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ABSTRACT
In-course assessment, such as midterms, quizzes or presentations, is often 
an integral part of higher education courses. These so-called intermediate 
assessments influence students’ final grades. The current review investigates 
which characteristics of intermediate assessment relate to these grades. In 
total, 88 articles were reviewed that examined the relationship between 
intermediate assessment and student grades. Four main characteristics 
were identified: the use of feedback, whether the assessment is mandatory, 
who is the assessor, and the reward students get for participating. Results 
indicate that corrective feedback leads to the most positive results, but 
elaborate feedback may benefit lower achieving groups. No difference in 
results was found for mandatory versus voluntary intermediate assessments. 
Peer assessment seemed to be beneficial, and rewarding students with 
course credit improves grades more than other rewards. Three scenarios 
are presented on how teachers can combine the different characteristics to 
optimise their intermediate assessment.

Introduction

Assessment is a powerful force in education. Dunlosky et al. (2013) posit that practice testing is an effec-
tive studying technique, next to distributed practice (the process of studying constantly throughout a 
study period instead of cramming). Since these two processes enhance student learning in self-study, 
it stands to reason that distributed assessments should be an integral part of a course, encompassing 
different assessment moments during the course instead of just a final examination. In higher education, 
these assessments during the course often take various forms.

In the current paper, all forms of assessment during the course will be referred to as ‘intermedi-
ate assessment’ (synonyms are ‘frequent’ or ‘continuous’ assessment, see Isaksson 2008; Rezaei 2015). 
Intermediate assessment may influence three different types of student outcomes, namely affective, 
cognitive or behavioural outcomes. Some examples of these outcomes are student perceptions of their 
learning (Bälter, Enström, and Klingenberg 2013), student engagement (Holmes 2015), student stud-
ying behaviour (Admiraal, Wubbels, and Pilot 1999) and student grades (De Paola and Scoppa 2011).

Higher education teachers employ intermediate assessment with several goals in mind. Research by 
Day et al. (2017) indicates that teachers mainly employ intermediate assessment to motivate students 
to start studying, and to be able to measure a variety of learning goals, knowledge and skills. However, 
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they often expressed uncertainty about the influences of different assessment characteristics on their 
goals. Therefore, in the current review we further investigate different assessment characteristics.

Intermediate assessment in higher education is a subject that is widely researched. Assessments can 
vary on a multitude of characteristics, some of which are more thoroughly researched than others. One 
characteristic is the type of the assessment. Different results may be gained when using quizzes, essays 
or presentations. Often the type of an assessment is decided by the learning goals a teacher wants to 
assess: so called constructive alignment (Biggs 1996).

Other characteristics include the use of feedback, or the use of formative assessments (Bennett 
2011). Studies show that formative assessments are potent learning tools (Black and Wiliam 2004), and 
that instructive feedback enhances learning. Other examples of characteristics are the frequency of the 
assessment, who the assessor is and whether students are graded on the assessment or not. The latter 
might be important to distinguish as students appear to be focused on grades (Harland et al. 2015).

There is a lot of evidence from studies that intermediate assessment has a general positive effect 
on students’ final grades. However, these studies (e.g. Admiraal, Wubbels, and Pilot 1999; De Paola and 
Scoppa 2011; Leeming 2002) often focus on one specific type of assessment, not contrasting them 
with other types.

The reality of higher education often prevents teachers from trying out different types of intermedi-
ate assessment within the same instalment of their course. The goal of the current paper is to provide 
an overview of research that has been conducted into intermediate assessment in higher education, 
across disciplines, and its relation to student grades. We have decided on grades as a student outcome 
because in educational research, grades are often used as a proxy for cognitive learning (Richardson, 
Abraham, and Bond 2012). Assessment drives learning (Clouder et al. 2012, 2), making grades a suitable 
outcome variable.

With this review, the authors aim to provide a more general overview of what intermediate assess-
ments have led to positive outcomes and to inform higher education professionals who are designing 
their curriculum. We try to answer the following research question: what characteristics of intermediate 
assessment are related to student grades?

Methods

Search and Selection

Papers for the review were searched using the ‘All databases’ search in the Web of Science. In each of 
the searches one of the following keywords was combined with ‘assessment’: ‘intermediate’, ‘frequent’, 
‘continuous’, ‘programmatic’, ‘in-between’, ‘formative’ and ‘summative’.

The different steps of the search process, including which parts of the articles were examined, the 
inclusion criteria and resulting selected articles are presented in Figure 1. Steps 1 and 2 (search and 
first selection) were conducted in March 2016, which was also the cut-off date for published articles. 
The year 2000 was chosen as a start date, as the number of published articles sharply decreases the 
earlier the date. In each subsequent step of the search process, the inclusion criteria were expanded 
to select more focused studies.

Ultimately, 88 articles were selected for inclusion in the review. These articles included (quasi) 
experiments as well as descriptive studies. While reading the methods and results sections all relevant 
information concerning the intermediate assessment and its results was extracted from the articles. 
All information extracted from the articles fits in the categories presented in Table 1. Context variables 
and assessment characteristics were defined while reading the first few articles and discussed amongst 
authors. Furthermore, at the annual meeting of the Netherlands Educational Research Association, 
educational researchers and educationalists attending our discussion session (Day et al. 2016) were 
asked to mark which variables they deemed interesting and useful.

All relevant information from the articles was added to a Microsoft Access database. When an article 
does not provide information on one of the variables, ‘no info’ is entered. After entering all information 
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several iterations were performed to make sure similar terms were used for similar concepts across 
articles.

Reliability of selection

The search and selection process was carried out by the first author. During this process, quality was 
ensured in two ways. During the search (step 1), the second author selected articles from the ‘contin-
uous’ assessment search in parallel to the first author. Each author made a short overview of why they 
selected these articles. Subsequently, they discussed and argued their choices till an agreement on 
which articles to include in step 2 was reached.

Additionally, in step 4, the second author judged a subset of 14 articles from step 3 (a little over 
10% of the total) on whether they should be included in the full review. The authors agreed on 12 of 
the articles, but both included one article that the other did not include. This led to an acceptable 
inter-rater-reliability of Cohen’s κ  =  0.65. After careful reconsideration of the two articles, one was 
not relating intermediate assessment to final examination outcomes and was therefore not included. 
The other article was at first discarded by one author, because the information about intermediate 

Figure 1. Schematic overview of the search and selection process.
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assessment was limited, but since it did relate intermediate assessment to final examination results it 
was included in the final selection.

Analysis

Several papers describe research on multiple cohorts, multiple assessment types or multiple studies. 
During the analyses, these will be treated separately, raising the total number of outcomes over 88.

Relevant characteristics for analysis were decided upon in discussion with educational experts (Day 
et al. 2016), and inspired by the typology of peer assessment by Topping (1998), as, to our best knowl-
edge, a similar typology of intermediate assessment is not available. Furthermore, characteristics that 
seemed salient while reading the articles were added as well. All characteristics were investigated 
while articles were grouped on the assessment type level. Table 2 shows an overview of all articles and 
their assessment characteristics. The table is organised by assessment type, and each condition (or 
assessment type) is presented on a separate row, to be able to clarify the differences in characteristics 
within the same articles.

To further exemplify the clusters of characteristics of intermediate assessment that are present in 
the literature, illustrative articles for the clusters will be discussed in more detail. These articles are 
selected because they present relevant results pertaining to the cluster, but they are not supposed to 
be representative of all studies included in the cluster.

Results & discussion

Article background information

Research into intermediate assessment in higher education is conducted all over the world, evidenced 
by papers from South Africa (3), Iran (3) and Brazil (1). However, the majority of the research discussed 
in the current review was conducted in the United States of America (25), Australia (12) and the United 
Kingdom (12).

Similarly, research is being conducted in different disciplines, with medicine (38), STEM (science, 
technology, engineering and mathematics) fields (19), the social sciences (12), and law, business and 
economics (12) being main contributors. The largest group of studies is conducted with first year stu-
dents (with 23 articles exclusively using first year students).

Table 1. Overview of information extracted from the articles included in the review.

Context variables Assessment characteristics
Country Type of assessment

e.g. quiz, presentation, essay, cases
Discipline Frequency of assessment

e.g. weekly, single assessment, 8 assessments
N of students Duration
Study Phase Number and type of questions
e.g. first year, undergraduate e.g. multiple choice, short answer
Use of control group Scoring
  e.g. percentage of grade, performance score, bonus points
Cognitive Outcome Variable Feedback
e.g. final examination score, GPA e.g. elaborate, feedback form
Other variables in the research Assessor
e.g. gender, comparing low and high achieving students teacher, peers, self
Findings of the research Medium

e.g. computer, pen and paper
Location
In class, at home, anywhere
Mandatory
Other characteristics
e.g. open book, reattempts
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Generally, research on intermediate assessment falls into two categories. The first category is correla-
tional studies addressing the relationship of the intermediate assessment and final assessment grades 
(N = 16). The second category includes studies that compare final examination scores for groups with 
and without intermediate assessment, or scores on different courses (N = 62). Furthermore, fourteen 
studies investigated a correlation as well as a comparison. In the 88 selected articles, 77 studies found 
positive results of intermediate assessment, and 23 found no results. To reiterate, several articles dis-
cussed multiple outcomes, which is why the total number of results exceeds 88.

Assessment type

In total, 24 different types of assessment are used in the 88 articles. Table 2 shows that the most preva-
lent assessment types are midterms/examinations, quizzes and writing assignments. These three are all 
well-known, ‘generic’, conventional assessment forms, but the range of assessments also includes game-
based assessments, clinical bedside assessments, and the use of twitter as a dynamic assessment tool.

Assessment type and discipline

When disciplines are aggregated to a more general level it becomes evident that midterms (or related 
generic forms of examinations) and writing assignments are the only types of assessment used across 
all disciplines; Quizzes are also represented across the majority of disciplines. These three generic assess-
ment types can be implemented in all disciplines. There are also some discipline specific assessment 
types, like clinical bedside assessment for medical students. Interestingly, the oral presentation, which 
can be considered a generic assessment type as well, was only used in one study in one discipline.

Assessment type and frequency of assessment

Students are confronted with a vastly differing amount of assessments, as can be seen in the frequency 
column of Table 2. The majority of authors describe courses that consist of one to ten intermediate 
assessments per course. Palmer and Devitt (2014) mention the highest number of intermediate assess-
ments in one course: students had access to 38 intermediate assessments.

Since not all courses run for the same amount of time, and eight assessments in an eight week 
course will be perceived differently than eight assessments in a 20 week course, direct comparison of 
assessment frequency in different studies may be biased. Some authors specify that their assessments 
occur weekly (e.g. Nelson et al. 2009), fortnightly (e.g. Nicol 2009) or after each educational meeting 
(e.g. Henly and Reid 2001).

Overall, it can be argued that the frequency of assessments is not the most important characteristic, 
but rather the alignment between the frequency of assessment and the course goals. For example, the 
38 assessments in Palmer and Devitt (2014) may seem like a lot, but they reported completion rates of 
90%, indicating that the number of assessments was suitable for the course.

Assessment type and feedback

The feedback column in Table 2 indicates that the majority of authors report some form of feedback. 
The elaborateness of the feedback ranges from simply stating whether an answer was correct, to giving 
elaborate, content-related, qualitative feedback. It seems that some types of feedback are closely related 
to specific types of assessment, which is most clearly the case for the rubric or feedback form, which is 
mainly employed in more open tasks like writing assignments and patient encounters. Interestingly, 
it seems that the category of feedback which one expects to have the largest influence (elaborated 
content feedback) does not produce more positive effects than supplying students with their results 
or the correct answers. This may have to do with different feedback effects for different student groups. 
For example, Shute (2008) poses that while elaborated feedback is the optimal feedback type for lower 
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achieving students, high achieving students often get enough information from corrective feedback. 
This is also in line with work by Brookhart (2001), who discovered that successful students often use 
summative test information for learning purposes.

Two papers that illustrate how the level of feedback can relate to student results are Hooshyar et al. 
(2016) and van der Kleij et al. (2012). Both of these papers compare conditions with elaborate feedback 
to feedback that only consist of knowledge of results.

Hooshyar et al. (2016) investigated an online game based formative assessment (a tic-tac-toe var-
iation, where a correct answer on a question allows the student to place a token on the grid) and its 
influence on problem solving skills. The population was 52 first year computer science students, 22 in 
a control class working with what the authors call ‘traditional approaches’ (Hooshyar et al. 2016, 27), 
and 30 in the experimental class working with the game-based assessment. There were three feedback 
conditions in the game-based assessment: delayed knowledge of results, immediate knowledge of 
results, and immediate elaborate feedback. Results indicate that students in the experimental condi-
tion performed better than their peers in the control group, and that immediate elaborate feedback 
proved to be the most useful.

The research by van der Kleij et al. (2012) focused on a computer-based assessment for learning 
task for 152 first year economics students. The study compared summative assessment results of three 
groups. Group one consisted of 52 students who received immediate knowledge of correct response 
and elaborate feedback on their performance. Group two (N = 48) received delayed knowledge of 
correct response and elaborate feedback, and group three (N = 52) only received delayed knowledge 
of their results. This intervention had no effect on the final summative assessment results, indicating 
immediate or delayed elaborate feedback did not improve final performance.

The studies by Hooshyar et al. (2016) and van der Kleij et al. (2012) exhibit a different influence of 
feedback, where the former does find an influence of elaborate feedback and the latter does not. There 
are several similarities in the design of the two studies. Both focus on a single assessment for first year 
students, both use multiple-choice questions and both assessments are performed on a computer. The 
main difference is that for Hooshyar et al. the assessment was a mandatory part of the course, following 
a specific learning module on problem solving. In the case of van der Kleij et al., the assessment for 
learning was mainly part of the experiment, and participation in the assessment was not a prerequisite 
of participating in the course.

Assessment type and mandatory assessments

There is an even divide in the use of mandatory versus voluntary intermediate assessment. Interestingly, 
whether or not an assessment is mandatory does not immediately seem to influence students’ results. 
For mandatory and voluntary assessments, the amount of studies finding no positive influence of 
intermediate assessment is approximately 36% and 31% respectively.

Carrillo-de-la-Peña and Perez (2012) used mandatory intermediate assessment in an interesting way. 
Their research focused on three classes of second year psychology students for three consecutive years, 
with a total population of 903 students. These students were given the choice to partake in continuous 
assessment (CA) in their course, or to stick to ‘traditional’ assessment (TA). Although the choice for CA was 
voluntary, the 30% of students who chose CA were then required to participate in mandatory formative 
assessments and ‘complementary individual and group tasks’ (46). At the end of the term all students 
took the same final examination, which counted for 70% for CA students and 100% for TA students.

Comparison of the groups shows that fewer CA students dropped the course during the semester, 
more CA students passed the examination, and CA students got higher marks for the examination. 
These results were consistently found for all three academic years under investigation. Surprisingly, 
TA students remarked in a questionnaire that they believed the CA system would have helped their 
learning and 33 to 60% of them would have chosen it, if they were starting the course now.

Snowball and Mostert (2013) described voluntary participation in intermediate assessment for a writ-
ing assignment. During their course, Snowball and Mostert (2013) were faced with technical difficulties 
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during the period of online submission of the essay assignment for peer assessment, which led them 
to also offer an alternative exercise, making the peer assessment voluntary. This alternative led to only 
about half of the 800 students enrolled in the macroeconomics class participating in peer assessment. 
Regression analyses showed that participating in the peer assessment did not predict students’ final 
essay grades. Even though 58% of the students agreed that peer feedback helped them to improve the 
quality of their essay, only 10% of the students made significant changes to their essays. Furthermore, 
when comparing peer assessment on the first version with tutor assessment of the final version, it 
seemed that peers were marking in a much smaller range (between 60 and 68%) than the tutors were, 
which may not have motivated students to implement significant changes.

In summary, research does not show differences between mandatory and voluntary assessments 
with respect to students’ grades. However, in the case of voluntary assessments, selection effects should 
be taken into account. For example, Covic and Jones (2008) gave third year psychology students the 
opportunity to resubmit their 1200 word essays; however, high performing students chose not to 
participate in the resubmission. In other cases it may be that high performers do participate, whereas 
lower performing students do not. This begs the question of what other variables influence the role 
of intermediate assessment. One that clearly comes forward from Snowball and Mostert’s research is 
‘who is the assessor?’, and another is ‘what can students gain with participating in the assessment?’.

Assessment type and assessor

The majority of authors describe assessments that were assessed by the teacher (or a lecturer, facilitator, 
supervisor, etcetera), or did not explicitly name who the assessor was. Research that uses peer-assess-
ment or peer feedback is mainly limited to writing assignments, whereas the majority of authors that 
employ self-assessment do so using quizzes.

One study that compares the differences between self, peer, and teacher-assessment is Birjandi and 
Hadidi Tamjid (2012). In this paper, the researchers investigate the writing performance of 157 Teaching 
English as a Foreign Language students, divided into four experimental groups and one control group. 
Students in all five groups wrote essays and subsequently were assessed on those essays in different 
ways. In the first group, teachers gave oral feedback when students read their written essays aloud in 
class, and students wrote reflection journals detailing what they learned and what problems they had 
during the class. In the second group, students self-assessed their essays using a rubric and were able to 
make revisions based on this assessment. Afterwards, teachers assessed the essays and students were 
able to compare their self-assessment to that of the teacher. The third group was set up very similarly 
to the second group, but instead of self-assessment, this group was divided into smaller peer groups 
where students rated each other’s work using the rubric. The fourth group was the only group that 
did not use teacher assessment. In this group students first assessed themselves and subsequently 
went into peer groups to assess the work of their peers. The fifth group was the control group, where 
teachers assessed the essays.

Before and after writing their essays, students took an English proficiency test and a writing test, 
to see if their performance improved. For all five groups, scores on the writing test increased after the 
classes on essay writing. Analysis of variance with post-hoc tests indicated that the third group (peer 
and teacher assessment) scored significantly better than the first, second and fifth groups.

These findings, together with several other articles using peer assessment, suggest a positive influ-
ence of peer assessment. However, the influence of teacher assessment should not be excluded. When 
comparing the different groups in Birjandi and Hadidi Tamjid’s (2012) research, the fourth group (using 
self and peer assessment) did not differ from the other groups, indicating that the results of the third 
group are not just due to peer assessment, but to the combination of teacher and peer assessment. 
When combining two or more assessors, the teacher is often the assessor who decides on the final 
evaluation of the assessment: in most assessments the teacher is still the decider.
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Assessment type and reward

Another important factor in assessment is the type of reward students get for participating. In the scor-
ing column of Table 2 the two largest categories contain assessments that either make up a percentage 
of the final grade, or assessments on which students simply receive a (formative) score, that does not 
count towards the final grade. In some cases, teachers gave students bonus points for completing the 
assessments. Out of the two biggest categories the most positive results are found in studies awarding 
a percentage of course grade, maybe indicating that students who feel that they have something to 
gain with the assessment will exert more effort.

Kibble (2007) provides an interesting example of how rewards seem to influence the effectiveness 
of an intermediate assessment. Five cohorts of medical physiology students could participate in two 
voluntary quizzes as a means of formative assessment. In the first cohort, students got no rewards for 
participating in the quizzes. In the second cohort, students could earn 0.5% course credit per quiz 
simply for taking the quiz, irrespective of their grade. Students in cohort three received 1% credit per 
quiz if they scored >30%, and they were free to retake the quiz as often as they wanted in a one-week 
period. In cohorts four and five students were rewarded with 1 or 2 percent course credit, ‘allotted as a 
function of the actual quiz score attained from the better of two attempts’ (254) respectively.

As Table 2 indicates, in cohorts four and five there was no longer a positive effect of participating in 
the quizzes. However, participation in the quizzes increased drastically, from 52% in the first to 98% in 
the fifth cohort, when the rewards were greater. In all cohorts the summative assessment scores of quiz 
takers were compared to non-takers, which may explain the lack of difference in cohorts four and five, 
since the group of non-takers was small. Furthermore, results seem to indicate that students in cohorts 
four and five did not engage with the quizzes with the formative purpose in mind, but mainly to gain 
course credit. Kibble’s main evidence for this is that these students got a very high score on their first 
attempt at the quiz, subsequently did not try to retake the quiz for improvement, and were unable to 
sustain their high performance in the summative examination.

This may be evidence to be cautious with rewards for intermediate assessments with a formative 
purpose. Gibbs and Simpson (2004, 23) mention that assessment only supports learning when the 
provided feedback is ‘received and attended to’, subsequently showing several research outcomes that 
indicate students often discard feedback and only attend to grades when they are provided together. 
However, grades or bonus points can work as an incentive for students to participate in the intermediate 
assessment. Harland et al. (2015) stated that students are focused on working for graded assessments 
more than for ungraded educational activities.

Intermediate assessment scenarios

The review shows how various characteristics of intermediate assessments are related to student grades. 
In this section, three scenarios for intermediate assessment are presented, which indicate combinations 
of the characteristics discussed in the results section. These scenarios illustrate how the different char-
acteristics discussed could be implemented in a higher education setting. Each scenario will focus on a 
different assessment type: the quiz, the written assignment and the authentic professional assignment. 
These three types reflect different aspects of the intermediate assessment process. In the case of all 
these scenarios it is important to keep in mind that different assessment goals may ask for different 
assessment characteristics.

Scenario 1: quiz

Quizzes are a frequently used assessment type. In the current scenario, the quiz is implemented in a 
first-year social science course. This course has weekly lectures and lasts for ten weeks. Teachers felt 
that students who are attending the lectures often come unprepared, so they decided to implement 
quizzes to keep the students on track in their learning. These quizzes are not mandatory, because the 
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teachers also want to facilitate students’ ownership over their learning, but participation in the quizzes 
is rewarded with a 0.5 (out of 10) bonus when students pass all quizzes. The student population of this 
course is fairly large, with about 400 students enrolled.

Quizzes take place after each lecture, to encourage students to keep up with their studying. A quiz 
after each lecture clearly aligns the assessment with the materials studied during the lecture. For stu-
dents taking a 10–20 item quiz, consisting mainly of multiple choice questions and some short answer 
questions, is also a good instrument for self-assessment and to check whether they understand all the 
class materials.

To alleviate teacher workload, the quizzes are implemented using an online platform, with the 
additional bonus that students can access the quizzes at their own convenience. In the online quiz, the 
assessment process is automated and students are supplied with feedback. This feedback is tailored to 
the student’s level of performance, since Shute (2008) suggests that low achieving students benefit from 
elaborated feedback, whereas for high achieving students simple corrective feedback is often enough. 
Elaborated feedback on the multiple choice questions consists of explanations on each answer option, 
including why the correct choice is correct. For the short answers questions, a model answer with the 
most important parts of the correct answer will be supplied after answering the question. Because the 
computer cannot adequately assess the correctness of short answer questions, only the multiple choice 
questions are used when deciding whether or not a student passed the quiz.

Reflections on the quiz scenario
Several advantages of the quiz are: they are often easy to design and use, administering them is time-ef-
ficient, they are fit for use in large groups, they help keep students on track, they promote active learning, 
and can reduce test anxiety. In the scenario the main two advantages were the ease of large group 
assessment and the ability to keep students on track.

An advantage of hosting the quizzes on an online platform is that questions for each week can be 
randomly chosen from a larger bank of quiz items. Quizzes that are composed by selecting items from 
a larger item bank allow meaningful repetition of the quiz more easily, indicating that students learn 
the associated learning materials instead of simply memorising the correct answers on a quiz. However, 
building a large item bank is a labour intensive process. Furthermore, if the item bank is large enough, 
there may be no new questions available for the final examination.

One disadvantage of intermediate quizzes is strategic quiz taking, as was indicated when discussing 
the research by Kibble (2007). Simply memorising quiz answers, or other surface learning approaches 
for answering multiple choice questions, often does not promote long term learning effects (Gibbs and 
Simpson 2004). This can be overcome by integrating a discussion of quiz answers in the following lecture.

We believe that the majority of the characteristics described in Scenario 1 can be applied to scenarios 
containing a midterm or formative examination as intermediate assessment as well. The main difference 
would be that examinations usually occur less often, are larger in size than quizzes are, and usually have 
higher stakes than quizzes do. When midterms are used to complete certain topics that will not return 
on the final examination, it may be of less importance to offer elaborate feedback.

Scenario 2: writing assignment

Writing assignments were also among the most often used assessment types. This scenario concerns 
a twelve week third-year business course of 80 students, where one of the final assessments is a 3000-
word business plan. The intermediate assessment that is part of this scenario is a peer assessment. 
Students are invited to voluntarily submit a draft of their business plan as an opportunity to receive 
formative peer feedback.

In the second week of the course, before students start writing their plans, they are invited to partic-
ipate in a peer feedback workshop. During this workshop the teacher introduces them to the procedure 
of peer feedback, using an online peer feedback platform. Furthermore, during this workshop, the 
students familiarise themselves with the assessment criteria. All students are asked to provide feedback 
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on a business plan written by a student in a previous cohort, using a proposed feedback form. After this 
exercise the teacher and students discuss the criteria and amend them where necessary.

After the peer feedback workshop, students have two weeks to finish their draft for peer feedback. 
Following submission of the draft, the online platform automatically matches two students to give 
feedback on each other’s drafts. The teacher decided against predetermined couples matched on stu-
dents’ ability, since the voluntary nature of the draft submission meant that there was a risk that several 
couples would remain incomplete. Students have two weeks to complete the peer feedback assignment. 
When students have received their drafts with feedback, they subsequently have four weeks to finish 
their business plan and submit the final version to their teachers.

Reflections on the writing assignment scenario
This type of assessment is versatile and is often used to assess writing skill and content knowledge 
or discipline specific skills simultaneously. Writing assignments often allow students to display their 
in-depth knowledge and present a good opportunity to implement peer assessment in the curriculum. 
Peer assessment is a valuable learning tool, where students learn from the feedback they receive, as 
well as from providing feedback to their peer. Furthermore, adopting peer feedback in the writing 
assignment provides the students with an opportunity to receive feedback on their work, without 
significantly increasing teacher workload.

It is instrumental that students receive adequate peer feedback training (van Zundert, Sluijsmans, 
and van Merriënboer 2010). Van Zundert et al. found that peer feedback training positively influenced 
the quality of peer feedback as well as students’ attitudes towards peer assessment. Furthermore, during 
this training students can familiarise themselves with the assessment criteria and propose to amend 
them where they feel that they do not fit the assignment.

Results from Snowball and Mostert (2013) indicate two possible problems with peer assessment on 
writing. First, students did not make significant improvements based on the peer feedback. Second, 
peers marked on a much smaller range than teachers did, indicating they were less critical, but also 
less positive. The latter problem could be overcome by training and experience.

Scenario 3: authentic assessment

Even though authentic assessments were not prevalent in the current sample, they do make up an 
important facet of the assessment domain. In courses in, for example, the medical field more conven-
tional written assessments are often unable to assess the professional skills that are needed in the 
workplace, necessitating assessment types that simulate these practical situations, or sometimes even 
take place in practice.

This scenario concerns an intermediate assessment in a semester long fourth year medical course, 
attended by 35 students. This course focuses on clinical skills development and the final examination 
in this course is a 10 station objective structured clinical examination (OSCE). Since clinical skills cannot 
be taught by purely lecturing, this course features a weekly practical tutorial in addition to the lectures 
focusing on theory. These tutorials are small scale, with each tutorial only consisting of seven students. 
To fully prepare students for the examination, all stations that are included in the OSCE are administered 
formatively during the tutorials, at a rate of one station every other week.

The formative OSCE focuses on the stations that were discussed during lectures and tutorials that 
week. All students perform the tasks associated with the station on a simulated patient, while being 
observed by their peers and a tutor. The tutor subsequently judges students’ performance on the sta-
tion by completing a rating form. On this form there is ample space for the tutor to provide narrative 
feedback on the students’ performance. Peers have no formal assessment role, but they are invited to 
share their observations and tips.



924    INDIRA N. Z. DAY ET AL.

Reflections on the authentic assessment scenario
Authentic assessments help students experience real life (or close to real life) situations where they 
need to apply their skills. However, these assessments are often time consuming.

An important facet of the current scenario is that students are learning from each observing each 
other. This does mean that the first student who completes the station may be at a disadvantage, 
because they have not observed a peer. It is up to the tutor to ensure that different students are the first 
to participate in the station each assessment. Furthermore, teachers can model the correct performance 
or show video examples of experts.

Concluding remarks

This review set out to identify which characteristics of intermediate assessment may play a role in 
improving students’ final examination results. The results of the review show that intermediate assess-
ment is employed widely in higher education, and that the variety is large. The instructional designs vary 
per study, depending on the educational context and the specific objectives the instructors had in mind.

The main outcomes indicate the following:

(1) � Corrective feedback is often enough, but lower achieving students may need more elaborate 
feedback.

(2) � Both mandatory and voluntary assessments can influence students’ grades. Therefore, inter-
mediate assessment is not only effective when it is mandatory, but can also be effective when 
it is voluntary.

(3) � Peer assessment is beneficial to students’ grades, especially since providing feedback is a learn-
ing opportunity for students as well.

(4) � Rewarding students increases their participation, but may negatively influence the learning 
effects of the assessment when students are strictly focused on the reward and do not engage 
with feedback.

In a way, intermediate assessment characteristics are different pieces of a puzzle that, combined 
together, influence students’ grades. Teachers can optimise their courses by checking which charac-
teristics align with their goals, and combining these characteristics in such a way that students can 
achieve the educational learning goals more easily and perform better.
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