for students that allow them to make the transition from the 
traditional hard copy feedback provision largely used by schools to the electronic feedback provision 
at university level. The present work is thus an extension of the recent research. Its key purpose is to 
evaluate an embedding of transition training within undergraduate teaching. Over the course of a one-
semester first year module on learning skills, this programme took a step-by-step approach to 
submitting work electronically, accessing feedback and understanding how to utilise feedback whilst 
also engaging with tutor discussions. This presentation reviews results from a mixed method 
approach drawing on survey and focus group data to evaluate the effectiveness of the training 
programme by making use of the student voice. Key benefits and barriers of the embedded training 
will be examined to understand its effectiveness in easing the transition into university. It is hoped that 
the outcomes will enable a refining of current approaches to introducing undergraduate students to 
working with feedback, which should ultimately enhance the overall higher education student 
experience. 
  
References 
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PP2.2  The reliability and validity of comparative judgements with D-PAC, a Digital Platform for 
the Assessment of Competences 
Renske Bouwer, Maarten Goossens, San Verhavert, Sven De Maeyer 
Antwerp University, Antwerp, Belgium 
 
Performance assessments are considered to be a valid way of assessing competences of students in 
higher education. In performance assessments, students are asked to perform in an authentic setting, 
for instance by creating a written product or giving a presentation. As such performances can differ 
greatly between students, the evaluation is a difficult task. Even when teachers use rubrics with 
predefined criteria, there are large differences in how they mark students’ performances (Sadler, 
2009). 
 
To improve the way performance assessments are evaluated, researchers recently developed a 
Digital Platform for the Assessment of Competencies (D-PAC). In D-PAC teachers do not provide 
scores for students’ performances, but they compare pairs of performances and select the best of 
each pair in a holistic manner. This process of comparative judgement is considered to be easier than 
assigning scores to single objects (Thurstone, 1927). Based on the pairwise comparisons of multiple 
assessors, performances can be ranked on a scale from low to high quality (Pollitt, 2012). D-PAC 
further allows assessors to provide specific feedback to students. 
 
So far, D-PAC was implemented in 27 user groups for the evaluation of performance assessments in 
a wide variety of domains, e.g., for writing ability, self-reflection, and problem-solving. Assessments 
included performances in different formats, e.g., texts, pictures, audio, or video. On average, a try-out 
involved 65 assesses (min=6 max=201) and 24 assessors (min=4, max=93). Assessors were either 
teachers or peers. Pairs were automatically generated by a distributed random algorithm. 
 
A meta-analysis of the results showed that D-PAC ratings were relatively stable across assessors, 
resulting in rank-orders with an average reliability between .70 and .80, irrespective whether the 
assessors were teachers or peers. The reliability of the rank-order depended on the number of 
comparisons that were made. In particular, for a reliability of .70, each performance had to be 
compared at least nine times with another performance. This is higher than the average reliability that 
can be attained with analytic ratings, even when raters invest the same rating time per paper (cf. 
Coertjens, Lesterhuis, Verhavert, & De Maeyer, 2016). Further, the validity of the ranking is warranted 
as it includes judgements of multiple assessors who all have their own perspective of what a quality 
performance looks like. Students were satisfied with the feedback they received from D-PAC. In sum, 
D-PAC is a credible tool for the assessment of competences, supporting assessors to make reliable 
and valid judgements without markings. 
 
PP2.3  Computer marking of open-ended responses with open source tools 
Tim Hunt 
The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK 
 
Computer-marking of students' work can be a powerful educational tool. The feedback may be given 
to the student immediately, while they are still thinking about the task they performed. If the student 
did not successfully complete the task, they may be given a chance to re-submit an improved 
response, giving them an opportunity to act on the feedback received. 
 
Where computer-marked assessment has sometimes struggled is in the authenticity of the tasks that 
the student can be set. Much automated assessment comprises selected response questions (for 
example mulitle choice) but as Veloski et al. (1999) said in the context of medical education, "Patients 
do not present with five choices". 
 
One can do better. One UK University, now has a computer-marked assessment system which brings 
together the ability to grade any of Mathematical expressions (STACK - Sangwin, 2013), Computer 
code (CodeRunner - Lobb & Harlow, 2016), and free text responses of up to a sentence in length 
(Pattern-match - Jordan & Butcher 2013), along with other more traditional question types. 
Furthermore, all this software is open source, making it available for anyone to use. 
This poster will exhibit examples of all these types of question; it will show how the computer-marked 
questions fit into the overall teaching and assessment strategy of the module; and it will give some of 
the data about the impact this has on students' learning. 
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PP2.4 Technology Enhanced Assessment Methods (TEAM) in Science and Health Practical 
sessions: a progress report on an Irish multi-institutional initiative. 
Ronan Bree1, Edel Healy1, Moira Maguire1, Don Faller2, Nuala Harding2, Ann Mulvihill2, Dina Brazil3, 
David Dowling3, Yvonne Kavanagh3, Gina Noonan3, Akinlolu Akande4, David Doyle4, Jeremy Bird4 

1Dundalk Institute of Technology, Dundalk, Co. Louth, Ireland, 2Athlone Institute of Technology, 
Athlone, Co. Westmeath, Ireland, 3Institute of Technology, Carlow, Carlow, Co. Carlow, Ireland, 

4Institute of Technology, Sligo, Sligo, Co. Sligo, Ireland 
 
This presentation reports progress on Technology Enhanced Assessment Methods (TEAM) in 
Science and Health Practical Settings, a 2 year Irish multi-institution enhancement project funded by 
the (Irish) National Forum for the Enhancement of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education.  This 
project is explicitly concerned with the impact of technology on assessment in practical settings in 
Science and Health disciplines in four Irish Institutes of Technology. 
 
The practical plays a key role in the development of technical/clinical, and soft skills in science and 
health disciplines.  For example, on the science programmes offered by the collaborating institutions, 
up to 50% of summative assessment may be based on practical work, particularly handwritten 
laboratory reports.  While practical assessment has considerable potential to enhance learning, 
evidence indicates that often this is not realised.  It is widely acknowledged that there is considerable 
scope for improvement in practical assessment practices at undergraduate level where concerns such 
as over assessment, surface approaches to material, authenticity and contribution to graduate skills 
are widely acknowledged (Bree et al., 2014.). The aim of this project is to enhance assessment and 
feedback in practical settings, using digital technologies. 
 
The priority of the first phase of the project was to foster engagement by both staff, students and 
employers. Extensive consultations took place in all four institutions and these culminated in a one-
day symposium that brought together students, lecturers and the programme team to collectively 
explore the issues and identify priorities.  The first phase of the project focused on Science 
programmes.  To date, 651 students across the 4 institutes responded to a survey of perceptions of 
practical classes and use of digital technology in same.  Findings showed that students valued 
practical sessions and were generally positive about assessment, although first-years were 
significantly more likely to endorse current laboratory report writing practices. While students had very 
positive attitudes towards using digital technologies in practical work and assessment, they had very 
little direct experience to date. On the basis of the student survey, feedback from the symposium and 
industry supported by a detailed review of the literature, 3 priority areas for intervention have been 
identified: (i) Pre-practical preparation (videos, quizzes, augmented reality), (ii) Electronic laboratory 
notebooks and ePortfolios, (iii) Feedback (digital technologies and rubrics).  Within each priority area, 
case-studies have been identified and are now commencing.  We will discuss the format of these 
case studies, the proposed evaluation framework and the next steps in the project. 
 

Poster & Pitch Session 3 
 
PP3.1  Investigating the communication of written assessment instructions in higher 
education 
Elaine Walsh 
University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland 
 
The centrality of assessment in higher education is widely acknowledged. More than any other 
activity, assessment defines the curriculum for students (Ramsden, 2003) and it is a fundamental part 
of the students’ learning experience (Carless, 2007).  While it is possible for students to avoid the 
effects of poor teaching, in order to graduate, they can not avoid the effects of poor assessment 
(Boud, 1995). 
 
On entering higher education, students are required to learn an academic discourse and to become 
proficient in assessment literacy. However, becoming assessment literate can be challenging if 
students encounter differences in the approaches and interpretations of academics in separate 
disciplines and sometimes within the same discipline. This disparity requires students to adapt to 
individual modules (Nesi and Gardner, 2006), which is especially significant in multidisciplinary 
programmes. 
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A number of developments within the Irish context have increased the importance of assessment 
literacy. These developments include: the National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ) which has 
resulted in the widespread articulation of programme and module learning outcomes; the impact of 
the constructive alignment of learning outcomes and assessment; the recent emergence of graduate 
attributes; and an increasing demand for transparency and accountability which has lead to the 
widespread articulation of marking standards and evaluation criteria. 
  
Changes in the wider higher education sector, such as an increase in student enrollment and a more 
diverse student population, have increased the importance of assessment literacy. Modularisation has 
led to an increase in the number of assessments students are required to complete. However, 
students now have less opportunity to master any particular type of assessment due to an increase in 
the variety of assessment instruments. Furthermore, the increasingly diverse array of assessments, in 
response to an expanding range of learning outcomes, has resulted in more complex assessment 
instructions (Gilbert and Maguire, 2014). 
  
As written communication dominates the assessment process — both the transmission of 
assessment instructions, standards and requirements and the product that the student produces — 
the need for research into the design of assessment briefs is pressing. This presentation details a 
PhD research study designed to investigate the effectiveness of written assessment briefs in the 
communication of assessment instructions, standards and requirements. The methodological 
approach is qualitative and consists of surveys, semi-structured interviews and student focus groups. 
The author will report on the findings of the surveys and the preliminary findings from the interviews 
and focus groups. 
 
PP3.2 Exploring the role of formative feedback to design a pedagogic model for the 
international student’s adaptation journey 
Martin Foo 
Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh, UK 
 
International students are increasingly being assessed via academic writing. For those studying at 
undergraduate level, on one year completion programmes this is a substantial undertaking, as their 
needs are different, even exacerbated because they have less time in which to adapt. Academic 
success for international students requires that their diverse needs are met; an understanding of 
these needs is vitally important to ensure they maintain effective progression throughout their studies. 
One approach to academic skills provision has been to adopt a bolt on approach, whereas others 
have argued for an embedded approach to be provided. This study adopts the latter, combined with a 
formative feedback intervention, to support both academic writing and the adaptation process of 
international Chinese students. An intervention was specifically designed to address observations of 
student learning issues, made from earlier action research cycles. The intervention provided earlier 
support for academic writing, as recognised by the international students; it offered threefold 
feedback, in a low risk setting, following AFL (assessment for learning) principles. 
 
For international Chinese students a number of traits associated with a Chinese culture of learning, 
have been identified from their academic behaviour. Some stereotypes of their behaviour have been 
linked with negative connotations, and referred to as the ‘deficit approach’, with the assumption that 
the Western concept of learning will be adopted by international sojourning students. However, a 
different approach is advocated by others who recognise differences exist between the host nation’s 
culture of learning and that of the international student; by combining aspects of different cultures of 
learning, cultural synergy may well be achieved. 
  
The design of a pedagogic vessel for the international students’ adaptation journey is the 
culmination/outcome of an action research study exploring the role of formative feedback in 
supporting international Chinese students’ academic writing and their adjustment. 
It represents a ‘solution’ to a practical problem, which has benefited student learning, by 
systematically investigating one’s own practice. As a result of a number of action research iterations, 
pedagogical practice has been improved and a contribution to theoretical knowledge has been made 
via the development of a pedagogical model. 
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Whilst a conceptual model has been developed for specific one year completion students at one 
specific location, a further objective of the study is to explore which aspects of pedagogic practice 
may be applicable to other locations and contexts. 
  
PP3.3  Building student assessment literacy - a shared vision of feedback 
Julian Priddle, Selina Grazia, Toby Carter, Grace Anderson, Erica Morris 
Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK 
 
Anglia Ruskin has implemented a long-term institutional project on assessment and feedback, aligned 
to the UK national 'Marked Improvement' initiative.  In the early stages, this was mostly concerned 
with enhancing teaching practice, but it also became clear that it was crucial to raise the standards of 
student assessment literacy if improvements were to gain traction.  Within one faculty, student 
comments on feedback on marked work prompted a process of examining current practice and 
developing a shared approach.  Dialogue was initiated between student representatives and teaching 
staff.  This culminated in a one-day workshop, facilated by the faculty LT&A team, the Students' Union 
and the National Union of Students, that included robust discussion of a range of issues.  One product 
of this was a 'manifesto' that identified issues and set out a shared approach to assessment 
feedback.  This session describes the process that led to the development of 'Focus on Feedback', 
how this has been used subsequently in consultations between students and staff, and how 
assessment literacy has been supported. 
 
PP3.4  Student and staff conceptions of assessment in the biomedical sciences: A pilot study 
Yvonne Hodgson, Loretta Garvey 
Monash University, Clayton, Victoria, Australia 
 
The Biomedical Science degree at Monash University recently became a pathway for entry to 
medicine. One implication of this change is that assessment within the degree now provides the basis 
for selection into medicine. Anecdotal evidence from academic staff suggests that students have 
become overtly strategic, focussing their learning solely towards assessment and are challenging staff 
on subjective aspects of assessment. This situation has challenged the student staff relationship and 
suggests that we do not have a good grasp of what students or staff expect or experience with 
respect to assessment. Assessment is core to the academic role and the competence of academic 
staff. Assessment can impact on degree programs however, it is often an overlooked and 
undervalued academic skill.  
 
The aim of this research was to evaluate staff and students' conceptions of assessment to determine 
if there are any mismatches in their conceptions which may serve as a starting point for assessment 
reform. 
 
Method: A Conceptions of Assessment Questionnaire (Brown, 2011) of 27 items using a 4 point 
Likert scale was administered to staff and final year Biomedical Science students via SurveyMonkey. 
Responses were analysed using SPSS. 
 
Results: The staff response rate (n=18) was 55.5% and students (n=92) was 69.6%. An independent 
samples Mann-Whitney U Test illustrated no significant differences between staff and student 
responses for 19 items. Staff gave significantly (p<0.040) higher agreement than students on one 
item, related to assessment modifying teaching. For 7 items students gave significantly higher 
agreement than staff (p<.001 - 021). These items related to assessment as an indicator of quality and 
evaluation of the institution, using assessment to assign grades, assessment being unfair to students, 
assessment impacting teaching and imprecision in assessment.  
 
Conclusion: Overall there was alignment of conceptions of assessment between students and staff. 
One area of discrepancy related to the use of assessment as feedback for teaching. Students did not 
think that assessment information modified ongoing teaching practices. Other areas of discrepancy 
included those associated with the fairness and accuracy of assessment and assessment as 
reflecting institutional quality. The results may be used inform those in higher education on setting, 
clarifying, and aligning expectations and utilisation of assessment for both staff and students. 
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PP3.5  How can we help international students to adapt to our Dutch assessment culture? 
Ya Ping (Amy) Hsiao 
Tilburg University, Tilburg, The Netherlands 
 
Part of my job as assessment specialist is training teachers to maintain high assessment quality, so 
that our course assessments are both valid and reliable, that is: the assessments measure what they 
are supposed to measure and accurately reflect students' learning outcomes. However, the growing 
number of international students with a different assessment culture is an emerging factor that is likely 
to influence the degree of assessment quality. For example, the Dutch saying that "9 is for the teacher 
and 10 is for God" is part of our assessment culture, which is similar to that of, say, the UK, but can 
be very surprising for East Asians. 
 
To cope with this challenge, I propose to develop guidelines for students and teachers that can help 
both parties to bridge the gap between those different assessment cultures. I will proceed in three 
phases. First, I will conduct a literature review to find out what makes Dutch assessment culture 
unique, by comparing The Netherlands to two other countries: Germany (representing the Western 
culture) and China (representing the Asian culture), which represent the largest groups of 
international students at Tilburg University. The review focuses on comparing differences in five 
dimensions: (i) teachers' expectations, (ii) types of exams, (iii) how students prepare for an exam, (iv) 
regulations for retaking an exam, and (v) grading systems. From this, I will summarize the unique 
aspects of the Dutch assessment culture. In addition, I take a look at what Dutch higher education can 
learn from the suggestions made by studies conducted in the US and the UK, who are more 
experienced in dealing with different assessment cultures, such as improving assessment 
transparency and using study groups to prepare students for the exam. 
 
Second, I will perform semi-structured interviews with a small number of teachers and international 
students at several faculties at Tilburg University. In these interviews I will set out to find out the 
difficulties teachers have met when assessing international students, and difficulties experienced by 
international students that are the result of the different assessment culture in their home country. 
 
Finally, based on the literature review and interview results, I will distil a set of suggestions to help 
international students to adapt to Dutch assessment culture by making two pamphlets: one for 
teachers and one for international students. 
 

Parallel Session 6 
 
6.1  Conceptualizing and developing feedback literacy 
David Carless 
University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong 
 
The implementation of effective feedback processes has been recognized as a major challenge over 
the last ten years or so and there are a range of useful recommendations for enhancing feedback 
practice (e.g. Boud & Molloy, 2013; Nicol, 2010). One of the key barriers for the improvement of 
feedback processes is variable levels of feedback literacy amongst staff and students. Feedback 
literacy is, however, relatively under-explored with the philosophical contribution by Sutton (2012) 
being one of the few sustained discussions. The aim of this paper is to work towards defining and 
conceptualizing feedback literacy, and suggest some ways in which it might be developed further by 
staff and students. 
 
Xu and Carless (2016) suggest that teacher feedback literacy involves awareness and skills of: the 
role of feedback in developing student self-regulation; strategies for supporting student cognitive 
development through feedback; and attentiveness to relational and affective aspects. Teacher 
feedback literacy can sow the seeds for the development of student feedback literacy. 
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Price et al. (2012) suggest that students who are assessment literate are familiar with assessment 
and feedback concepts and purposes; interpret assessment expectations in a similar way to their 
tutors; and can evaluate their own work and that of peers. Feedback literacy demands learners 
acquire the academic language necessary for understanding complex ideas; and requires learners to 
act on feedback (Sutton, 2012). 
 
Learning activities which carry potential to develop student feedback literacy include: discussion of 
purposes and processes of feedback; opportunities to generate and engage with feedback; and 
analyzing exemplars as a means to understand criteria and standards. Without the co-ordinated 
development of staff and student feedback literacy, it is difficult to resolve the feedback dilemma. 
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6.2  Course assessment and feedback blueprinting: purposeful design of whole of course 
experience 
Sheona Thomson QUT, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia 
  
At the Queensland University of Technology, we are proposing, as a key element of our reform of top 
level assessment policy and procedures, the mandating of a Course (Program) Assessment and 
Feedback Blueprint. Based on longstanding approaches in medical education, the Course 
Assessment and Feedback Blueprint establishes the relationships between learning outcomes and 
formative and summative assessment experiences at macro, meso and micro scales. Introducing the 
activity of ‘blueprinting’ and the artefact of ‘the blueprint’ to our course design and accreditation 
process is bringing about opportunities for course teams to come together to audit, explore, prototype, 
test and (importantly) visualise relationships within and across units of study of learners’ experiences 
of assessment and feedback. In particular, we have drawn on the outcomes and evidence of the 
TESTA project in the UK, and JISC-supported assessment and feedback projects. 
  
Underpinning this activity, is a reformed policy architecture that aligns to our overall learning and 
teaching strategy (Real World Learning Vision 2020) with two top level principles, and seven 
assessment design values. 
  
6.3  Assessment and feedback review at a research-intensive institution 
Teresa McConlogue, Clare Goudy 
UCL, London, UK 
 
This Practice Exchange reports on a 5 year project to change assessment and feedback in a large, 
Russell Group, UK research-intensive university. This is a work-in-progress; the exchange will report 
preliminary data analysis, share problems, propose solutions and reflect on lessons learned so far. 
The exchange will be of interest to any institution embarking on a similar review. 
 
Assessment and feedback scores in student satisfaction surveys at this university have lagged behind 
the sector. To address this, in 2012-2016 TESTA audits were carried out in a variety of disciplines 
across the institution; these revealed a pattern of over assessment, emphasis on summative rather 
than formative assessment and reliance on end of module exams. Further analysis of student 
satisfaction surveys at this institution revealed a range of problems e.g. over-assessment (Harland 
2015), inconsistent marking practices (Bloxham 2009), lack of cohesive programme design, variable 
quality of feedback, students' lack of understanding of feedback messages (Price et al. 2010). These 
issues are common across the higher education sector (Bloxham 2009, Harland 2015, Jessop et al. 
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2014, Sadler 2010).To address these issues, a project group of senior academic and professional 
staff has been formed to: 
 

• Develop pedagogical advice around good assessment practice and inclusive assessment 
• Design workshops on key assessment issues 
• Review online structures and develop appropriate online tools 
• Evaluate assessment management and planning  

As part of this thorough review, the group is undertaking analysis of key assessment metrics, to 
determine characteristics of high and low scoring departments and identify areas for further 
investigation. 
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6.4  Assessment through sound and pictures. Using digital storytelling to extend student 
reflection on learning beyond the written word 
Cecile Jones, Darren Gash  
University of Surrey, Guildford, Surrey, UK 
 
This Practical exchange session will focus on the implementation of an innovative assignment for 
Dietetics students at the University of Surrey, which requires them to produce a reflective piece in the 
form of a "digital story" 
 
Digital Storytelling combines "the art of telling stories with a variety of digital multimedia, such as 
images, audio and video" (Robin, 2006). As a medium for learning and teaching it has a range of 
educational applications across a variety of disciplines; they can be teacher produced, for example as 
a means of increasing student engagement in Biology classes (Karakoyun, 2016), or student 
produced, for example as a vehicle to reflect on the development of ideas in Landscape Design and 
personal development in the field of sport (Jenkins & Lonsdale, 2007) 
 
Reflection is a process where "the self is in focus and the experience is evaluated with the personal 
identity as a yardstick" (Illeris, 2007, p.65) and is a key aspect of learning within the Dietetics 
undergraduate course at the University of Surrey. Through reflecting critically on a problem, students 
are more able to make sense of things and find answers by externalising their thoughts. Although the 
process of externalisation is usually completed through the process of writing (using specific models 
to guide them through the process, e.g. Rolfe et al (2001), Gibbs (1988)) an additional formative 
assignment was introduced to give students the opportunity to verbally and visually reflect on an 
aspect of their learning, in this case in relation to their clinical placement. This is achieved through the 
production of a two minute digital story comprising of the student's own recorded narration with 
supporting images and music, followed by a review and discussion of their digital stories in small 
groups. 
 
The session will discuss the context and rationale behind the introduction of this innovation as well as 
the logistics of planning and running the computer lab session in which students as a group are 
guided through the production and submission of their digital stories. Lessons learned and 
recommendations for the design, management and evaluation of similar assessments will also be 
considered. 
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6.5  Integrated Assessment on a Degree: Easing the Transition to the Workplace  
Jill Clark, Julie McGowan 
Le Cordon Bleu New Zealand, Wellington, New Zealand 
 
A key objective in higher education is for graduates to develop the transferable skills and knowledge 
they need to transition effectively to the workplace. Boud and Falchikov (2006) argue that assessment 
plays an important role in preparing students not only for the challenges of the workplace but also for 
lifelong learning.  Integrated assessments, combining multiple subject areas and learning outcomes in 
realistic scenarios that reflect the professional environment, provide opportunities for students to 
develop both academic and transferable skills (McPhun, 2010). Students work individually or in 
groups on challenging, meaningful, authentic tasks that require them to use not only subject 
knowledge but also transferable skills such as higher level thinking, effective communication, creative 
problem solving and collaboration (Boud & Soler, 2016). Various aspects of a task are assessed in 
different subjects across the degree programme: the planning and production of a restaurant event, 
for example, forms part of the assessment of the Volume and External Catering Management course 
and the associated marketing plans and activities are assessed in Marketing Principles. Assessment 
is both formative and summative with opportunities for feedback and feedforward. Feedforward is a 
strategy which provides students with information and guidance to help them achieve self-
determination in their learning (Rodríguez-Gómez & Ibarra-Sáiz, 2015). Ongoing engagement with 
lecturers, practitioners and peers throughout an assessment enables students to evaluate their 
progress, change direction or improve their immediate performance and, in the longer term, transfer 
what they have learned to professional contexts. 
 
This paper will outline the use of integrated assessment on a degree programme in a New Zealand 
higher education institute. Assessments are designed around realistic contextualised tasks, 
combining learning outcomes from related subjects. The aim is to offer a more holistic learning 
experience than traditional assessment methods and to foster the development of transferable skills 
that are relevant for a range of ‘real world’ activities beyond education. 
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6.6  Wrangling e-exams: authenticity, integrity, and scalability 
Mathew Hillier 
Monash University, Melbourne, Australia 
 
The complex interplay between integrity (Sindre & Vegendla 2015, Weippl 2007), authenticity 
(Wiggins 1993, 1998, Crisp 2011) and scalability (Coburn, 2003, Nelson et al 2007) has been shot 
into stark relief in recent times. A recent spate of publicised contract cheating cases in the Australian 
media (Visentin 2015, Jacks 2016) is leading towards a greater use of exams at Australian 
universities. Meanwhile the increasingly ICT intensive world in which we live leaves current pen-on-
paper testing looking increasingly antiquated (Hillier & Fluck 2013). Yet, institutions are struggling to 
find a way forward that works in the large scale, budget constrained world of higher education. 
 
6.7  Using posters for formative and summative assessment: from reducing marking load to 
supporting ways of thinking and practising in the discipline 
Nicola Reimann, Jonathan Tummons 
Durham University, Durham, UK 
 
This Practice Exchange will offer reflections on the use of posters for formative and summative 
assessment within a first year Education Studies module and the way in which this assessment 
strategy evolved over time. Apart from a few exceptions (e.g. Orsmond et al., 2006), there is hardly 
any literature on posters for teaching and/or assessment purposes. This is surprising as anecdotal 
evidence suggests that posters are increasingly used in higher education assessment.  In the module 
under consideration posters in which students summarised a journal article of their choice were 
initially introduced for the purpose of reducing the marking load for staff. However, marking posters 
was neither easier nor less time consuming than marking essays, despite containing considerably 
fewer words.  Only when the module was redesigned to help students understand what makes an 
effective poster and when the posters were reconceptualised as artefacts which encapsulated ‘ways 
of thinking and practising’ (WTP) in the discipline (McCune & Hounsell, 2005), did they transform into 
an authentic, meaningful method of assessment (Sambell et al., 2013). The redesigned approach 
consisted of an additional formative ‘poster workshop’ during which groups of students presented 
posters to each other which compared two journal articles of their choice selected from a reading list. 
In a seminar following this workshop strengths and weaknesses of selected posters were discussed, 
and in the module as a whole more emphasis was placed on students understanding, synthesising 
and evaluating journal articles. The summative task required students to summarise and evaluate 
another article from the same list and submit it as a poster, this time individually. As teachers and 
assessors, experimenting with poster assessment gradually convinced us of its potential for students 
learning how to read and understand academic texts and communicate such understanding 
succinctly. We conclude that posters as a method of assessment must be supported by low stakes 
formative practice and experimentation, involve viewing and evaluating students’ own work and the 
work of others, and be framed as intricately linked to understanding subject content. This is supported 
by Carless (2015) who emphasises the role of WTP for authentic assessment tasks as one of the 
core principles underpinning learning-oriented assessment. 
 
The presentation will outline the approach used, student feedback received, lessons learnt and 
amendments which were subsequently made as well as aspirations for future development. Members 
of the audience will be invited to offer their suggestions and share their own experience of using 
posters. 
  
6.8  E-folio design for assessing students' lived realities 
Nicky Meer, Amanda Chapman 
University of Cumbria, Lancaster, UK 
  
Jan McArthur (2016) articulates the importance of social justice within Higher Education and the 
pivotal role that assessment can have in enabling/disabling a more socially just society. McArthur 
writes in her paper that: ‘My aim is to encourage debate' (980) and this presentation is my initial 
contribution to this important area. 
 
The rhetoric of assessment practices within HE is that they are fair, reliable and objective. The reality 
can be seen through the critiques of researchers such as Leathwood (2005) who argues that fairness 
in HE assessment focuses on ‘constructing and delivering neutral and objective assessment tools' 
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(308) rather than any meaningful attempts at a broader fairness, and the question whether any 
assessment process can be objective is thoroughly questioned by researchers such as Bloxham 
(2009). 
 
This presentation will outline how the assessment within a PGCert has been evaluated through the 
social justice lens and re-designed to ensure that it values and celebrates participants' lived realities 
rather than be simply only a mechanism for university credit. In doing so, participants are able to 
engage with their assessment criteria on their own terms and produce an e-folio that is individual, 
reflexive and promotes continuous learning and development. 
 
The use of portfolio assessment is growing within HEIs and so is our understanding of the benefits of 
this form of assessment however they are not always the logical choice. Tummons (2010) concludes 
that they are a valuable assessment method however their validity rests on them being a reflection of 
professional working practices. With many university courses having some kind of professional 
accreditation, this form of assessment would seem to suit the direction of employment-focused 
activities. Russel et al (2006) also highlights the value of portfolios as quality assessment practices 
however their focus is on the use of e-folio's. Their work demonstrates that new technologies such as 
e-folios can have a significant impact upon learning as it brings new opportunities for students to 
reflect and innovate. 
 
Delegates will gain an insight into how we can design assessments to enable greater social justice 
both from an internal fairness perspective and the broader social justice benefits of self-development 
and lifelong learning. During this presentation, lessons learned from this case study and the initial 
evaluation of the assessment from both a tutor and participant perspective will allow for meaningful 
debate and discussion and hopefully add to our knowledge and understanding of this important area. 
  

Parallel Session 7 
 
7.1  Using Assessment Technology to provide evidence against TEF Aspects of Quality and a 
better understanding of institutional effectiveness. 
Richard Nelson 
Bradford College, Bradford, UK 
 
A number of different measures of quality and effectiveness are being developed to gain an insight 
into the performance of Higher Education (Cunha and Miller, 2014; Good and Salomons, 2017; Wood 
and Su, 2017). Whatever you think about the political stance of these neoliberal ideals (Levin and 
Aliyeva, 2015), we need to explore opportunities to use technologies to support Lecturers, Managers 
and Executive post holders to obtain data that can enhance the learners' experience and early 
intervention to support retention. How can we simplify the reporting against the TEF? How can we 
make learner analytics useful in everyday practice? 
 
During this session, you will gain insight into the value of using assessment technology to provide 
real-time evidence relating to Teaching Quality, Learning Environment and Student Outcomes and 
Learning Gain. Through exploration of a case study demonstrating how a university centre is using a 
particular system to report on individual Aspects of Quality of the TEF, you will see how an institution 
can plan, assess, analyse and improve to meet these requirements. This will set the stage for 
identifying key processes for student engagement, course quality, learning environment, student 
growth and added value. 
 
Cunha, J., Miller, T. (2014) ,Measuring value-added in higher education: Possibilities and limitations in 

the use of administration data', Economic of Education Review, 42, pp. 64-77. 
Good, M., Salomons, A. (2017) 'Measuring teaching quality in Higher Education: Assessing selection 

bias in course evaluations', Research in Higher Education, 58(4), pp. 341-364. 
Levin, J., Aliyeva, A. (2015) 'Embedded Neoliberalism within Faculty Behaviors', The Review of 

Higher Education ,38(4), pp. 537-563. 
Wood, M., Su, F. (2017) 'What makes an excellent lecturer? Academics' perspectives on the 

discourse of "teaching excellence" in Higher Education', Teaching in Higher Education 22(4), 
pp. 451-466. 
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7.2  Moving Towards a Learning System: Implications of Assessment for Learning 
David Marshall2, Natasha Jankowski1 ,2 

1University of Illinois Urbana Champaign, Champaign, IL, USA, 2National Institute for Learning 
Outcomes Assessment, Champaign, IL, USA 
 
This paper explores the emergence of a learning system paradigm with implications for assessment 
for learning. Coupling together Barr and Tagg's (1995) work on a learning paradigm for pedagogy in 
higher education to that of learning framework engagement (Jankowski & Giffin, 2016a; 2016b) and 
culturally responsive assessment (Montenegro & Jankowski, 2017), we argue for a wider view of 
where learning occurs and how we assess through four elements of a learning system paradigm -- 
learner-centered, consensus-based, aligned, and communicated. The paper provides an overview of 
each of the four elements of the paradigm followed by examples of implications for assessment in 
terms of curriculum mapping and assignment design. 
 
Moving towards the Learning Systems Paradigm involves institutions and educational communities 
refocusing and altering processes and approaches in terms of institutional policy (such as tenure and 
review for faculty), how learning is organized and supported throughout the educational environment, 
and how curricular programs are designed and delivered. Intentional redesign of educational 
experiences necessarily includes broad stakeholder engagement and regular communication. 
Sharing, both internally and externally, success stories, using cross-functional teams, and taking the 
time to foster dialogue and reflection are points raised in various change efforts (Jankowski & Giffin, 
2016b). It entails a lens shift from one paradigm to another or an uncovering of an existing paradigm 
that has never been questioned. The questions we ask about structures begin to shift such that it is 
no longer asking how this one assignment operates within a specific course, but how do all of the 
pieces fit together in supportive roles to achieve intended learning at the desired level. Woven 
throughout the conversations are issues of pedagogy, support, design, and assessment. 
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7.3  Identities of international undergraduate students in their feedback and assessment 
discourses. 
Karen Olave  
The University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia 
 
The number of international students in tertiary education in Australia have risen steadily in the past 
three years. These students bring different cultural backgrounds and their own identities to their 
university experiences. Universities have been trying to meet students’ expectations and understand 
their needs to facilitate their transition and acculturation to the new educational culture and to ensure 
that they successfully develop the necessary skills to complete their studies. Assessment and 
feedback play an important role in shaping students’ learning processes (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; 
Hounsell, 2007; Sadler, 2010). This research is qualitative in nature aiming to understand from their 
students’ perspective how they construct and respond to feedback from an interpretivist approach. 
Data collection methods included interviews and the completion of an electronic feedback log. 
Analysis of the interviews was develop using a deductive and inductive approach. Data showed that 
students move between different identities in their discourses when talking about feedback and 
assessment renegotiating their self and re-interpreting their values and experiences in the new 
educational culture. The analysis provided a picture of the landscape of feedback for this cohort of 
students as complex and dynamic. This has implications for universities in facilitating the transition 
and success for international students specially in their first year of studies. 
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7.4  Internationalising Summative Assessment through Simulations: Chinese and South East 
Asian Student Perspectives 
David Brown, Ian Charity, Andrew Robson 
Northumbria University, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK 
 
Simulations proliferate in business schools (Dukes & Gamson, 2009), helping students acquire team-
building skills, apply theoretical knowledge practically, and analyse complex data in rapidly evolving 
environments. By providing assessment complementary to exams and assignments, grading is more 
equitable across learner types, reflecting employer expectations. 
 
Recent research suggests students schooled abroad experience specific barriers to participation 
within group simulations (Ramburuth & McCormick, 2011), perhaps possessing better numerical 
skills, but fearing losing face through assertiveness, challenging lecturers or misinterpretation by 
others (Tian & Lowe, 2013). The debate often lumps together all Chinese and South East Asian 
students, overlooking intraregional differences in learning culture (e.g. – Brown & Wang, 2016). 
Moreover, the methodologies have often explored interrelationships within student performance data 
without seeking student perspectives of the phenomena (Vos & Brennan, 2010) and underexplored 
the effects of those experiential differences between UK and international learners upon the 
authenticity and equitability of simulation assessment - as opposed to learning - strategies. 
 
This research addresses the three aforementioned limitations by exploring and comparing the 
perspectives of 370 students from an international postgraduate cohort engaged in a simulation game 
at one UK university business school. The findings appear largely transferable to non-business 
cohorts. Whilst certain outcomes varied greatly by student ethnicity, others were significantly 
correlated to age and gender. They suggest further research on the effects of student intersectionality 
are needed to inform the debate and improve best practice. 
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7.5  Assessing prior learning or developing new learning? The role of evidence in prior 
learning portfolios. 
Helen Pokorny  
University of Westminster, London, UK 
 
The 2013 QAA Code of Practice in Assessing Students and the Recognition of Prior Learning (RPEL) 
suggests the use of a portfolio of evidence to assess prior learning. This format has been criticised for 
being onerous and can result in portfolios filled with documentation that contribute little to the 
assessors understanding (Peters,2005). Pokorny (2013) suggested that whilst the evidence were of 
particular significance to the students their tutors placed emphasis on the written narrative element. 
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This project explores the role that evidence might play from the perspective of the student. There is a 
dearth of research around the student experience of RPEL (Scott,2010). However, shifts in funding 
and the movement towards degree apprenticeships make it likely that assessment processes which 
focus on assessing prior learning through work will become a feature of many HE courses. This study 
takes a phenomenological approach and is located in a postgraduate course for HE educators. Each 
of the 15 participants had successfully undertaken a process of RPEL and had provided a variety of 
evidence in their portfolios. They engaged in a semi structured interview, analysed by drawing on a 
constructivist approach to grounded theory techniques (Charmaz,2014). Their experiences of 
undertaking this process and their perspectives on the role of the evidence differed enormously. For 
some, the evidence promoted reflection and new learning which was central to their narratives and for 
others it represented a tick box exercise in a process within which they struggled to find a voice. 
These perspectives were reflected in quality of the portfolios produced. This presentation provides an 
analysis of the lessons learned from the participants and asks the question whether the RPEL 
process can be afforded a transformative dimension through a better understanding of students' 
perspectives on the role of evidence and if so, how we should be guiding and supporting students to 
achieve this? 
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7.6  Changing the rules:  Using self and peer assessment for summative evaluation 
Sean Kearney, Tim Perkins 
University of Notre Dame Australia, Sydney, NSW, Australia 
 
Universities are under increasing pressure to better meet the needs of students and to prepare them 
for the world outside of the classroom. At the same time universities are currently being criticized for 
the depersonalization of education. Learning is linked to student engagement, which is a strong 
indicator of student success in tertiary study; however, de-personalizing learning does little to 
encourage student engagement.   A lack of student engagement illustrates a deficiency on the part of 
the educator, the student and consequently the university with regard to student learning. Innovative 
assessment practices have the potential to shift the focus back on student engagement, and 
consequently improve student learning. 
 
This paper contends that by focusing on well designed, authentic assessment tasks, where students 
are expected to work collaboratively and are actively involved in self and peer assessment, student 
engagement and learning will be improved.  Furthermore, the paper proposews a change of direction 
in tertiary assessment towards more authentic and engaging practices that foster useful 
metacognitive skills and are focused on deep, sustainable, authentic learning. Two unique models of 
assessment are presented: Authentic Assessment for Sustainable Learning (AASL) and ASPAL 
(Authentic Self & Peer Assessment for Learning). These have been developed to focus on authentic 
learning and the authentic assessment of learning. 
 
This paper explains the conceptual development of the models and provides justification for their 
implementation. Additionally, the paper provides an explanation of the assessment process and 
discusses the validity of the process for summative purposes. The results of the implementation of 
these models over five years suggests that students have increased engagement levels and are able 
to more accurately judge their own work and make reasonably accurate judgments of the work of their 
peers. 
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7.7  Hearing the student voice on their use of exemplars to support writing style. 
Jane Headley 
Harper Adams University, Shropshire, UK 
 
Aim of the practice exchange: 
Purpose: To investigate the question: How do students use exemplars in a writing styles workshop 
and available on line to improve their assessment literacy? 
The practice exchange will report the findings from a small study undertaken in 2016 involving 118 
Business and Food first year students. The focus of the exemplars was to review writing styles. A 
sample of 33 students discussed how they used exemplars in a series of structured group interviews 
and VLE usage data of the resource was analysed. 
 
The key findings were: 
 

1. Students found the exemplars useful to clarify structural questions around presentation and 
discussion of their findings (reinforcing the work of Handley & Williams, 2011). 

2. The use of a range of work was perceived as beneficial and one lecturer used this to 
encourage students to exceed these standards (supporting the work of Hendry et al., 2012). 

3. Students valued the opportunity for discussion to hear the views of peers, highlight key 
aspects and ask more questions (in line with the findings of To and Carless, 2015) 

4. Students drew on the work when writing their assignment, a finding also supported by the 
VLE access data, with one student noting when reading the online exemplar they understood 
the meaning of the calculations for the first time. 

5. An increased awareness by lecturers of the existence of and opportunity to share their tacit 
knowledge and create opportunities to ‘hear the student voice' (also noted by Rust et al., 
2003; Price et al., 2012). 

1. Specific quotes from students will be used to illustrate the range of responses. 
2. Potential audience: those involved in the transition/first year of programmes or with an 

interest in developing assessment literacy at other levels. 
3. The presenter subsequently established a Community of Practice on exemplars and a brief 

summary of the range of work now underway across the university will be included. 
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7.8  Use of Personal Learning Gain Information to Empower Students 
Gwyneth Hughes 
UCL, London, UK 
 
Learning gain is defined as the ‘distance travelled' by students such as in the difference between two 
or more measurements of learning outcome or skill (HEFCE, 2015). It therefore provides a different 
measure from end of course outcomes or marks alone. Learning gain aggregated data, often in the 
form of value added to predicted learning outcomes, is used for secondary education to monitor and 
improve institutional and teacher effectiveness because this allows for schools that have a lower 
performing intake of students to demonstrate success (Lui, 2011).  There is growing interest in use of 
learning gain in higher education to evaluate the effectiveness of teaching at the institutional level 
such as in the Collegiate Learning Assessment CLA (Arum & Roska, 2011).  This paper argues that in 
any case such large-scale learning gain measurement does not usually directly help individual 
teachers and learners. However, learning gain data at the individual level- that is personal learning 
gain information - could benefit learners through both ipsative assessment (of progress and not only 
attainment) and ipsative developmental feedback. There are opportunities here for using assessment 
to reward learners at all levels, not only the high performers, and give those with lower starting levels 
a good chance to succeed through demonstrating a learning journey. 
 
This paper will discuss some findings from a new edited collection of international case studies on use 
of personal learning gain information to empower learners. The case studies include goal setting in 
English teaching in China, use of cumulative coversheets and digital technology to support reflection 
on progress in the UK and use of video to compare performances made by music students in Canada 
(Hughes, 2017). 
 
The case studies provide evidence that the availability of personal learning gain information through 
ipsative assessment can motivate students to take a long-term view of learning and become self-
regulatory. Personal learning gain data can also help teachers make decisions about borderline 
student progression.  It is clear from the case studies that ipsative assessment is likely to be 
successful when learning gain is recorded in detail, is consistently applied over time and is acceptably 
combined with outcomes driven assessment. There are some unanswered questions for future work 
such as how to deal with issues of reliability and who should have access to personal learning data. 
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Parallel Session 8 
 
8.1  A theory and evidence based model for post-marking moderation 
Carmen Tomas, Ender Ozcan 
University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK 
 
This paper relates to the conference theme on cultivating assessment literacy and with a focus on 
post-marking moderation practice. Post-marking moderation is generally poorly understood across the 
sector. The broad array of approaches to post-marking moderation speaks of an absence of a solid 
theoretical or evidence base. For example, moderation and double-marking are typically confounded, 
the treatment of judgements generated during moderation are dealt with in multiple ways (e.g. 
consensus or arithmetic rules). These are some of the aspects that expose the absence of a sound 
understanding of best practice based on theory and evidence. Early reviews of the literature (Brown 
2001; Elton 2008) already flagged the flaws in practice in this and other areas of practice with some 
pointers for improvements. A decade later, practice in the sector remains unchanged and a 
proliferation of approaches is still in place. 
 
Moreover, moderation practice often results in a lengthy resource intensive process with vague clarity 
over its effectiveness in assuring the reliability of marks. At the University of Nottingham an 
assessment framework has been constructed. The framework, using a process perspective integrates 
quality assurance and evidence-based practice throughout the assessment life-cycle. This study 
focusses on post-marking moderation in particular. Theoretical aspects from the literature have been 
applied and trialed.  
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Key principles from the literature on standard setting and marking: 
 

 use of a panel of judges including a greater number (Philips 1996) 

 introduce speedier judgements (Saunders and Davis 1998) 

 use arithmetic resolution (Philips 1996) 
 
The consideration and implementation of these principles has led to a different approach and process 
to moderation. The chosen context in which these ideas were applied and trialed was in the marking 
of projects in the School of Computer Science. Project marking is a challenging. The trial consisted in: 
 

 a smaller pool of moderators would get an approximately 30 projects to moderate each 

 four judges: first marker for in-depth marking; three additional moderators (panel) 

 time spent: first marker to mark in-depth; moderation panel instructed to make judgements on 
specific aspects (criteria) and speedily 

 arithmetic resolution to combine all judgements and identify conflicts 
 
The evaluation of the pilot considered impact on: marks, number of conflicts, moderator experience 
and perceptions of the process. The results found in the initial trial with efficiency gains, increased 
confidence in the marks, and reduction of conflicts. 
 
8.2  Assessment Journey: a programme enhancing the educational experience and 
institutional effectiveness of assessment and feedback 
Stuart Hepplestone, Jonathan Childs 
Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield, UK 
 
Assessment remains "the single biggest source of student dissatisfaction with the higher education 
experience" (Ferrell, 2012). This session reports on how Sheffield Hallam University (SHU) is 
delivering a consistent, seamless and improved assessment experience for students and staff 
supported by efficient and integrated processes and systems. Working with stakeholders, the 
Assessment Journey Programme identified good practices and the changes needed in order to shape 
the institutional vision for assessment and the technology required within it. While generally "the 
sector is still at a very early stage of researching/investigating how this can be made to work" 
(Newland & Martin, 2016), SHU is in the final phase of a three year programme to implement 
electronic management of assessment (EMA) across the institution. We will: 
 

 Share our learner-focussed principles for assessment, along with the resulting life cycle (after 
Ferrell & Gray, 2013) developed to describe each stage of the assessment process. The 
lifecycle forms the basis for the assessment framework that provides stakeholders with a 
single point of access for assessment guidance and resources, policy and regulatory 
information. 

 Report on the emerging technological future state for EMA. This builds on successful 
initiatives that SHU has previously undertaken to research, develop and promote efficient and 
effective assessment and feedback strategies through the use of existing technologies and 
bespoke customisations (Hepplestone & Mather 2007; Parkin, et al. 2012). 

 Report on improvements to the student and staff experience of assessment and feedback, 
discuss the lessons learned and the challenges faced in relation to institutional culture, 
stakeholder attitudes and technical developments during our ‘journey' to enhance the 
educational experience and improve institutional effectiveness of assessment. 
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8.3  Does formative assessment and reflection help learn a skill? 
Rachel Davies, Mark Ford, Isla Taberrer, Julie Struthers 
University of St Andrews, St Andrews, UK 
 
Medical training is critically dependent on the acquisition of skills, and much time is spent assessing 
these skills, however not much is known about how to help students acquire skills, short of saying 'go 
away and practice'. The importance of reflection and feedback in undergraduate medical education is 
reinforced by the General Medical Council. Whilst the use if video and reflection in communication 
skills is well documented, its role in clinical skills development is less well established. The Medical 
School has developed a process of student self and peer appraisal of videoed clinical skills and 
personal reflection on performance. This research aims to evaluate whether engagement with this 
process (and thus enforced practising) is linked to clinical skills performance as tested in an objective 
structured clinical examination (OSCE). 
 
We are collecting data from 1st year medical students regarding engagement with the set clinical 
skills video tasks and aim to link this with how they performed in these skills in the OSCE. The OSCE 
includes stations which have associated video and reflection tasks post teaching, and some that have 
not. For stations with video guided studies, we propose to link performance to measures of 
compliance with the task set. We propose to evaluate how students have met markers of engagement 
with the video skills tasks perform in comparision to their peers. We also seek to evaluate whether 
there is a significant difference in OSCE performance between skills associated with student video 
pportfolio tasks, and those without. 
 
Ultiamtely this study will provide evidence regarding whether student creation of self videos, peer 
appraisal and reflection, and thus the practising of specific skills, improves outcome on summative 
assessment. 
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8.4  Shades of meaning: An exploration of nuance in written and audio feedback  
Jane Jones1, Sandy Stockwell1, Ellie Woodacre1, Nick Purkis2 

1University of Winchester, Winchester, UK, 2University of Portsmouth, Portsmouth, UK 
 
This presentation is based on multi-phase, comparative research of student and staff perceptions of 
audio and written feedback in two UK universities. It explores students’ lived experiences in relation to 
assessment feedback, recognising that the discourse of feedback is a fundamental part of the 
relationship between tutor and student, and is often emotionally charged (Higgins et al, 2001). The 
research acknowledges dissatisfaction with written feedback (NUS/HSBC Student Experience Report 
2010/11) and is driven by a shared interest in the value of technology to enhance assessment and 
feedback and increase student engagement with this process. 
 
The first phase of the research found that audio feedback reduced the distance between tutors and 
students, flattening traditional power hierarchies (McLead, 2011). In line with the literature, the 
researchers found that audio feedback provided opportunities for dialogic learning, turning feedback 
into a conversation (Savin-Baden, 2010). Students reported multiple benefits including personalisation 
(Ice et al, 2007 and Macgregor et al, 2011), increased feedforward (Butler 2011) and improved 
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nuance (Bauer, 2011). Audio feedback led to feelings of increased engagement and an enhanced 
sense of the tutor caring (Ice et al, 2007). 
 
The second phase focused on why audio feedback provided these benefits compared to traditional 
written methods. We used critical analysis and linguistic comparison of tutor comments in order to 
identify similarities and differences, focusing on text level features. This used a model adapted from 
Chalmers, MacCallum, Mowat and Fulton (2014) and built on Cavanaugh and Song’s research 
(2014). Whilst our findings share some similarities with previous research, notably Brown and Glover 
(2006), there were some intriguing differences. One significant difference found that the identification 
of errors occurred more frequently in written feedback as opposed to audio. In contrast, tutors 
comments focused more on correcting errors and explaining misunderstandings in audio feedback. 
Interestingly, academic practice was a core focus within audio feedback, whereas written feedback 
most frequently focused on standard written English. Certain comments did not appear to fit within the 
predetermined categories, raising the question as to whether it is these which make audio feedback 
more positively received. 
 
Our current research further analyses written and audio feedback samples at sentence and word 
level. In addition, student interviews explore their perceptions of the nuance of feedback statements. 
This supports an exploration of the potential similarities and differences between student and tutor 
perceptions, raising implications for how best to phrase feedback so that intended meaning is 
communicated clearly. 
 
8.5  Combining Formative Assessment, Peer-instruction, and Self-Assessment to measure 
Learning Gain and Confidence Gain: theory, practice, and evaluation 
Fabio R Arico 
University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK 
 
This paper details the most recent results and outputs of an HEFCE funded pedagogical research 
project aimed at investigating the concept of ‘learning gain' as a measure of pedagogical 
effectiveness. We outline the design of a formative assessment teaching algorithm that combines 
Peer-instruction (Mazur, 1997) and self-assessment to (i) facilitate a highly interactive learning 
environment, and (ii) produce meaningful metrics for its effectiveness. Our approach originates from 
the principle that students ought to develop positive self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1977; Pajares, 
1996) as they progress over their academic journey. We re-enforce this concept by suggesting that 
student confidence should represent a learning outcome in its own right (Ritchie, 2015). In other 
words, we claim that the development of student self-efficacy should: (i) run parallel to every 
academic curriculum, and (ii) be subject to assessment and evaluation, along with the accumulation 
of knowledge, practical, and critical skills. To achieve these objectives, we design and evaluate a 
pedagogical approach where students and staff can promote and track the simultaneous formation of 
learning gain and confidence gain. Our strategy relies on continuous iterations of formative 
assessment, interaction, and feedback. 
 
In the first part of the paper we describe our teaching approach, which combines pedagogies such as 
self-assessment and Peer-Instruction (Mazur, 1997), to facilitate the creation of an active learning 
environment for a large-class undergraduate module in Economics. In the second part of the 
presentation, we introduce our definitions of learning gain and confidence gain. Thus, we describe 
how these definitions can be employed to develop an evidence-based evaluation of our teaching 
approach. We argue that a comprehensive appraisal of teaching quality should evaluate learning gain 
in relation to measures of student self-assessment skills and self-efficacy beliefs. Therefore, we 
investigate the interplay of these metrics to assess pedagogical effectiveness. Our preliminary results 
confirm the presence of a strong and positive association between learning gain and confidence gain. 
This finding confirms the pivotal contribution of assessment-based active learning pedagogies in 
fostering student confidence and positive self-efficacy beliefs. 
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8.6  Life Long Learning in the field of Education in the Netherlands  
Inge Oudkerk Pool, Janneke Riksen 
Hogeschool van Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands 
  
In this presentation we will explain in what way lifelong learning has been implemented in the context 
of Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) (ministery-report OC&W 2011,2015) assessments and how 
assessors working in teacher education in the Netherlands have developed their expertise. 
 
APL-code 
National actors, among which APL providers, employers and accreditation bodies, have joined hands 
to develop a quality code for APL, based on existing quality methods and the Common European 
Principles for the identification and validation of non-formal and informal learning. An APL code has 
been developed to bring APL to a higher quality level. 
 
A high level is guaranteed through five different developments: increasing cooperation between 
stakeholders, transparency and uniformity of the APL policy between teacher educators and the wider 
educational sector, an unambiguous use of concepts, the joint management of a pool of assessors 
(teacher trainers and teachers) and a set of instruments. (Ericsson, K. A., The development of 
professional performance, Cambridge 2009) 
 
The quality of instruments and assessors 
The degree of satisfaction is to a large extent determined by the quality of the instruments, the 
assessment framework, the assessors and coaches. 
 
The instruments must invite the candidate to show his qualities of competences. The assessment 
instruments are valid and reliable and the procedure is transparent. The assessors need to be 
capable acknowledge the candidate's competencies and to relate these to the phase of the 
candidate's development and to the assessment framework. 
 
Professionalization of assessors into experts 
The professionalization of assessors is an important factor and the assessor training was designed to 
develop basic skills that each assessor himself must possess. This requires knowledge of the 
profession, an open, listening but also confrontational attitude and the ability to make correct analyses 
and justifying the assessment to the candidate, the examining board of the teacher education institute 
and the school. 
 
In spite of this, it appears that follow an assessor training doesn't guarantee the quality of assessors. 
Therefore, a quality certification was designed in which the assessor shows that he is competent 
during an authentic assessment: the expert-assessor (Oudkerk-Pool, I., "Expertiseontwikkeling en 
Professionalisering van de Assessor" Amsterdam 2013). 
 
In the workshop we will present an English spoken, assessment with a candidate.  We will observe 
the behaviour of the assessor and determine his state or level of development: a basic trained 
assessor or an expert-assessor? 
 
So in general the basis question is: How do we assess the assessor? 
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8.7 What are effective feedback practices? Views from staff, students and the literature 
Michael Henderson1, Phillip Dawson2, Tracii Ryan1, David Boud2, Michael Phillips1, Paige Mahoney2 

1Monash University, Melbourne, Australia, 2Deakin University, Melbourne, Australia 
 
Feedback is one of the most powerful influences on student learning (Hattie and Timperley 2007). 
However, the nature and quality of feedback processes, both before and after assessment 
submission, is frequently overlooked and often assumed to be the simple provision of grades and 
comments post assessment (Boud and Molloy 2012). 
 
This paper reports on the first phase of an 18-month project that aims to identify effective feedback 
practices and their conditions of success within the Australian higher education context. The first 
phase included a large-scale online survey, targeting staff and coursework students from two 
Australian universities with the goal of identifying the diversity of feedback experiences. The survey 
included open-ended questions asking respondents to describe examples of effective feedback that 
they had either provided, received, or observed during their time at university. A total of 3066 valid 
responses were received to these open-ended questions (215 from staff and 2851 from students). 
These responses were analysed using an a priori framework structured around 17 characteristics of 
effective feedback synthesised from the feedback literature. Analysis of the open-ended results 
revealed that both students and staff most frequently identified the same two feedback processes as 
most effective: dialogic processes (7% of students and 11% of staff); and nested or cumulative 
feedback (5% of students and 15% of staff). Interestingly, feedback that was designed to develop 
evaluative judgement was more frequently noted by staff (6%) than students (0.2%). Similarly peer 
feedback was more frequently identified as being effective by staff (7%) than students (0.7%). 
 
The haphazard application of feedback practices institutionally is highlighted by the very few 
references to program wide approaches to feedback or evidence of feedback that worked at scale. 
There was also a similar lack of comments relating to feedback that facilitates self-regulation or that 
specifically supports weaker students. Overall, all of the 17 characteristics of effective feedback were 
identified by students or staff. Processes that afforded multiple opportunities for feedback or dialogue 
were recognised more frequently as being effective. In contrast, the remaining characteristics were 
poorly represented suggesting that more needs to be done to support diversity of effective feedback 
practices in higher education. 
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8.8  Assessment Regulations for fairness and equity: a suitable case for treatment 
Marie Stowell1 ,4, Wayne Turnbull2 ,5, Harvey Woolf3 ,4 

1University of Worcester, Worcester, UK, 2Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, UK, 3formerly 
University of Wolverhampton, Wolverhampton, UK, 4Student Assessment and Classification Working 
Group, UK, UK, 5Northern Universities Consortium, UK, UK 
  
At the AHE Seminar Day 2016 Sue Bloxham asked how examination boards could balance 
‘autonomy and consistency with ensuring fairness and equity'.  One way would be for institutions to 
develop assessment regulations that recognise the inherent unfairness and inequity that exists in 
many current regulatory frameworks and that seek to address the deficiencies. 
  
Over a decade ago Stowell (2004) drew attention to the often conflicting and contradictory tensions 
between that equity, justice and standards and the implication of this for assessment strategies and 
regulations generally and examination boards in particular.  Since then much that has been written 
about fair and equitable assessment in higher education has concentrated on assessment regimes 
and practices, for example, Ashworth et al (2010), Grace (2016), McArthur (2016).  There has, 
however, been little discussion of how assessment regulations can contribute to making the 
assessment of students more equitable.  While regulations are only one component of a just 
assessment strategy, even critics of traditional approaches to social justice recognise that these do 
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‘not necessarily dismiss the importance of good procedure, but rather move the focus beyond it' 
(McArthur, 2016). 
  
This paper will argue that institutions can create frameworks for both fair and equitable assessment 
by recasting their assessment regulations to remove elements of ambiguity, inconsistency and, 
unbounded discretion that exist or are implicit in the current articulations of academic rules.  Drawing 
on the past and current work on classification and other regulatory practices of the Student 
Assessment and Classification Working Group (SACWG) and SACWG and the Northern Universities 
Consortium's (NUCCAT) recent and ongoing research into progression arrangements (Turnbull and 
Woolf, 2016), we will illustrate how regulatory variations across and even within institutions can 
militate against the just treatment of students with similar levels of achievement.  We will also 
consider the extent to which the findings of the Universities UK's project on Degree Algorithms can 
play a role in harmonising institutions' classification rules and, thus, reduce the disparities for 
individual students with the same marks in their honours degree outcomes across the sector. 
 
 Amending assessment regulations will not by itself produce a socially just assessment system in 
higher education.  It will not resolve any of the differences revealed in the Teaching Excellence 
Framework's split metrics.  Nor will it change the different marking cultures across the disciplines.  
However, it can provide a context in which assessment processes are fairer and more equitable. 
  

Parallel Session 9 
 
9.1  Students' memory for feedback about past and future performance 
Robert Nash1, Naomi Winstone2 

1Aston University, Birmingham, UK, 2University of Surrey, Guildford, UK 
 
Students in higher education frequently receive performance feedback that describes both how well 
they achieved in the past, and how they could improve in future. Insofar as feedback equips learners 
to close the "performance gap", education researchers and practitioners have often argued that 
future-oriented (directive) feedback is more valuable to learners than is past-oriented (evaluative) 
feedback. Research from motivational psychology supports this argument, by showing that students' 
orientation toward the future can predict their overall academic engagement and achievement. But the 
benefits of being oriented to the future could also extend beyond increasing motivation. Theory from 
the psychological literature on human memory led us to predict that directive feedback should also be 
better remembered than evaluative feedback. We tested this prediction in a series of lab experiments. 
Participants read written feedback, which ostensibly related either to essays they had previously 
written, or to essays another person had written. The feedback contained critical comments that, 
through small differences in wording, were cast either in the past tense (i.e., evaluative feedback, 
describing aspects of the work they had produced) or in the future tense (i.e., directive feedback, 
describing aspects they could do differently next time). After a short delay, participants were given a 
surprise memory test, in which they were asked to reproduce as much of the feedback as possible. In 
all of our experiments, the data strongly revealed the opposite effect to the one we predicted: despite 
only small differences in wording, participants in fact recalled evaluative feedback consistently better 
than directive feedback. Furthermore, even when participants did recall directive feedback, they 
frequently misremembered it in an evaluative style. These findings appear at odds with the theoretical 
position that being oriented toward the future is advantageous to memory. Although directive 
feedback may well be of greater value to learners, our data suggest that there are basic cognitive 
processes which make feedback about future improvement difficult for people to process. In this 
respect, our data point to a fundamental barrier that could limit the capacity of feedback to close the 
performance gap. We discuss possible theoretical explanations for these effects, and to what extent 
our data support these explanations. 
 
9.2  Evaluating the impact of transforming assessment practice at Anglia Ruskin University 
Erica Morris, Sharon Waller 
Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK 
 
In the context of national projects that have emphasised the importance of reviewing and enhancing 
institutional assessment strategy and practice (HEA, 2012; JISC, 2013; Jessop et al., 2014), this 
presentation will consider the development and evaluation of a cross-institutional initiative focused on 
transforming assessment and feedback practices at Anglia Ruskin University (ARU). Over the period 
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2012-16, the Making our Mark initiative has involved a variety of interventions initiated by Anglia 
Learning and Teaching working with faculties, the Students' Union, professional services and external 
experts in the field of assessment. The initiative has been undertaken through four phases, from an 
operational and strategic review of assessment by applying the Higher Education Academy's 
framework, A Marked Improvement (2012) to identify key assessment challenges to be addressed, 
through to designing interventions, such as Faculty assessment days, workshops and Assessment 
Design Consultancies, and more recently, developing the Anglia Assessment Album. 
 
Consideration will be given to how the value and impact of the initiative has been assessed with 
regard to the interventions undertaken, particularly in relation to the process for changing practices 
and key outcomes (e.g. NSS scores). The evaluation methodology was devised to ensure that a 
range of sources of evidence were used to assess the value and impact of the initiative, including, for 
example, reviewing Faculty strategies and action plans, and conducting stakeholder interviews. 
Findings will be described, which indicate that the Making our Mark initiative has helped to improve 
assessment practices at ARU, complementing and informing key developments in Faculties over 
recent years. A number of common themes emerged with regard to the value and impact of the 
initiative, including a shift in staff awareness and understanding about the importance of enhancing 
assessment and feedback practices, and the use of more variety and innovation in assessment, 
including increased use of formative assessment. 
 
Recent priorities of the initiative have included the development of the Anglia Assessment Protocol to 
encapsulate ARU's approach to assessment, which has been informed by research and 
developments to foster assessment literacy amongst staff and students (Assessment Standards 
Knowledge exchange, 2009; Price et al., 2012). The Anglia Assessment Album has also been 
developed to offer evidence-based resources designed to support implementation of the Protocol and 
advance institutional assessment practices, including marking and designing inclusive assessment. 
 
9.3  Access & Success: Ensuring equal opportunity in South African Higher Education 
Naziema Jappie 
University of Cape Town, Cape Town, South Africa 
 
In South Africa, social inequalities were rooted and reflected in all spheres of social life, as a product 
of the systemic exclusion of blacks and women under apartheid, higher education was no different. 
Given this, South Africa's new democratic government committed itself in 1994 to transforming higher 
education as well as the inherited apartheid structure and institutionalizing a new social order. 
A disturbing factor was that talented learners faced exclusion due to the cost of higher education and 
inadequate academic preparation. Currently about 78% of the students studying in higher education 
institutions are Black. The national Benchmark Test (NBT) attempts to clearly measure the underlying 
knowledge, skills and cognitive abilities that students will need for higher education and, by so doing, 
to provide feedback in two directions: to schooling, about the kinds of preparation that are needed, 
and to higher education, about the curricula that are likely to be appropriate. 
 
The focus of this paper is primarily on taking a ‘close-up' look at South African student assessment 
trends post-2008 in a context where applicants to higher education study vary widely in terms of their 
prior educational, linguistic and socio-economic backgrounds. It becomes extremely important to 
assess the extent to which these applicants might be said to be ready to cope with the typical 
academic reading, writing and mathematical demands of higher education study. This assessment 
becomes even more crucial in a country like South Africa, where issues of equity of access, selection, 
success and redress remain a central challenge. 
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9.4  From little acorns: university wide implementation of GradeMark to transform the 
assessment and feedback experience 
James Trueman 
Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK 
 
This paper explores the institutional deployment of technology to support formative and summative 
assessment and feedback, enhancing the experience for students and staff alike. This aligns with 
sector drivers such as A Marked Improvement (HEA, 2012). 
 
During 2010, internal and external evidence (e.g. JISC, 2010) indicated that a solution was needed to 
improve the submission and feedback experience for nursing students at the author's university. At 
this time, submission for students on placements was problematic, as written assessments had to be 
presented at campus offices, during working hours (or received by post before the deadline). Equally, 
students were often on placement when their feedback was released, which undermined the 
timeliness of their access to feedback and relevance to their ongoing learning experience (Bols and 
Wicklow, 2013). 
 
The Faculty of Health and Social Care formed a project group in March 2011 to resolve this issue. 
This group identified that Turnitin® was in the early stages of implementation at the institution, but 
only supporting the formative development of assessments prior to submission. The group felt this 
was an opportunity to extend Turnitin's® use for summative assessment and feedback using 
GradeMark®, whilst reinforcing the university's formative access initiative. It therefore embarked upon 
an iterative process of implementation and evaluation. Students were provided dedicated Turnitin® 
classes to obtain formative Originality Reports on their work, which they could use to discuss issues 
such as academic integrity with their academic tutors. Separate classes were created for students to 
submit their work for assessment. Processes and workshops were developed to support the student 
experience, academic use and administrative requirements (particularly because of direct access to 
Turnitin®). 
 
Staff and student evaluations reported very high levels of satisfaction, and with growth, soon over 
70% of the faculty's assessments were being undertaken via Turnitin®. This attracted attention in a 
second faculty, which adopted the same implementation strategy in 2012. In 2013, a centralised 
project was initiated to implement the solution university wide, and work commenced on a fully 
embedded Electronic Management of Assessment solution (Ferrell, 2014). 
 
Between 2009 and 2016 Originality Report production grew from 1,600 to over 204,000 annually, with 
feedback using GradeMark® increasing from 1 to nearly 80,000 papers annually. Satisfaction has 
been consistently high, with the university's National Student Survey results for Assessment and 
Feedback climbing to above the national average. 
 
Challenges and opportunities will be discussed, including how technology can better support 
formative and dialogic learning. 
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9.5  Enacting assessment principles with assessment technologies 
Elodie Douarin, Mira Vogel 
UCL, London, UK 
 
Many students struggle to interpret their feedback (Bloxham et al., 2016). But simply presenting 
assessment criteria is insufficient to engage students with the standards used to assess their work 
(e.g. Sadler, 2010). Our project with second year undergraduate microeconomics students explored 
how students related criteria and feedback in both Moodle Assignment and Turnitin Assignment, and 
observed students interacting with criteria and feedback. 
 
With students we developed an initial survey focusing on their earlier experiences with criteria and 
feedback. Responses (n=50) confirmed that students did not generally find the criteria helped them to 
judge the quality of their own work nor relate the feedback to their numeric mark. We recruited a 
sample of nine student participants who recorded combinations of their screen, voice and face, 
responding to our question prompts as they encountered their marks and feedback. This (for us) 
novel form of data collection made us vividly aware of the cognitive load, variety of student responses 
and, sometimes, emotions. The data richly revealed students' efforts to link their own thinking, criteria, 
feedback (whether summary, inline comments, or rubric-based), and grade. With deeper questions, 
we held a student focus group and subsequently generated principles for using assessment and 
feedback technologies (Douarin and Vogel (2016), which we were able to integrate with what had 
formerly been mainly technical guidance. 
 
In line with the view expressed by Black and Williams (2009) of a joint-liability of students and 
teachers for learning, this presentation will foreground principles about selecting and using 
technologies for assessment criteria and feedback which divide labour appropriately between 
assessor and student. We will also expand on our approach to data collection, which brought 
particular insights. 
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9.6  Exploring the effects of radical change to assessment and feedback processes: 
Applying Team-based learning in a social science module. 
Catherine Robinson, Judy Cohen 
University of Kent, UK Kent, UK 
 
This paper is an evaluation of our efforts to introduce an engaging and collaborative learning 
environment by implementing team-based learning in a module to address core concerns about 
student underperformance. 
 
It is accepted that assessment frames student learning (Gibbs & Simpson, 2004), while Boud states 
that ‘every act of assessment gives a message to students about what they should be learning and 
how they should go about it' (1995 p.2). We wanted to devise an assessment and feedback regime to 
deliver that message to students and provide them with the tools for deep learning. 
 
Team-based learning has been an accepted method of addressing concerns about both student 
performance and attendance in the US since the 1980s (Sibley & Ostafichuk 2014). Team-based 
learning is far more than group work; it is an intricate system involving flipped learning, individual 
knowledge quizzes, team-based application exercises, discussion and peer feedback.  We felt that 
this approach incorporated many of the conditions cited by Gibbs and Simpson as supporting student 
learning (2004). At the same time, we anticipated that the multiple and varied opportunities for 
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feedback provided an ongoing feedback dialogue key to student learning (Boud 2000, Carless et al 
2011). 
 
Implementing team-based learning in a traditionally taught module in traditionally designed teaching 
spaces was challenging.  Students were provided with learning materials online ahead of the large 
lecture session.  Lectures were used for the readiness assurance process of team-based learning (an 
assessment and feedback element), including mini lectures for clarification. Seminar (small group) 
sessions allowed teams to explore application exercises (a formative assessment/feedback element).  
In this way, students covered the core elements of team-based learning and received feedback from 
peers and academics covering individual and team performance. 
 
Student evaluations of team-based learning are mixed, and our initial conclusion suggests improved 
performance contingent on student motivation. Overall metrics will be compared using a mixed 
methods approach. Qualitative data have been collected using feedback surveys, questionnaires and 
focus groups. Quantitative data on the student cohort are available from student performance and 
attendance records and will be interrogated using multiple regression analysis, an approach common 
to many educational studies in relation to attainment and student characteristics (c.f. Koljatic & Kuh, 
2001). 
 
The paper provides a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of team-based learning implementation 
and will give participants an opportunity to discuss the benefits and challenges of using team-based 
learning in their own practice.  
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9.7  Culturally based learning preferences of students and online learning and assessment 
Rita Ramos 
University of the Philippines Open University, Los Banos, Laguna, The Philippines 
 
The Advanced Pathophysiology Online Class at University of the Philippines Open University is one 
of the two courses being taken by newly admitted Master of Arts in Nursing students.  This course has 
had the largest number of students in a single class across the entire university for the past ten years. 
Additionally, this is the first exposure of many of these students to an online learning environment. 
Finally, the class includes a diversity of students from different cultural backgrounds. Thus, it poses a 
triple challenge to the course teachers: large number of students; new to online learning; culturally 
diverse students. Culturally based learning preferences of the students is a paramount focus for the 
teachers in the design of the online learning activities and assessment strategies.  This study 
investigated the culturally based learning preferences of students in the Advanced Pathophysiology 
online course and how they relate to teachers' assessment strategies. 
 
This study utilized descriptive design using an online survey of 115 newly admitted online students on 
the course. The Survey of Culturally Based Learning Preferences (  Parrish & Linder-VanBerschot 
2010 ) was administered online. Findings from this study reveal the cultural dimensions of learning of 
the participants have no strong culturally based preferences and this should inform assessment 
strategies.  Thus, multiple assessment methods such as discussion forums and individual 
assignments were included in this course in which individualism and collectivism of learning have 
been emphasized. It is important to note that cultural dimensions of learning are preludes to 
assessment planning in order to embrace challenges faced in distance learning with large number of 
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culturally diverse students who are new to online learning. Culturally sensitive assessment yields 
better academic outcomes. 
 

Parallel Session 10 
 
10.1 Supporting first-year undergraduate students' assessment literacy 
Emma Whitt, Carmen Tomas, Kate Bailey, Stephanie McDonald 
The University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK 
 
This paper presents findings from research and practice of assessment literacy. A marking rubric was 
introduced across undergraduate modules in the School of Psychology at the University of 
Nottingham and, following this, first-year students took part in a series of workshops that were 
designed to help their understanding of assessments and marking practices. 
 
Marking rubrics provide a detailed breakdown of goals (criteria) for an assessment with details on 
different levels of expected performance (descriptors). Students recognise that rubrics provide 
transparency (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007); meaning, what is required in an assessment is clearly 
outlined to the student and the assessors. However, it is important to do more than just provide the 
rubric to students (Reddy & Andrade, 2010). We devised a set of activities to engage students with 
our marking rubric. Typically, most studies or interventions introduce one activity at a specific point in 
the year. The aim of this study was to support students through their transition into university in their 
first year of study. 
 
Aligning staff and student views of a “good” piece of work is difficult, if not impossible. Within 
workshop classes, we used a combination of activities in order to confer an explicit and an implicit 
transfer of knowledge (O’Donovan, Price, & Rust, 2004; Rust, Price, & O'Donovan, 2003). An 
example of an activity to impart knowledge explicitly was to provide students with the written marking 
rubric. Methods used to aid implicit knowledge transfer included providing exemplars of work and 
conducting practice marking exercises. Using implicit processes can be particularly useful to show 
students aspects of the work that markers are looking for that may sometimes be difficult to articulate. 
 
Previous research shows positive effects of peer assessment and creation of rubrics on self-regulated 
learning and self-efficacy (Fraile, Panadero, & Pardo, 2016; Panadero, Jonsson, & Strijbos, 2016). 
Our study focused on students’ self-efficacy (judgement of own ability) operationalized in the form of 
student responses on perceived difficulty of the tasks, self-perceived nervousness and confidence in 
relation to their ability to perform the tasks. The initial results show a positive impact of the activities 
on students. We think that this is a positive reflection on our activities as other studies that report 
interventions to aid assessment report no changes in self-efficacy (e.g., Meusen-Beekman, Joosten-
ten Brinke, & Boshuizen, 2016). These results show the value of engagement activities in supporting 
students’ assessment literacy. 
  
10.2  Engaging Students with Feedback: Improving satisfaction and attainment with students 
as co-designers 
Lynne Mesher, Rachael Brown, Martin Andrews 
University of Portsmouth, Portsmouth, UK 
 
Within the Higher Education sector, it is acknowledged that ‘Assessment and Feedback’ receives 
consistently poor levels of satisfaction from students when they complete unit level feedback, course 
level feedback, and the National Student Survey (NSS). There is evidence to suggest that this 
problem is particularly pronounced within the subject of architecture. At Portsmouth School of 
Architecture, a team of academic colleagues are progressing a research project, influenced through 
scholarly engagement with relevant literature, with students as co-producers. This has led to a greater 
understanding of the issues arising for students and the subsequent implementation of strategies to 
enhance ‘Assessment for Learning’. 
  
The adopted strategies, which will be discussed in this presentation include: A refined marking matrix 
produced with students as co-designers; the development of a lexicon for marking architectural 
design projects; methods of ‘feeding forward’; an emerging strategy for assessing ‘Live’ projects in the 
core curriculum and the use of ‘games’ to enhance student engagement in reviews. 
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These tools have been proven to increase student awareness of effective ‘assessment and feedback’ 
as well as improve the student experience overall. This presentation will evidence a positive increase 
in statistics as well as improved levels of attainment with an increase in students achieving a ‘good’ 
degree (2.1 and above). We believe this is because students have a much more confident 
understanding of the marking criteria and higher levels of assessment literacy. The students have a 
clearer approach of how to improve design projects (as the tools are used for formative and 
summative assessment), and this has led to greater engagement, motivation, trust and autonomy. 
  
It is the intention of the team and its collaborators that the strategies and tools developed will be 
relevant to other subject areas. In the future, it is expected that the project will be extended across the 
higher education sector through the development of enhanced virtual and physical tools, including a 
forum for debate and sharing of good practice. 
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10.3  Meta-assessment to intervention: Improving Programme and Institutional Level 
Assessment to Support Student Learning. 
Nicholas Curtis, Robin Anderson 
James Madison University, Harrisonburg, VA, USA 
 
Academic degree and student affairs programs primarily practice assessment in an effort to improve 
student learning, recruit future students, or provide evidence for accountability. A common organizing 
structure for assessment is to frame the practices in an assessment cycle (i.e., objectives, alignment, 
instruments, data, report, improvement). Following the assessment cycle in isolation might suggest 
the "last" step, improvement, is the inevitable result. However, assessment quality can vary in any 
stage of the cycle. These variations in quality are a major conditional factor in the potential for 
improvement based on assessment results. 
 
Assessment is increasingly practiced in higher education (Ewell, 2009, Kuh & Ikenberry, 2009; Hart 
Research Associates, 2016). Less common, however, are high expectations for the quality of 
assessment work in all areas of the assessment cycle. One process for evaluating such quality is 
meta-assessment (Ory, 1992), which is the process of assessing assessment practices. Meta-
assessment can help identify individual program assessment strengths and weaknesses, allow for a 
common reporting mechanism, and facilitate an aggregate institutional view of assessment quality 
(Amato et al., 2014). Research on meta-assessment has suggested positive consequences for those 
that engage in the process. Rodgers, Grays, Fulcher, and Jurich (2013) examined over 100 meta-
assessment reports from one institution and noted programs that more often used institutional 
resources (e.g. research articles/books, informational videos, consultation) were also more likely to 
improve the quality of their assessment than those that used institutional resources less often. 
Additionally, programs with higher rates of consultation with assessment professionals demonstrated 
higher quality assessment (Fulcher & Bashkov, 2012). The purpose of the current presentation is to 
examine whether the implementation of meta-assessment at a university can be linked to 
improvements in the quality of assessment reporting. 
 
Statistical analyses were employed to evidence that the implementation of meta-assessment can 
improve assessment reporting across eight years of implementation. Results suggest meta-
assessment can: 1) significantly improve the quality of assessment reporting; 2) encourage faculty to 
solicit help to improve assessment practices; and 3) change impressions of assessment by involving 
stakeholders in the process. The data also suggest that meta-assessment, as with assessment at 
large, cannot singlehandedly improve student learning. Thus, information from meta-assessment 
should be used to inform intervention efforts. The paper includes an evidence-based, behaviorally 



81 

 

anchored meta-assessment rubric and discusses efforts to partner with students in the program 
assessment process in response to meta-assessment results. 
 
10.4  From computer-marked assessment to assessment analytics 
Sally Jordan 
The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK 
 
The focus of high quality computer-marked assessment is, rightly, usually on improving the quality of 
assessment and a direct impact on learning. However, as early as 1981, Glaser recognised the 
importance of synthesising information from students' assessment performance in order to form an 
accurate picture of their misconceptions, whilst Erwin (1995) recognised that information gathered 
from assessment has a useful role to play in guiding broader decisions about teaching and the 
curriculum. 
 
More recently, the developing field of learning analytics has sought  to analyse students' interactions 
with online learning of all sorts in order to improve the learning experience (Clow, 2013). However, as 
Ellis (2013) points out, assessment is ubiquitous in higher education whilst student engagement in 
other online learning environments is not. Thus interactions with computer-marked assessment 
provide a particularly powerful mechanism for learning more about learning in order to improve it. 
 
This practice exchange will summarise work at University X and elsewhere, which has given insight 
into student understanding and factors that affect engagement. It will then discuss practical and 
ethical considerations as well as implications for assessment and learning design in the future. How 
far can we go? How far is it appropriate to go? In a world where we can monitor student engagement 
in so many ways, is it appropriate to retain assessment as a separate event? Redecker, Punie and 
Ferrari (2012, p. 302) suggest that we should "transcend the testing paradigm"; data collected from 
student interaction in an online environment offers the possibility to assess students on their actual 
interactions rather than adding assessment separately. 
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10.5  Exploring tensions between developing and assessing critical reflective practice. 
Teti Dragas, Jonathan Tummons 
Durham University, Durham, UK 
 
Reflective practice is an established element of the curriculum within professional higher education. 
Trainee nurses, social workers, and teachers invariably encounter reflective practice during their 
studies, both as a desirable and integral element of professional practice, and, by extension, as an 
element of their assessment (Bowman and Addyman, 2014; Tummons, 2011). Drawing on empirical 
data gathered over a three-year period from both home and international students working towards a 
masters level qualification in English Language Teaching at one UK university, this paper argues that 
for students on professional courses such as these, the assessment of reflective practice constitutes 
a particular and context-bound element of their practice, as students, that conflicts with the broader 
ethos of criticality in reflection that as qualified professionals, as teachers, they are encouraged to 
adopt. Through unpacking the ways in which reflective practice is discursively constructed within the 
curriculum, the ways in which it is assessed, and the ways in which teacher education students make 
meaning in relation to their teaching practice through reflective writing, this paper demonstrates the 
wide variation that exists in students’ understanding of reflective practice and approaches to reflection 
as reified within their reflective assignments. The paper goes on to problematize the relationship 
between the academic literacy requirements of reflective writing, and the practice of reflection on 
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teaching as a means of teacher development. The paper concludes by arguing for a reappraisal of the 
summative, high-stakes model of the assessment of reflective practice that is predominant within 
higher education, and suggests alternative modes of reflective assessment that are better able to 
respond to the particular needs of an increasingly diverse student population and that are, therefore, 
more closely aligned to the developmental needs of the students as well as the different professional 
contexts that they are seeking to work in (Quinn and Vorster, 2015). 
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10.6  Assessment as a conversation in business degree programmes 
Susan Scoffield1, Svetlana Warhurst2, Monika Foster3, Cathy Myles4 

1Manchester Metropolitan University, Manchester, UK, 2University of Essex, Essex, UK, 3Edinburgh 
Napier University, Edinburgh, UK, 4University of Leeds, Leeds, UK 
   

Learning with friends, families, peer groups and professionals should be recognized as 
significant, and be valued and used in formal processes in higher education  

(Ashwin, 2016:22). 
 
There is a large body of literature on methods of assessment in higher education, however according 
to Race (2014, p 72), NSS results continue to reflect student dissatisfaction with assessment and 
feedback.  One of the roles of assessment is "to provide information to enable students to improve 
their performance" (Ashwin, 2016, p 252).  It is acknowledged that assessment plays a major role in 
student learning (Shute, 2008; Race, 2014).  Traditionally, the completion of many degree 
assessments has tended to be a lone activity involving the writing of individual reports, essays, 
literature reviews and examinations.  Information on assessment requirements and the relevant 
business models, theory and applied examples is provided through tutor-student dialogue in lectures, 
seminars and tutorials, and tutors using both face-to-face and online communication provide formative 
feedback.  Typically, the student working as an independent individual produces the assessment and 
the written or audio summative feedback is returned to the individual student with the marked work. 
 
The business professions are characterized by individuals operating in a networked world, a world 
that features coproduction between individuals within businesses, coproduction between businesses 
and consumers (McCulloch, 2009) and collaboration between organizations (Wastiau, 2015).  This 
session aims to explore the role of dialogue in assessment: the group will consider examples of how 
students could be encouraged to take up additional opportunities for formative feedback during the 
assessment process by entering into conversation with their peers and other professionals and for 
continuing that dialogue as feed-forward after the return of marks. We will also explore ways of further 
embedding that conversation into our summative feedback processes. 
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10.7  Learning or grades? A case for changing assessment to pass/fail marking. 
Muireann O'Keeffe, Clare Gormley, Pip Bruce Ferguson 
DCU, Dublin, Ireland 
  
A recurring theme within the discourse of higher education is the need to embed assessment for and 
as learning within teaching and learning. In this context, the way higher education institutions 
approach feedback is central to the process.  Enabling students to have meaningful engagement with 
feedback requires them to feel empowered to actively monitor and evaluate their own learning ( 
Bransford, Brown, and Cocking 1999,  Barkley, 2009, Nicole, 2010).  Research has demonstrated that 
using feedback to support formative assessment is not effectively implemented in Higher Education ( 
Yorke 2003).  With this in mind, this study sought to explore to what extent does engaging pre-service 
teachers in an assessment model which values students' voice in the feedback process deepen pre-
service teachers' understanding of assessment practices, themselves as learners and as a result 
prepare them for challenges in the work place.  Few studies have examined the impact of learning 
about and through assessment in the context of teacher education (Tierney and Charland (2007). 
This study will inform the body of practical and theoretical knowledge on assessment practices in 
higher education and support the development of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment in teacher 
education. 
 
In this study, pre--service teachers' engaged in a twelve-week experiential education module for one 
hour a week. Qualitative data was gathered from reflective journals and semi -structured focus group 
interviews. 150 self selected students contributed their reflective journals and 60 self-selecting pre-
service teachers' participated in the focus groups (6 groups).  The focus groups promoted the 
generation of a variety of viewpoints which resulted in an in-depth discussion. The reflexive journals 
provided the researcher with an account of how pre-service teachers' constructed meaning on their 
experiences of feedback as a dialogic process. Data was analysed using the constant comparative 
method (Straus &  Corbin, 1998).   
 
Assumptions about teaching and learning and self-efficacy were critical themes which emerged from 
the data. While pre-service teachers' welcomed the deep level of learning which took place through 
dialogue and interaction with themselves and others, they acknowledged the challenges which this 
approach presented.  It is hoped that having experienced assessment as a dialogical process, that 
pre-service teachers' will be able to contribute in a meaningfully way to the debate on matters relating 
to whole school approaches to assessment and evaluation. However, if students are to develop 
assessment literacy, value needs to be placed on the principles of assessment as dialogue across 
modules and programmes in higher education. This may require a shift in the assessment culture of 
higher education institutions as issues of power and knowledge will require attention. 
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Dates for Your Calendar 
 
Transforming Assessment Webinar: Changing Feedback (AHE 2017) Panel 
Review 05 July 2017 07:00 - 08:00 Coordinated Universal Time (UTC / 
GMT) 

Panel Chair - Prof Sally Jordan (Open University, UK) 

This 1 hour session will feature selected speakers from the 
Assessment in Higher Education conference (28-29 June 2017). 
 
This webinar session will take the form of a panel style review of 
some of the key messages from selected papers presented at the 
AHE2017 conference. Each panel member will contribute to the 
discussion with a short overview of their presentation from the 
conference followed by questions and discussion between the 
panel and the webinar participants. 
Panel Presenters: 

 

 Carole Sutton, Jane Collings, and Joanne Sellick (Plymouth University, UK) 'Models of 
Examination Feedback' 

 Catherine Robinson and Judy Cohen* (University of Kent, UK) 'Exploring the effects of radical 
change to assessment and feedback processes: Applying Team-based learning in a social 
science module' 

 Liz Austen*, Cathy Malone (Sheffield Hallam University, UK) 'Exploring student perceptions of 
effective feedback' 

 
To register for this session go to http://transformingassessment.com/user/login Please note all 
sessions are recorded and made public after the event. 
 
Webinar sessions are hosted by Prof. Geoffrey Crisp, PVC Education, University New South Wales 
and Dr. Mathew Hillier, Office of the Vice-Provost Learning and Teaching, Monash University, 
Australia. 

 
AHE One Day Seminar 28 June 2018, Manchester, UK - Transforming 
Assessment in Higher Education: The Learning Power of Feedback 
 
Keynote Speaker: Professor Kay Sambell (Edinburgh Napier University) 
 
In addition to a provocative keynote we will be inviting proposals from delegates to share their 
research and practice with a particular focus on feedback. The day will include time for dialogue and 
will support researchers, academic developers and leaders in enhancing understanding and design of 
assessment. 
 
The call for proposals will be sent out across the network in October 2017. 

 
 
 
 

The AHE conference is leading the development of assessment for 
learning in higher education 

https://aheconference.com/6th-internationl-ahe-conference-2017/
http://transformingassessment.com/user/login
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Practitioner Research in Higher 
Education (PRHE) Journal 
 

The Practitioner Research in Higher Education journal publishes research and evaluation papers that 

contribute to the understanding of theory, policy and practice in teaching and supporting learning. The 

journal aims to disseminate evaluations and research of professional practice which give voice to all 

of the participants in higher education and which are based on ethical and collaborative approaches 

to practitioner enquiry. 

 

The on-line, open access journal will publish a special 

issue comprising papers from the 6th International AHE 

Conference.  All those presenting their work at the 

conference via a research paper, practice exchange 

discussion or poster are invited to submit an article for 

this special edition. 

 
Practitioner Research in Higher Education is useful in building 

your research impact because as well as being fully peer 

reviewed it is open access. Papers that are approved through 

the peer review process are then published under a commons 

licence agreement. This means that in addition to the journal 

open access website you are free to upload a copy of your 

paper to research network sites, to your personal website and to 

your university repository. 

 
The special issue of PRHE on Assessment in Higher Education 

from the previous conference is available online open access at 

https://aheconference.com/794-2/. This issue includes papers 

focusing on tutors’ and students’ perceptions and 

experiences of feedback and assessment, innovative 

forms of assessment, consistency of grading and 

feedback and four papers that critically reflect on issues in 

research into assessment. 

 
Should you like further information or to discuss a proposal, please contact the journal editors: 

pete.boyd@cumbria.ac.uk and sue.bloxham@cumbria.ac.uk 

 
 
 
The AHE conference is leading the development of assessment for 

learning in higher education 
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