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Abstract 

Academic integrity concerns related to students’ use of technology have renewed calls for 
teaching, assessment, and learning best practices, including those that involve and empower 
students. Empowerment is a benefit of developing students’ assessment literacies, or how 
students contextually understand, plan, and undertake assessment and use assessment 
information to monitor and progress their learning. Informed by Bandura’s (1986) social 
cognitive theory and reflexivity (Dewey, 1933; Schön, 1983), a qualitative exploratory case 
study examined first-year university students’ experiences with assessment and the 
development of their assessment literacies. The findings highlighted student autonomy and 
empowerment benefits while stressing the importance of reflexivity and assessment literacies 
for both students and teachers. Teaching, assessment, and learning best practices commonly 
suggested to promote academic honesty in the GenAI context were also evident. Accordingly, 
this paper explores the role of students’ assessment literacies as part of these best practices, 
with implications for all levels of education. 
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Introduction 

Technology-related academic dishonesty concerns are not new to higher education (HE) (e.g., 
Eaton & Christensen Hughes, 2022). However, the uptake of generative artificial intelligence 
(GenAI) has resulted in an escalation of these concerns (e.g., Bin-Nashwan et al., 2023; Eke, 
2023; Sullivan et al., 2023). Reaction to GenAI in HE classrooms is varied from both the student 
(e.g., Chan & Hu, 2023; Schiel et al., 2023) and educator (e.g., Kaplan-Rakowski et al., 2023; 
Newell et al., 2024) perspectives. Some educators have revived calls for formative, creative, 
authentic, and aligned assessments (e.g., Bearman et al., 2023; Rudolph et al., 2023; Swiecki et 
al., 2022) as a way to mitigate GenAI-related academic dishonesty concerns.  

Classroom assessment has evolved from summative assessment of learning, or a snapshot of 
learning at the end of a unit or course, to formative assessment for learning, where a 
continuous cycle of teaching, assessment, and learning is facilitated by feedback (Fox et al., 
2022). More recently, formative assessment as learning has recognized the value of involving 
students in teaching, assessment, and learning processes (Earl, 2013). The student autonomy 
and empowerment resulting from their involvement are shared benefits of developing students’ 
assessment literacies (Nicol, 2009), or their contextual understanding of assessment, how they 
plan for and undertake assessment, and how they reflexively use assessment information to 
monitor and progress their learning. This paper draws from a qualitative exploratory case study 
that examined how first-year university students’ experiences with, knowledge of, and 
expectations about assessment impacted the development of their assessment literacies as they 
transitioned to university. The findings, when considered at the intersection of academic 
integrity and GenAI, highlight common grounding in teaching, assessment, and learning best 
practices. Accordingly, this paper explores the role of student assessment literacies as part of 
these best practices to promote academic honesty in the GenAI context, with implications for all 
levels of education. 

Background and Literature 

Assessment and Assessment Literacies in University 

The transition to university is an exciting but challenging time of social and intellectual 
adjustment (Tinto, 1987, 1993), during which students must adapt to the norms, expectations, 
and supports of university. Students’ early experiences with assessment shape their 
expectations and attitudes towards assessment (cf. DeLuca et al., 2018; Kahu et al., 2016; 
Mancuso et al., 2010). Standardized testing and a dominance of summative assessment lead to 
a focus on grades and competition, test preparation, and test-wiseness strategies or tips and 
tricks on how to approach different kinds of assessments (Black & Wiliam, 1998; DeLuca et al., 
2018). Early assessment experiences can also result in the development of test anxiety (e.g., 
Eizadirad, 2020; McLeod & Boyes, 2021) or students’ phenomenological, physiological, and
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behavioural reactions to assessment based on perceived negative consequences of failing 
(Zeidner, 1998).  

Some of what students learn about assessment in high school may help them in university, but 
they will encounter differences. For example, first-year students may not be prepared for 
differences in how disciplinary knowledge is expressed, demonstrated, and assessed (Johnston 
et al., 2022). Students may be socialized into disciplinary norms to some extent in high school, 
but they will encounter different expectations in university and not all university-level 
disciplinary studies are offered in high school (Beynen, 2020). Cordiner and Kift (2008) stressed 
that first-year students need scaffolding with tertiary-level academic language, academic 
conventions, and assessment genres to understand the knowledge they need to demonstrate. 
However, this information is often implicit or presumed of students as “something that will be 
absorbed, as if by osmosis, as part of navigating their way through the higher education 
process” (Price et al., 2012, p. 3).   

Early research on students’ assessment literacies investigated the impact of making assessment 
criteria explicit and understandable (e.g., O’Donovan et al., 2008; Rust et al., 2003). Sadler 
(2010) probed how students could leverage feedback and develop strategies for improving by 
understanding assessment learning outcomes and how to evaluate their work against 
expectations. Smith et al. (2013) found that by discussing and applying an assessment rubric to 
samples of student work, students were better able to apply the criteria to similar assessments 
and interpret expectations and standards of performance.  

The research on students’ assessment literacies consistently reports increased personal agency, 
autonomy, self-regulation, and self-efficacy as benefits (Charteris & Thomas, 2017; Deeley & 
Bovill, 2017; Nicol, 2009; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). These benefits are similarly reported 
in the student involvement literature, where students are partners in teaching, assessment, and 
learning processes (Clancy et al., 2019; Cook-Sather et al., 2014; Deeley, 2014; Deeley & Bovill, 
2017; Nel, 2017). The evaluative and reflexive expertise afforded by well-developed 
assessment literacies may help students to be more engaged in their learning and provide the 
tools they need to critically evaluate and use technology, including GenAI, to facilitate their 
academic success in an honest way. 

Academic Integrity in University 

Academic integrity concerns in HE have escalated with the increase in online access to services 
and tools that assist students with course work and assessments (Eaton & Christensen Hughes, 
2022). Online assessment during the Covid-19 pandemic further exacerbated cheating 
concerns (e.g., Khan et al., 2021; Lee & Fanguy, 2022; Reedy et al., 2021). In response, 
institutions changed onsite, proctored exams to online, open book exams, and written 
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assessments (e.g., Bladt et al., 2022; Eaton, 2020; Eaton et al., 2022; Kumar, 2020). Some used 
e-proctoring surveillance, but research emerged on the unreliability of some of these methods 
and the tendency for bias against vulnerable student populations unfairly targeted by the 
software (Eaton, 2022; Hayden et al., 2021; Lee & Fanguy, 2022). Other research that has 
probed how to promote positive integrity practices has identified formative and authentic 
assessment as promising strategies (e.g., Eaton, 2021; Holden et al., 2021; Khan et al., 2021; 
Sotiriadou et al., 2020; Vellanki et al., 2023).   

There are different attitudes and beliefs about what constitutes plagiarism as one form of 
academic dishonesty, and these differences are further exacerbated by questions about what 
knowledge/knowledge production consists of in an AI world (Eke, 2023). There is a lack of 
explicit instruction on how to cite and reference (e.g., Awosoga et al., 2021; Hossain, 2022; 
Poitras Pratt & Gladue, 2022; Sanni-Anibire et al., 2021) that has implications for students’ 
academic literacies development. Additionally, there are power, identity, and agency issues 
surrounding citing and referencing (e.g., Gravett & Kinchin, 2020; Strangfeld, 2019). 
Accordingly, there have been calls to reconsider conceptualizations of plagiarism to promote 
ethics, fairness, and a positive, empowering, coaching approach over a punitive, policing 
approach (Eaton, 2021; Kenny & Eaton, 2022; Stoesz, 2023; Vaccino-Salvador & Hall Buck, 
2021). 

Generative AI in Higher Education 

Educator reactions to GenAI have ranged from fear to outright rejection, and cautious 
exploration to embracing the new technology (Kaplan-Rakowski et al., 2023; Newell et al., 
2024). Similar to the response to pandemic online learning integrity concerns, there have been 
renewed calls for best practices in teaching, assessment, and learning to mitigate the negative 
effects of GenAI use. This includes student-centred learning that is more interactive and 
engaging, with a focus on deep rather than surface learning where rote memorization is 
featured (Fawns & Schuwirth, 2023; Hoidn, 2022); and learning-oriented, innovative, authentic, 
and formative assessment (e.g., Kurtz et al., 2024; Ogunleye et al., 2024; Rudolph et al., 2023). 

Some educators have shifted focus to learning processes over final products, and reconsidered 
the role of written assessments (e.g., Harris, 2024; Hartwell & Aull, 2023; Mills et al., 2023; 
Newell et al., 2024). Others have called for alternative grading options (Crogman et al., 2023; 
Overono & Ditta, 2023). Some use AI detectors, but as with e-proctoring, these are not reliable 
(e.g., Ibrahim, 2023; Walters, 2023) and can unfairly target vulnerable student groups (e.g., 
Ajjawi et al., 2023; Dawson, 2023; Poitras Pratt & Gladue, 2022; Stephenson & Harvey, 2023). 
For educators choosing to incorporate GenAI into teaching, learning, and assessment, 
transparency and clarity in expectations are crucial since both educators and students are 
learning and adapting as this technology rapidly evolves (e.g., Newell, 2023).



34  Brock Education Journal 33 (3) 

 
Theoretical Framework 

Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory and reflexivity, inspired by the work of Dewey (1933) 
and Schön (1983), framed this research. Social cognitive theory is based on Bandura’s (1986) 
model of triadic reciprocity and self-generated influences. The main premise is the bidirectional 
relationships between individual, environmental, and behavioural determinants, or his “model 
of reciprocal determinism” (p. 23). Bandura (1986) asserted that behaviour is driven by self-
influences, or a system of “cognitive structures that provide reference mechanisms… for the 
perception, evaluation, and regulation of behaviour” (p. 348). These influences are referred to 
as self- prefixed terms like self-regulation and self-efficacy. Self-regulation involves the self-
motivation to control and adapt one’s behaviour as they work towards personal goals, and self-
efficacy is one’s perception of their abilities to take specific steps or actions towards achieving 
goals (Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1986, 2001, 2006) stressed the importance of personal 
agency, explaining that people are active and deliberate in their day-to-day existence, 
development, and functioning. Social cognitive theory is useful in illuminating students’ agency 
and self-driven influences to facilitate their academic success. 

Reflexivity stems from academic reflective thought, which is conscious and deliberate evidence-
driven thought towards solving problems or fact-finding (Dewey, 1933). Reflexivity occurs 
when thought spurs action (Ryan, 2015). In the educational context, disciplinary expectations 
and learners’ prior knowledge, abilities, and academic and other experiences all impact 
attitudes towards and approaches to reflective thought and behaviour (Ryan & Ryan, 2015). 
Schön (1983) differentiated between tacit and explicit thought, explaining how practitioners 
know more than they articulate or consciously think about (tacit knowing-in-action; p. 49). 
They also sometimes think more consciously about what they are doing while doing it 
(reflection-in-action; p. 54). Schön further differentiated between reflecting on action, where 
the positive and negative consequences of particular actions are consciously noticed; and 
reflecting in action, where reflection occurs during activity and on-the-spot adjustments are 
made (p. 55). Finally, Schön distinguished knowing-in-action, or what is tacitly learned by 
testing and evaluating during activity; and knowledge-in-action (p. 59), where evolving learning 
is explicitly communicated. The metacognitive awareness of knowledge and the ability to 
discuss it help to build autonomy, which is crucial to success during the transition to university 
(Garrigan, 1997; Henri et al., 2018). 

Method 

The Case 

This investigation was approached as an exploratory, qualitative case study to provide baseline 
data on an under-researched area (cf. Merriam, 1998). The study took place at a mid-sized, 
comprehensive Canadian university. I drew on Grünbaum’s (2007) nested case conceptualization, 
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which isolates the unit of analysis (students’ assessment literacies) at the lowest level of 
abstraction from the case, which as a whole includes the contextual bounds at increasing levels 
of abstraction. This conceptualization is depicted in Figure 1.  

Figure 1 

Case Study Conceptualization 

 

Several contextual elements comprised the case’s bounds. Time bounds encompassed 
students’ experiences with assessment and assessment literacies from high school through the 
first year of university, which spanned the 2019–2020 and 2020–2021 academic years. Many 
institutional contextual bounds impacted students’ first-year experiences, such as personal and 
institutional supports, disciplinary expectations, and institutional and program-level 
regulations and policies. The provincial education system was another contextual bound, and 
the Covid-19 pandemic became an important part of the case context and bounds.  

The Student Participants 

There were 10 female student participants in this investigation, from whom all data sources 
were collected. After obtaining ethics approval, 11 student participants were recruited by a 
colleague from a Fall 2019 introductory applied linguistics course that I taught. Their identities 
were revealed after the course was complete and final grades were approved. After the onset of 
the pandemic in March 2020, three student participants (including the sole male volunteer)
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withdrew from the study. No data from these withdrawn students was used. In the following 
months, it became clear that the transition to university was going to be a dramatically different 
experience. I amended the ethics application and successfully recruited two additional student 
participants who began in Fall 2020 from the same introductory applied linguistics course 
taught by another educator. Most of the student participants entered university directly from 
high school (sometimes after taking a year off). Table 1 provides the student participants’ 
pseudonyms, program of study, and entry path into university.   

Table 1 

Overview of Student Participants 

Entry 
term 

Participant no. 
and pseudonym 

Program of study Method of entry 

Fall 
2019 

1 Alanna Applied Linguistics Direct from high school 

 2 Ariana Applied Linguistics Direct from high school 

 3 Emma Linguistics Direct from high school (IB) 

 4 Hannah Linguistics Direct from high school after gap year 

 5 Maya Cognitive Science Direct from high school after gap year 

 6 Nediva Social Work Mature, international student with prior 
university (overseas) 

 7 Olivia Applied Linguistics Direct from high school 

 8 Talibah Global and International 
Studies 

Direct from high school 

Fall 
2020 

9 Eva Criminology and 
Criminal Justice 

Transferred after 1 year of college 

 10 Rebecca Linguistics Direct from high school 

 

Data Analysis 

I collected and analyzed three data sources (see Table 2). First, the student participants 
documented their experiences with and impressions of assessment during their first term of 
university in an assessment journal. They were asked to do this to help them consciously think 
about similarities and differences between high school and university assessment and to 
encourage reflexive evaluation and adjustment of their approaches to university assessment. I 
provided guidelines that included parameters and suggestions for entry topics such as the 
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kinds of assessments they encountered in high school and university and how these were 
administered, how they prepared, what instructions or help they received, and their thoughts on 
marking and feedback.  

Second, I conducted in-depth, semi-structured interviews after their first and second terms of 
study1. In the first interview, the student participants were asked about assessment experiences 
in their high school and university courses; their studying habits and strategies; what they 
learned about assessment in high school and their first term of university, and if/how educators 
contributed to this learning; their expectations about university assessment; and the similarities 
and differences they found between high school and university assessment. For the Fall 2020 
student participants, they were also asked about what they believed were the positive and 
negative impacts of the pandemic on their studies and assessment practices in their courses. In 
the second interview, student participants were asked to describe the assessments in their 
winter term courses and to reflect on their first year of university. They were asked about their 
first-year goals and what they believed helped and hindered their success. Fall 2019 student 
participants were asked how the onset of the pandemic and switch to online learning affected 
them, and Fall 2020 student participants reflected on pandemic lessons learned, or what 
practices they would like to see continued and discontinued. 

Table 2 

Overview of Data Collection and Analysis 

Data source Collection point Analysis 

Assessment journal entries End of first term Coding in NVivo; analysis 
driven by theory 

Semi-structured, in-depth 
interviews 

End of first term; end of 
second term 

Transcribed; coding in NVivo; 
analysis driven by theory 

Course assessment 
documents 

End of first term; end of 
second term 

Visual inspection and 
analysis 

The interview responses were transcribed by hand and, together with the assessment journal 
entries, loaded into NVivo Release 1.5 (935) (QSR International, 2021), where I coded them 
using an adapted version of Saldaña’s (2016) structural coding, followed by emotion and values 
coding. In structural coding, phrasing based on interview questions is applied to segments of 
data (MacQueen & Guest, 2008; Saldaña, 2016). Some, but not all, code names were derived

 
1 For the Fall 2019 student participants, the first interview took place after our course was 
finished and their identities were revealed to me. 
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top-down from interview question topics, theory, and literature. Emotion coding is labelling the 
emotions expressed or described by participants directly or inferred by the researcher, and 
values coding is labeling participants’ values, attitudes, and beliefs that represent their 
perspectives or worldviews (Saldaña, 2016, pp. 124, 131). After the codes were refined, 27 
structural codes and 29 affective codes remained. These 56 codes were organized into 14 
categories and three top-down themes (behaviour, environment, and personal) based on 
Bandura’s (1986) triad determinants to enhance the theoretical grounding. Categories and 
themes are summarized in Table 3.  

Table 3 

Coding Categories and Themes 

Categories Themes 

Autonomous behaviour 
Workload management 

Behaviour 
 

Assessment 
Courses 

Pandemic impacts 
Social aspects 

Syllabi 
Teaching staff 

Transition 

Environment 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Emotions and attitudes 
Literacies 

Mental and physical health 
Motivation 

Self-efficacy 

Personal 

The third data source was assessment-related documents the student participants provided 
from their first- and second-term university courses at the time of the interviews. Examples of 
these documents included syllabi, assessment instructions, grading rubrics, and feedback on 
written work. These documents were compared and categorized (Maxwell & Miller, 2008) and 
considered socially situated by how they appeared, their purpose or function, and how they 
were authored, produced, used, and consumed (Coffey, 2014). Interview responses triangulated 
assessment journal entries; some second interview questions and responses triangulated those 
from the first interview; and course assessment documents triangulated the other data sources. 
Interview and journal data are prioritized in the Findings and Discussion section below to 
promote the student participants’ voices. 
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Findings and Discussion 

This study investigated the question of how first-year university students’ experiences with, 
knowledge of, and expectations about assessment impacted the development of their 
assessment literacies as they transitioned to university. Three of the most significant impacts 
relevant to this discussion are highlighted: (a) the multiple interacting literacies needed to 
facilitate academic success; (b) variability in teaching staff; and (c) expectations and 
assumptions made by educators and other institutional staff regarding what students should 
know, could do, and resources they had access to and could use. Indirect and direct quotations 
are referred to from assessment journal entries (AJ) and interview responses (IR). 

Multiple Literacies 

In addition to assessment literacies (students’ contextual understanding of assessment, how 
they plan for and undertake assessment, and how they reflexively use assessment information 
to monitor and progress their learning), I found (as expected) significant evidence of academic 
literacies in the data. Digital and feedback literacies also figured prominently. The definitions 
for academic, feedback, and digital literacies as they were understood in the context of this 
research are provided in Table 4. The data illustrated how literacies overlapped and interacted 
to influence students’ experiences with assessment and the development of their assessment 
literacies in both positive and negative ways. 

Table 4 

Literacies Definitions 

Literacies Definitions used in the context of this research 

Academic The tools and expertise that students use to facilitate their academic success 
at the institutional and disciplinary levels while recognizing the ideological, 
political, social, cultural, and linguistic contexts within which they study (cf. 
Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis & Scott, 2007). 

Digital Students’ ability to find or gain access to, evaluate, use, troubleshoot, and 
seek help regarding the equipment, software, and technology needed to 
complete course and program requirements. 

Feedback Students’ recognition of feedback, ability to manage affective responses, use 
of feedback to evaluate and monitor progress, and reflexively adapting 
performance to move it closer to expectations (cf., Boud & Molloy, 2013; 
Carless et al., 2011; Molloy & Boud, 2014). 
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The student participants learned about assessment in both high school and university, but what 
they learned and how or from whom varied. In high school, they learned test-taking strategies 
related to the mechanics of writing multiple-choice exams and essays. In university, 
assessment literacies development focused less on how to approach assessment, with the 
exception of sometimes scaffolded academic literacies. Many of the student participants 
learned some basic citing and referencing conventions in high school but had to learn more to 
adapt to stringent and detailed university expectations: “In high school, I didn’t really find that 
plagiarism was covered a lot until I got into Grades 11 and 12. But in university, if you’re 
caught, it’s a big deal” (Hannah, IR).  

Some of the student participants benefited from assessments that helped them learn and 
demonstrate their knowledge. Eva compared small, regular assessments that built upon one 
another to structure learning (i.e., continuous assessment; Furnham et al., 2011). In one class, 
the purpose of these assessments was clear, and they helped her to keep up and gauge her 
understanding of content. But in another class, they seemed random and therefore unhelpful. 
While the student participants were often focused on marking and grades, Hannah and Emma 
began to understand that they could recover from one bad grade in a course. Rebecca reflected 
on the role of marks in learning:  

I find that if there’s a chance not to worry about marks as much, you learn more. I just 
feel like sometimes the way school is set up is to achieve these high marks, but not to 
actually understand what you’re doing… I know that sometimes I focus a little too much 
about what grade I’m going to get rather than—did I actually understand what they’re 
trying to teach me? (IR) 

The student participants made strides in their feedback literacies as they considered, evaluated, 
and incorporated feedback; managed their emotions; and overcame help-seeking fears. Maya 
discussed her emotional responses to feedback and was working to overcome them:  

I don’t do very well with feedback… I tend to do this thing where I scroll through it really 
quickly or I just glance over it and then later, I actually feel the confidence to go point by 
point. In one class we always got a lot of feedback for our written assignments, which 
while it stung me a little inside while skimming over it, eventually I was like “these are 
really good points” and I need to remove these from how I feel. (IR) 

Other self-regulated and reflexive adjustments tapped into the student participants’ digital 
literacies. They all had to find information and forms on the institution’s website and in the 
library system, and they had to learn to navigate within a learning management system for the 
first time. Most appreciated being able to access course and assessment information, submit, 
and sometimes complete assessments online. However, they were sometimes plagued with 
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technical difficulties. They often had to troubleshoot problems with equipment and software on 
their own since they sometimes worked outside of institutional technical support hours: “There 
were some unexpected events that were more stressful… like not being able to access practice 
quizzes and having my computer crash and losing notes” (Eva, AJ). 

Teaching Staff Variability 

Educators in both high school and university were sometimes sources of formal or 
professional help-seeking support (Karabenick, 2003). However, the variation in these 
important stakeholders experienced by the student participants significantly impacted the 
development of their assessment literacies. The variation was most evident in whether or not 
educators contributed to the student participants learning about assessment and the clarity 
(or not) of expectations. Lack of clarity manifested itself primarily in assessment instructions 
and feedback.   

It was evident that teaching staff had different attitudes about and approaches to assessment in 
both high school and university. Some high school teachers explicitly discussed assessment and 
provided students with tips, strategies, and academic literacies-related help, but the student 
participants found some of their high school teachers unhelpful at times and difficult to 
approach. This may have contributed to help-seeking fears in university. Similarly, the student 
participants had mixed experiences with teaching staff in university. Ariana and Maya 
appreciated academic and information literacies presentations from library or writing centre 
staff. Almost all the student participants discussed how much they valued help, tips, and 
resources like review sessions, assessment preparation checklists, practice tests or questions, 
modelled responses, and step-by-step or scaffolded multimodal instructions.   

The student participants highlighted occasional problems relating to communication between 
professors and teaching assistants (TAs). Emma and Hannah described instances when they 
received conflicting information from each of these sources. Hannah and Talibah experienced 
inconsistencies with multiple TAs who marked assessments and provided feedback. 

The one TA marked one of my writing assignments and then the other marked the other 
one and they were slightly different in how they marked it. I’m like “wait, but I got the 
marks for it last time, why didn’t I get it this time? Oh… because it’s two different people 
so they’re looking at different things.” (Talibah, IR) 

Clarity (or lack thereof) in instructions and expectations was frequently discussed by the 
student participants. They noted how helpful it was when instructions and expectations were 
clear, because it helped them prepare for and undertake assessments efficiently and effectively. 
It also reduced (but did not eliminate) stress and test anxiety. Emma described some positive 
experiences with university teaching staff, but her anxiety is palpable in this remark: “I was so
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worried about this assignment, as it was worth 10% of my grade and I had no clear idea what 
was expected of me, that I couldn't start writing it” (AJ). In a different example, Hannah angrily 
described how one professor changed his mind about the structure of an exam and did not 
communicate this to students in advance. This meant that she and her classmates prepared for 
different kinds of questions. 

The student participants noticed less feedback in university than in high school. They were 
understanding of workload limitations that prevented a lot of detailed feedback, especially in 
larger classes. However, it frustrated them when feedback was vague or unclear, which is 
consistent with what is reported in the literature (Bols, 2012; Carless, 2006; Ferguson, 2011). 
Maya recounted one of her first university writing assessments:  

I get that TAs are very overworked sometimes. But I was hoping for something and the 1 
point of feedback I got was “Good. Could use more organization.” I was like “what does 
that mean?!” I was just kind of like “Oh… that’s a let-down.” (IR)  

In one experience that Rebecca discussed, she received feedback that she did not understand 
and followed up, but the explanation was similarly ambiguous and caused her to repeat the 
same error:  

I got that feedback that there were clarity issues. I was like “okay, I don’t really know what 
that means.” So I asked, and it was very… unspecific. And my next paper I handed in, the 
same thing, clarity errors. I was like “I don’t know what I did wrong on the first one to 
know that I did it again”! (IR) 

The variability in teaching staff experienced by the student participants was not a new concept 
to all of them; some had figured out in high school that they needed to adapt to meet new 
expectations for each course and teacher. Alanna noted how instructions and expectations 
could vary and explained how it was important to “carefully read instructions, because what you 
did for something similar in another class might not work for another prof” (IR). The student 
participants noted that they did not have personal relationships with university teaching staff 
like they may have had in high school, and they were working with TAs for the first time. 
Accordingly, the moving target of expectations was more significant for them in university. 

Expectations and Assumptions by Educators and Other Institutional Staff 

While this research set out to investigate student expectations about assessment, the data 
revealed that educators and other institutional staff (e.g., administrative and counselling staff, 
policymakers) had expectations and made assumptions about what students should know, 
could do, and resources they had access to and could use. These expectations and assumptions 
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were most apparent relating to students’ background knowledge, academic literacies, and 
technology or digital literacies.  

There were expectations and assumptions about the historical, cultural, and content 
background knowledge student participants had that would enable them to understand course 
content and undertake assessments in their own and other disciplines. Some of the student 
participants struggled in courses outside of their program due to not knowing how to express 
their knowledge in a way that met the expectations of another discipline. Additionally, Nediva 
felt disadvantaged in her own program. 

I had to write an essay paper analysis of a Canadian policy or program that is related to 
social welfare. This is my major but because I came to Canada two years ago and I don't 
have prior information about its policies or history I am having difficulty grasping all the 
information in a short period of time. This assignment was the most difficult one I did this 
semester. (IR) 

Academic writing, citing, and referencing conventions and expectations vary among and 
between disciplines (Ferreira & Zappa-Hollman, 2019; Nallaya, 2018). There were academic 
writing and other services available to help the student participants, and educators sometimes 
provided help and tips, though this was often just web links or a referral to the Writing Centre. 
As Olivia observed,  

They just kind of expect you to know how to do certain things when we don’t ever really 
get taught in high school or in university how to write a paper that’s at a university level. 
A lot of professors just kind of assumed you’d know how to do it, and know how to write 
a university level paper, how to format them properly, how to cite properly. (IR)  

When it came to technology, expectations and assumptions were apparent relating to 
students’ access to or ability to find information, use digital tools and online resources, and 
troubleshoot or seek help for digital tools and online resources. This was especially (but not 
exclusively) apparent after the onset of pandemic online learning. Assumptions were often 
implicit and left many of the student participants scrambling to find, figure out how to use, and 
sometimes troubleshoot a variety of digital tools, including web sites, software, applications, 
and devices. Assumptions are often made about younger generations of students and their 
comfort and ease with technology (Bennett et al., 2008; Davies, 2011). However, the ways in 
which students use technology and devices in their personal lives may not prepare them for the 
technological demands of postsecondary study. Almost all of the student participants reported 
problems with technology, but this was particularly stressful when it failed during timed online 
assessments, and they had to switch focus from the assessment to problem solving and help-
seeking.
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Implications 

Navigational Work and Navigational Strategies 

These significant impacts on the student participants’ development of their assessment 
literacies resulted in navigational work or the extra work they undertook outside of class time 
and beyond typical class and assessment preparation. It added time management pressures, 
especially during the hectic midterm and final exam periods. It also frequently resulted in 
added stress and anxiety. However, this navigational work was necessary to meet the new 
expectations and demands of their university programs and courses. It required the student 
participants to act autonomously and draw upon their self-regulation to facilitate their 
academic success.  

These student participants rose to the challenge and, to different extents, developed and 
implemented navigational strategies. These were the personal and academic strategies and 
approaches they reflexively developed, trialed, and adapted to cope with the new academic 
expectations and demands of university. They all struggled at points, but with hard work, 
perseverance, and sometimes creative and innovative approaches, they were all successful and 
periodically rewarded with boosts in self-efficacy. None of them failed a course and they were 
all planning to continue into the second year of their university studies. 

Roles for Multiple Stakeholders 

This research highlights important roles for multiple stakeholders in facilitating student 
success, especially in the transition context. Policymakers, administrative staff, and educators 
need to be conscious of and try to reduce assumptions about what students should know and 
can do and the resources they have access to and can use. Technology related assumptions 
became more apparent during pandemic online learning. These assumptions must now be 
carefully considered in the age of GenAI. The literature highlights how students have different 
levels of preparedness for post-secondary study (e.g., Browne & Doyle, 2010; Reid & Moore, 
2008), and Nediva’s experiences as an international student highlighted differences in 
background knowledge. Additionally, these students may be among the most vulnerable to 
academic integrity violations (e.g., Eaton, 2021).  

Educators can help students prepare for assessments as efficiently and effectively as possible 
with transparency in expectations and by providing clear and timely instructions and feedback 
that is synched with TAs. Clear expectations are even more crucial in the age of GenAI, given 
the academic integrity implications and rapidly evolving and changing technology. Finally, 
students themselves have an autonomous, self-regulated, and reflexive role to play in using the 
resources available to them, including help-seeking, and feedback uptake. 
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This research stresses the importance of reflexivity and assessment (and other) literacies for 
both students and educators, which is consistent with Price et al.’s (2012) student assessment 
literacy model, where educators and students work together in informal, “cultivated 
communities of practice” (p. 37). Educators’ assessment literacies allow them to create 
assessments for different learning contexts, critically evaluate assessment quality based on 
assessment data, and reflexively adapt assessments when needed (c.f., Popham, 2017; Stiggins, 
1991). This should facilitate assessments that are fair, test what they set out to test, and are 
aligned with learning outcomes. Educators also need to develop assessment (and other) 
literacies and reflexivity so they can scaffold students. Students build expectations about 
assessment based on earlier experiences and need to be exposed to different forms of 
assessment and have opportunities to develop their assessment literacies from an early age and 
throughout their education (cf. DeLuca et al., 2018). Involving students in teaching, learning, 
and assessment processes in level-appropriate ways as they progress through their studies may 
engage and empower them, and provide them with positive experiences with learning and 
assessment that increase their self-efficacy and motivation to invest in their own learning. 

Developing Students’ Assessment Literacies as Best Practices 

The findings of this research align with what has previously been reported about the benefits of 
developing students’ assessment literacies. The student participants began to think more 
deliberately and reflexively about assessment, their approaches to preparing for and 
undertaking assessment, and considering and incorporating feedback to facilitate their 
academic success. They could also focus more on learning when they were not worried as much 
about grades. They were best able to do this when educators enacted teaching, assessment, 
and learning best practices like student-centred learning, learning-oriented assessment, and 
involving students in teaching and assessment processes. These were the same best practices 
called upon to help combat academic dishonesty in pandemic online learning, and now in 
relation to GenAI.  

These findings point to the development of students’ assessment literacies as among the best 
practices that facilitate engaged, autonomous, self-regulated, and empowered students who 
are able to critically evaluate and use available tools, including GenAI, with integrity, to drive 
their academic success. The working model shown in Figure 2 illustrates a feedback-facilitated 
teaching, assessment, and learning cycle where students work collaboratively and reflexively 
with educators—and now GenAI as an additional learning partner (c.f., Eaton, 2021; Luo, 2024) 
—to drive their empowerment and success. These best practices and collaboration could be key 
to empowering students to drive their own learning in the new GenAI context in an academically 
honest manner. Developing students’ assessment literacies is an important tool in a 
multifaceted toolkit of best practices.
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Figure 2 

Collaborative and Reflexive Cycle of Teaching, Assessment, and Learning for Student 
Empowerment and Success  

 

Future Directions 

It is encouraging to see advances in research on educators’ assessment literacies in the 
Canadian context (e.g., DeLuca et al., 2018; Parker et al., 2015; Van Viegen Stille et al., 2015). 
However, this must coincide with research on and classroom development of students’ 
assessment literacies at all levels of education. Classroom-based studies that involve students 
could shed light on the extent to and precise ways in which students with or without developed 
assessment literacies approach, evaluate, and use GenAI, and how students’ assessment 
literacies facilitate empowered and engaged learning in academically honest ways. Given that 
the student participants in this study were all female, were studying in the humanities and 
social sciences, and were all academically successful, research with a more diverse range of 
students across disciplines would also be helpful. Finally, policymakers must find ways to 
prioritize resources and professional development for all university staff who interact with 
students. Educators need to develop assessment (and other) literacies to reflexively evaluate 
and adapt their own practices and scaffold students in their autonomous and empowered 
learning journeys, especially in the transition context. Educators now also need improved digital 
and GenAI literacies for the same reasons. All educational stakeholders will need to work 
collaboratively to navigate the ever-changing GenAI context and leverage best practices for 
integrity-driven student success. 



47  Beynen 

References 

Ajjawi, R., Tai, J., Boud, D., & de St. Jorre, T. (2023). Assessment for inclusion in higher 
education: Promoting equity and social justice in assessment. Routledge. 

Awosoga, O., Nord, C. M., Varsanyi, S., Barley, R., & Meadows, J. (2021). Student and faculty 
perceptions of, and experiences with, academic dishonesty at a medium-sized Canadian 
university. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 17(1), 1–26. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00090-w 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 
Prentice-Hall. 

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 52(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1 

Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives of Psychological 
Science, 1(2), 164–180. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2006.00011.x 

Bearman, M., Ajjawi, R., Boud, D., Tai, J., & Dawson, P. (2023). CRADLE suggests… Assessment 
and genAI. Centre for Research in Assessment and Digital Learning, Deakin University, 
Melbourne, Australia. https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22494178.v1 

Bennett, S., Maton, K., & Kervin, L. (2008). The “digital natives” debate: A critical review of the 
evidence. British Journal of Educational Technology, 39(5), 775-786. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2007.00793.x 

Beynen, T. (2020). Metaphor comprehension and engineering texts: Implications for English for 
academic purpose (EAP) and first-year university student success. TESL Canada Journal, 
37(1), 22-50. https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v37i1.1332 

Bin-Nashwan, S. A., Sadallah, M., & Bouteraa, M. (2023). Use of ChatGPT in academia: Academic 
integrity hangs in the balance. Technology in Society, 75, Article 102370. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2023.102370 

Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Inside the black box: Raising standards through classroom 
assessment. Phi Delta Kappan, 92(1), 81-90. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009200119 

Bladt, F., Khanal, P., Prabhu, A. M., Hauke, E., Kingsbury, M., & Saleh, S. N. (2022). Medical 
students’ perception of changes in assessments implemented during the COVID-19 
pandemic. BMC Medical Education, 22(1), 844–844. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-
022-03787-9 

Bols, A. (2012). Student views on assessment. In L. Clouder, C. Broughan, S. Jewell, & G. 
Steventon (Eds.), Improving student engagement and development through assessment 
theory and practice in higher education (pp. 4-18). Routledge.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00090-w
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2006.00011.x
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22494178.v1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2007.00793.x
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v37i1.1332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2023.102370
https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009200119
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03787-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03787-9


48  Brock Education Journal 33 (3) 

 
Boud, D., & Molloy, E. (2013). What is the problem with feedback? In D. Boud & E. Molloy (Eds.), 

Feedback in higher and professional education. Understanding it and doing it well (pp. 1-
10). Routledge.   

Browne, S., & Doyle, H. (2010). Benefits of a first-year experience program for under-
represented students: A preliminary assessment of Lakehead University’s gateway 
program. Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario. https://heqco.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2020/03/Lakehead-ENG.pdf 

Carless, D. (2006). Differing perceptions in the feedback process. Studies in Higher Education, 
31(2), 219-233. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572132 

Carless, D., Salter, D., Yang, M., & Lam, J. (2011). Developing sustainable feedback practices. 
Studies in Higher Education, 36(4), 395-407. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075071003642449 

Chan, C. K. Y., & Hu, W. (2023). Students’ voices on generative AI: Perceptions, benefits, and 
challenges in higher education. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher 
Education, 20(1), 43-18. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00411-8 

Charteris, J., & Thomas, E. (2017). Uncovering “unwelcome truths” through student voice: 
Educator inquiry into agency and student assessment literacy. Teaching Education, 28(2), 
162-177. https://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.2016.1229291 

Clancy, T., Ferreira, C., & Thompson, P. (2019). Student-faculty partnerships as a foundation for 
authentic learning. Papers on Postsecondary Learning and Teaching: Proceedings of the 
University of Calgary Conference on Learning and Teaching, 3, 144-149. 

Coffey, A. (2014). Analysing documents. In U. Flick (Ed.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative data 
analysis (pp. 367-379). SAGE. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446282243 

Cook-Sather, A., Felten, P., & Bovill, C. (2014). Engaging students as partners in learning and 
teaching: A guide for faculty. Jossey-Bass. 

Cordiner, M., & Kift, S. (2008). Briefing paper on first year assessment. Queensland University of 
Technology. https://transitionpedagogy.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2014/05/ALTCKiftAssessmentBriefingPaperforDesktop_15Dec09.pdf 

Crogman, H. T., Eshun, K. O., Jackson, M., TrebeauCrogman, M. A., Joseph, E., Warner, L. C., & 
Erenso, D. B. (2023). Ungrading: The case for abandoning institutionalized assessment 
protocols and improving pedagogical strategies. Education Sciences, 13(11), Article 1091. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13111091 

Davies, R. S. (2011). Understanding technological literacy: A framework for evaluating 
educational technology integration. Tech Trends, 55(5), 45-52. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-011-0527-3 

https://heqco.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Lakehead-ENG.pdf
https://heqco.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Lakehead-ENG.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572132
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075071003642449
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00411-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.2016.1229291
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446282243
https://transitionpedagogy.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/ALTCKiftAssessmentBriefingPaperforDesktop_15Dec09.pdf
https://transitionpedagogy.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/ALTCKiftAssessmentBriefingPaperforDesktop_15Dec09.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13111091
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-011-0527-3


49  Beynen 

Dawson, P. (2023). Inclusion, cheating, and academic integrity: Validity as a goal and a 
mediating concept. In R. Ajjawi, J. Tai, D. Boud, & T. de St. Jorre (Eds.), Assessment for 
inclusion in higher education: Promoting equity and social justice in assessment (pp. 110-
119). Routledge. 

Deeley, S. J. (2014). Summative co-assessment: A deep learning approach to enhancing 
employability skills and attributes. Active Learning in Higher Education, 15(1), 39-51. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787413514649 

Deeley, S. J., & Bovill, C. (2017). Staff student partnership in assessment: Enhancing assessment 
literacy through democratic practices. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 
42(3), 463-477. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1126551 

DeLuca, C., Valiquette, A., Coombs, A., LaPointe-McEwan, D., & Luhanga U. (2018). Educators’ 
approaches to classroom assessment: A largescale survey. Assessment in Education: 
Principles, Policy & Practice, 25(4), 355-375. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2016.1244514 

Dewey, J. (1933). How we think. D. C. Heath and Company.  

Earl, L. (2013). Assessment as learning: Using classroom assessment to maximize student 
learning (2nd ed.). Corwin Press. 

Eaton, S. E. (2020). Academic integrity during COVID-19: Reflections from the University of 
Calgary. International Studies in Educational Administration, 48(1), 80–85. 
https://doi.org/10.11575/PRISM/38013 

Eaton, S. E. (2021). Plagiarism in higher education: Tackling tough topics in academic integrity. 
Bloomsbury. 

Eaton, S. E. (2022). The academic integrity technological arms race and its impact on learning, 
teaching, and assessment. Canadian Journal of Learning and Technology, 48(2), 1–9. 
https://doi.org/10.21432/cjlt28388 

Eaton, S. E., & Christensen Hughes, J. (2022). Academic integrity in Canada: An enduring 
essential challenge. Springer.  

Eaton, S. E., Stoesz, B. M., Crossman, K., Garwood, K., & McKenzie, A. (2022). Faculty 
perspectives of academic integrity during Covid-19: A mixed methods study of four 
Canadian universities. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 52(3), 42–58. 
https://doi.org/10.47678/cjhe.vi0.189783 

Eizadirad, A. (2020). External assessment as stereotyping: Experiences of racialized Grade 3 
children, parents and educators with standardized testing in elementary schools. Review 
of Education, Pedagogy, and Cultural Studies, 42(4), 277-295. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714413.2020.1742531

https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787413514649
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1126551
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2016.1244514
https://dx.doi.org/10.11575/PRISM/38013
https://doi.org/10.21432/cjlt28388
https://doi.org/10.47678/cjhe.vi0.189783
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714413.2020.1742531


50  Brock Education Journal 33 (3) 

 
Eke, D. O. (2023). ChatGPT and the rise of generative AI: Threat to academic integrity? Journal 

of Responsible Technology, 13, Article 100060. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrt.2023.100060  

Fawns, T., & Schuwirth, L. (2023). Rethinking the value proposition of assessment at a time of 
rapid development in generative artificial intelligence. Medical Education, 58(1), 14–16. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.15259 

Ferguson, P. (2011). Student perceptions of quality feedback in educator education. Assessment 
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 36(1), 51-62. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903197883 

Ferreira, A. A., & Zappa-Hollman, S. (2019). Disciplinary registers in a first-year program. A 
view from the context of curriculum. Language, Context and Text, 1(1), 148-193. 
https://doi.org/10.1075/langct.00007.fer 

Fox, J., Abdulhamid, N., & Turner, C. (2022). Classroom based assessment. In G. Fulcher & L. 
Harding (Eds.), Routledge handbook of language testing (2nd ed., pp. 119-135). 
Routledge. 

Furnham, A., Batey, M., & Martin, N. (2011). How would you like to be evaluated: The correlates 
of students’ preferences for assessment methods. Personality and Individual Differences, 
50(2), 259-263. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.09.040 

Garrigan, P. (1997). Some key factors in the promotion of learner autonomy in higher 
education. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 21(2), 169-182. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877970210203 

Gravett, K., & Kinchin, I. M. (2020). Referencing and empowerment: Exploring barriers to agency 
in the higher education student experience. Teaching in Higher Education, 25(1), 84-97. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2018.1541883 

Grünbaum, N. N. (2007). Identification of ambiguity in the case study research typology: What is 
a unit of analysis? Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 10(1), 78-97. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13522750710720413 

Harris, J. O. (2024). Process over product: Integrating ChatGPT as collaborator into an 
assessment design for academic integrity and digital literacy purposes. Pacific Journal of 
Technology Enhanced Learning, 6(1), 16–17. https://doi.org/10.24135/pjtel.v6i1.190 

Hartwell, K., & Aull, L. (2023). Editorial introduction: AI, corpora, and future directions for 
writing assessment. Assessing Writing, 57, Article 100769. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100769 

Hayden, K. A., Eaton, S. E., Pethrick, H., Crossman, K., Lenart, B. A., & Penaluna, L.-A. (2021). A 
scoping review of text-matching software used for student academic integrity in higher 
education. Education Research International, 2021, Article 4834860. 
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/4834860 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrt.2023.100060
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.15259
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903197883
https://doi.org/10.1075/langct.00007.fer
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.09.040
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877970210203
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2018.1541883
https://doi.org/10.1108/13522750710720413
https://doi.org/10.24135/pjtel.v6i1.190
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2023.100769
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/4834860


51  Beynen 

Henri, D. C., Morrell, L. J., & Scott, G. W. (2018). Student perceptions of their autonomy at 
university. Higher Education, 75(3), 507–516. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-
0152-y 

Hoidn, S. (2022). Student-centred learning and teaching practices in higher education that 
make an Impact: What we know and what we (should) do. In J. Christensen Hughes, J. 
Mighty, & D. Stockley (Eds.), Taking stock 2.0: Transforming teaching and learning in 
higher education (pp. 346-368). Society for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education. 

Holden, O. L., Norris, M. E., & Kuhlmeier, V. A. (2021). Academic integrity in online assessment: 
A research review. Frontiers in Education, 6, Article 639814. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.639814 

Hossain, Z. (2022). University freshmen recollect their academic integrity literacy experience 
during their K-12 years: Results of an empirical study. International Journal for 
Educational Integrity, 18(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00096-4 

Ibrahim, K. (2023). Using AI-based detectors to control AI-assisted plagiarism in ESL writing: 
“The terminator versus the machines.” Language Testing in Asia, 13(1), 46–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40468-023-00260-2 

Johnston, M., Wood, B. E., Cherrington, S., Boniface, S., & Mortlock, A. (2022). Representations 
of disciplinary knowledge in assessment: Associations between high school and university 
assessments in science, mathematics and the humanities and predictors of success. 
Educational Assessment, 27(4), 301-321. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10627197.2022.2088495 

Kahu, E. R., Nelson, K., & Picton, C. (2016). “I’m excited!” Student expectations prior to starting 
their first year at university. Proceedings - Students Transitions Achievement Retention & 
Success (STARS). https://unistars.org/proceedings/ 

Kaplan-Rakowski, R., Grotewold, K., Hartwick, P., & Papin, K. (2023). Generative AI and 
educators’ perspectives on its implementation in education. Journal of Interactive 
Learning Research, 34(2), 313-338.  

Karabenick, S. A. (2003). Seeking help in large college classes: A person-centered approach. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 28(1), 37-58. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-
476X(02)00012-7 

Kenny, N., & Eaton, S. E. (2022). Academic integrity through a SoTL lens and 4M framework: An 
institutional self-study. In S. E. Eaton & J. Christensen Hughes (Eds.), Academic integrity in 
Canada: An enduring essential challenge (pp. 573-592). Springer. 

Khan, Z. R., Sivasubramaniam, S., Anand, P., & Hysaj, A. (2021). “E”-thinking teaching and 
assessment to uphold academic integrity: Lessons learned from emergency distance 
learning. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 17(1), Article 17. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00079-5

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0152-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0152-y
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.639814
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00096-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40468-023-00260-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/10627197.2022.2088495
https://unistars.org/proceedings/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-476X(02)00012-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-476X(02)00012-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00079-5


52  Brock Education Journal 33 (3) 

 
Kumar, R. (2020). Assessing higher education in COVID-19 era. Brock Education Journal, 29(2), 

37-41. https://doi.org/10.26522/brocked.v29i2.841 

Kurtz, G., Amzalag, M., Shaked, N., Zaguri, Y., Kohen-Vacs, D., Gal, E., Zailer, G., & Barak-
Medina, E. (2024). Strategies for integrating generative AI into higher education: 
Navigating challenges and leveraging opportunities. Education Sciences, 14(5), Article 
503. https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14050503 

Lea, M. R., & Street, B. V. (1998). Student writing in higher education: An academic literacies 
approach. Studies in Higher Education, 23(2), 169-187. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079812331380364 

Lee, K., & Fanguy, M. (2022). Online exam proctoring technologies: Educational innovation or 
deterioration? British Journal of Educational Technology, 53(3), 475–490. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13182 

Lillis, T., & Scott, M. (2007). Defining academic literacies research: Issues of epistemology, 
ideology and strategy. Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4(1), 5-32. 
https://doi.org/10.1558/japl.v4i1.5 

Luo, J. (2024). A critical review of GenAI policies in higher education assessment: A call to 
reconsider the “originality” of students’ work. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 49(5), 651–664. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2024.2309963 

MacQueen, K. M., & Guest, G. (2008). An introduction to team-based qualitative research. In G. 
Guest & K. M. MacQueen (Eds.), Handbook for team-based qualitative research (pp. 3-19). 
AltaMira Press. 

Mancuso, M., Desmarais, S., Parkinson, K., & Pettigrew, B. (2010). Disappointment, 
misunderstanding and expectations: A gap analysis of NSSE, BCSSE and FSSE. Higher 
Education Quality Council of Ontario. https://heqco.ca/pub/disappointment-
misunderstanding-and-expectations-a-gap-analysis-of-nsse-bcsse-and-fsse/ 

Maxwell, J. A., & Miller, B. A. (2008). Categorizing and connecting in qualitative data analysis. In 
P. Leavy & S. Hess-Biber (Eds.), Handbook of emergent methods (pp. 461-477). The 
Guilford Press.  

McLeod, C., & Boyes, M. (2021). The effectiveness of social-emotional learning strategies and 
mindful breathing with biofeedback on the reduction of adolescent test anxiety. Canadian 
Journal of Education, 44(3), 815–847. https://doi.org/10.53967/cje-rce.v44i3.4869 

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. Jossey-
Bass. 

https://doi.org/10.26522/brocked.v29i2.841
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14050503
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079812331380364
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13182
https://doi.org/10.1558/japl.v4i1.5
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2024.2309963
https://heqco.ca/pub/disappointment-misunderstanding-and-expectations-a-gap-analysis-of-nsse-bcsse-and-fsse/
https://heqco.ca/pub/disappointment-misunderstanding-and-expectations-a-gap-analysis-of-nsse-bcsse-and-fsse/
https://doi.org/10.53967/cje-rce.v44i3.4869


53  Beynen 

Mills, A., Bali, M., & Eaton, L. (2023). How do we respond to generative AI in education? Open 
educational practices give us a framework for an ongoing process. Journal of Applied 
Learning & Teaching, 6(1), 16-30. https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.34  

Molloy, E. K., & Boud, D. (2014). Feedback models for learning, teaching and performance. In M. 
J. Spector, D. M. Merrill, J. Elen, & M. J. Bishop (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational 
communications and technology (pp. 413-424). Springer. 

Nallaya, S. (2018). An exploration of how first year students are inducted into their discipline’s 
academic discourses. International Journal of Educational Research, 87, 57-66. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2017.11.007 

Nel, L. (2017). Students as collaborators in creating meaningful learning experiences in 
technology-enhanced classrooms: An engaged scholarship approach. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 48(5), 1131-1142. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12549 

Newell, S. (2023). Employing the interactive oral to mitigate threats to academic integrity from 
ChatGPT. Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Psychology. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/stl0000371  

Newell, S., Fitzgerald, R., Hall, K., Mills, J., Beynen, T., Chia, I., Mason, J., & Lai, E. (2024). 
Integrating GenAI in higher education: Insights, perceptions, and a taxonomy of practice. 
In S. Beckingham, J. Lawrence, S. Powell, & P. Hartley (Eds.), Using generative AI effectively 
in higher education: Sustainable and ethical practices for learning, teaching and 
assessment (pp. 42-53). Routledge. 

Nicol, D. (2009). Assessment for learner self-regulation: Enhancing achievement in the first year 
using learning technologies. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 34(3), 335-
352. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930802255139 

Nicol, D. J., & Macfarlane-Dick, D. (2006). Formative assessment and self-regulated learning: A 
model and seven principles of good feedback practice. Studies in Higher Education, 31(2), 
199-218. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090 

O’Donovan, B., Price, M., & Rust, C. (2008). Developing student understanding of assessment 
standards: A nested hierarchy of approaches. Teaching in Higher Education, 13(2), 205-
217. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510801923344 

Ogunleye, B., Zakariyyah, K. I., Ajao, O., Olayinka, O., & Sharma, H. (2024). Higher education 
assessment practice in the era of generative AI tools. Journal of Applied Learning & 
Teaching, 7(1), https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2024.7.1.28 

Overono, A. L., & Ditta, A. S. (2023). The rise of artificial intelligence: A clarion call for higher 
education to redefine learning and reimagine assessment. College Teaching. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2023.2233653

https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.34
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2017.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12549
https://doi.org/10.1037/stl0000371
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930802255139
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070600572090
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510801923344
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2024.7.1.28
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2023.2233653


54  Brock Education Journal 33 (3) 

 
Parker, M. A., Ashe, D., Boersma, J., Hicks, R., & Bennett, V. (2015). Good teaching starts here: 

Applied learning at the graduate teaching assistant institute. Canadian Journal of Higher 
Education, 45(3), 84-110. https://doi.org/10.47678/cjhe.v45i3.187546 

Poitras Pratt, Y., & Gladue, K. (2022). Re-defining academic integrity: Embracing Indigenous 
truths. In S. E. Eaton & J. Christensen Hughes (Eds.), Academic integrity in Canada: An 
enduring and essential challenge (pp. 103-123). Springer. 

Popham, W. J. (2017). Classroom assessment: What teachers need to know (8th ed.). Pearson.  

Price, M., Rust, C., O’Donovan, B., Handley, K. & Bryant, R. (2012). Assessment literacy: The 
foundation for improving student learning. Assessment Standards Knowledge Exchange. 

QSR International. (2021). What is the latest version of NVivo? 
https://support.qsrinternational.com/s/article/What-is-the-latest-version-of-NVivo 

Reedy, A., Pfitzner, D., Rook, L., & Ellis, L. (2021). Responding to the Covid-19 emergency: 
Student and academic staff perceptions of academic integrity in the transition to online 
exams at three Australian universities. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 17, 
Article 9. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00075-9 

Reid, M. J., & Moore, J. L., III. (2008). College readiness and academic preparation for 
postsecondary education: Oral histories of first-generation urban college students. Urban 
Education, 43(2), 240-261. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085907312346 

Rudolph, J., Tan, S., & Tan, S. (2023). ChatGPT: Bullshit spewer or the end of traditional 
assessments in higher education? Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching, 6(1), 342-363. 
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9 

Rust, C., Price, M., & O’Donovan, B. (2003). Improving students’ learning by developing their 
understanding of assessment criteria and processes. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 28(2), 147-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930301671 

Ryan, M. E. (2015). Reflective and reflexive approaches in higher education: A warrant for 
lifelong learning? In M. Ryan (Ed.), Teaching reflective learning in higher education. A 
systematic approach using pedagogic patterns (pp. 3-14). Springer. 

Ryan, M. E., & Ryan, M. (2015). A model for reflection in the pedagogic field of higher 
education. In M. E. Ryan (Ed.), Teaching reflective learning in higher education. A 
systematic approach using pedagogic patterns (pp. 15-27). Springer.   

Sadler, D. R. (2010). Beyond feedback: Developing student capability in complex appraisal. 
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(5), 535-550. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903541015 

Saldaña, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd ed.). SAGE.   

https://doi.org/10.47678/cjhe.v45i3.187546
https://support.qsrinternational.com/s/article/What-is-the-latest-version-of-NVivo
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00075-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085907312346
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.9
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930301671
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903541015


55  Beynen 

Sanni-Anibire, H., Stoesz, B. M., Gervais, L., & Vogt, L. (2021). International students’ 
knowledge and emotions related to academic integrity at Canadian postsecondary 
institutions. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 17(1), 1-15. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00088-4 

Schiel, J., Bobek, B. L., & Schnieders, J. Z. (2023). High school students’ use and impressions of 
AI tools. ACT. https://www.luminafoundation.org/resource/high-school-students-use-
and-impressions-of-ai-tools/ 

Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. Basic Books.  

Smith, C. D., Worsfold, K., Davies, L., Fisher, R., & McPhail, R. (2013). Assessment literacy and 
student learning: The case for explicitly developing students “assessment literacy.” 
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 38(1), 44-60. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2011.598636 

Sotiriadou, P., Logan, D., Daly, A., & Guest, R. (2020). The role of authentic assessment to 
preserve academic integrity and promote skill development and employability. Studies in 
Higher Education, 45(11), 2132–2148. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1582015  

Stephenson, B., & Harvey, A. (2023). Student equity in the age of AI-enabled assessment: 
Towards a politics of inclusion. In R. Ajjawi, J. Tai, D. Boud, & T. de St. Jorre (Eds.), 
Assessment for inclusion in higher education: Promoting equity and social justice in 
assessment (pp. 120-130). Routledge. 

Stiggins, R. J. (1991). Assessment literacy. Phi Delta Kappan, 72(7), 534-539.  

Stoesz, B. M. (2023). Academic integrity through ethical teaching and assessment: Overview and 
current trends. In S. E. Eaton (Ed.), Handbook of academic integrity (pp. 203–216). 
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-079-7_89-1 

Strangfeld, J. A. (2019). I just don’t want to be judged: Cultural capital’s impact on student 
plagiarism. SAGE Open, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018822382 

Sullivan, M., Kelly, A., & McLaughlan, P. (2023). ChatGPT in higher education: Considerations for 
academic integrity and student learning. Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching, 6(1), 
31-40. https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.17 

Swiecki, Z., Khosravi, H., Chen, G., Martinez-Maldonado, R., Lodge, J. M., Milligan, S., Selwyn, 
N., & Gašević, D. (2022). Assessment in the age of artificial intelligence. Computers and 
Education: Artificial Intelligence, 3, Article 100075. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2022.100075 

Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition. 
University of Chicago Press.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00088-4
https://www.luminafoundation.org/resource/high-school-students-use-and-impressions-of-ai-tools/
https://www.luminafoundation.org/resource/high-school-students-use-and-impressions-of-ai-tools/
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2011.598636
https://www.luminafoundation.org/resource/high-school-students-use-and-impressions-of-ai-tools/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-079-7_89-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018822382
https://doi.org/10.37074/jalt.2023.6.1.17
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2022.100075


56  Brock Education Journal 33 (3) 

 
Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition (2nd ed.). 

University of Chicago Press. 

Vaccino-Salvadore, S., & Hal Buck, R. (2021). Moving from plagiarism police to integrity 
coaches: Assisting novice students in understanding the relationship between research 
and ownership. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 17(1), Article 20. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00085-7 

Van Viegen Stille, S., Jang, E., & Wagner, M. (2015). Building educators’ assessment capacity for 
supporting English language learners through the implementation of the STEP language 
assessment in Ontario K-12 schools. TESL Canada Journal, 32, 1–23. 
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v32i0.1215 

Vellanki, S. S., Mond, S., & Khan, Z. K. (2023). Promoting academic integrity in remote/online 
assessment: EFL teachers’ perspectives. TESL-EJ, 26(4), 1–20. 
https://doi.org/10.55593/ej.26104a7 

Walters, W. H. (2023). The effectiveness of software designed to detect AI-generated writing: A 
comparison of 16 AI text detectors. Open Information Science, 7(1), Article 20220158. 
https://doi.org/10.1515/opis-2022-0158 

Zeidner, M. (1998). Test anxiety: The state of the art. Plenum Press. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-021-00085-7
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v32i0.1215
https://doi.org/10.55593/ej.26104a7
https://doi.org/10.1515/opis-2022-0158

	References

