Re-visiting EAP Assessment Criteria:
the Golden Gate Bridge Metaphor
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The Golden Gate Bridge Metaphor and EAP –
key ideas underpinning
• EAP Practitioners are the bridge – helping students to successfully cross
over and make the transition to their academic subject degree.
• There are a number of varied types of assessments and criteria for UG and
PG students.
• (EAP) assessments have to prepare students for the types of assessments
students are going to encounter in their degrees
• Knowing how to interpret and use marking criteria can facilitate students in
academic success.
• Assessments change and cohorts vary – EAP practitioners need to respond
to this constantly.
• Knowledge of the theory of assessment and testing within EAP
departments varies.
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Background – How many assessment criteria?
• ELT
• 5 foundation programmes – average of 4 summative assessments
(plus 4/5 formative) each with different criteria and Science School
assessments (UG)
• 3 Pre-sessional programmes – 2 summative (2-week, 4-week and 10week) (UG and PG)
• 1 Pre-Master’s programme – School of Management (PG)
• In 2014 – development of 2 sets of criteria with a common core, task
specific criteria and feedback box .
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2 Case studies
• International Foundation for Medicine – School of Biology First year
• University Module - BL1101 Semester 1 summative essay
• Pre-Masters – preparation for School of Management – various
criteria
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(Boud & Falchicov 2006)
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Formative
• When used by students as part of a formative assessment of works in
progress, rubrics can teach as well as evaluate.
(Arter and McTighe 2001; Stiggins 2001)

• Used as part of a student-centered approach to assessment, rubrics have
the potential to help students understand the targets for their learning
and the standards of quality for a particular assignment, as well as make
dependable judgments about their own work that can inform revision and
improvement.
(Reddy & Andrade, 2010)
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Foundation – a special case
• Foundation, first-year students and international PGs are
‘newcomers’ to university, or at least to a British institution, in the
process of renegotiating their identities.
(Wenger, 1998: 154)

• Part of a student’s journey so dialogic feedback around the first
summative assessment period becomes fundamental to supporting
that journey at a moment when feedback can become a threat to
self-esteem as much as it can be an opportunity to learn.
(Mutch, 2003)
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Decline in feedback
Semesterisation and modularisation have created
end-loading of assessment
Lecturers offering fewer comments and fewer
tutorials.

Pro-formas are used, saving time and giving
greater transparency and consistency
The language of assessment criteria and written
feedback has become increasingly intertwined.
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Two sets of criteria - rationale
• Different programmes – different teachers
• Transparency of grades
• Organised feedback/feedforward
• Consistence
• Straightforward for student use
• External examiners
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BL1101 Coursework essay Semester 1
10% of final grade (coursework 40% and final exam 60%).
Instructions to the students in the academic handbook:
‘Several people’s work led to the deduction that DNA was the substance of inheritance.
Others contributed evidence used by Watson and Crick to solve the structure of DNA.
Write an essay exploring the contributions of at least three of these people’s
research to determining the function and structure of DNA.
Be sure to address the relevant findings and how Watson and Crick learned of them.
Give your essay a good title in no more than 15 of your own words.’ 1500 word count.
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Comparison of ELT criteria and School of
Biology essay
criteria
20-17
(distinction)
ELT
Biology
Mark

Criteria

17 - 20

Excellence: work
characterised by
Original thought and
reflection.
Critical awareness and
analytical ability
Use of wider reading or
links with other
modules/wider curriculum.
beyond that recommended
Evidence of the criteria
below along with anything
above - 19-20.
Excellent use of data and
examples.
Strong structural
organisation.
Flair in presentation.
Well-balanced arguments.
Thorough understanding of
the topic/assessment task.

CONTENT

Distinction (17-20)
Effective, critical and analytical approach
towards the question/task.
Strong evidence of critical understandingof
sources; selection of credible and relevant
sources.
Effective balance between sources and own
ideas/examples.

LANGUAGE

Consistently grammatically/syntactically
accurate throughout.
Extensive range of vocabulary and expression.
Strong awareness and command of academic
style/register.

STRUCTURE

The overall structure is effective and
appropriate to task.
Paragraphs/sections are clear, logically
constructed and appropriate in length.
The work is cohesive throughout.
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Comparison of ELT criteria and School of
Biology essay criteria 16-14
Biology
Mark

Criteria

14 – 16

Merit: work characterised by
Solid knowledge and use of literature.
Signs of analytical ability
Clear evidence of reading within module
material. Logical organisation and
consistent relevance. Well-chosen use of
examples and data.
Fluent presentation.
Well-structured arguments.
Some excellent work, but not fully
developed. Solid understanding of the
topic/assessment task

ELT
High Merit (14-16)
Clear and critical focus on the question/task is evident
throughout.
Evidence of understanding of sources; reasonably credible
and mainly relevant sources.
A clear attempt to balance information from sources and
own ideas/examples.
Generally grammatically/syntactically accurate throughout.
Wide range of vocabulary and expression.
Clear awareness and good overall command of academic
style/register.
The overall structure is appropriate to task.
Paragraphs/sections are fairly clear, and organized
appropriately.
The work is generally cohesive throughout.
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Comparison of ELT criteria and School of
Biology essay criteria 13-12/11
ELT

Biology
Low Merit (11-13)

Mark

Criteria

12– 13

Satisfactory: work characterised by
Tendency to be descriptive.
Some evidence of reading within module
material. Some use of examples and data.
Coherently structured and presented.
Evidence of argument.
Some good quality work.
Reasonable understanding of the
topic/assessment task.

Clear attempt to focus on the question/task, occasional
strays.
Some indication of understanding of sources; not all
sources are credible and/or relevant.
Imbalance between information from sources and own
ideas/examples.

Weaknesses in grammar and syntax interfere with clarity
in places.
Adequate range of vocabulary and expression.
Lapses in consistency with academic style/register.

The overall structure is confused in places.
Some paragraphs/sections are poorly organized.
There is a lack of cohesion in places.
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Comparison of ELT and School of
Management criteria
• Ill-defined terminology
• Coherent argument is the only real overlap
• Little opportunity to mix and match
• No direct reference to specific tasks
• Critical review appears to be as much about language as content
• Is this graded by counting the ticks?
• Resembles a template – damages creativity
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Conclusion – we want to know…
 What are your experiences with working with other departments and
training students to use criteria?
 Are you happy with the criteria you use for EAP assessments –
how often do you re-visit?
 Who ‘knows’ about language assessment and testing
in your department– is this enough?
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