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MORE THAN ASSESSMENT  
TASK DESIGN

Promoting equity for students from low 
socio-economic status backgrounds

Trina Jorre de St Jorre and David Boud

What is the problem?

Investment in widening participation initiatives has significantly improved the par-
ticipation of students from low socio-economic status (SES) backgrounds (Raciti 
2019), but they continue to have poorer educational outcomes, both in terms of 
academic achievement and graduate employment (Harvey et al. 2017). As students, 
they face challenges related to belonging and engagement throughout their degree 
(Burke et al. 2016), and are more likely to discontinue study and achieve poorer 
grades (Harvey et al. 2017). As graduates they benefit less in the labour market than 
their peers from medium and high SES backgrounds (Li and Carroll 2019; O’Shea 
2016; Richardson, Bennett, and Roberts 2016), having poorer rates of overall and 
full-time employment, and reduced salaries after graduation (4–6 months, QILT 
2019; 5–15 years, Tomaszewski et al. 2019). Some causes have been identified, but 
more research is needed to fully understand and address inequities that cause disad-
vantage, especially with regards to the suitability of assessment.

Attempts to address inequalities for students from low SES backgrounds have 
primarily focussed on their transition into university, including transition pedago-
gies to address gaps in academic preparedness, self-efficacy and belonging as stu-
dents move into and through their degrees (Devlin and McKay 2017; Kift 2015). 
This has led to improvements in understanding and practice, but gaps in academic 
achievement and retention remain, and few studies have focussed on the equally 
challenging transition that the same vulnerable cohorts face as they enter the highly 
competitive graduate workforce. Surprisingly, little attention has been paid to the 
contribution of assessment to gaps in retention, success or employment outcomes.

There is ample evidence that the ways in which universities represent the 
achievement of graduates provides poor evidence of capabilities and outcomes val-
ued in the workplace ( Jorre de St Jorre, Boud, and Johnson 2021). This presents 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003293101-16


More than assessment task design  143

challenges for all graduates, because they need to look to experiences beyond 
what is assessed to convey their capabilities to employers ( Jorre de St Jorre, Boud, 
and Johnson 2021). However, the shortcomings of assessment pose a greater 
problem for students from low SES backgrounds because they tend to be less 
aware of opportunities to improve their employability (Doyle 2011; Greenbank 
and Hepworth 2008; Harvey et al. 2017), and this contributes to disadvantage 
in the graduate labour market (Li and Carroll 2019; O’Shea 2016; QILT 2019; 
Richardson, Bennett, and Roberts 2016; Tomaszewski et al. 2019). Equitable 
employment opportunities are essential to improving social mobility and stopping 
cycles of intergenerational disadvantage for students from low SES backgrounds, 
so this aspect of assessment needs to be addressed urgently.

Why does assessment matter?

Assessment impacts what students learn and serves as a gateway to progression 
and entry into professions. Despite its importance, numerous scholars have 
expressed concerns about assessment failing to meet its potential and lagging 
other curriculum reform ( Jorre de St Jorre, Boud, and Johnson 2021; Knight 
2002; Shay 2008). Of equal concern, is the unchallenged influence that assess-
ment has in legitimising certain capabilities, knowledge, and ways of knowing 
(Bullen and Flavell 2022; Leathwood 2005; Shay 2008). Assessment is a socially 
constructed practice, that is interwoven with relations of power (Leathwood 
2005; Shay 2008). With that in mind, it is appropriate that we carefully examine 
the purpose of assessment and whose interest it serves.

There is growing evidence that assessment perpetuates dominant social struc-
tures and power relations. For example, stereotype threat (the predicament in 
which individuals from a stigmatised social group are or feel at risk of confirm-
ing a negative stereotype) is known to negatively impact the test performance of 
people from minorities groups and women (Nguyen and Ryan 2008), and it is 
well documented that unconscious bias in the assessment of learner performance 
disadvantages minority performance in medical education (Lucey et al. 2020). 
Thus, it is somewhat surprising, that assessment has not been scrutinised more as 
a source of the inequity that contributes to persistent gaps in academic achieve-
ment and employment outcomes for students from low SES backgrounds.

The shortcomings of current assessment 
strategies and how they might be addressed

Assessment privileges dominant cultural practices  
and perspectives

Assessment supports individualism and competition, and those who “under-
stand the game” are advantaged by that knowledge and encouraged by early 
success. Whereas those who don’t, need to learn the rules, and overcome the 
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de-motivating potential of negative emotions associated with failure or disap-
pointing grades (Leathwood 2005). These experiences impact some individuals 
more than others, but more concerningly, they can systemically discriminate 
against entire groups in ways that are insidious and predictable given common 
experiences of past inequalities.

Assessors strive for consistency and accuracy in the judgement of student 
work. However, they are rarely experts in assessment design, and grade integrity 
is compromised both by the scope and soundness of assessment design, and the 
subjectivity of judgements made about performance (Hailikari et al. 2014; Sadler 
2009a). In reality, assessment is largely informed by long-standing disciplinary 
norms, and what educators have themselves experienced (Bearman et al. 2017). 
As such, it is designed and constructed in accordance with the social and cultural 
backgrounds of academics, whose experience of higher education may differ 
considerably from how it is experienced by contemporary students, or those from 
other sociocultural backgrounds (HEFCE 2015).

Qualitative research shows that students often feel that what they see in the 
curriculum, and thus assessment, does not reflect their identities (HEFCE 2015). 
However, students from middle and high SES backgrounds are more likely to be 
familiar with, and therefore be advantaged by, dominant cultural codes and prac-
tices (cultural capital) and social relationships which provide access to resources 
(social capital) relevant to their navigating assessment. Thus assessment “norms” 
and traditions advantage those who can relate to, or are familiar with, the values 
and practices reflected in standards and assessment tasks, particularly aspects that 
involve subjective elements (Sadler 2009a, 2009b; Yorke 2011).

The articulation of standards and criteria are meant to help with assuring 
accuracy and transparency in assessment. However, the way in which criteria are 
formulated and communicated provides insufficient clarity for students or those 
who contribute to assessment, leading to inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the 
judgement of achievement (Woolf 2004). Some argue that to strive for greater 
accuracy is fruitless, because the application of criteria necessarily requires sub-
jective interpretation, and understanding therefore needs to be co-constructed 
(Shay 2008). This is especially important for students from low SES backgrounds, 
because they often feel underprepared academically and less assured in co- 
constructing knowledge. There is evidence that both university staff and stu-
dents recognise the importance of accessible language and examples, especially 
with respect to assessment requirements (Devlin et al. 2012).

Assessment that is not inclusive is demotivating  
and enables social closure

Where students from low SES backgrounds are confused by assessment require-
ments, doubt their ability to succeed, or compare themselves to more advantaged 
peers, they are likely to be demotivated. Students who are demotivated are likely 
to engage less with activities of importance to assessment because expectations 
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and personal efficacy are mediators of achievement related choices. Individuals 
are more inclined to engage with activities when they have high expectations of 
success and their own self-efficacy (Eccles 2009). Achievement-related choices are 
also influenced by internal and external comparison processes: people assess their 
skills across different tasks or contexts, and in comparison to others (Eccles 2009). 
Interpretive processes, such as the amount of effort attributed to success or failure, 
and social influences (people who reinforce whether they are good or not) are also 
important (Eccles 2009).

In addition to limitations imposed by students’ perceptions of themselves and 
how they relate to assessment tasks, their aspirations can be further limited by 
how they are treated by others. “Social closure” is a phenomenon which describes 
the tendency of privileged groups to limit access to resources and opportunities 
in ways that sustain social hierarchies (Harvey et al. 2017). Harvey et al. (2017) 
raise concerns about social closure in relation to the employability strategies 
implemented by universities. They argue that institutions need to think more 
carefully about what, and who, are rewarded by such strategies. For example, it is 
well established that students from low SES backgrounds are less likely to engage 
with opportunities to gain experience relevant to employment – using career 
services, non-compulsory work-integrated learning, extra-curricular experi-
ences valued by employers, and student clubs and societies – that can provide 
valuable networks and experience (Doyle 2011; Greenbank and Hepworth 2008; 
Harvey et al. 2017).

Concerns about the impact of social closure are equally relevant to assessment. 
Students who interact more with their teachers tend to do better, but students 
from low SES backgrounds are more reluctant to seek academic support than 
their more privileged peers, because they often lack confidence and self-esteem, 
and are more likely to question the validity of their questions and how staff 
might respond (Devlin et al. 2012). Greater focus on inclusive assessment could 
help to address inequities that lead to disparities in both academic achievement 
and employment outcomes. For example, scaffolded low stakes early assessment, 
enables students to develop skills and confidence, and formative feedback and 
self and peer review can be embedded into assessment processes to ensure that all 
students have opportunities to learn the rules of the game. Assessment can also be 
used to ensure that all students engage with learning relevant to developing their 
vocational aspirations and understanding of the skills and experience relevant to 
gaining those opportunities ( Jorre de St Jorre, Boud, and Johnson 2021; Jorre de 
St Jorre and Oliver 2018).

“Fairness” at the expense of equity

The notion of fairness is integral to the design and improvement of assessment 
practices, but scholars have primarily been concerned with the challenge of con-
structing “neutral” and “objective” assessment tools (Leathwood 2005). For rea-
sons of fairness, assessment strives to consistently measure student achievement 
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of learning outcomes, irrespective of the student assessed or the assessor respon-
sible. Historically, and ironically, examinations have been explicitly introduced 
to eliminate patronage and mitigate advantage afforded by social standing. 
However, the conditions under which assessment takes place are not identical 
and assessment that treats all students the same, is by definition, not equitable 
(Stowell 2004). Students have unique personal histories and lived realities which 
influence what they know (including their familiarity with the assessment pro-
cesses) and can do, and opportunities for growth and expression. Those differ-
ences influence how students experience and perform during assessment.

Under some circumstances, inequities associated with assessing all students the 
same are acknowledged, for example, special arrangements are put in place to pro-
vide students with obvious and accepted disabilities with fairer opportunities to 
demonstrate achievement. Likewise, ill-health, family bereavements, and personal 
crises are commonly regarded as legitimate reasons for special arrangements, such 
as deferral or reassessment (Stowell 2004). However, other circumstances which 
are more likely to adversely affect the performance of students from low SES back-
grounds are not acknowledged or written into policy. These include the impact of 
competing family and work responsibilities, which persist throughout a student’s 
enrolment, or the impact of geographical distance which makes it more difficult 
and time consuming for students to access learning resources and environments. 
With these examples, one could argue that students have opportunities to adjust 
their own enrolment to accommodate competing demands (e.g., they can enrol 
in part-time study). However, other inequalities are not so easily dismissed. For 
example, students from low SES backgrounds commonly have less educational 
opportunity prior to entering higher education, and those who are first-in-family, 
have less support for understanding the “rules of the game”.

It is not necessary for students to undertake identical assessment tasks or to 
produce identical artefacts to demonstrate equivalent achievement of the same 
learning outcomes, but that is the way in which assessment is most often designed 
( Jorre de St Jorre, Boud, and Johnson 2021). While it is commonplace for stu-
dents to generate a variety of outputs with respect to project work, the same 
thinking is needed with all major summative assessment tasks. Assessment must 
enable judgement of whether a student has met the necessary learning outcomes, 
but the mechanisms or tasks they use to demonstrate those can vary.

Lack of opportunity to understand and portray  
meaningful achievements

Assessment for learning is a well-established concept, which recognises that assess-
ment can, and should be used to direct students’ attention to the achievement of 
important learning outcomes. Numerous authors have pointed to assessment as a 
means through which educators can engage students with learning important to 
employability ( Jorre de St Jorre and Oliver 2018; Kinash, McGillivray, and Crane 
2017), and this is especially relevant for students from low SES backgrounds 
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because they more often lack awareness of the skills and experiences employers 
value, or networks that can provide careers advice or connect them with relevant 
opportunities (Doyle 2011; Richardson, Bennett, and Roberts 2016). Thus, it is 
especially important that assessment is designed to direct this vulnerable cohort 
to learning of importance to careers. Unfortunately, research has also shown 
that students rarely link assessment to employability (Ajjawi et al. 2020; Kinash, 
McGillivray, and Crane 2017).

As more students graduate from large cohorts, assessment that fails to capture 
unique achievements becomes increasingly questionable. In addition to failing to 
account for differences in opportunity and expression, homogenised assessment 
that involves identical tasks for all, provides students with poor opportunities to 
demonstrate achievements that distinguish them from peers or predecessors with 
the same or similar qualifications ( Jorre de St Jorre, Boud, and Johnson 2021; 
Jorre de St Jorre and Oliver 2018). Instead of providing opportunities for distinc-
tive achievement, common assessment practices encourage “sameness” which, 
beyond the necessary purpose of assuring threshold achievements, has little addi-
tional value to students, employers, or society.

Graduates with the same or similar qualifications do not all need to have 
the same strengths, because they will inevitably gain different roles in which 
different subsets of skills and personal attributes are most valued. Unlike assess-
ment, employers judge graduates based on different characteristics and standards, 
because their preferences and the requirements of different job roles and organ-
isations are highly variable. Thus, the ideal candidate for one employer will not 
necessarily be the best candidate for another.

Given that assessment signals that which is important, what does assessment 
that values sameness, say about the value of diversity in the workplace, our soci-
ety and our learning environments? In requiring that students perform the same 
tasks and be judged against the same standards, homogenised assessment fails to 
acknowledge the value of different perspectives, skills, personal attributes and 
experience. This is in direct contrast with professional contexts in which indi-
vidual differences can be a valuable source of competitive advantage, and diverse 
collaborations can be leveraged to solve complex problems, drive innovation and 
build new knowledge (Adams et al. 2011; Brown, Hesketh, and Williams 2004).

To enable students to utilise assessment for distinctiveness, we also need to 
rethink the ways in which we enable students to verify and portray their per-
sonal achievements to different audiences, for different purposes ( Jorre St Jorre, 
Boud, and Johnson 2021). For example, representation of achievement through 
academic transcripts provides insufficient detail to enable identification of what a 
graduate can do. Likewise, where university awards are solely grades based (e.g., 
based on a Grade Point Average), they provide no context for what was achieved, 
and only recognise a small number of students, rather than all of those who meet 
a specific standard. Digital credentials can, however, be constructed to convey 
the context of achievement, including the standards assessed, and rich artefacts 
curated by students to evidence their achievements, such as portfolios or videos 
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(Miller et al. 2017). Valuing distinctiveness may require students from non- 
traditional backgrounds to be reassured that they do not need to always conform 
to the norm.

Fostering engagement with assessment

While the shortcomings of assessment can inappropriately limit students, other 
attributes can foster fuller engagement. The subjective value attributed to a task 
is important to motivation and the decisions made about engagement with spe-
cific tasks (Eccles 2009). Student engagement is bi-directional: curricula that 
increase achievement and satisfaction through fostering interest, enthusiasm and 
effort can lead to more of the same, that is, “engagement breeds engagement” 
(Kahu 2013). Thus, to be inclusive, assessment needs not only to provide equal 
opportunities for students to succeed, but it also needs to be equally meaningful 
to them. This requires that students understand the relevance of intended learn-
ing outcomes, and that these consider the values and aspirations of learners, and 
the communities to which they seek to belong. Eccles (2009, 82) suggest that 
four components contribute to the value of a task: (1) interest value: interest in, or 
enjoyment gained from the task itself; (2) attainment value: the value an activity 
has for affirming one’s personal and collective identities; (3) utility value: utility 
of the task to achieving long term goals or to obtaining rewards; (4) perceived 
cost: the financial and emotional costs associated with engaging with the activ-
ity, as well as the potential opportunity cost, and the potential meaning of the 
behavior for confirming or disconfirming a salient personal or social identity.

The components proposed by Eccles align with factors known to be impor-
tant to the retention and success of students. Being intellectually engaged with 
study, feeling a sense of belonging and feeling supported and able to succeed, are 
factors that incentivise students to study, whereas fear of failure, emotional health 
and financial stress, contribute to attrition (Naylor, Baik, and Arkoudis 2018). 
The costs associated with study tend to be less for students from middle and 
high SES backgrounds. Such students also have more opportunities to develop 
identities which support their expectations of success, their sense of belonging in 
higher education and help to develop their aspirations for life beyond higher edu-
cation: factors which are likely to contribute to advantage in regards to retention, 
academic achievement and graduate employment outcomes.

We suggest that assessment which helps students develop their professional iden-
tity and understand the relevance of the curriculum and other opportunities to 
their future aspirations, can help to engage and address gaps in achievement for 
students from low SES backgrounds. Student-focussed research has shown that stu-
dents perceive the involvement of industry or the professions in the design or deliv-
ery of their learning with credibility and relevance, and suggests that involvement 
of employers, professionals and recent graduates, and exposure to industry-related 
experiences can make the curriculum and the achievement of learning outcomes 
more meaningful ( Jorre de St Jorre and Oliver 2018). Other studies have shown 
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that experiences in the workplace can change how students approach learning on 
campus, because they help students to understand the relevance of their skills and 
knowledge, and orientate them to careers ( Johnson and Rice 2016). Other research 
examining students experience of extra-curricular strategies designed to recog-
nise and engage students in articulating and evidencing capabilities of importance 
to employability (i.e. video pitches and digital credentials requiring students to 
curate portfolios) has shown that students can gain confidence – in themselves, 
their employability and in their ability to articulate themselves to employers – 
and greater appreciation for learning throughout their degree ( Jorre de St Jorre, 
Johnson, and O’Dea 2017). While the majority of students enrol in higher edu-
cation for employment related reasons, employment outcomes are particularly 
important to students from low SES backgrounds (Raciti 2019).

Assessment that emphasises the relevance of learning outcomes to careers may 
also contribute to students’ sense of belonging. Students have been shown to 
perceive teachers who emphasise employability as caring ( Jorre de St Jorre and 
Oliver 2018). Positive correlations have been observed between students’ per-
ceptions of their employability, and their perception of their employability skills, 
knowledge and attitudes acquired through completing their degree (de Oliveira 
Silva et al. 2019). Thus, in addition to ensuring that students from low SES back-
grounds proactively engage in activities that are important to expanding their 
understanding and development of employability, assessment which develops 
students’ professional identity, such as through simulation or modelling activi-
ties, will likely also contribute to how they value and engage with their broader 
learning experience and with the assessment itself.

Conclusion

Assessment needs to ensure that all students meet appropriate high standards. 
However, it must do so in ways that do not provide additional privilege to cer-
tain social groups, or which place unnecessary barriers in the way of students 
meeting these standards. Inclusive assessment means not giving hidden advantage 
to those who have already benefited. Consideration of assessment for inclusion 
also provides an opportunity to rethink what is needed to motivate students and 
engage them in activities which aid their employability.

References

Adams, R., Evangelou, D., English, L., Fugueiredo, A., Mousoulides, N., Pawley, 
A. L., and Schiefellite, C. et al. 2011. “Multiple Perspectives on Engaging Future 
Engineers.” Journal of Engineering Education 100 (1): 48–88. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
j.2168-9830.2011.tb00004.x.

Ajjawi, R., Tai, J., Huu Nghia, T. L., Boud, D., Johnson, L., and Patrick, C.-J. 2020. 
“Aligning Assessment with the Needs of Work-Integrated Learning: The Challenges 
of Authentic Assessment in a Complex Context.” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher 
Education 45 (2): 304–316. http://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2019.1639613.

https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2011.tb00004.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2011.tb00004.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2019.1639613


150  T. Jorre de St Jorre and D. Boud

Bearman, M., Dawson, P., Bennett, S., Hall, M., Molloy, E., Boud, D., and Joughin, G. 
2017. “How University Teachers Design Assessments: A Cross-Disciplinary Study.” 
Higher Education (1): 49–64. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-016-0027-7.

Brown, P., Hesketh, A., and Williams, S. 2004. The Mismanagement of Talent: Employability 
and Jobs in the Knowledge Economy. New York: Oxford University Press.

Bullen, J., and Flavell, H. 2022. “Decolonising the Indigenised Curricula: Preparing 
Australian Graduates for a Workplace and World in Flux.” Higher Education Research 
and Development 41(5): 1402–1416. http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2021.1927998.

Burke, P. J., Bennett, A., Burgess, C., Gray, K., and Southgate, E. 2016. Capability, 
Belonging and Equity in Higher Education: Developing Inclusive Approaches. Accessed 23 
September 2021. https://www.ncsehe.edu.au/publications/capability-belonging-and- 
equity-in-higher-education-developing-inclusive-approaches/.

de Oliveira Silva, J. H., de Sousa Mendes, G. H., Ganga, G. M. D., Mergulhão, R. C., 
and Lizarelli, F. L. 2019. “Antecedents and Consequents of Student Satisfaction in 
Higher Technical-Vocational Education: Evidence from Brazil.” International Journal 
for Educational and Vocational Guidance. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10775-019-09407-1.

Devlin, M., Kift, S., Nelson, K., Smith, L., and McKay, J. 2012. Effective Teaching and 
Support of Students from Low Socioeconomic Status Backgrounds: Practical Advice for Teaching 
Staff. Accessed September 23, 2021. https://www.lowses.edu.au/assets/Practical%20
Advice%20for%20Teaching%20Staff.pdf.

Devlin, M., and McKay, J. 2017. Facilitating Success for Students from Low Socioeconomic Status 
Backgrounds at Regional Universities. Ballarat: Federation University Australia. https://
www.ncsehe.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/55_Federation_MarciaDevlin_
Accessible_PDF.pdf.

Doyle, E. 2011. “Career Development Needs of Low Socio-Economic Status University 
Students.” Australian Journal of Career Development 20 (3): 56–65. http://doi.org/10.1177/ 
103841621102000309.

Eccles, J. 2009. “Who Am I and What Am I Going to Do with My Life? Personal and 
Collective Identities as Motivators of Action.” Educational Psychologist 44 (2): 78–89. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/00461520902832368.

Greenbank, P., and Hepworth, S. 2008. Working Class Students and the Career Decision-
Making Process: A Qualitative Study. Great Britain: Higher Education Careers Services 
Unit (HECSU). http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/195946.

Hailikari, T., Postareff, L., Tuonone, T., Räisänen, M., and Lindblom-Ylänne, S. 2014. 
“Students’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of Fairness of Assessment.” In Advances and 
Innovations in University Assessment and Feedback: A Festchrift in Honour of Professor Dai 
Hounsell, edited by Caroline Kreber, Charles Anderson, Noel Entwistle, and Jan 
McArthur, 99–113. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. http://doi.org/10.3366/
edinburgh/9780748694549.003.0006.

Harvey, A., Andrewartha, L., Edwards, D., Clarke, J., and Reyes, K. 2017. Student 
Equity and Employability in Higher Education. Melbourne: Centre for Higher Education  
Equity and Diversity Research. https://www.ncsehe.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/ 
06/73_LaTrobe_AndrewHarvey_Accessible_PDF.pdf.

HEFCE. 2015. Causes of Differences in Student Outcomes. Report to HEFCE by Kings 
College London, ARC Network and The University of Manchester. https://dera.ioe.
ac.uk/23653/1/HEFCE2015_diffout.pdf.

Johnson, E., and Rice, J. 2016. WIL in Science: Leadership for WIL Final Report. https:// 
www.chiefscientist.gov.au/2017/05/report-work-integrated-learning-in-science- 
leadership-for-wil/.

http://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-016-0027-7
http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2021.1927998
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10775-019-09407-1
https://www.lowses.edu.au
https://www.lowses.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
http://doi.org/10.1177/103841621102000309
http://doi.org/10.1177/103841621102000309
http://doi.org/10.1080/00461520902832368
http://hdl.voced.edu.au
http://doi.org/10.3366/edinburgh/9780748694549.003.0006
http://doi.org/10.3366/edinburgh/9780748694549.003.0006
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk
https://www.chiefscientist.gov.au
https://www.chiefscientist.gov.au
https://www.chiefscientist.gov.au


More than assessment task design  151

Jorre de St Jorre, T., Boud, D., and Johnson, E. D. 2021. “Assessment for Distinctiveness: 
Recognising Diversity of Accomplishments.” Studies in Higher Education 46 (7):  
1371–1382. http://doi.org/:10.1080/03075079.2019.1689385.

Jorre de St Jorre, T., Johnson, L., and O’Dea, G. 2017. “Me in a Minute: A Simple Strategy 
for Developing and Showcasing Personal Employability.” In The Me, Us, IT! Proceedings 
ASCILITE2017: 34th International Conference on Innovation, Practice and Research in the Use 
of Educational Technologies in Tertiary Education. Toowomba.

Jorre de St Jorre, T., and Oliver, B. 2018. “Want Students to Engage? Contextualise 
Graduate Learning Outcomes and Assess for Employability.” Higher Education Research 
and Development 37 (1): 44–57. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1339183.

Kahu, E. R. 2013. “Framing Student Engagement in Higher Education.” Studies in Higher 
Education 38 (5): 758–773. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.598505.

Kift, S. 2015. “A Decade of Transition Pedagogy: A Quantum Leap in Conceptualising 
the First Year Experience.” HERDSA Review of Higher Education 2: 51–86. www.
herdsa.org.au/publications/journals/herdsa-review-higher-education-vol-2.

Kinash, S., McGillivray, L., and Crane, L. 2017. “Do University Students, Alumni, 
Educators and Employers Link Assessment and Graduate Employability?” Higher 
Education Research and Development 37 (2): 301–315. http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360. 
2017.1370439.

Knight, P. T. 2002. “The Achilles Heel of Quality: The Assessment of Student Learning.” 
Quality in Higher Education 8 (1): 107–116. https://doi.org/10.1080/13538320220127506.

Leathwood, C. 2005. “Assessment Policy and Practice in Higher Education: Purpose, 
Standards and Equity.” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 30 (3): 307–324. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930500063876.

Li, I. W., and Carroll, D. R. 2019. “Factors Influencing Dropout and Academic Performance: 
An Australian Higher Education Equity Perspective.” Journal of Higher Education Policy 
and Management 42 (1): 14–30. https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2019.1649993.

Lucey, C. R., Hauer, K. E., Boatright, D., and Fernandez, A. 2020. “Medical Education’s 
Wicked Problem: Achieving Equity in Assessment for Medical Learners.” Academic 
Medicine 95 (12S): S98–S108. http://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000003717.

Miller, K. K., Jorre de St Jorre, T., West, J. M., and Elizabeth, D. J. 2017. “The Potential 
of Digital Credentials to Engage Students with Capabilities of Importance to Scholars 
and Citizens.” Active Learning in Higher Education 21 (1): 11–22. http://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1469787417742021.

Naylor, R., Baik, C., and Arkoudis, S. 2018. “Identifying Attrition Risk Based on the 
First Year Experience.” Higher Education Research and Development 37 (2): 328–342. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1370438.

Nguyen, H.-H. D., and Ryan, A. M. 2008. “Does Stereotype Threat Affect Test 
Performance of Minorities and Women? A Meta-Analysis of Experimental Evidence.” 
Journal of Applied Psychology 93 (6): 1314–1334. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0012702.

O’Shea, S. 2016. ‘Mind the Gap!’ Exploring the Postgraduation Outcomes and Employment 
Mobility of Individuals Who Are First in Their Family to Complete a University Degree. Perth: 
National Centre for Student Equity in Higher Education. https://www.ncsehe.edu.au/ 
wp-content/uploads/2020/01/OShea_ResearchFellowship_FINALREPORT_.pdf.

QILT. 2019. 2018 Graduate Outcomes Survey. National Report. https://www.qilt.edu.au/
resources?survey=GOS&type=Reports.

Raciti, M. 2019. Career Construction, Future Work and the Perceived Risks of Going to University 
for Young People from Low SES Backgrounds. Research Fellowship Final Report. Perth: 
National Centre for Student Equity in Higher Education (NCSEHE).

http://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1689385
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1339183
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.598505
https://www.herdsa.org.au
https://www.herdsa.org.au
http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1370439
http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1370439
https://doi.org/10.1080/13538320220127506
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930500063876
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2019.1649993
http://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000003717
http://doi.org/10.1177/1469787417742021
http://doi.org/10.1177/1469787417742021
http://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1370438
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0012702
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.qilt.edu.au
https://www.qilt.edu.au


152  T. Jorre de St Jorre and D. Boud

Richardson, S., Bennett, D., and Roberts, L. 2016. Investigating the Relationship between 
Equity and Graduate Outcomes in Australia. Perth: National Centre for Student Equity 
in Higher Education.

Sadler, D. R. 2009a. “Grade Integrity and the Representation of Academic Achievement.” 
Studies in Higher Education 34 (7): 807–826. http://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802706553.

Sadler, D. R. 2009b. “Indeterminacy in the Use of Preset Criteria for Assessment and 
Grading.” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 34 (2): 159–179. http://doi.
org/10.1080/02602930801956059.

Shay, S. 2008. “Beyond Social Constructivist Perspectives on Assessment: The Centring 
of Knowledge.” Teaching in Higher Education 13 (5): 595–605. http://doi.org/10.1080/ 
13562510802334970.

Stowell, M. 2004. “Equity, Justice and Standards: Assessment Decision Making in Higher 
Education.” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 29 (4): 495–510. http://doi.
org/10.1080/02602930310001689055.

Tomaszewski, W., Perales, F., Xiang, N., and Kubler, M. 2019. Beyond Graduation: Long-
Term Socioeconomic Outcomes Amongst Equity Students. https://www.ncsehe.edu.au/wp- 
content/uploads/2019/08/Tomaszewski_UQ_Final_Accessible_9_8.pdf.

Woolf, H. 2004. “Assessment Criteria: Reflections on Current Practices.” Assessment and 
Evaluation in Higher Education 29 (4): 479–493. http://doi.org/10.1080/026029303100
01689046.

Yorke, M. 2011. “Summative Assessment: Dealing with the ‘Measurement Fallacy.’” Studies 
in Higher Education 36 (3): 251–273. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070903545082.

http://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802706553
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602930801956059
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602930801956059
http://doi.org/10.1080/13562510802334970
http://doi.org/10.1080/13562510802334970
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602930310001689055
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602930310001689055
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
https://www.ncsehe.edu.au
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602930310001689046
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602930310001689046
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070903545082

