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Problem 1: Getting students to write better
lab/research reports

Problem 2: Improving student
understanding of assessment and use of
feedback

... and NSS scores _of

.« National
Student

Survey



CLOSE THE GAP

Students must first possess the ability to make a
comparison between their own performance and an
expected standard sadler, 2010, 2013

Reliant on ability to and understand






Pilot of approach

Research Skills 2 - BSc Psychology @ @ Lok
Year 1 - Semester 2

10 weeks

1 x 2 hour lecture ~200 people
1 x 2 hour computer workshop ~20 people

40% Exam, 40% Research Report, 20%
fortnightly tests




Previously...

Single two hour lecture on “how to write a lab
report”™

Title

Abstract

Introduction

Method (participants, materials, procedure)

Results

Discussion

References

Appendix
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Previously...

Assessment criteria given at
end of an assignment brief



Componential weekly focus

Lecture

Section of weekly lecture with instruction on
report section with examples of best practice

Workshop

Complete usual lab class worksheet
finishing with dedicated section for report
section exercise



Multiple Choice Exercise

Use of work from previous years
(via Turnltin)

~5 examples for each report
section

Spread of quality standards
Implemented with "% canvas



Question 1

A paired samples t-test was performed on the data from the experiment. It revealed that the difference in mean
reaction time between 30 degrees and 150 degrees was significant, t{106) =-8.757(106), p < .001. So the null
hypothesis which is there is no difference can be rejected. As can be seen from Table 1, the mean reaction time for
the 150 degrees angular difference was 3.9330 seconds, whereas for the 30 degrees angular difference the mean
reaction time was 2.8039 seconds.

O 1st - Well organised, and competent throughout. Very clear link between design and results. Complicated
analysis made comprehensible in a simple way. High quality use of tables and figures, little or no errors.

© 21 - Logical and clear presentation of relevant data, such as descriptive and inferential statistical results.
Clear, well-labelled figures and tables, with accompanying written description of what they show, in the context
of the study. Possible to see how results inform research question and link to design, though this could be
more direct. Some trivial errors. Minor deviations from APA style. Lacking precision in describing the IV and
DV, Units of measurement not always described.

O 2.2 - No major errors. Limitations in linking design with analysis. Measures of variability (e.g. standard
deviations) from tables or graphs, figures/tables labelled incorrectly or with lack of clarity (e.g. titles too short or
to long). Does show some understanding of main findings, and has presented the information in a logical
format. Mostly follows standard presentation of results using AFA style, though with some errors.

© 3rd - Lack of understanding results and/or data analysis methods shown, with basic errors in interpretation
(e.q. p = .05 described as non-significant). No graphs, or graphs are in the wrong place (e.g. in an appendix),
or graphs irrelevant (e.g. raw subject data rather than means) or hard to follow (e.g. no axes). Only skimpy or
inaccurate explanations supplied. Inappropriate details, (e.g. raw data in the results section; excessive decimal
places).

O Marginal Fail - Incomplete or perfunctory attempt (e.g. only descriptives). Has graphs or tables, but without any
accompanying written explanation. It may have some writing, but no tables or graphs. Very incoherent.

O Faill - Section missing completely or bears little resemblance to what is expected from a scientific report.




Quantitative evaluation

Initial mean congruence = 43% (SD = 16%)

1st 63%
2.1 30%
2.2 56%
3rd 43%



Qualitative evaluation

Student freeform text response on their
learning (N = 60)

View of the marker

Quality
What Is required



Understanding the view of the
marker

“Helpful to compare, and see it
from the view of the marker”

‘| found it quite challenging to give
a mark to a piece of work, | found |
was struggling to choose between
bands”



Understanding of quality

“Useful for own work to be able to see what
would constitute a high or low grade, or
details that doesn't affect grades, for
example, going into extra detail”

“Was helpful as it made me consider how
work iIs marked and therefore how | should
write my report in order to gain a strong
mark”



Understanding of what is
required

“I learnt that | have to make sure my
descriptive statistics are written in the right
place. Not to use too much description of the
type of tests used in the results section.”

“Useful to understand how much information
to put into my own answer. For example,
don't describe the types of t tests.”






Future plans for implementation
and student progression

1st Year

® Section-based peer assessment spread
across 2 semesters

® Collaborative context

2nd Year
® Peer assessment on “live” report sections
¢ Self-assessment
® Solo context



Practical advantages

Develops general and specific knowledge of
assessment processes and task specific
regquirements

Allows low stakes peer assessment with inbuilt
calibration

Distribution of learning across time

Flexible format: workshops/seminars, lectures
and online

Route to expertise through exposure and practice



Applications

Componential exemplar peer review for other
assessment types (e.g. essay paragraphs)

Calibration of assessment abllity

Thresholding to allow participation in peer review (e.g. In
MOOCS)

Unlocking peer assessment in Canvas by threshold

Staff training and development to improve
consistency



How far can you go?

“Evaluative activity can be configured
to be the primary pedagogical vehicle
for teaching a considerable proportion
of the substantive content of a course”

Sadler, 2009

Less telling, more doing



