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Executive Summary

Assessment literacy (AL) is widely recognised as central to effective practice in higher education,
yet its application remains complex and context-dependent. This report synthesizes three key
areas of contemporary AL research: assessment validity in the age of Generative Al (GenAl),
inclusive assessment, and authentic assessment. It examines their effects on student learning
outcomes, underlying mechanisms, the strength of the evidence base, and implications for
practice.

The analysis suggests that the impact of assessment is contingent on design and context. GenAl
challenges traditional product-based assessment, while process-oriented and programmatic
approaches appear more effective in supporting valid interpretations of learning. Inclusive
assessment is associated with increased engagement, motivation, and sense of belonging,
though effects on measurable outcomes remain mixed. Similarly, authentic assessment can
support deeper engagement when aligned with meaningful contexts, but its effectiveness
depends on implementation.

Across all areas, alignment between assessment design, pedagogy, and learning outcomes is
critical. While there is converging support for these approaches, the evidence base remains
context-specific and methodologically constrained. Developing AL therefore requires the
capacity to make informed, context-sensitive decisions about assessment design and
implementation.
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Glossary

Assessment literacy (AL)
The knowledge, skills, and contextual understanding required to design, interpret, and use
assessment effectively to support learning and informed decision-making.

Assessment for learning (AfL)
Assessment practices that support ongoing learning through feedback, reflection, and iterative
improvement during the learning process.

Assessment of learning (AolL)
Summative assessment practices used to evaluate and certify student achievement, typically at
the end of a learning period.

Assessment validity
The extent to which assessment design and interpretation accurately capture intended learning
outcomes within specific contexts, supported by appropriate evidence.

Authentic assessment
Assessment tasks requiring meaningful application of knowledge and skills in relevant or real-
world contexts.

Authenticity (in assessment)
The degree to which assessment aligns with learners’ contexts, experiences, and goals,
enhancing relevance and meaningful engagement with learning.

Feedback literacy
The ability of students and educators to understand, interpret, and use feedback effectively to
improve learning and performance.

Formative assessment
Low-stakes assessment that provides feedback and opportunities for improvement prior to
summative evaluation.

Generative artificial intelligence (GenAl)
Al systems capable of producing human-like content, challenging traditional assessment by
enabling task completion without demonstrating genuine capability.

Inclusive assessment
Assessment practices designed to provide equitable opportunities for diverse learners to
demonstrate knowledge and skills.
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Intrinsic motivation
Motivation driven by internal interest and engagement, supported by autonomy, competence,
and relatedness.

Programmatic assessment
An approach where multiple assessment points across a program collectively inform judgments
about student learning and development.

Social justice in assessment

Assessment practices that view assessment as a social practice to promote recognition, fairness
in outcomes (not just procedures), and the development of learners who can contribute to a
more just society.

Summative assessment
High-stakes assessment used to measure achievement of learning outcomes at a defined point
in time.

Transnational higher education
Educational provision across national contexts, often involving hybrid or ‘glocal’ influences on
curriculum, pedagogy, and assessment.
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Introduction

Assessment — once seen primarily as an act of objective measurement — is now widely
understood as a matter of inclusion, equity and social justice (Nieminen, 2025)

It is widely upheld that Assessment Literacy (AL) ought to be expanded for teachers,
administrators, and policymakers across the HE sector, yet its definition is not unanimous.
According to Stiggins (1991, p,535), “Those who are assessment literate, on the one hand, have
a basic understanding of the meaning of high- and low-quality assessment and are able to apply
that knowledge to various measures of student achievement”. Practitioners therefore require
specific knowledge and skills (literacies) to effectively assess and interpret results, particularly if
assessment is to inform both policy and instructional decisions. Furthermore, AL is context
dependent and interwoven with a practitioner’s content knowledge, pedagogical skill, and
understanding of testing, measurement, and data use (DePascale et al., 2018). Adding to this
complexity are multiple forms of assessment (Tight, 2021), including assessment of and for
learning, and formative and summative approaches. A fundamental starting point for
understanding AL is therefore the key literature, including Stiggins (1991; 2002), Popham (2004;
2009; 2011), and Xu and Brown’s (2016, p.155) Teacher assessment literacy in practice (TALIiP)
framework, which marks a transition towards a more sophisticated understanding of
assessment for learning.

The TALiP framework calls for a situated, dynamic, and evolving system “that depends on
forming a virtuous circle of TALIP with joint efforts from appropriate stakeholders” (Xu and
Brown, 2016, p.159). It conceptualizes AL development across levels—from initial “should do”
knowledge, through internalized understanding, to self-directed awareness of assessment
processes and identity. This reconceptualization positions practitioners along a continuum,
rather than a literate/illiterate dichotomy, emphasizing AL as both a practitioner priority and a
wider HE concern.

An understanding of AL is crucial as it fundamentally shapes learning (Yang and Zhang, 2024).
Contextual features stem from institutional culture and are influenced by geo-political forces,
global education reform (Sahlberg, 2006), and neoliberal versus global reform beliefs (Verger
and Altinyelken, 2013). In Sino-JVUs, these influences often combine in ‘glocal’ forms, requiring
assessment to serve as a rationale for learning. Ultimately, as assessment design always requires
compromise (Ajjawi et al., 2024), and given the power faculty hold as assessment designers,
developing practitioner AL is essential if assessment is to meaningfully shape learning and align
with evolving pedagogical, technological, and contextual demands. Finally, educational research
is often context-dependent, with limitations relating to sample size, methodological design, and
variability across institutional settings. Findings should therefore be interpreted as indicative
rather than universally generalizable.

This report synthesizes key themes in assessment literacy —validity in the age of
Generative Al, inclusive assessment, and authentic assessment—through an evidence-informed
lens. For each theme, it examines: (1) effects on student learning outcomes, (2) underlying
mechanisms, (3) the strength and limitations of the evidence base, and (4) actionable
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implications for faculty practice. In doing so, this report aims to support higher education
practitioners in developing assessment approaches that are pedagogically robust, contextually
appropriate, and responsive to emerging challenges.

Key Themes

1. Assessment Validity in the Agen of Generative Al (GenAl)

“Generative Al (GenAl) challenges assessment validity by enabling students to complete tasks
without demonstrating genuine capability” (Corbin et al., 2025, p.1).

1.1 Overall Effect on Student Learning Outcomes

The rise of Generative Al (GenAl) has revolutionized education practices, particularly within
higher education. For over a decade, technology has played a significant role in shaping
assessment design. This trajectory reached a pivotal turning point with the launch of OpenAl’s
ChatGPT 3.5 in 2022, which accelerated the democratization of Al accessibility within the higher
education sector. As one of the most powerful, transformative technologies available (Radanliey,
2025), Al’s role in assessment (Marshall et al., 2024) and its influence on validity are therefore
paramount to AL development and assessment evolution.

Taking the features of validity outlined in the literature (Messick, 1989; Sireci, 2007,
20009, cited by Shaw and Crisp, 2011) into account, GenAl represents a significant disruption to
HE assessment validity. Its impact on student learning outcomes is highly context-dependent.
Where assessment relies on product-based outputs, GenAl may obscure whether students have
independently demonstrated knowledge and skills, resulting in negative or indeterminate
outcomes. However, when assessments emphasize process, multiple modes, and authentic
demonstration of learning, GenAl can support deeper engagement. Designing assessments to
capture “the coherent demonstration of learning across multiple appropriately designed
touchpoints” (Corbin et al., 2025, p.9) may therefore enhance validity. Overall, the impact of
GenAl remains mixed and contingent on assessment design, with stronger outcomes linked to
structurally redesigned, programmatic, and multi-modal approaches.

1.2 Mechanisms

Initial responses to GenAl have involved discursive changes to policy and instruction (Corbin et
al., 2025), including traffic light systems, declarative approaches, and the Al Assessment Scale
(AIAS) (Perkins et al., 2023; Roe et al., 2026; Furze, 2025). The AIAS not only promotes
assessment transparency, it is also easily adapted and translated contextually and used around
the world (Furze, 2024). For example, Roe et al. (2026) have adapted the AIAS for an English for
Academic Purposes context. Furthermore, it is a powerful pedagogical tool to enable
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practitioners to provide non-binary instruction for Al use in assessment, and to negotiate with
students. The authors seek ongoing feedback to revise the framework, and provide a suite of
resources, including a chatbot to engage with the model available through their open-access
website: https://aiassessmentscale.com/. While these provide guidance and scaffolding, they
create an “enforcement illusion” (Corbin et al., 2025, p,1) and do not ensure validity. Instead,
validity must be built through structural redesign of assessment tasks.

Redesigned assessment enhances learning through interconnected mechanisms.
Pedagogically, designing assessments across multiple modalities and touchpoints (e.g., the
‘Swiss Cheese’ model; Dawson, 2024) reduces reliance on any single performance, ultimately
reducing an assessment design’s vulnerability to Al invalidity. Cognitively, Self-Determination
Theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000), highlights the role of autonomy, competence, and relatedness in
fostering intrinsic motivation; flexible assessment formats and reflective components therefore
promote deeper engagement. Furthermore, structurally, programmatic assessment (Baartman
and Quinlan, 2024; Torre and Schuwirth, 2025) distributes and calibrates assessment across
curricula, enabling more reliable judgments of capability. Finally, socially, trust-based
approaches rely on shared norms, but without structural reinforcement may not safeguard
validity. Together, these mechanisms demonstrate that validity is achieved through alignment
between assessment design, pedagogy, and learner engagement.

1.3. Confidence in the Evidence Base

The evidence base regarding GenAl and assessment validity is rapidly emerging but not yet
robust. Much of the literature (e.g., Corbin et al., 2025; Furze, 2024; Rudolph et al., 2023) is
conceptual or theoretical, based on early-stage case studies, and focused on institutional
responses rather than measured learning outcomes. There is limited longitudinal evidence
examining the sustained impact of redesigned assessments, and little empirical work on
enforcing secure environments, comparing open versus closed approaches, or understanding
how students enact Al-related policies.

As is common within educational research, limitations include small and context-specific
samples, difficulty in randomization, reliance on self-reported perceptions, variability across
contexts, and limited replication. These constraints mean findings should be interpreted as
indicative rather than definitive. Nevertheless, consistent emphasis on structural redesign and
multi-modal assessment provides a moderate level of confidence as current recommendations.

1.4. Actionable Recommendations for (DKU) Faculty

Faculty should move beyond instruction-based control (e.g., Al declarations) and structurally
redesign assessment tasks, incorporating multiple modes and combining open and secure
approaches where appropriate. Pedagogically, process-oriented assessments such as drafts,
reflections, and iterative tasks—should be embedded, alongside opportunities for choice, self-
assessment, and reflection to foster autonomy and intrinsic motivation (Kearney, 2012). At the
program level, assessments should be aligned across courses, ensuring learning outcomes are
evaluated multiple times in varied formats.
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Frameworks such as the AIAS should guide, rather than replace, design decisions, while
dialogue with students regarding Al use, expectations, and ethics should be encouraged.
Institutional support is also critical, including time for redesign, professional development in
assessment literacy, and access to exemplars of innovative practice. These approaches are
particularly relevant for the DKU context, including writing-intensive courses, take-home
assessments, and the transnational, multilingual setting, where attention to linguistic and
cultural diversity and scaffolding for both assessment completion and Al use is essential.

2. Inclusive Assessment

“Assessment that treats all students the same is inequitable, since it ignores differences in
students’ past and present circumstances” (Tai et al., 2022, p.403).

2.1 Overall Effect on Student Learning Outcomes

The inclusive assessment literature has moved beyond technical accommodations, which have
been shown to stigmatize disabled students by framing them as “unfit” and “abnormal” towards
a more socially constructed understanding of accessible assessment design (Nieminen, 2023,
p.65). Inclusive assessment is shaped significantly by practitioners’ conceptions of inclusivity
and equity (Deluca et al., 2019), with important implications for assessment literacy. The
evidence suggests that inclusive assessment practices generally have a positive effect on
student learning outcomes, particularly in relation to increased engagement, improved
motivation, and an enhanced sense of belonging. Approaches such as co-design, self-
assessment, and diversified assessment formats enable students to align tasks with their
interests and strengths, thereby fostering deeper engagement. For example, co-designing
assignments creates choice, allowing learners to develop a sense of ownership and autonomy,
which in turn promotes intrinsic motivation (Ryan and Deci, 2000).

A balanced assessment diet that incorporates both formative and summative elements
can further support learning by providing opportunities for growth and reducing anxiety
associated with high-stakes assessment. However, the impact on measurable learning outcomes
remains mixed and context-dependent, particularly where debates persist regarding the role of
formative assessment in grading and whether it captures learning or the learning process, and
whether summative assessment is inclusive (Kleinlein, 2026). Overall, inclusive assessment
practices appear most effective when they reduce structural barriers, provide equitable
opportunities to demonstrate learning, and support intrinsic motivation, although outcomes
vary depending on implementation and practitioner assessment literacy.

2.2. Mechanisms

Inclusive assessment operates through interconnected pedagogical, motivational, social, and
structural mechanisms. Pedagogically, approaches such as self-assessment and co-design
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involve students in identifying standards and evaluating their own work (Boud, 2000), thereby
promoting metacognitive development and deeper engagement. Formative assessment
provides scaffolding that supports knowledge development prior to summative evaluation,
enabling students to refine their understanding. Motivationally, Self-Determination Theory
(Ryan and Deci, 2000), offers a useful explanatory framework. Inclusive practices foster
autonomy through choice and co-design, competence through scaffolded learning and
feedback, and relatedness through collaborative and participatory assessment practices. These
conditions enhance intrinsic motivation, which in turn supports deeper learning and meaningful
engagement.

Moreover, socially, assessment functions as a form of power (Raaper, 2016), and inclusive
approaches redistribute aspects of this power by involving students more actively in assessment
processes. Co-design and collaborative assessment can therefore foster a sense of belonging
and shared responsibility within learning communities, positively influencing engagement and
participation. Finally, structurally, institutional policy, quality assurance systems, and cultural
contexts shape how inclusivity is enacted in practice (Ajjawi et al., 2023).

Practitioners interpret these structures with varying degrees of flexibility, resulting in
diverse approaches. Specifically, in transnational contexts such as Sino-JVUs, hybrid ‘glocal’
influences further shape how inclusivity is conceptualized and implemented. Socially just
assessment (McArthur, 2016) integrates these dimensions by emphasizing sustained
engagement with knowledge, recognition of individual student circumstances, reconsideration
of grading practices, and alignment with broader social and educational purposes. Ultimately,
Nieminen (2023) argues that the success of inclusive assessment practices depends largely on
the level of teacher agency, expertise (AL), and support to adjust assessments. Inclusive
assessment also needs to be inclusive for teachers and cannot be easily achieved when bound
by rules, regulations, and rubrics.

2.3. Confidence in the Evidence Base

The evidence base for inclusive assessment is substantial but limited in scope. A growing body
of research supports practices such as co-design, self-assessment, and formative assessment
(Smith et al., 2024; Tai et al., 2022; McArthur, 2021). However, several limitations characteristic
of educational research should be acknowledged. Firstly, much of the literature relies on self-
reported student perceptions rather than direct measures of learning outcomes, and findings
are often context-specific, influenced by discipline, institutional culture, and cohort
characteristics. Additionally, sample sizes are frequently small or localized, limiting
generalizability, and there is limited longitudinal research examining sustained impacts on
learning. Furthermore, co-design studies often lack methodological transparency, making
replication difficult (Smith et al., 2024).

Moreover, certain student populations, particularly international students and graduate
learners, remain underrepresented in the literature, despite their increasing relevance within
transnational higher education contexts. Furthermore, research on student self-assessment
suggests that effects on measurable academic outcomes are variable and highly contingent on
implementation, indicating that claims regarding direct impacts on learning achievement should
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be interpreted with caution (e.g., Yan et al., 2023). Nevertheless, a growing body of research
demonstrates that inclusive assessment practices can enhance student engagement,
motivation, and perceptions of fairness, particularly through fostering agency and broadening
the ways in which learners can demonstrate knowledge (e.g., Nieminen, 2024). There is,
therefore, a moderate to high level of confidence in their pedagogical value.

Finally, Nieminen (2025) warns of the paradox of inclusive assessment. This paradox
positions inclusive assessment as being in opposition to many common higher education norms
and practices. For example, assessment standardization vs. student diversity, categories and
hierarchies vs. fluidity and equality, and individualism vs. interdependence may suggest despite
promising results, the problem of inclusive assessment may not be solvable, and remains an
ongoing topic of negotiation and critical reflection.

2.4. Actionable Recommendations for (DKU) Faculty

Inclusive assessment requires intentional design, pedagogical alignment, faculty agency,
expertise and institutional support (Nieminen 2023). At the level of assessment design, faculty
should ensure that tasks allow multiple ways for students to demonstrate learning, for example
through offering choice in assessment format or questions or developing balanced assessment
diets that integrate formative and summative elements. Student involvement is also significant;
integrating co-design practices, particularly in rubric development and assessment criteria
discussions, alongside encouraging self- and peer-assessment, can strengthen student
assessment literacy (Tai et al., 2018). From a pedagogical perspective, clear scaffolding is
essential, particularly for complex or unfamiliar tasks, while formative assessment should be
used strategically to reduce anxiety and support progression. Transparency in expectations and
criteria is also critical Socially, fostering learning communities through collaborative assessment
and maintaining awareness of power dynamics can help create inclusive, dialogic environments
(Carless, 2012).

Inclusive assessment requires intentional design, pedagogical alignment, faculty agency,
expertise and institutional support (Nieminen, 2023). At the level of assessment design, faculty
should ensure that tasks allow multiple ways for students to demonstrate learning. For example,
through offering choice in assessment format or questions, or developing balanced assessment
diets that integrate formative and summative elements. Student involvement is also significant;
integrating co-design practices, particularly in rubric development and assessment criteria
discussions, alongside encouraging self- and peer-assessment, can strengthen student AL. From
a pedagogical perspective, clear scaffolding is essential, particularly for complex or unfamiliar
tasks, while formative assessment should be used strategically to reduce anxiety and support
progression. Transparency in expectations and criteria is also critical. Socially, fostering learning
communities through collaborative assessment and maintaining awareness of power dynamics
can help create inclusive, dialogic environments.

In the DKU context, these practices are particularly relevant for multilingual learners,
and transnational student populations. Faculty should therefore consider linguistic and cultural
diversity in assessment design, provide additional support where needed, and align practices
with institutional values of inclusivity and equity. Finally, institutions play a key role in
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supporting faculty through professional development in inclusive assessment design, sharing of
best practices, and opportunities for collaborative curriculum development. To summarize,
Ajjawi et al. (2023, p.232) when synthesizing major converging themes from a recent edited
collection of inclusive assessment in higher education propose four major recommendations: 1)
students must be active agents in assessment design; 2) regulatory frameworks governing
assessment must prioritize inclusion; 3) faculty must adopt ethical reflexivity; and 4) positivist
and ableist discourses of assessment need to be disrupted.

3. Authentic Assessment

Assessment should be about “the outcome of engagement with knowledge that lasts”
(McArthur 2023, p.21).

3.1 Overall Effect on Student Learning Outcomes

Authentic assessment has been widely discussed in the literature for over 30 years (Ajjawi et al.,
2023), although its conceptualization continues to evolve. Traditionally, assessment has been
framed as either assessment of learning or assessment for learning. The former reflects
summative approaches focused on evaluation, while the latter emphasizes the role of
assessment in supporting ongoing learning and development (Sambell et al., 2013). Assessment
for learning (AfL) reframes assessment as a process that promotes engagement, recognizes
emotional and affective dimensions of learning, and supports learners in navigating risk through
development rather than control (Boud and Falchikov, 2007).

Within this framing, authentic assessment is associated with positive effects on student
learning outcomes, particularly in relation to engagement, application of knowledge, and the
development of transferable skills. Learning communities and collaborative practices foster
increased engagement, defined as the time, effort, and interest students invest in learning
(Trowler and Trowler, 2010 cited in Sambell et al., 2013). Furthermore, authentic assessment
supports intrinsic motivation through the development of competence, autonomy, and
relatedness (Sambell et al., 2013), encouraging students to engage more meaningfully with
knowledge. Such insights highlight a recurring theme in this report, pointing towards the strong
correlation between assessment literacy, expertise in assessment design and learner
motivation. Authentic assessment has also been proposed as a mechanism for enhancing
inclusive assessment (see section 2) (Nieminen, 2023).

However, the impact of authentic assessment remains contingent on its design and
implementation. Early conceptualizations focused on replicating real-world or workplace tasks
(Ajjawi et al., 2024; McArthur, 2023), yet these approaches can be limiting. More recent
perspectives emphasize authenticity in assessment, where alignment with learners’ lived
experiences, values, and future goals enhances relevance and engagement (Ajjawi et al., 2024).
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Moreover, Quinlan et al. (2025) surveyed students about their most engaging assessments and
found assessment choice and real-world connection promoted meaningful engagement. They
argue for a move away from professional, societal, disciplinary, and developmental authentic
and toward designing for educational authenticity. As such, authentic assessment can be
operationalized in different ways, but appears most effective when it moves beyond replication
towards meaningful, context-sensitive engagement with knowledge.

3.2 Mechanisms

Authentic assessment operates through interconnected pedagogical, social, and motivational
mechanisms. Pedagogically, it emphasizes application-based learning, where students engage
with complex, often ambiguous tasks that require the integration and transfer of knowledge.
This aligns with calls to move beyond individual attainment towards understanding what
learners are able to do upon completion of assessment (Boud, 2009 p.42). Collaborative tasks,
such as group research projects or presentations, position others as integral to the learning
process and contribute to authentic learning experiences.

Motivationally, authentic assessment supports intrinsic motivation by enabling
autonomy through choice and personalization, and competence through engagement with
meaningful and challenging tasks. This aligns with earlier discussion of Self Determination
Theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000), where autonomy, competence, and relatedness underpin
sustained engagement. By connecting learning to meaningful contexts, authentic assessment
encourages deeper engagement and ownership of learning.

Socially, authenticity can be understood as a complex social practice (Ajjawei et al.,
2024). Dialogue between practitioners and learners regarding the purpose and meaning of
assessment tasks can enhance understanding of real-world complexities. Co-design and
collaborative approaches further strengthen authenticity by enabling shared ownership of
assessment processes, while also supporting reflexive pedagogical practice (Ajjawei et al., 2024
p.506).

At a structural level, authentic assessment requires broader curricular and pedagogical
transformation. This includes creating space for problem-based learning, projects, and
community-based tasks (Barnett, 2007), as well as recognizing the influence of prior assessment
experiences on student engagement. Assessment literate practitioners must therefore design
tasks with appropriate scaffolding and support to enable students to engage effectively with
authentic forms of assessment.

3.3 Confidence in the Evidence Base

The evidence base for authentic assessment is substantial but remains conceptually driven and
uneven in empirical depth. Much of the literature (Ajjawi et al., 2024; McArthur, 2023) focuses
on theoretical development and conceptual reframing, particularly in relation to the shift from
authentic assessment towards authenticity in assessment (Ajjawi et al., 2024). While collections
such as Sambell and Brown (2021) provide practical examples across disciplines, there remains
limited large-scale or longitudinal evidence examining sustained impacts on learning outcomes.
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With broader educational research, findings are often context-specific and influenced by
disciplinary and institutional variation. There is also a need for greater clarity in the
operationalization of authenticity, as differing definitions limit comparability across studies
(Ajjawi et al., 2024). Nevertheless, there is consistent support for the role of authentic
assessment in enhancing engagement, motivation, and application of knowledge. As such, there
is a moderate level of confidence in its pedagogical value, although claims regarding direct
impact on measurable outcomes should be interpreted with caution.

3.4 Actionable Recommendations for DKU Faculty

Authentic assessment requires intentional alignment between assessment design, pedagogy,
and student context. Faculty should prioritise the development of tasks that require meaningful
application of knowledge, rather than reproduction, and incorporate opportunities for reflection
and iterative engagement. Providing flexibility in how students demonstrate learning can
enhance relevance and support diverse learner needs enhancing both the authenticity and
inclusivity of assessment (Nieminen, 2023).

Pedagogically, authentic assessment should be supported through appropriate
scaffolding, particularly for students transitioning from more traditional, exam-oriented systems
such as the Chinese college entrance examination (Gaokao) (Barnett, 2007). Embedding
collaborative and community-based tasks can foster engagement and support the development
of learning communities, while co-design approaches can enhance both authenticity and
student ownership of assessment.

At a program level, curricula should create space for problem-based and interdisciplinary
learning, enabling students to engage with complex, real-world challenges. In transnational
contexts such as DKU, attention to cultural and educational diversity is essential, alongside
alignment with broader institutional goals. Finally, institutions should support faculty through
professional development, opportunities for innovation, and access to exemplars of authentic
assessment practice.

Conclusion

This report has examined assessment literacy through three key areas: assessment validity in
the age of Generative Al, inclusive assessment, and authentic assessment. Across these areas, a
consistent pattern emerges. The effectiveness of assessment is not determined by individual
tools, policies, or formats, but by how assessment is designed, implemented, and aligned with
learners and the intended learning outcomes in mind.

In relation to validity, Generative Al challenges traditional product-based assessment
approaches, particularly where student work can be completed without demonstrating
capability. The evidence suggests that validity is better supported through process-oriented,
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multi-modal, and programmatic approaches that capture learning across multiple touchpoints.
However, this remains an emerging and rapidly changing area, and consequently, assessment
practices should be regularly evaluated. Inclusive assessment is fundamental if assessment is to
be used to support social justice. It demonstrates clear benefits in terms of engagement,
motivation, and creating a sense of belonging, particularly where students are involved in co-
design and supported through formative assessment processes. At the same time, its impact on
measurable outcomes remains mixed and dependent on context, implementation, and
practitioner expertise. Similarly, authentic assessment supports deeper engagement and
application of knowledge when tasks are meaningful and aligned with student contexts,
although its effectiveness is also contingent on design and scaffolding.

Across all three areas, the importance of alignment is clear. Assessment is most effective when
design, pedagogy, and learning outcomes are coherent, and when students are supported to
engage meaningfully with tasks. Mechanisms such as intrinsic motivation, participation, and the
use of multiple assessment points play an important role in shaping outcomes, but these
require deliberate design rather than reliance on policy or guidance alone.

The report also highlights the limitations of the current evidence base. Much research is
conceptual in nature and findings are context-specific, rely on self-reported data, and lack
longitudinal depth. As such, while there is consistent support for many of the approaches
discussed, their application requires careful consideration of local contexts and constraints.

Overall, developing assessment literacy requires practitioners to make informed, context-
sensitive decisions about assessment design and implementation. This includes adapting
practices in response to Generative Al, embedding inclusive approaches, and designing
assessments that support meaningful engagement with knowledge. For institutions, this
requires ongoing support for faculty, including time, resources, and professional development
to enable effective and sustainable change.
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