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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 10-
week) (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

* University Module - BL1101 Semester 1 summative essay

* Pre-Masters — preparation for School of Management — various
criteria
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Traditional - summative
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Formative
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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)

e 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.
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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
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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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Title of assignment

Student:

Distinction {17-20) High Merit (14-18) Low Merit (11-13) Pass (7-10) Fail {O-&}

COMTENT Effective, critical and analytical | Clear and critical focus on the Clear attempt to focus on the Attem pt to focus on the Limited evidence of
approach towards the guestion/task is evident guestion/task, occasional guestion/task, confused in understanding/misinterpretati
guestion/task. throughout. strays. places. on of the question.

Strong evidence of critical Evidence of understanding of Some indication of Over-reliance on information Misunderstanding of source
understanding of sources; SOUrces: understanding of sources; from sources or significant lack | material, Over dependence on
Effective balance between A clear attempt to balance Imbalance between of sources, sources or no use of source
sources and own information from sources and information from sources and material.

ideas/examples. own ideas/examples. own ideas/examples.

LANGUAGE Consistently grammatically & Generally grammatically & Weaknesses in grammar and Significant weaknesses in Errors in grammar and syntax
syntactically accurate syntactically accurate syntax interfere with clarity in grammar and syntax impede clarity throughout.
throughout, producing a very throughout, producing clear places. frequently impede clarity. Very limited vocabulary and
clear argument. argument. Fair vocabulary and Limited vocabulary and Expression.
Appropriate vocabulary and Reasonable vocabulary and Expression. Expression. Mo evidence of an awareness
expression. EXpression. Lapses in consistency with Inappropriate, non-academic of academic style/register
Strong awareness and Clear awareness and good academic style/register. style/register.
command of academic overall command of academic
style/register. style/register.

STRUCTURE | The overall structure is The overall structure is The overall structure is There is a lack of logic to the Mo apparent logic to the

effective and appropriate to
task.

Paragraphs/sections are clear,
logically constructed and
appropriate in length.

The work is cohesive
throughout.

appropriate to task.
Paragraphs/sections are fairly
clear, and aorganized
appropriately.

The work is generally cohesive
throughout.

confused in places.

Some paragraphs/sections are
poorly organized.

There is a lack of cohesion in
places.

overall structure.
Paragraphs/sections are poorly
organized.

There is a lack of cohesion
throughout.

overall structure.
Paragraphs/sections are
disorganized.

The lack of cohesion makes
the work impossible to follow.




FEEDBACK

The first column of this table lists the specific aspects of this task. The highlighted points are those which you have achieved at a satisfactory level. The second
column provides more detailed feedback and suggestions for improvement in future work.

TASK REQUIREMENTS (specific) FEEDBACK
v Well focused answer to all aspects of the question

* (lear thesis statement

» Generally accurate and appropriate in-text and bibliographical
referencing

FINAL GRADE:




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)

Biology

Mark

Criteria

17 - 20

Excellence: work
characterised by

Original thought and
reflectiM
Critical eness 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 structlga—l/
organisation.

Flair in presentation.
Well-balanced arguments,
Thorough understanding of
the topic/assessment task.

| [lopistinction(17-200
CONTENT Effectivey; critical and analytical approach

owards the question/task.

Strongevidence of critical understanding of

sources; selection of'credible and relevant

sources.

~

LANGUAGE Corfsistently grammatically/syntactically
accurate throughout.

Extensiverange of vocabulary and expression.
Strong awareness and command of academic

style/register.

The overall structure is effective and
appropriate to task.
Paragraphs/sections are clear, logically
constructed and appropriate inlength.
The workis cohesive throughout.

STRUCTURE
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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 mo
material. Logical
consistent relevance:
examples and data.
Fluent presentation.
Well-structured arguments.
Some excellent work, but not fully
developed Solid understanding of the

topic/assessment task
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High Merit (14-16)

Clearand critical focus on the question/taskis 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.

Clearawareness 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 anc
Biology essay criteria 13-12/11

Biology

Mark

Criteria

12-13

Satisfactory: work characterised by
Tendency tobe descriptive.

Some evidence of reading within module
material. Some use of examples and da>ta?

Coherently structured and presented:

Evidence of argument:
Some good quality work.
Reasonable understanding of the

topic/assessment task.
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Low Merit (11-13)

Clearattempt 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 academicstyle/register.

The overall structure is confused in places.
Some paragraphs/sections are poorly organized.
There is a lack of cohesionin places.
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Comparison of ELT and School of
Management criteria

* |ll-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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Essays, Reports and other Qualitative Assessments

Mark

Result

Criteria

Oepiries ard wit bnfes evidercr o undemlanding, bmcicg lowards arn
arowens that o inooberecl, breevant or roc-exniel

Pans  [Heloree  Kimdsra

Perlzimaror sebalaraa by below rapecied Masses krvel bome beowiedge oz
vnsenlanding b svicer!, bl amewer b Fardal o nedecuedis; may be in
wamirmary =r it form ey

Girguale pedormarce. Araser oreets all relevars madenial bod Zesopts
rithar than sxplmatore. Urnreflectier seproduction <of echues and bk
readingL Lete snaknn. Eeatrenly coterant of bop ens; e coberen? e Sotiom
pre.

Perlormance b oo fo sy poadl A clear urdenfmcicgal materid. Sogrenh
InZiattee arveer. Wel-Erochured ard coberert argumert Arferasoes pacesd
bk rescicgn. Upper =g incheies ofScal arshnb. Lower erd exhibils only
rminor fliews in sinectur e, or unclesr brkage of cscephi.

Paas  Disbindion

Lazzilest zerbarmance. Indudn ordical arabnh ol coue masetia, edgenoe of
wids rescing, and Sorcugh srcencdandirg of subjec! matter. Cogert, well-
wridtar arg iclegrefes armsens, whidh it man poicis Wit ascellact
paarmples. Drigral gt ot B Sop el

Assessment Guidelines/Marking Structure:
Technical Reports and Analysis and other Quantitative Assessments

Mark ] Result Criteria
18 L-TM Vail Technizally ur scxep bal e or with verp poor bectnical
wiek, vy 1850 elfor! ans ledo endendanding
r-11 32 -3T% Pana ‘Waak {echrizal coeerage, bl acslansbcon, somae
EeEmawati
1¥-13 L2 w20 =559 Pana Pardal smwwer, ranorable siructore ard explanatian
LY=EE — 59N Armarabls erderstanding of # e bechnical s with
no wrioes s N Gechnical spzleatan
18 =18 L4 = B - B3 Pais Good  ammer. & good urdenberding of  the
LS = B4 - BEN Sheorabical and echnical Svvm with deee afiuciurs
LE= Ei'K - B ard provenisfior. Zome omasior ard explar et b
borwme s,
17-12 L= T - T Paia fOSrctian Complets anwwer, thaary simeciuied ans explairmd
LS = BT - B, with pao2 praanfation ard relerercsme
L9 = TP - T
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School of Management

fisessad Coursawork Feedback Farm
I CHDUALE CODE & TITLE;
| STUDENT D
Assignment nambear:
% of averall etk Tor madile;
Pemnalties for late submission: Days late = Penalty Points =
Fire Mavk
Performancoe against assessment criterla
Wy Good Veary Pagr
Evidence of preparation I3 B C i) E
Ability va diline and discuiss key & B C K] E
cancegs, and apgly theory & ifess
Structure ared clanty & B C ] E
Studens Value Added: & B C K] E

i3 E FETalve, Argumesis B )
Freadaeg by 0 Toslere bepons dencribiag ohe crees T erprees

Orverall camments

Mame of assessor:

Marking Scale

The dgdiorad g Marking Seale s adegied b sl e b asisemenss and saminatian,

17 = 30 = Fam with DhtincHion
T=0k= Pma
1- & =Fall

Flease more thal ihe mark pueraed reTects sveval penameanns o the asesmenl,
TP HRSEEM e ¢ IR TR 80T 0 R F7 RETe niea e SAITTOAO ReSannd O AR SRR ApRAS Bl

R ooy L
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Assignment: Critical Book Review
# gl overall mark Tor madule: 25%
Papalies lor late submission: Daye late = Pemalty Paints =

Finol Merk
Performance againit assessment criteria
20-17 16-13  1X-§ §-5 d-0

I& there & strang QRELing
statement? O O O O O

I& there & good and evidence-based

sumimary af the boak’s key points? O O O O O

Are the book's main points/arguments
understond? O O O 0O O

Is the reviewsed material
addpEsied and poditioned lagically? O O O O O

Are linkages made pelyeen

the baak’s material and broader Baues

ang questions? D D D D D

Has there bean an attempl Lo evaluate

the baak™s contribution to knowledge? O O O O O
Is there & good level of critical

enpagement with, and evaluation af,
the book’s arguments ¥ ] Ll O Ll O

I& there evidence of original and

indegenden thinking? O] L] O L] O
I& the writing style of a good standard? O O O O O

I§ the presentation, spelling. grammar,
ang punctuation of a gaod standard? O O O O O

1§ there & chosing statementy canclusion
that adds value? O O O O O



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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