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Overview

The Bachelor of Education (B.Ed.) (Honourslegree is a four year degree in primary
education run by the Department of Childhood anch&y Studies. Completion of the degree
leads to a teaching qualification in primary (elemaey) education. The degree was
revalidated in 2004 to incorporate Personal Develp Planning (PDP) as a core
component throughout the four years. The purpotheoPDP was to enhance the coherence
of the student learning experience by integratie@ted work from modules across the
course. In the revalidated course, PDP involvedestis keeping a paper-based ‘Progress
File’ to document their achievements and develognmaeds and to reflect across their
professional, academic and personal developmenrtnatersity. Progress File activities
include keeping records of coursework and assedsmiting a ‘reflective log’ where
students make on-going entries across any topgwemt they wish to record and explore (e.qg.
an experience and what they have learned frontat)ying out an audit of professional or
personal skills; the development of action pland anCV. The Progress File provides an
evidence-base that students can draw on for aseatswork. See Table 1 for more
information on Progress File activities. The modkekupport for PDP is to provide greater
scaffolding in the early stages of the degree wsitidents expected to adopt increasing
responsibility as they progress. Maintaining a rdcof development is essential for
professional registration and subsequent Contifretessional Development (CPD). Hence
PDP is particularly important in teacher education.

The integration of e-supported PDP within the Bedgramme, as piloted in the Childhood
and Primary Studies project, is having a far raagleiffect on other modules in the B Ed and
beyond. This has inspired a new pilot within th&® 1 Educational and Professional Studies
module ‘Learners and Learning’, provided by the &&pent of Educational and Professional
Studies. A radical redesign of student coursewaskd was implemented in this module
throughout the year 2006-7. The traditional B Edducational and Professional Studies
module ‘Learners and Learning’ was a 20 lecturesmaccommodating around 170 students.
Assessment included 10 sets of independent stusls téeach set contained a series of
independent study tasks and resulting tutorialviigts). Formative assessment include
informal assessment of student portfolios while mative assessment incorporated one end
of year exam comprising 50 multiple choice questiand one ‘seen’ article to be critically
analysed.

Drivers for Change for ED111

As a result of analysis of student end of year n®dualuations and anecdotal evidence from
staff, the director of the ED111 course had becamare of the extent to which student
engagement in the course was variable, that heseadack of standardisation in approaches
to formative assessment of student portfolios bff sind students alike and that there existed
a mismatch between tasks associated with coursegdscand the final summative exam.
Resolving to address these concerns, and awarmsfod educational and government bodies
worldwide to promote the implementation of formatassessment strategies and effective
use of e-technology in higher education, he andh@nenember of the course team embarked
on an action research project which was intendguideide answers to the underlying
questions, “How can we change the assessaystém to improve the student learning
experience? How can we modify the learning enviremrd and How can we offer timely,
high-quality feedback to support student learnind angagement?

The module under consideration had been designeelpostudents, in the first year of a four-
year degree course, develop understandings ofrtieegses of learning and also to help them
develop insights and sensitivity to the needs afrlers, including themselves. Students were
expected to be able to demonstrate their undeiisgod various explanations of learning and
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development processes and they were required toalde to use well-recognised
psychological and sociological literature as a $dsr developing their own thinking and
practice.

The original course was organised around a weeadyute programme, supplemented by
fortnightly tutorials. The entire cohort of studern(tl70, in 2006-7) was divided into eight
tutor-led groups which met to discuss independtamtystasks related to the lecture content.
These tasks were normally based on readings chmystre lecturers. Students were asked to
prepare these in advance of the tutorials and iatea a portfolio detailing their individual
responses. This portfolio was subjected to inforfoahative assessment by tutors at the end
of the first semester. However, there were no blespecified mechanisms which allowed
course tutors to ensure that all students wergedgtengaged in developing understanding of
course materials and there was wide variation betwee methods of scrutiny adopted by the
tutors, and between student engagement - as eeiddnycthe contents of the portfolios. Some
students produced lengthy, multiple responses #mero very little. It was agreed that this
method was largely ineffective in motivating stueto engage with course materials, and
that it was necessary to find other approachesawitoring student input. The decision was
made to remove the previous formative assessmantatal investigate alternative methods of
maintaining student portfolios and to consider lamgrall student engagement in tasks could
be improved.

As course coordinator Magnus Ross noted,
Interestingly the enthusiasm of the tutor team, Wiele staff team, tutors and
lecturers, to take this forward is probably in ifse fairly convincing bit of evidence
suggesting their own recognition that whatever leamgd we needed to do something
to improve where we were at before.

Aims of current intervention

In Phase 1, the e-portfolio was supplementary ® BDP work; Phase 2 aimed for a
transformation of the B.Ed. 1 learning experienaéh e-portfolio use being built in to
programmed activities across all B.Ed. 1 modulés aim of the intervention was to evaluate
the extent to which a peer based approach to forenassessment could improve the quality
of student engagement with the module materiajestureflection and self-regulation and
whether ultimately this would produce an improvemen eventual performance in the
module as a whole. Course leaders Magnus Ross aamy Melsh were interested in
improving the nature of the first year experiengddzilitating the development of reflective
practitioner skills earlier in the course than thst experience had suggested was the norm.
They felt that students from previous cohorts galhehad not demonstrated a high level of
reflective practitioner skill until much later on their undergraduate programme. The goal
was that by developing these reflective skills ateay early stage in their undergraduate
programme, students would be able to take much mbsn active responsibility for their
own learning from an early stage and that thereldvba additional benefits in terms of the
efficiency and effectiveness of the delivery of toeirse.

Method

In a significant redesign of activities in this nubel PebblePad was used to aid the
management and effectiveness of a series of interi&l group work tasks conducted
by tutorial subgroups. This facilitated collabovatiprocesses and time on task in a
staged way throughout the module, provided incitasm®d more timely feedback
through peer processes and sample tutor feedbatpech students to create their
personal portfolio electronic management, and reduna redistribute tutor workload.
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The Technology

After extensive investigation a technology was «el@ to support the implementation of
these objectives. PebblePad is a user-friendly-lvesded e-portfolio that students can use to
store, organise and share resources and informati@ted by them or sourced externally. A
key feature of PebblePad is that the student igptetely in control of the portfolio contents
and can determine who has access to each resawichoav they are shared. It also has
communication tools and formats that when used ggpiately can support reflection (e.qg.
students can annotate their own and each othessurees with reflective comments, there
are formats for carrying out skills audits, actiplans). Hence this tool has significant
functionality to support self-managed learningf seld peer assessment and interaction and
dialogue with peers and tutors.

This software is produced by Pebble Learning basdte University of Wolverhampton. It
was decided to use their externally hosted Pebblefavice in the short term rather than
develop local hosting at the University Strathclyiore time would have been required to
install and host the software on local serverseibd hosting gave time to evaluate the
product during Phase 1 of the pilot. For furthefoimation about this tool see:
http://www.pebblelearning.co.uk.

PebblePad training was offered to students, arif] atethe beginning of the year. Technical
support and advice was provided, throughout ther,ybg a Teaching and Learning
Technology Adviser employed by REAP. Students weteoduced to the procedures
involved as an integral part of Professional Depsient Portfolio (PDP) provision
throughout the BEd degree. It was also thoughtiylikkat students would be expected to
utilise the technology in several different are&sheir work as it became embedded in the
delivery of other modules during the four yearstlodir degree programme. Students are
currently required to maintain personal records esftections, as sets of assets, brought
together on PebblePad. They are encouraged tseutiisets generated for other parts of the
course to contribute to any aggregation and sharirassets relating to the specific seminar
tasks set.

Pedagogy

The previous programme of course work tasks wasfulfy rethought and restructured to
create a more streamlined progression of tasksughkut the year. A scaffolded,
collaborative methodology was devised which wouddsbipported by the e-portfolio system
PebblePad for peer sharing and feedback. Trainag provided to the 8 module tutors and
practical step by step guides produced for staff stadents. Under the new model, which
began operation in September 2006, the studenttceas divided further into ‘sub-groups’
with a maximum of five students per sub-group, gsirsimple formula which can be applied
to any number of students. Membership of each sabpgwas assigned at random, but was
identical to sub-groups created in other courseutesd Students were instructed to work
together, in these sub-groups, on module activitidse ED111 project team, with the
assistance of the REAP team, identified 5 ‘leagmmlestone’ points during the year at each
of which students should be able to demonstratettiey had developed specific theoretical
insights and understandings. A ‘Core Task’ was dased with each of these and the
resulting core tasks became the focus of peer gemiiities. These core tasks became
progressively more difficult during the academiaryeAs Magnus explained,

From the five learning milestones, it was then latieely short step to thinking about
these learning milestones in association with taBks had to be done to demonstrate
achievement up to the point of each milestone h8bthen provided us if you like
with the framework for our formative assessmerdtsgy. When we looked closely at
the lecture programme as we had planned it, it elear that we could actually insert
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these milestones at the end of certain blocksat@iles. The next bit of the exercise
was to think of how are we were really going toamplish this? There was no way
that we wanted to replace some over-burdensome dbtotor based assessment and
that in any case wouldn’t have been consistent withwhole aim for the thing and
because we wanted to involve the students andiggre responsibility for their own
learning, we thought about how we could get themsgess for themselves on a peer
based system the extent to which they were actumdhjieving the learning
milestones.

Each student was invited to post his/her individeaponse to the core task to the e-portfolio
environment to be shared with other sub-group mesnbéo were encouraged to offer
feedback to their peers. At this stage only stuslent each sub-group could view the
responses received for that group. Following pesessment of individual responses, the sub-
group worked together, either face to face, orqushe e-portfolio environment, to create a
synthesis response which addressed the core taskgioup response was then posted to the
e-portfolio environment where it was subjecteddgedback from the course tutor who, until
this point, had been unable to view the respori@@oughout the year each student, in turn,
assumed responsibility for collating, and postitfte group synthesis response to the e-
portfolio environment.

After sub-group submissions were received, tutordettook to offer feedback to one sub-
group only within a timescale of one week. Whemn tilitor posted his/her feedback this, and
the response on which it was based, was postedl tght sub-groups within each tutor
group, so that students might measure their indalicind group responses against the one
receiving feedback with the aim of identifying gapsachievement between their response
and that one. Tutors ensured that each sub-graepves tutor feedback once during the year
and this response was to support students in dobighe various learning milestones.
Independent study reading tasks and questions iassbcwith each lecture input also
continued to be set. Opportunities for tutor suppordealing with independent study tasks
and for individual peer groups to work towards theore tasks was available in tutorials.
Each student was required to assume responsiliditycollating and posting the group
response on one occasion during the year. Thismaéan submitting the group response to
the e-portfolio environment, before midnight, o #torrect date, as the ‘gateway’ to which
each group response was submitted was locked atitathaat midnight, after which time no
further responses could be posted.

The entire module was re-designed:

Activity Previous model New model
Lectures 20 20
Tutorials 10 8
Independent study tasks 10 sets (each set contained

series of independent study
tasks and resulting tutorial

activities)
Group study tasks 0 5 ‘learning milestones’
Assessment Formative: Informal Formative: Peer and self
assessment of student assessment of each learning
portfolios milestone. Supplemented by

Summative: 1 end of year | feedback from tutors.

exam comprising 50 multiple Summative: 1 end of year
choice questions and one | exam comprising 50 multiple
‘seen’ article to be critically | choice questions and one
analysed ‘seen’ article to be critically
analysed
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Evaluation Methodology

Qualitative anecdotal evidence was collated fromrs® leader interviews, tutor and student
focus groups, thelLearners and Learning Student Questionnaire (LLSQ) and the
Assessment Feedback Experience Questionnaif®@FEQ) Class grades averages and
progression rates were compared across cohorse$sions 2005-6 and 2006-7.

Course redesign in relation to David Nicol's 7 Prigiples of good feedback practice &
Gibbs & Simpson'’s first 4 conditions of good assesgnt practice

Principle 1: Helps clarify what good performance is(goals, criteria, expected

standards)

ExIpicit criteria

It was intended that students would receive an gi@wf a reflective log entry and a tutorial
on reflective writing. Students would then be fteewrite this in a format that suited them.
Students would receive a benchmark audit templadeeaemplar, and complete a complete a
‘benchmark audit for formative assessment’, ratingmselves against professional criteria
for Initial Teacher Education. Students were atsaetceive a key skills audit template and
exemplar and complete a key skills audit for foineaself assessment. Students could use
PebblePad formats to record on-going developmewarts these standards, based on
information released electronically by the tutoheTPebblePad ‘action plan’ takes students
step by step through the process of creating daraptan and also includes a useful SWOT
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threatk) too

However, given the time constraints and demandispliementing a new innovation, another
recognised approach, using a criteria sheet, wahefally crafted performance-level

indicators, devised by a member of the course wamadopted. This provided students with
a simple guide to evaluating the progress of pdeash of the core tasks were tied to a
separate theme corresponding to each lecture blduks the learning criteria were variable
between tasks and it was the responsibility of eatdr to set appropriate criteria for each of
these. However as Magnus pointed out, the tutore wmevided with guidelines regarding the
broad aims of the new course structure in termthefincremental progression of tasks, so
that some consistency in the objectives could Ipenconicated to students. As he described,

We shared with them our intentions on how we sawwhole pattern of the year
because again one of the things that we felt hadeen done effectively before was to
have everybody involved in the module sufficianttiimned to see what the module as a
whole. ... Staff had started to make the links ferdtudents and make them explicit in
the guidance that was given to students in the task with criteria provided both to
students and staff for dealing with these coredaskhat was something that had not
happened before but the staff very, very happibpecated in providing that kind of
guidance.

Course leader Mary Welsh added that

| think cooperation at the staff group paved theyvia development of appropriate
criteria because clearly once they had bought tleion that there was an

incremental development envisaged for the corestagkwas up to them to develop
whatever criteria for their own tasks.
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Goal formation (proximal and distal)

It was also envisaged that PebblePad would enaskopal development towards key skills
or other personal goals to be recorded in the sameas reflective log items. The course
coordinators felt that were clear benefits to hguine students work in randomly selected
peer groups in order to facilitate their profesaiodevelopment and link the pedagogical
benefits to career goals, making the learning m®crore relevant to them and ultimately
associating student’s proximal goals with theitaligoals. As Magnus explained,

It's very strongly built in to the process thatitheshould be outcomes that are very,
very relevant for their professional future and fessional lives. It's one of the

things that we were so delighted about becauseavegis the opportunity to do

that. For example the peer group working situati®one that they will have to do.

In their professional life, they will have to leata work with other people, other

people who have not necessarily been chosen by tbebe friends but other

professional colleagues and there’s a great resoraof that in what we do with

them. So the social dimension of it, the group wgrkthe learning to lead a group,

learning to be a part of a group because the way rotate the process for

submissions in the task means that every individnathe group gets the

opportunity to take the leadership role and actyathkes responsibility for

coordinating the work of that little group. Evertudent will have the opportunity

for making it work and actually making sure thagyhcan bring people together
and actually bring the submissions in, having reslaility for the progress of that

within each individual group. So that’s all buitt and it's all very, very relevant to

their future professional life.

Expected standards

Magnus summed up the key change this year in oeldad the explicit expectations placed
upon the students in the following way,

I think the process has undoubtedly helped. Whhagad helped to do is make it
much more explicit to them that thgelf regulation]is an expectation. Instead of
bringing them in and playing a very softly, softlyproach, kind of hiding it away
from them. What we have done in the past is we bamwetimes preached this
message to them that we want them to take respdgsitr their learning but we
haven't actually structured the learning in suchwvay as to actually make that
explicit and said well that's what actually makéatt happen. Now, that's one of
the things we’ve consciously done because we'veniptsaid to them this is what
being on the course is about, it's about becomirigagher, it's about becoming a
reflective practitioner. We've actually embeddedttin the methodology of the
teaching and learning approach right from day one.

Student and tutor perspective on goals, criteria ath expected standards

Student focus group responses suggested that udenss were in favour of the idea of
working together in peer groups with other studénés they have not previously known and
were keen to relate in academic and professionalegts. However they did indicate that
they felt that there was a degree of inconsistdmtween tutor criteria for tasks and that they
sometimes found it difficult to relate the task eratl to the classroom context. They also
expressed that while they welcomed the idea of imgrlautonomously, they felt that the
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scaffolding was not strong enough to support thethis in the early stages of their academic
development particularly in terms of making linkstween different course components.

Tutor focus group discussions indicated that tutieds that the students understood the
requirement of the core tasks but they reinfordeldoncerns of the students regarding the
ability of the students to link the learning goalsthe lecture material to those of the core
tasks. There was some suggestion that the wayrtiege of the core tasks was explained to
students could be improved upon. However in contaghe students’ lack of confidence in
their ability to be self-regulatory, there was ageption among the tutors that the students on
this course were much further ahead of other stad@ven in higher level year groups in
terms of autonomous learning.

Student LLSQ responses reinforced focus groupsdsgons suggesting that there has been
some variability between tutor groups in relatian the clarity of criteria with 37.4%
responding that they felt that the criteria hadnbelear and 31.3% suggesting that it had been
less than clear in advance of markikgg(re 1A. Results from the AFEQ support these
findings. 34% of respondents felt that it was cleathem what they should be doing, 39%
did not. 31% of students indicated in the AFEQ tthat criteria used in marking had been
clear to them in advance while 45% disagrdedure 1B. AFEQ responses also suggested
that student understanding of how tasks should dréopmed is derived from their peers
(89%) and their own reflection and initiative (79%ightly more than from staff guidance
(60%) Figure 10

Figure 1A: Student LLSQ responses to the clarity o€riteria prior to marking
Question 24

40

30

20

31.3%

Number of students

10
8.7%
0 T T T T T
strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly
disagree

The criteria used in marking have been clearinadv  ance

Figure 1B: Student AFEQ responses to the clarity ofriteria prior to marking

Question 13 & 27
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30 1
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O It was clear to me what work | should be doing

B The criterai used in marking have been clear to me in advance
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Figure 1C: Student AFEQ responses to origin of undstanding of tasks

Question 1b-e
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My understanding of how to do the tasks came from

‘ @ Teaching staff @ Peers 0O Working it out myself O Sources outside the course ‘

The area of inconsistency between individual maykiriteria within the larger framework of
standardised criteria was acknowledged by the edeeders as being an issue that they had
already identified and had formulated plans to aslin course re-engineering development
plans. These plans include the intention to tieheafcthe tutorials more specifically to the
core tasks. As Magnus illustrated,

The staffed tutorials next year will be very, vetyongly geared towards the core
tasks that are due to be submitted the followinglwé he tutorial will be the week
before the submission date so that there will beequence within the pattern of
things on the block of lectures that’'s coming toead. On the second last meeting of
that block of lectures there will be a support tigband | want to gear that much
more closely towards supporting and completing ttaae task so that they will feel
better prepared.

This planned revision to the redesign is likely dontribute towards more perceived

consistency in criteria provision across tutoriedups in subsequent iterations of the course
redesign.

Principle 2: Facilitates the development of self-agssment (reflection in learning)

A key feature of PebblePad is that the studentoimptetely in control of the portfolio
contents and can determine who has access to esatirce and how they are shared. It also
has communication tools and formats that when wgmgatopriately can support reflection
(e.g. students can annotate their own and eachsotiesources with reflective comments,
there are formats for carrying out skills auditstian plans). Hence this tool has significant
functionality to support self-managed learningf seld peer assessment and interaction and
dialogue with peers and tutors.

To maximise effectiveness, tutor feedback was plexvito only one sub-group in a tutor’s
class for each Core Task submission. Different gnaups were identified as the focus for
tutor feedback for each Core Task. Students wee thvited to participate in further peer
analysis and interpretation of both the submissiod its feedback to encourage development
of professional reflective skills applied to theiwn work
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Mary expanded on the provision of opportunity ftwdents to self-reflect by emphasising
that,

It's done the same way each time for each core saskve would hope that they
would reflect before they post an individual taskl ahen reflect again before they do
the group posting and then reflect again when theygot the final stage feedback
from the tutor. That's supposed to have encourdgedh and we did say that to them,
we did want them to go back and close the loop dinggback to see what the
difference was.

It was recognised that, in order for students teeti® self-regulation and associated
improvements in learning and achievement, they Ishba provided with opportunities to
practice self assessment. In order to facilitai® $ubmission of core tasks to the e-portfolio
environment happened over two stages. First ofséllidents were required to post their
personal response to the core task to the e-portéylstem, for scrutiny and feedback by
peers, before individual responses were synthesispbvide the group response. Core tasks
were issued at least four weeks before the subonistate for the group task and students
were free to offer feedback to sub-group peersnduthis period. Students were given
training in use of the “Two Stars and a Wish” ®gst and were advised that this was
appropriate for learners at all stages. Student® \able thus to self-assess their personal
response, identifying strengths and weaknessemsaghose posted by other members of the
sub-group. It was hoped this would lead to in-depliibcussion of the issue under
consideration and facilitate deep, rather thanasexf learning. In the second stage of the
process the sub-group met, face to face or ontmeynthesise their group response from
those posted. Again, the “Two Stars and a Wishétegy was recommended to promote
discussion between sub-group members and allow wmide selected for inclusion in the
group portfolio submission.

Although the self-assessment was a key elemerttardésign of individual submissions to
group tasks, there was some difficulty in estabtiglwhether students were completing this
stage in their learning activity as Mary cautioned,

| think it is really quite crucial that they go and they use the final stages of it once
the tutor feedback is there, that should be their thpportunity to use the final stage
of their own measuring up of individual personalridng against what the group did
and what the tutor said. That is in theory whasigpposed to happen and it's very,
very important. The problem with that is that thaywit is structured, we actually
don’t in all honesty have a way of monitoring tfiaal stage. Now | suppose that is
like the final stage in the learning process thdtimately they have complete
responsibility for but we can’t be responsible floem doing it.

Thus while the private space facility offered byoBlePad is in theory a valuable tool for the
promotion of self-regulation, in practice not allugents may take advantage of the
opportunity. However students also had the oppdptuo self-assess by comparing their
performance with their peers. The original piecevofk and feedback comments that they
got as a small group were made available to allsthall groups in that tutor’'s group and
some tutors gave students the opportunity to déseash groups’ feedback in class.

Student/Tutor Perspective on Self-assessment in tigeoup task process

Peer feedback was felt by the tutors in the staffi§ group to have a very instrumental role in
the learning experience of the students. A padicultor described staff feedback as
requiring less active engagement than peer feediadkhat although it generally takes first
year students a while to appreciate the processrefiection and debate inspired by peer
processes are much more valuable to the studetsiirect staff feedback.

SU - Department of Educational & Professional Studies - ED111 Page 12 of 37



REAP Pilot Projects - Case Study Report - June 2007 http://www.reap.ac.uk

Students in the focus group indicated that thelytfelt they may have benefited more from
more individual feedback in order to maximise retilen. Whilst staff and students had raised
concerns about group work on the module, questiommiata revealed that 72% of students
believe the group tasks supported their learniigufe 2A and 75% that the individual work
had supported their learningigure 2B. Indeed the response patterns for these two iqusst
were remarkably similar.

Figure 2A: Student questionnaire responses to howeill they felt group tasks supported
their learning
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Figure 2B: Student questionnaire responses to howeN they felt individual tasks
supported their learning
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A number of students in the focus group had nobyag the experience, largely due to the
‘loafing’ of some students, while other studentgavearrying the workload for the whole
group. Although there was considerable supporttferidea of working in groups in general,
the success of the group process significantly widgd on cooperation of all of the members.
There was substantial concern expressed aboustbe dbf social loafing, where some group
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members felt that they had contributed most ofabek with others taking the same credit for
little or no investment in terms of time or effoffs one student noted,

if you are in a group where there’s a few peopl@wbn’t pull their weight then they
can go on there and look at your work that youperg hours trying to do and
basically they can get that information in two mesi and that can be quite
frustrating

47% of students who filled in the student questarendisagreed that all students in their
subgroup had contributed work in the group taskgure 2Q.

Figure 2C: Student questionnaire responses to howunh they felt that all of the
students in their subgroup had contributed to tasks

Question 20

40

30

2
=
[}
=}
=}
@
S 20
8 28.7%
2 23.48% 23.48%
10 18.26%
6.09%
0 T T T T T
strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly
disagree
All students in my subgroup contributed work to the group tasks

Students in the focus group expressed a clearrprafe for a change of process to one in
which their individual submissions would be mongdrby staff in order to avoid social
loafing. In responses to the notion of direct imndiial tutor feedback, one student claimed
that,

I would be a lot more motivated and have a lot nabree and enthusiasm to actually
get it right and do it to the best of my abilitydaeven though | do it within a group,
it's different when it's not being recognized asiagividual's work. .

Student focus group participants expressed thgtwloelld be open to staff monitoring group
work activities to counteract the non participatadrgroup members. Open ended items posed
in the Learners and Learning Student Questionmamgarding the most and least beneficial
aspects of the experience suggested that therébenayneed to revise the group work core
tasks. Whilst students accepted the importanceraofipg work, they felt that more staff
monitoring was required to ensure against socaing. For example,

The tutor should have more access to all group neeshtwork, even if it just to
attach individual contributions to the group task that it can be checked to ensure
everyone contributed.

71% of students agreed in the questionnaire tladt sthould monitor group work activities
(Figure 2D and 64% agreed that marks should be awardednftividual contributions
(Figure 2B.
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Figure 2D: Student questionnaire responses to howaey felt about tutor monitoring of
their group work activities
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Figure2E: Student questionnaire responses to whethenarks should be awarded for
individual contributions to group tasks
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Despite concerns raised by students in the opeeeegdestionnaire items and in the focus
group, quantitative results showed that group weak viewed as one of the positive aspects
of the course. Positive comments were often qedlifby recognition that the positive
experience relied upon having a ‘good’ group whallemembers contributed. The group
work was described as well organised, challengmd) enjoyable, and a common reason for
the positive view of group work was the abilitydloare ideas and clarify understanding with
peers. For example,

Group work was the best aspect, as long as theeandgrolup contributed.
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Principle 3: Delivers high quality information to students about their learning

Course leaders have adopted a blended learningoagprto providing high quality
information to their students about learning. Asgilias clarifies,

It is the blended learning approach. It's the $ydis of the face to face lecture with
the electronic learning environment, with the etfmwio, with the staff seminar contact.

It's that blend of all these that come to togeth@renhance the personal learning

experience of each student. But the whole notiairewtalking about the student

experience, even at the first year level for brarv students, the value of this is
inestimable, the huge value of the face to faceaobrthat the students have. Now one
of the things that | think our particular blend féates, is that you actually give them

more time, the students have more time than thewyhad before in which they can use
the face to face contact time because they'vehistavailable. We are not impinging

on most of their Friday 10-12 slots at all so tlaeyually have a very much more useful
chunk of time that they can use themselves anddwwership of themselves to develop
that aspect of their skills. It emphasises if yiae Wwhat we were saying to them about
how this becomes more and more crucial and we dal ve do more of that at the

beginning.

During the third stage of the core task procesb;ggaups received feedback from tutors
which aimed to support and develop self-regulabigroffering a more in-depth evaluation of

the response to the core task. External feedbagklied by students, but in order for it to be
successful in developing understanding, it is vitat external feedback is delivered in a
timely manner, close to submission of the respossethat students can take action to
improve performance. Tutors undertook to offer fesak to one sub-group within one week
of the group submission and this was accomplisteckpt on one occasion when staff illness
meant that one tutor response was three days\vidten tutor feedback was posted this was
made available to the entire tutor group and stisderere advised to check their individual

and group responses against the response selectegdback on that occasion.

When posting tutor feedback to the e-portfolio egsistaff were asked to re-visit the success
criteria for the core task, but, in order to endhia students really understood tutor feedback,
tutors were invited also to discuss their commemt®ach task, with the whole tutor group,

during tutorials following submission. Furthermotecturers who devised core tasks also
offered written advice to tutors so that some saagidation of response might be achieved.
Tutor responses to each group remained online Herremainder of the course so that

students might re-visit them if desired.

Module leaders stressed the benefits of studenwag timely feedback but did recognise

that future iterations of the course may requiczaased opportunities to resubmit work once
feedback had been received. Formative feedbackveadysupplied as it was felt that it would

be more constructive than summative for the purpdggoviding students with a means of

progressions. As Mary suggested,

No matter where they are, the feedback is alwaye tabgive them a way of moving
forward.

It was noted in the tutor focus group that moreeesive direct feedback was available to
students this year because there is less to markithprevious years when it was more a case
of checking that the work had been done than pmogidonstructive formative feedback.
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Student Perspective on Written Tutor Feedback

Results from the LLSQ revealed that 62% found thitem feedback from tutors helpful
(Figure 3A. However responses from the AFEQ suggest that ity have benefited from
more explicit feedback on performance on tasks witly 16% feeling that they had had a
clear idea of their performance on taskgy(re 3B and more students gained understanding
from peer feedback and reflection than from tu{éigure 3C).

Figure 3A: Student LLSQ responses to helpfulness dfitor written feedback

60

50

40

30

20

Number of students

10

Question 12
50.0%

=2

15.79%
12.28% 263%

T T T T T

strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly
disagree

| found the written feedback from tutors helpful

Figure 3B: Student AFEQ responses to
helpfulness of tutor written feedback

Figure 3C: Student AFEQ responses to
helpfulness of tutor written feedback
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These results may have been due to students’ prefeffor supplementary verbal feedback to
provide further clarification of feedback on taskd% of students who responded on the
AFEQ felt that they would have benefited from maletailed comments on their work
(Figure 3D), which may have reflected the groupeathan individual feedback and 89% felt
that they would have benefited from discussion gdaate their written feedback (Figure 3E).
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Figure 3D: Student AFEQ responses to Figure 3E: Student AFEQ responses to
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Principle 4: Encourages teacher and peer dialoguaeund learning

Tutor/peer discussions

Staffed tutorials offer students regular opportesito discuss ideas with both peers and staff
with some tutors opting to seat students in theigsoups during the tutorial session.
However staff would provide only one sub-group faesk with feedback on their task in order
to facilitate greater peer dialogue around learnamgl to increase self-regulation. The
dialogue between students and tutors in tutorgald,the use of the e-portfolio system to store
submissions and responses, allowed participanengage in meaningful discussion which
developed deep, rather than surface, learning.e8tadvere able to develop understanding
further by exploring alternative perspectives anddscussing feedback that they found
helpful. Comments that were thought helpful by s@nalents were sometimes regarded as
unhelpful by others, and the resulting discussitowed for further investigation, not only of
the issue, but of the impact of evaluation on sttsleStudents were encouraged also to
develop metacognitive skills through this dialogwéhile there has not been a high degree of
correlation this year between tutorial content eok tasks, Magnus and Mary plan to reduce
the present format of eight tutorials with six ctask clearly related to tutorials next year.

Individual Tutor Dialogue

Staff on the course have made every effort to nlagmselves available for students to come
and see them in person to seek feedback on botlemizand non-academic issues and this
has always been the case. However, there may hesre &n additional benefit from the
redesign in terms of students’ willingness to tagehis opportunity. As Magnus explained,

If we are looking at a system, a particular bleridearning that was designed in
order to encourage them to take a greater respalitgitbor their own learning
then if we are succeeding in any degree at all &lpimg them to take
responsibility for their own learning then they shibat the same time as a sort
of spin off from that become more confident indigld and more willing to
approach tutors and | think there is at least sanecdotal evidence to suggest
that they are less intimidated than previously.. &kperience in the past has
been that first year students are terribly intintield by university and university
staff and they don’t want to put their heads up &ndck on somebody’s door
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and | think that it maybe has helped them in th#tm not surprised at that
because if it's achieving making them more indepahdn their learning it
should be an automatic outcome, that they will beremassertive and
demonstrate more skills in personal contact.

Student/Tutor Perspective on Tutor Dialogue

Discussions from the staff focus group suggested ih students experience particular

difficulties, tutors took action such as going ogpecific topics in the next tutorial or took

advice from the lecturer about how to answer aifipepiery, but they could not access each
other's feedback in order to ascertain informatimmout general problems of student
understanding. This was an area that the tutore ween to expand as they indicated that
they could utilize such a resource to deliver teeddeedback to students.

Students in the focus group felt that tutor fee#tiache tutorials was a useful way in which
to interact with staff given the time constraints them that may reduce the opportunity to
make set appointments with them. They also felt thay could benefit from the indirect
feedback through the chosen sub-group feedback. Was considered to have mixed costs
and benefits. It was felt to be quite useful toeh&w work out how to apply other people’s
feedback to their own work in terms of forcing théonthink about it. There was a strong
general preference for tutor feedback because eflgliel of expertise. However, in the
absence of tutor feedback, peer support was lamgelgomed since students did not want to
feel that they were entirely on their own with thieiarning. Results from the LLSQ revealed
that 72% found the spoken feedback from tutors fokelfFigure 4A. As students only
received feedback as a group during the moduldf atel evaluators were interested in
investigating whether this had been sufficientdiudents. Quantitative Likert scale responses
on the student questionnaire showed that 50% dEsts agreed that the group feedback they
received was relevant to their own woBRigure 4B.

Figure 4A: Student LLSQ responses to helpfulness aéitor spoken feedback

Question 13
60
50
2]
S 40
()
=}
2
"
S 30
g 48.25%
2 20
23.68%
7 14.91%
7.02% 6.14%
0 T T T T T
strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly
disagree

| found the spoken feedback from tutors helpful

SU - Department of Educational & Professional Studies - ED111 Page 19 of 37



REAP Pilot Projects - Case Study Report - June 2007 http://www.reap.ac.uk

Figure 4B: Student LLSQ responses to relevance oéédback to their own work
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In the open ended LLSQ items, many students listextials as one of the positive aspects of
the course. The main factors for a positive tutoeigperience appear to be helpfulness,
friendliness, approachability and enthusiasm oftther, clarification of lecture material in
tutorials and the interesting content. One stu@ésd mentioned that the tutor had prepared
the class well for the exam. Typical statementhiohed,

Tutors are excited and enthusiastic while beingrappghable.

A number of students also commented on their pesigixperience of the course leaders.
They were described as friendly, approachable, éathusiastic and supportive. There were
also some comments regarding staff in general, were described similarly as
approachable, friendly, helpful and enthusiastar. éxample,

The enthusiasm and support of module leaders MagyhMagnus.

Social cohesion

Magnus illustrated how the change in the divisibrs@minar groups has led to enhanced
cohesion within each group,

When we were devising the actual design for thdenexperience for the students we
wanted to maintain as much continuity with whatytiaere doing elsewhere in the
course as possible. The reason we want to do thatyito assist the process of
breaking down barriers to the module process...sooifaboration with colleagues
in the course we decided that we wanted to havedh® common seminar groups.
Now that had not happened previously. Previously lyad different seminar groups
in different modules, and it had been up to thaléeaof the module who made up
these seminar groups in different ways.

This standardisation enabled students from eaclnsemroup to build a greater social bond
with each other, which in turn may have increaseddguality of their interaction in tutorials.
Further to this each of the five sub-groups in eseminar were also standardised across
different modules. Although it was acknowledged thiatimes there may be difficulties with
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group dynamics, course leaders opted not to proad®echanism for changing group,
reasoning that this practice reflected the requaresiof their professional development.

Face-to-face peer discussion

Regular opportunities for face-to-face informal ipgiscussion have been built into the course
as Magnus highlights,

We have actually got them timetabled for the wkoiléay morning and on the weeks
when there are not staffed tutorials the lecturéréen 9-10 and they are free for the
rest of the morning to 1 o’clock. So there plerftyime for face —to-face time.

Discussions during the student focus group showatlih the course of group submissions,
students often sit together to discuss and corngitmthe submission, while one person types
it. They thought it was useful to use the on-liaeility to share ideas when they were unable
to meet face-to-face, but were also keen to megeigon.

Student perspective of all types of feedback and msistency across tutor groups.
Student responses from the AFEQ revealed that stsideended to seek feedback
considerably more from peers (76%) more often tiay did from teaching staff (28%) or

other sources (16%) (Figure 4C)

Figure 4C: Student LLSQ responses to where studentsctively sought feedback from
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Feedback and tutor groups were flagged as two sspé@articular concern in the focus
groups for both students and staff. The main isste¥e related to the fact that students only
received group feedback, the inconsistency betwstmlents’ satisfaction with tutor
feedback, and the difference in student attitudesitd peer feedback. Moreover, focus group
discussions with students and staff indicated stiadlents were having varying experiences
dependant upon which tutorial group they were assigo. A 2-way ANOVA performed on
the student questionnaire response data reveatpdficint main effects for feedback
questionsF (3.38, 331.60) = 25.5§ < 0.05 and tutors grougds (7,98) = 6.91p < 0.05
(Figure 4D)
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Figure 4D : Student responses to feedback questioasross tutor groups
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In response to the issue of consistency in feedhadss tutor groups Magnus acknowledged
that there was an issue of consistency to be askhtedfResponses from tutor focus group
reflected course leader and student concerns aboomsistencies between feedback from
different tutors due to a lack of standardised elings or exemplars for tutors to base their
feedback or tutorial structure on. However planseh@een put in place to reduce any
inconsistencies for next year’s course development.

Notwithstanding some degree of between group veeigstudents appeared to value the tutor
feedback on the whole. Post hoc analysis on thiégenrand spoken feedback questions in the
student questionnaire revealed that students fthmdutor feedback to be significantly more
helpful than relevant to their own work. This susfgethat group they did find the group
feedback to be beneficial even when it was supgliednother sub-group for a core task.
Tutors in the staff focus group felt that the géndormat of feedback enabled them to
provide feedback that could be applied by all & students and as one tutor described, the
idea of‘passing the responsibility to the learner at sostage’ was welcomed. 5 out of 8
students in the student focus group said thatdbad the tutorials to be helpful and praised
tutor support. One of these found the generic faekithelpful and felt that they could
effectively use the feedback provided to the selésub-group on particular core tasks, even
if it was not provided directly to them. Resultsrfr the student questionnaire also showed
that the students considered tutor written and epd&edback as well as peer feedback to be
useful but felt that they required more feedbaetivas provided.

Plans for next year to help students to closedbp between current and desired performance
include a more repeated cycle of learning and oedeiment by gearing tutorials more
towards the core tasks that have to be submiteébtlowing week. Magnus explained,

So for next year already in our planning, we've goesystem whereby the core tasks
will be due not on the Wednesday but on the Fridagediately after the conclusion of
that particular learning milestone so they've gateoweek to get their act together.
Although they’ll have had the specification milefdoe, they’'ve got one week to come
to the conclusion of that particular lecture serigsorder to get the thing finalised and
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up it will close that Friday and they will get tfeedback the Friday after. The tutorial

will be the week before the submission date sotheat will be a sequence within the
pattern whereby the block of lectures that's comiaogan end, on the second last
meeting of that block of lectures there will beupgort tutorial and | want to gear that

much more closely towards supporting and completiag core task so that they will

feel better prepared and they will also have ddithore time to complete that course
and then the following week they'll get their feach

Principle 5: Encourages positive motivational belits and self esteem

Self-regulation

Using the e-portfolio system allowed students tetpersonal responsibility for monitoring
their own learning, as the system offered the itgdibr students, at a time and place of their
own choosing, to compare feedback comments recéivessponse to their own and other’s
work and to re-write or edit their individual resyse as part of the process of synthesising the
group response. Thus the process of developingemglfiation was enhanced. Students not
only had to manage and take responsibility for rttmivn submissions but were also
accountable to other group members. In the tragitibormat, there appeared to be a wide
variability in students’ readiness for autonomaesrhing but as illustrated by the lecturer and
tutor remarks in the previous section, informaffgtarceptions of the students on the present
course were that they were significantly more aomoous in their approach to learning. It
was felt that the increase in autonomy had a beiakgffect on self-esteem and motivation.
As Magnus described,

Compared with previous iterations of this courseould say that the evidence is that
they are more motivated. They have been more comimithey’ve certainly shown

evidence of being a lot more of a level of doirgwork throughout the course than
they ever did before.

Mary illustrated the increased willingness of tiedents in this cohort to take responsibility
for their own learning by the following example,

One of the things that happened was there wagghtdiechnical difficulty last week
but the 2 groups concerned, completely off thein dacks, | apologised to them. |
said | think it's my fault and the people at Pelpalé sorted it for me but in the
meantime the students themselves, these two supgghad sorted the problem as
well, they had overcome the problem that | had te@aand shared and supported
each other so when | went to settle it and saidetlas been a difficulty, they said
it's alright we sorted it. They had the initiatite sort the difficulty themselves.

Tutors in the staff focus group felt that the ctasks carried more status than in previous
years, are taken more seriously and that perforenaas easier to monitor. One tutor thought
that providing e-learning opportunities was in limith the familiar activities of modern
students.

Course ownership

Students could use PebblePad to keep records iofpttogress as a student and attach work
files of various formats as evidence. The custoitt bkills rating tool allows students to rate
their progress under the University of Strathclykey skills’ and link this to evidence.
Personal development towards these key skills lnergtersonal goals can be recorded in the
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same way as reflective log items. The developmétiter own e-portfolio gives students an
element of ownership over the course, as Mary hygted,

One of the whole points of e-portfolio system$ids the contents are supposed to be
the property of the people producing them and ymawkin the future it is envisaged
that people’s e-portfolios will travel with them arver they go.

The division of public and private space providedthe PebbplePad platform adds to the
sense of ownership for students because studewts dra opportunity to share ideas and
summit pieces of work to be peer assessed by shbigroup members only, with no access
rights for any other students or staff. The idea et students would have increased control
over their working environment. They would have dpportunity then to self and peer asses
without fear of appearing foolish while they forratdd their ideas.

Electronic peer feedback operated on differentifeas Magus described,

They have their own individual space that they itayose to be completely private,
they then also have with that system a space liegt¢an share with their peers and
their small groups and they have assigned smalligso Then at the next level, they
can choose, well they have to actually, they carostd when to share what the group
response to the task has been with tutors butgudornot have access to any of the
stages before that and actually after the tutorsehaffered feedback, we don't have
any access to the final stage either.

Student perspective on public/private space

Discussions from the student focus group suggestaidwhilst some staff had emphasised

their belief in the need of students to have agbeivspace in PebblePad, none of the
participating students reported using the softwiarethis purpose, and all were open to

teachers having access to all areas of their Peablenvironment. Staff in the tutor focus

group generally felt quite uneasy about the idemafitoring the student’s work and thought

that this conflicted with their role as being asissnt to the autonomous learner rather than
leading the process. However responses from theQLE8mewhat reinforced the student

focus group’s view — 76% disagreed that they haittesr anything on PebblePad that they

would not want others to seEigure 5A). However, when it came to making all the work on

PebblePad available for teacher feedback, 43% misdghat this should be the case while
only 37% agreedHigure 5B.

Figure 5A : Student LLSQ responses to how they felbout allowing others access to see
the contents of their private space on PebblePad
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Figure 5B : Student LLSQ responses to how they fedibout allowing full access to their
work for tutors to provide feedback on.
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All student work in Pebblepad should be made availa  ble for teacher
feedback

This slightly paradoxical result may suggest thdtilev students would prefer to have
transparency in their individual contributions tesessed group work, they may value the
private space for non-assessed peer feedback.

Principle 6: Provides opportunities to close the gabetween current and desired
performance

In the module, use of the e-portfolio system todpie a group response was one possible
iteration of this process, one in which all studentre expected to participate. The core task
was visited on at least three occasions with feedhesed to scaffold learning each time.
Feedback between each stage was used to improvpidiey of the submission on the next
and tutorial discussions allowed feedback to becqad of the teaching and learning
process.

There was a feeling among the staff that the stsdaid have a good understanding of the
feedback that was provided to them and that thengdwm had facilitated more of an
opportunity for this than had previously been ala#. Mary describes the rationale,

Our hope is and our intention was that in that ¢thitage they do look at the feedback
and understand it and then look at their own waonkl avithin that, if they got feedback

that they didn’t understand | would hope that theyuld then say to one of their peers
or say to the tutor | don’t understand that, | doknow what you want here and again |

can only speak for myself but in tutorials | didk &lsem, were there any difficulties with

that, did you understand what | meant?

Course coordinators also attempted to tie the t@sktee summative end of year assessment in
order to provide more of a synthesis between cocoseponents in a bid to close the gap
between current and desired performance. The follpwextract illustrates Magnus’
intentions.

What we also wanted to do was something aboutinbédummative assessment, a 50
questions multiple choice series plus an articlalgsis based on different kinds of
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articles from the relevant literature. When we &drto look at this, we started to think
about how we could find some to way to make thedbtve assessment process
contribute more explicitly to the summative assessgmproduct.

In the first staff student liaison meeting quitesalicited comments were made about
the use of PebblePad technology, in this modulegbeiore helpful to them because a)
it was embedded in the teaching and assessmentodobtgy and b) the
worthwhileness of it was very effective, in otherds, the student saw a pay-off, a very
definite pay-off, which comes in core task 5 beeangore task 5, the tweak we gave it
was this, core task 5 is exactly the same as ther abre tasks in the sense that they get
given it out weeks before it's due. They have gpodunity to share with each other to
do their own personal work on it and to constrddhey like some kind of agreement in
their small working groups about what the groupis about it but then we stop them
short and, we do not ask them to submit a comiBobchission on behalf of their small
working group.

What we do instead is we say to them quite sinhplythis last core task also comes up
in the exam and when the exam happens, half of ggam will be personally as
individuals will now have the opportunity to do ettg the same thing as that exam.
You will have had the benefit of being able to sfthis with your colleagues and have
had any peer feedback on it before. At the same yimn will also have the opportunity
because you are doing it under exam conditionsatat $hat to suit your own personal
take on it so if at the end of it, your group haecided well this was our general
position on it but you didn’t actually personallgrae 100% with that, then you will
have the opportunity now to write to your hearteitent on your own individual take
on that. That if you like gives the individual |eaethe summative level because they
will have at that point have the opportunity to fheir personal take on it.

Student/Tutor perspective on opportunities to clos¢he gap between current and desired
performance

AFEQ responses suggested that students felt thah#jority of students (64%) felt that there
were opportunities to repeat task&gure 6A but 46% felt that these opportunities were
provided by their own efforts while 38% felt thhese were provided by staffigure 6B.
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Figure 6A: Student AFEQ responses to
opportunities to repeat similar tasks

Figure 6B: Student AFEQ responses to
source of opportunities to build skills
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Tutors regarded the technology assisted tasks &%y beffective in achieving more
consistency between tasks and being better aligitedhe final exam.

There was a mixed response on the LLSQ about elfdimative assessment tasks prepared
the students for their final summative assessmaiit 34% responding positively and 28%
responding negativelyF{gure 6C). Tls was largely because some students seemed to be
concerned about the lack of individual assessmepobrunities during the course to prepare
them to be assessed in this way in the final ex&i® of the respondents indicated that they
felt that they would have benefited from more indibally assessed tasksSigure 6D).

Figure 6 C: Student LLSQ responses to well studentglt that the

core tasks prepared them for the end of term exam.
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Figure 6D : Student LLSQ responses to whether thershould be more individually
assessed tasks .
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The module should have more individual tasks

However although some students (whilst not a migjofelt that they would have felt more
prepared for the exam had they received practidadifidual assessment and feedback on
this, the potential in future iterations of the s®iredesign to minimise these concerns by
having students grade each others’ individual sabimns and/or dispensing with the private
space on PebblePad in favour of a staff monitoystem have already been discussed by the
module leaders.

Principle 7: Provides information that can be usedto help and shape the
teaching

The setting of frequent assessment tasks allowadhégs to gather data about student
progress. The decision of the project team to #éshalive learning milestones, and related
core tasks, undertaken at regular intervals dufiegnodule, allowed staff to monitor student
progress more closely than the former system ofméxag one individual portfolio per
student, with no standardised evaluation systemmea¢nd of semester one.

Student perspective on staff action on feedback

AFEQ responses suggested that 50% of the studelitvdd that teachers did amend their
teaching according to student needs compared tov@®34id not Figure 7A.
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Figure 17A: Student AFEQ responses about their peeptions of how staff adjusted
their activities according to student needs
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The teaching staff adjusted what they did according to
student needs

Condition 1: Sufficient assessed tasks are providefbr students to capture
sufficient study time

Formative assessment was designed around the séBeSore Tasks spread throughout the
year. Because each of these tasks were tied toies s lectures in independent blocks,
students had the opportunity to apportion theidgtaf each of the material from each of
these lectures blocks in intervals throughout ey

Condition 2: These tasks are engaged with by studenorienting them to allocate
appropriate amounts of time and effort to the mostimportant aspects of the
course

Each of the core tasks was clearly associated watequivalent ‘Learning Milestone’ and
was designed to allow an incremental increaseardéimands placed on students as the year
progresses. The unifying theme is to help studédetgelop critical skills in considering
different theoretical perspectives on learnerslaathing presented in the lecture programme.
The flexibility of the on-line system enabled a ajsx ease of access for the students to
allocate evenly distributed study time to the tas&sause they could access the material and
contribute to it from anywhere within or outwithetcampus.

Student/Tutor perspective on distribution of time a task

There was a suggestion in the tutor focus groupdtent time on task increased and was
more evenly distributed throughout the year byttdsks being tackled as soon as they went
up. This may have been as a result of the greatsr ef access to the learning materials and
activities within a more flexible system than wasviously available.

Although the results were somewhat variable, AFE§ponses suggest that a slight majority
of students (59%) believed that they did regulatydy outside of class time and more
students agreed that they had spread their worklywaeross the course (44%) than those
who did not (29%) Figure 8A. Results from the LLSQ indicated that almost {dB%) of
students agreed that PebblePad helped them to fnmrkdifferent locationsKigure 8B).
This ideally provided the students with an increaspportunity to manage their workload in
a more flexible way than in the previous courseniar and in turn this may have provided
them with a greater opportunity to distribute thearkload and effort in an efficient manner.
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Figure 8A : Student AFEQ responses to whether theasks helped them to distribute
their study time evenly throughout the course
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Figure 8B : Student LLSQ responses to whether Peb&Pad helped them to work more
flexibly in in different locations
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Condition 3: Tackling the assessed task engages damts in productive learning
activity of an appropriate kind

Each of the core tasks were matched to the apptepiecture block content and the tasks
were staged with incremental progression of difficurhis scaffolding enabled each learning
activity and assessment to be matched with stuczioitay.

Student Perspective on matching task to learning ntarials and appropriate study
LLSQ responses suggest that the students genagaiyed (79%) with course leaders that the

assessed tasks were engaging them in learningtiastithat were compatible with the course
content lecture materiafFigure 9A). Only 7.9% of respondents disagreed.
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Figure 9A: Student LLSQ responses to whether coreasks were built on the lecture
material
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The core tasks built on the lecture material
Results from the AFEQ revealed that the majorityespondents felt that feedback primarily
provided them with information about the accuraéyheir answer, how much effort they
needed to put into tasks, where their strengths vasaknesses lay and what changes of
techniques they would have to employ in order tprowe their performance in subsequent
tasks (Figure 9B).

Figure 9B: Student AFEQ responses to where they gatformation on their
performance from
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B What changes | had to make to my techniques for
doing that particular task
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Condition 4: Assessment communicates clear and higikxpectations

There were clear expectations placed on the stedenthis year's cohort that they would
have to assume a substantial level of responyilbdittheir own learning. This was conveyed
by the structure of the core task submissions fuckvstudents had to be accountable to their
peers for submitting their individual posts. In digh, the process required a high degree of
responsibility for time management. As Magnus hgitied,

We told them quite clearly what we expected, we ¢fa@m the facilities to be able to
do it and they did it.

Student perspective of standards expected of them

Results from the AFEQ revealed that 82% of theaerdpnts felt that the course did expect
high standards of the students compared to jusivB®odisagreed (Figure 10A)

Figure 10A: AFEQ responses to students’ perceptionsf expected standards
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Formal evaluation outcomes

In the final summative exam a multiple choice aid®ntical to that used in the previous year
was used with the agreement of the external examimalysis showed higher scores for

2006-7 and an independent samples t-test was dastieon the results. Improvement was

statistically significant implying that the new e¢ea design had a positive impact on student
attainment. (t=2.383, df=328, p=.018).

Scores from part two of the exam (critical analysisa seen text) were also collated and
analysed. Despite the text chosen being more diffithan the one used in 2005-6, the
arithmetical mean score for 2006-7 was 70.2% coetpawith 59.8% for 2005-6. This
contradicts student concerns about lack of prejparédr the final exam.
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Staff time on task

Potential efficiency gains

The efficiency gains that have made in terms off dtme could be capitalised on and
extended next year, as Magnus explained,

This year we ended up with something like 8 staféadinar slots but | believe if we

were doing it next year, we could get it down toe associated with each core task
plus the one that is necessary to do it. As longygse organised to do it then | think

that’s possible to do. So I've identified fromfiyou like a further efficiency gain of

another 2 fairly significant 2 hour slots for 8 mieens of staff so you are looking at,

you've saved you've saved 32 staff hours straigigyajust by doing that and that’s

how it could work next year.

Magnus elaborated on this point by emphasisingahgtstaff time on task this year would be
offset against potential efficiencies in subsequyertrs. He summarised his view of potential
efficiencies in the following way,

With the whole innovation | would say that yourcédhcies specifically are
The disposal of an ineffective, time-consumingotedtask that used to take place mid-
way through the year and that's a huge saving aff sind student time and anxiety.

The restructuring of the course along the lineshefidentifies learning milestones and
the core tasks has allowed us and we didn’t takeafivantage of it this year but we

will next year, allowed us to redesign the whotectre of the staff tutorial support to

align the staff tutorial sessions to the core tasirghat next year I'm confident that we
do in and we only actually plan for 5 tutorials asgted with the 5 core tasks plus one
staffed tutorial at the beginning associated witie ground rules the establishment
have, the whole kind of framework for it. Now thad' huge saving. That means Ill

have 6 staffed seminars instead of one every tveisve

The third major efficiency that we gain in all ¢fig is the one in terms of the
students and that should be given quite significaupiortance especially in terms of
what we have done in terms of trying to achieverdhesis of the formative process
of using assessment for learning throughout the.yElae synthesis of that in the
form of the summative product in the form of thengxwhich we have also totally
subverted and replaced half of it with what in efffie core tasks 5 and exactly the
same methodology that they have been using thramgth® process actually

becomes core task 5. So we hope that that isesféigiin terms of the students.

Tutor Perspective on Efficiencies

Tutors agreed that there were clear efficiencieteims of providing feedback to one sub-
group on a given core task rather than to individuadents. However these efficiencies were
somewhat reduced by the time wasted on technictiess It was felt that with more
familiarity this aspect and faster keyboard skiday inefficiency could be reduced and the
full potential could be realized.

Limitations
Module leaders had concerns about some of the itedhaspects of the PebblePad platform,

particularly in light of the withdrawal of technicaupport but were optimistic that these
issues would have been eradicated in the more treeesion. There had also been some
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initial problems regarding staff members who duephysical impairment were unable to
utilise the technology but this had been rectifedy early on in the course by making use of
the administrative staff services to overcome aplems.

Student/tutor perspective on technical issues RethblePad

Tutors in the staff focus group indicated that ttagir technical proficiency in using the
PebblePad software had deteriorated between edble tdsks because the gap was too long
between practice opportunities. They indicated thay felt that they could have benefited
from a longer initial training session with moreska to complete and more practice. The
course coordinators had raised concerns that [€ibrskills, or a lack thereof, may have had
an impact on how students experienced the Pebbledtagare. Only 6% of students agreed
that they found it difficult to learn new softwaféigure 11A. Just more than half of students
agreed that there was sufficient guidance and tisilmy PebblePad, and only 14% disagreed
that there had been sufficient guidanégggre 11B). In terms of usability, only 3% of
students disagreed that it was easy to find thay around PebblePad, with 77% agreeing
(Figure 11C).

Figure 11A : Student questionnaire responses to thguestion of how difficult they found
learning the new software
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Figure 11B : Student questionnaire responses to thgrovision of sufficient
guidance for PebblePad use
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Figure 11C : Student questionnaire responses to tHevel of ease with they found their
way round PebblePad
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Open ended questionnaire items demonstrated thatder of students found lecture notes
and slides being put up on WebCT before the clasghelpful. This both allowed students to
prepare for lectures, and was seen as helpfukfaesion. For example,

The lectures etc. being available on WebCT wasatgadvantage and allowed prior
preparation.

Sustainability

The intervention appeared to be sustainable wigarceto staffing issues. Magnus explained
how the interventions might survive potential stafanges by creating a clear written account
of the redesign.

The way we do it is to make sure that we write ey ¢lear record of what we've
done and write up very carefully the recommendatitimat we would make to
improve things next year.

Again there was some concern that about the sasiéty in terms of the withdrawal of
ongoing technical support but it was suggestedahanternal member of staff could take the
responsibility to be trained to a proficient leirethe use of the PebblePad software.

Institutional support

There was some suggestion form course leadersthieratiniversity may be prepared to
provide an in-house system to support the PebblpRdfbrm but the belief was that this was
still at the negotiation stage.

Future progress and strategic development

Course development ideas have included matchingdhetasks more closely to tutorials in
order to achieve a greater consistency across guonps in criteria provision and feedback.
Discussions have included the possibility of tigl a more public system for group
submissions, which would make it easier for tutorsonitor individual submissions.
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To maximise efficiency, plans have been formulateteduce staffed seminar slots from 8 to
6, saving a further 32 hours of staff time.

Suggestions from the tutor focus group includedidiea that it may be useful to build formal
opportunities for peer formative feedback into twmurse. This could be group to group
feedback. One tutor noted that this may be usefuht¢rease the quality of the feedback.
Although tutors believed that there was a facii@gyoffer this on the PebblePad system, they
agreed that students had not been encouraged tib aiséo do any more than simply read
other group’s feedback.

The idea of peer assessment is consistent withs idestussed with the course leaders in
response to the problem of social loafing. One ttieamay be trialled if the private space on
the PebblePad platform is to be retained is to hlagestudents grade one another in terms of
effort and contribution to group tasks. This wotbdce students to be more accountable to
group members and may help to encourage some ssudaiake more responsibility for their
own learning and for their duty to their peers.

Dissemination

Magnus Ross and Mary Welsh have both been invalvedtensive dissemination activities
to promote awareness about the ED111 course redesig

They have presented the mid-point initiative atlaotarly community within the department
and intend to present it once again after its amich at a teaching and learning quality
improvement group. They have also had discussioitls ®ther departments within the
university including the Psychology department vilawe implemented an intervention with
some similar aspects as well as interest from tigirteering department. More widely, they
had recently presented a paper at conference iril Bflhey have also had a paper accepted
for ESCALATE (Higher Educations Academy’s educatforum) in May 2007. In addition,
They have delivered papers on different aspecthefcourse redesign at the International
Conference of Computer Aided Blending in Brazil whethe conference paper has been
published as part of peer-reviewed conferencegeiogs and a slightly adapted version has
been accepted for publication in the Internatiodalirnal of Emerging Technologies for
Education; a paper on a different aspect of tlogept was presented at the HE Academy’s
39 ESCALATE Conference in Lancaster; another paper s weesented at the REAP
International Online Conference in Glasgow; anothes presented at the Inaugural
Conference of the Joint Teacher's Education anctfiea’ Work Research Group held in
Glasgow in June 2007 in Glasgow; still more papdghsbe presented at ECER, in Ghent in
September and at the SERA Conference in Perthpueiber. An article has been submitted
for peer review to the journal Teaching in HigheluEation. It has only been possible to carry
out such an intensive programmes of disseminatiom td funding and guidance received
from the REAP Project and, of course, due to thd trk of all students and staff involved.

On summing up the experience Magnus stated that,

My target was to improve thé' year learning experience and | think we've achieve
something there. The second target was one ofesftig and | think we’ve achieved
something in there too and thirdly disseminationd &think we are in the process of
achieving something in that.
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Conclusion

The course redesign for session (2006-7) includedlfaand peer assessment methodology
supported by tutor mediation to provide formativ&sessment associated with identified
‘learning milestones’ throughout the year. The sigieed activities utilised collaborative
techniques and principles of social constructivisnincrease student engagement with tasks
and content; facilitate greater and timelier fe@#tbamprove pacing and time on task; and
remove an end of module marking burden from staff.

Anecdotal evidence from staff interviews and fogusup indicate that students in this year’s
cohort were considerable more autonomous and amtfich their approach to learning than
in the traditional format and were more likely teek tutor formative feedback. They also
appeared to be more reflective on their learning ttuactive peer engagement and debate.
Group cohesion appeared to be increased througliastiisation of seminar groups over
different modules and increased electronic and iphlypeer contact via PebblePad software
facility. Both tutor and peer dialogue appearedhtmease learning and students appeared to
be more motivated and committed than in previousrsm iterations and take tasks more
seriously. Social cohesion was also considereéte improved. The technology appeared to
enhance the alignment between assessments andtstutime on task appeared to be
increased and more evenly distributed. Staff actedstudent feedback when possible by
following up in tutorials or seeking lecturer advibut felt they and the students would have
benefited from the opportunity to compare tutodfesck across groups.

Qualitative and quantitative evidence from the studocus group and questionnaires found
that group work and written/spoken peer/tutor femitbrewarding, even in the case of
indirect feedback to a chosen sub-group but theyested more individual feedback and
increased staff monitoring in core tasks in lightsome instances of social loafing. When
groups operated well students found the proces® teery supportive and beneficial. They
welcome the opportunity to work autonomously bujuested more robust scaffolding during
the process, particularly win making links betweenrse components. They considered the
new system to offer them more flexibility in thééarning but felt that there needed to be
more consistency between tutorial groups in termgrovision of criteria and feedback.
There was a clear preference for increased vedmlblack from tutors to supplement the
written group feedback. Students were more condeat®ut transparency of effort than
privacy in PebblePad although there were some atidies that the private facility may be
useful for non-assessed entries. Students on ti@ewagreed that assessed tasks were
engaging them in learning activities that were catilghe with the course content lecture
material.

Formal exam grade outcomes also indicated increl@seding gains. Final exam scores for
the multiple choice component were significantlgher than in the previous year and mean
scores for the written past of the exam for 2008erfe 10.4% higher than for 2005-6. In
terms of efficiency, tutors agreed with course éradthat there were clear benefits in
providing feedback to one sub-group on a given tas& rather than to individual students,
but that the potential for further benefits coutdfblly realized once technical issues had been
fully addressed. Strategic development plans irelidtreased matching of core tasks to
tutorials to achieve a greater consistency acros® groups, decreased seminar slots to
reduce staff time on task, the introduction of fatmpeer assessment and a revision of the
current software platform.

SU - Department of Educational & Professional Studies - ED111 Page 37 of 37



