AVAILABLE SOURCE LICENSE FOR ACADEMIC AND NON-COMMERCIAL USE

HAPP

Upon execution of this Agreement by you or downloading and/or using the software code, Erasmus University Rotterdam (the “Licensor”) will provide and licenses to you a copy of HAPP software (the “Software”), on a perpetual basis, for non-commercial academic purposes only, subject to the
following terms and conditions. This license is personal for you as user, not your institution. For institutional licenses, please see section 8 below.

Please note that you are entitled to enter into this source code license only if you are a member of a public educational, non-profit, charitable or governmental institution, specifically public universities and initial education up to and including masters, and which use does not involve and is not intended
to lead to the production or manufacture of products for sale or the enhancement of a product or service in or proposed for commerce, or the performance of services for a fee.

LICENSE TERMS

0. HAPP software code consists of a set of files which contain the human readable program commands of HAPP for Google Sheets.
1. You acknowledge that Erasmus University Rotterdam owns all rights, title and interest in HAPP and that such rights remain with the Licensor.
2. Licensor grants, and you hereby accept, a personal, non-exclusive, non-transferable, perpetual license to download, install and use HAPP for academic non-commercial purposes, provided that:
You do not use the Software for the benefit of your own or any third party’s commercial purposes (note that this permits non-commercial academic collaboration with third parties but excludes commercial uses as set out below);!

You do not communicate, transfer, distribute to third parties, or sub-license the use of HAPP to any third party; and

You do not copy HAPP except for internal use and for the purposes of making a reasonable number of copies for back-up and/or internal modification purposes.

The grant of rights under this License is for academic non-commercial use only. Academic non-commercial use is defined as use for academic teaching use, or academic research or other not-for-profit scholarly purposes, which are undertaken at an educational, non-profit, charitable or governmental
institution, and which does not involve and is not intended to lead to the production or manufacture of products for sale, or the enhancement of a product or service in or proposed for commerce, or the performance of services for a fee.

If other members of your institution wish to use the software they should download their own version under these terms, or we can offer an institutional license by contacting us as set out in section 8 below.

3. You may, at your own expense, modify in whole or in part HAPP to make derivative works for yourself, although we would appreciate if these are reported to the Licensor for improving the code. Except as explicitly provided below, the terms of this Agreement shall apply to any derivative work as it
does to the original HAPP distributed by Licensor. Any derivative work should be clearly marked and renamed to notify users that it is a modified version and not the original HAPP distributed by Licensor. You agree to reproduce the copyright notice and other proprietary markings unamended
on any derivative work and to include in the documentation of such work the acknowledgement.

4. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, THIS HAPP SOFTWARE IS PROVIDED "AS 1S" AND LICENSOR MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS AND EXTENDS NO WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND, EITHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO WARRANTIES OF
SATISFACTORY QUALITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. YOU ASSUME THE ENTIRE RISK AS TO THE RESULTS AND PERFORMANCE OF THE SOFTWARE AND/OR ASSOCIATED MATERIALS. YOU AGREE THAT TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PERMITED BY
APPLICABE LAW, LICENSOR SHALL NOT BE HELD LIABLE FOR ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR INCIDENTAL DAMAGES WITH RESPECT TO ANY CLAIM BY YOU OR ANY THIRD PARTY ON ACCOUNT OF OR ARISING FROM THIS AGREEMENT OR USE OF
HAPP AND/OR ASSOCIATED MATERIALS.

5. You agree to take all reasonable steps to ensure that HAPP is protected and secured from unauthorized disclosure, use, or release and will treat it with at least the same level of care as you would use to protect and secure your own proprietary software and/or information but using no less than a
reasonable standard of care. If you become aware of any unauthorized copying, transfer or use of the Software, you shall promptly notify Licensor in writing to the email indicated below.

6. Licensor shall have the right to terminate this license immediately by written notice upon becoming aware of your breach of, or non-compliance with, any terms of this Agreement. You agree to destroy all copies of HAPP in your possession upon termination of this Agreement and to certify such
destruction in writing when requested.

7. You agree that any reports or published results obtained with HAPP will acknowledge its use by the appropriate citation as follows:
Lee, C. I. S. G., Auer, J., Peeters, D. A. P., & Giesbers, B. (2023). Grading and Simultaneously Providing High-Information Feedback: The Harmonized Appraisal Assessment Methodology.

8. Use other than academic and non-commercial use as above is deemed to be commercial use and outside the scope of this License. Commercial use of HAPP, or derivative works based thereon, requires a commercial license. Should you wish to make commercial use of HAPP, you should
contact Licensor at the email address happ@rsm.nl to enquire about institutional and/or commercial use licenses.

9. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the Netherlands. The competent courts shall be the competent courts of Rotterdam. Licensor shall also, at its sole discretion, have the right to invoke as competent the courts of the domicile or place of business of Licensee.

10 November 2023.
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1. Wat is
Harmonized Appraisal
(HAPP)?



Waarom een nieuwe nakijkmethode?

De voordelen van narratieve feedback...

- Persoonlijke ontwikkeling studenten @

- Begrip en waardering van studenten voor beoordeling

- Legitimiteit en professionaliteit van docenten

De kosten van narratieve feedback
- Tijdsintensief

- Moeilijk om consistentie te bewaken

- Druk op docenten om (investering in) feedback te beperken

De investering die nodig is om feedback te geven is voor docenten soms

moeilijk te rechtvaardigen, vooral bij grote vakken of cursussen

RSM
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Een nieuwe nakijkmethode

Voor ongestructureerde of semi-gestructureerde opdrachten, zoals: : i
caid e Mo T
— e - s
j A IR BF  ooo L
Essays Presentaties  Rollenspellen Scripties En meer... i,

Oftewel... opdrachten waarbij:
* Vrije tekst of niet-gescript gedrag moet worden beoordeeld
« Een beknopt antwoordmodel ontoereikend is
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Hoe ik nu nakijk
(met HAPP)...

1. Beoordelingsrubriek
opstellen voor studenten

2. Beoordelingsrubriek vertalen
naar specifieke facetten en
niveaus voor de beoordeling

3. Punten en Feedback verbinden
aan de beoordelingsniveaus op
de facetten

4. Feedback geaggregeerd naar
een bericht aan het
student/team

5. Mogelijkheid om dit bericht slim
persoonlijker en gericht
specifieker te maken

e

Beoordelingrubriek Schrijfopdracht

Criteria Beoordeling Weging
Creativiteit 10 tot 8 punten: 8 tot 6 punten: Zeer |6 tot 2 punten: 2 toten met 0 10 punten
Uitzonderlijk Creatief Enigzins Creatief punten:
Het vermogen om Creatief Weinig of Geen
originele en De tekst bevat De tekst bevat een Creativiteit
vernieuwende ideeén |De tekst bevat verschillende paar creatieve
te presenteren. unieke, originele creatieve elementen |ideeen, maar leunt De tekst toont geen
ideeén of en originele sterk op creatief denken of
benaderingen en gedachten, hoewel er |conventionele of verbeelding en is
vertoont een hoge enkele conventionele |typische volledig gebaseerd op
mate van ideeén aanwezig benaderingen. Er zijn |conventionele of
verbeeldingskracht en | kunnen zijn. pogingen tot standard
originaliteit. originaliteit, maar benaderingen.
deze zijn beperkt.
Schrijfvaardigheid |10 tot 8 punten: 8 tot 6 punten: 6 tot 2 punten: 2 toten met 0 10 punten

De technische
kwaliteit van het
schrijven, inclusief
correct gebruik van
grammatica, spelling
en zinsbouw.

Uitstekende
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is vloeiend
en boeiend, met een
sterke en duidelijke
structuur. Uitstekend
gebruik van
vocabulaire en
zinsbouw, met geen
of minimale
grammaticale/
spelfouten.

Goede
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is goed
gestructureerd en
gemakkelijk te
volgen, met goed
gebruik van
vocabulaire. Er
kunnen enkele kleine
fouten in grammatica
of spelling
voorkomen.

Voldoende
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is leesbaar,
maar kan onduidelijk
of slecht
gestructureerd zijn.
Regelmatige fouten in
grammatica, spelling
of vocabulaire zijn
aanwezig.

punten: Zwakke
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is moeilijk te
volgen door slechte
structuur en zinsbouw
met veelvuldige
grammaticale en
spellingsfouten en
een beperkt
vocabulaire.

Totaal: 20 punten




Hoe ik nu nakijk
(met HAPP)...

1. Beoordelingsrubriek opstellen
voor studenten

2. Beoordelingsrubriek vertalen
naar specifieke facetten en

Beoordelingrubriek Schrijfopdracht

Criteria

Beoordeling

Creativiteit

Het vermogen om
originele en
vernieuwende ideeén te
presenteren.

10 tot 8 punten:
Uitzonderlijk Creatief

De tekst bevat unieke,
originele ideeén of
benaderingen en
vertoont een hoge mate
van verbeeldingskracht
en originaliteit.

8 tot 6 punten: Zeer
Creatief

De tekst bevat
verschillende

creatieve elementen en
originele gedachten,
hoewel er enkele
conventionele ideeén
aanwezig kunnen zijn.

6 tot 2 punten:
Enigzins Creatief

De tekst bevat een paar
creatieve ideeen, maar
leunt sterk op
conventionele of
typische

benaderingen. Er zijn
pogingen tot originaliteit,
maar deze zijn beperkt.

2 tot en met 0 punten:
Weinig of Geen
Creativiteit

De tekst toont geen
creatief denken of
verbeelding en is
volledig gebaseerd op
conventionele of
standard benaderingen.

Schrijfvaardigheid

De technische kwaliteit
van het schrijven,
inclusief correct gebruik
van grammatica,
spelling en zinsbouw.

10 tot 8 punten:
Uitstekende
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is vloeiend en
boeiend, met een sterke
en duidelijke structuur.
Uitstekend gebruik van
vocabulaire en
zinsbouw, met geen of

8 tot 6 punten: Goede
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is goed
gestructureerd en
gemakkelijk te volgen,
met goed gebruik van
vocabulaire. Er kunnen
enkele kleine fouten in
grammatica of spelling

6 tot 2 punten:
Voldoende
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is leesbaar,
maar kan onduidelijk of
slecht gestructureerd
zijn. Regelmatige fouten
in grammatica, spelling
of vocabulaire zijn

2 tot en met 0 punten:
Zwakke
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is moeilijk te
volgen door slechte
structuur en zinsbouw
met veelvuldige
grammaticale en
spellingsfouten en een

niveaus voor de beoordeling
minimale grammaticale/ |voorkomen. aanwezig.

3. Punten en Feedback verbinden spefoten.
aan de beoordelingsniveaus op
de facetten

4. Feedback geaggregeerd naar Creativiteit:
een bericht aan het « Creativiteit van ideeen
student/team « Creativiteit van schrijven

5. Mogelijkheid om dit bericht slim

beperkt vocabulaire.

. : Schrijfvaardigheid:
persoonlijker en gericht . Woordkeuze

specifieker te maken Grammatica
Spelling

RSM
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Hoe ik nu nakijk
(met HAPP)...

1. Beoordelingsrubriek opstellen
voor studenten

2. Beoordelingsrubriek vertalen
naar specifieke facetten en
niveaus voor de beoordeling

3. Punten en Feedback
verbinden aan de
beoordelingsniveaus op de
facetten

4. Feedback geaggregeerd naar
een bericht aan het
student/team

5. Mogelijkheid om dit bericht slim
persoonlijker en gericht
specifieker te maken

e

Criterion

Facet

Checkmark Level

Feedback Text points]

Checkmark Level

Feedback Text Points]

Checkmark Level

Feedback Text PointsJ

Checkmark Level

ibigp i

Feedback Text , Points)




Hoe ik nu nakijk
(met HAPP)...

Use of ethnographic interviews
Frequent/extensive use of interviews

Interview fragments support chapters/analyses
) ) Intenvdew fragments show emic insights

1. Beoordelingsrubriek opstellen

voor studenten Grade:

2. Beoordelingsrubriek vertalen Feedback:
naar specifieke facetten en
niveaus voor de beoordeling

3. Punten en Feedback
verbinden aan de
beoordelingsniveaus op de
facetten

4. Feedback geaggregeerd naar
een bericht aan het
student/team

5. Mogelijkheid om dit bericht slim
persoonlijker en gericht
specifieker te maken

i




Hoe ik nu nakijk
(met HAPP)...

1. Beoordelingsrubriek opstellen
voor studenten

2. Beoordelingsrubriek vertalen
naar specifieke facetten en
niveaus voor de beoordeling

3. Punten en Feedback verbinden
aan de beoordelingsniveaus op
de facetten

4. Feedback geaggregeerd naar
een bericht aan het
student/team

5. Mogelijkheid om dit bericht slim
persoonlijker en gericht
specifieker te maken

e

Sub-question 1: Logical Positivism

. The main theoretical relationship researched by Taylor and Greve was the effect of knowledge and experience on innovation.
You did well to identify this.

= In Logical Positivism, all concepts must be defined in a way that makes observation possible. These definitions are captured in
analytic propositions. You did a fairly good job explaining this principle.

= The main challenge for the researchers was to define innovation, in such a way that it was made observable. In technical terms
this means formulating the right analytic proposition(s). You managed to identify this challenge quite well.

= To make innovation observable, the researchers defined it as collector's value. You identified a solution that was somewhat
different, but sufficiently applicable.

= You discuss how the researchers defined innovation, though the critical evaluation is lacking. The main problem with using

collector's value to make innovation observable is that it may capture different factors besides innovation.

Sub-question 2: Kuhn

= You correctly identified that the most relevant term here from Kuhn's philosophy of science is normal science.

= In episodes of normal science, researchers work within a paradigm and don't critically examine the assumptions underlying the
paradigm. You attempted to explain this, though your explanation is incomplete or not correct.

= Your analysis of the article's contribution in Kuhnian terms was lacking.

Sub-question 3: Popper

= Your justification is fairly good.

. You claim the theory formulated in Hypothesis 5 is falsifiable. This is a defensible position.

= When asked to explain Popper's demarcation criterion, you correctly identified this as falsifiability, and you did a good job
explaining it.

Structure

= Your introduction set the stage for the essay, and though it could do more to draw the reader in, it achieved its main purpose.

= Your essay was built up in a logical way and easy to navigate.

= In general, your paragraphs had sufficient logical flow within them.

= The conclusion left room for improvement.

Writing Style and Formatting

. Overall, the essay was pleasant and easy to read.

= You made good use of the space you were given, and most of the sentences in your essay contributed to the main narrative.

= The title would have been better if it had a stronger link to the content of your essay.

= In terms of spelling and grammar, you did a reasonably good job. Although some errors were present, your essay is mostly free
of mistakes in grammar and spelling.

= You stayed within the limit of 600 words and, therefore, get full marks for word count.

Thank you again for submitting your essay. We hope this assignment helped you develop a deeper understanding of Philosophy of
Science.

Kind regards,
The Philosophy of Science Team



Hoe ik nu nakijk
(met HAPP)...

1.

Beoordelingsrubriek opstellen
voor studenten

Beoordelingsrubriek vertalen
naar specifieke facetten en
niveaus voor de beoordeling

Punten en Feedback verbinden
aan de beoordelingsniveaus op
de facetten

Feedback geaggregeerd naar
een bericht aan het
student/team

Mogelijkheid om dit bericht
slim persoonlijker en gericht
specifieker te maken

e

Dear [name of student],

Thank you for handing in your essay. You received a 6.8/10. Below, please find our feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of your
essay.

Sub-question 1: Logical Positivism

. The main theoretical relationship researched by Taylor and Greve was the effect of knowledge and experience on innovation.
You did well to identify this.

= In Logical Positivism, all concepts must be defined in a way that makes observation possible. These definitions are captured in
analytic propositions. You did a fairly good job explaining this principle.

= The main challenge for the researchers was to define innovation, in such a way that it was made observable. In technical terms
this means formulating the right analytic proposition(s). You managed to identify this challenge quite well.

. To make innovation observable, the researchers defined it as collector's value. You identified a solution that was somewhat
different, but sufficiently applicable.

= You discuss how the researchers defined innovation, though the critical evaluation is lacking. The main problem with using

collector's value to make innovation observable is that it may capture different factors besides innovation.

Sub-question 2: Kuhn

= You correctly identified that the most relevant term here from Kuhn's philosophy of science is normal science.

= In episodes of normal science, researchers work within a paradigm and don't critically examine the assumptions underlying the
paradigm. You attempted to explain this, though your explanation is incomplete or not correct.

= Your analysis of the article's contribution in Kuhnian terms was lacking.

Sub-question 3: Popper

= Your justification is fairly good.

. You claim the theory formulated in Hypothesis 5 is falsifiable. This is a defensible position.

= When asked to explain Popper's demarcation criterion, you correctly identified this as falsifiability, and you did a good job
explaining it.

Structure

= Your introduction set the stage for the essay, and though it could do more to draw the reader in, it achieved its main purpose.

= Your essay was built up in a logical way and easy to navigate.

= In general, your paragraphs had sufficient logical flow within them.

= The conclusion left room for improvement.

Writing Style and Formatting
. Overall, the essay was pleasant and easy to read.

= You made good use of the space you were given, and most of the sentences in your essay contributed to the main narrative.

= The title would have been better if it had a stronger link to the content of your essay.

= In terms of spelling and grammar, you did a reasonably good job. Although some errors were present, your essay is mostly free
of mistakes in grammar and spelling.

= You stayed within the limit of 600 words and, therefore, get full marks for word count.

Thank you again for submitting your essay. We hope this assignment helped you develop a deeper understanding of Philosophy of
Science.

Kind regards,
The Philosophy of Science Team



Beoordelingsrubriek en Narratieve Feedback

Dear [name of student],
Thank you for handing in your essay. You received a 6.8/10. Below, please find our feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of your essay.

Sub-question 1: Logical Positivism
The main theoretical relationship researched by Taylor and Greve was the effect of knowledge and experience on innovation. You did well to identify this.
In Logical Positivism, all concepts must be defined in a way that makes observation possible. These definitions are captured in analytic propositions. You did a fairly good job explaining this principle.
The main challenge for the researchers was to define innovation, in such a way that it was made observable. In technical terms this means formulating the right analytic proposition(s). You managed to identify this challenge quite well.
To make innovation observable, the researchers defined it as collector's value. You identified a solution that was somewhat different, but sufficiently applicable.
You discuss how the researchers defined innovation, though the critical evaluation is lacking. The main problem with using collector's value to make innovation observable is that it may capture different factors besides innovation.

Sub-question 2: Kuhn

. You correctly identified that the most relevant term here from Kuhn's philosophy of science is normal science.

. In episodes of normal science, researchers work within a paradigm and don't critically examine the assumptions underlying the paradigm. You attempted to explain this, though your explanation is incomplete or not correct.
. Your analysis of the article's contribution in Kuhnian terms was lacking.

Sub-question 3: Popper

- Your justification is fairly good.

. You claim the theory formulated in Hypothesis 5 is falsifiable. This is a defensible position.

. When asked to explain Popper's demarcation criterion, you correctly identified this as falsifiability, and you did a good job explaining it.

Structure

. Your introduction set the stage for the essay, and though it could do more to draw the reader in, it achieved its main purpose.
Your essay was built up in a logical way and easy to navigate.
In general, your paragraphs had sufficient logical flow within them.
The conclusion left room for improvement.

Writing Style and Formatting
. Overall, the essay was pleasant and easy to read.
You made good use of the space you were given, and most of the sentences in your essay contributed to the main narrative.
The title would have been better if it had a stronger link to the content of your essay.
In terms of spelling and grammar, you did a reasonably good job. Although some errors were present, your essay is mostly free of mistakes in grammar and spelling.

You stayed within the limit of 600 words and, therefore, get full marks for word count. Beoordelingsrubriek Schifopdracht
Criteria

Thank you again for submitting your essay. We hope this assignment helped you develop a deeper understanding of Philosophy of Science. et Gestit : oo
Het vermogen om originele en De tekst bevat verschillende tekst bevat een paar creatieve  Creativiteit
vernieuwende ideeén te De tekst bevat unieke, or} EVL maar

Klnd regards‘ presenteren. ideeén of benaderingen, § ‘gedachten, hoewel er enkele ntionele ?rlxyuhr\llxh'en‘m (D'::::'(dl::::::n

The Philosophy of Science Team verbeeldingskracht en orl kunnen zijn. ::::REIL maar deze zijn ::‘:::‘:;:" is volledig

conventionele of

SDMI:M benaderingen.

6 tot 2 punten: Voldoende 2 tot en met 0 punten:

Schrijfvaardigheid Schrijfvaardigheid kke.

De technische kwaliteit van het

schrijven, inclusief De tekst s De tekst i De tekst is leesbaar, maar kan

spelling, en i slecht De Rist is moeilijk te

zinsbouw. structuur. & 3 ijn. Regelmatige 10 punten
vocabulaire en zinsbouw, met  enkele Kleine fouten in fouten in grammatica, spelling of ~ strulftuur en zinsbouw,
geen of minimale grammatica of spelling i
grammaticale/spelfouten. voorkomen.

Pellingsfouten en een
beperkt vocabulaire.




Basisprincipes van HAPP

1. Harmoniseer het beoordelingsproces met het
feedbackproces

* Beoordeling op facetniveau gekoppeld aan punten en
feedback

2. Aanpassen van de boodschap en het medium
aan het publiek en de functie

* Beoordelingsformulier op facetniveau voor de
beoordelaar en beoordelingsrubriek op criterium-niveau
voor de student (ter voorkoming van “criteria-
compliance” en leunen op docent)

* Beoordelingsrubriek vooraf voor instructie en achteraf
om "mastery” te communiceren

* Narratieve feedback apart gepresenteerd in een
geaggregeerd bericht, om formatieve aard te
benadrukken en learning orientation te stimuleren

N

Instruction

Teacher/Grader

Assessment

Evaluation

Harmonized Appraisal

Summation
(i.e., what)

Formation
(i.e., how)

Assignment

Instructions +

(student)
Rubric

Course
Matenals

2

$

linked to

Grading Form
Comment Bank

[

Grade +
Rubric

J

High
Information
Feedback

J
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2. Demo: HAPP
Gebruiken

Jouw beurt!

Nt



Nakijken van een schrijfopdracht

Dit was de instructie voor de studenten:

Schrijf een kort opstel gebaseerd op een van de
onderstaande suggesties:

a) Schrijf over je favoriete vakantie.

b) Schrijf over je favoriete docent.

c) Schrijf over je lievelingsmuziek.

Je opstel zal worden beoordeeld op creativiteit en schrijfvaardigheid.

s



Beoordelingsrubriek

Beoordelingrubriek Schrijfopdracht

Criteria Beoordeling Weging
Creativiteit 10 tot 8 punten: 8 tot 6 punten: Zeer 6 tot 2 punten: Enigzins (2 tot en met 0 punten: 10 punten
Uitzonderlijk Creatief Creatief Creatief Weinig of Geen
Het vermogen om Creativiteit
originele en vernieuwende (De tekst bevat unieke, De tekst bevat De tekst bevat een paar
ideeén te presenteren. originele ideeén of verschillende creatieve ideeen, maar De tekst toont geen
benaderingen en vertoont |creatieve elementen en  |leunt sterk op creatief denken of
een hoge mate van originele gedachten, conventionele of typische |verbeelding en is volledig
verbeeldingskracht en hoewel er enkele benaderingen. Er zijn gebaseerd op
originaliteit. conventionele ideeén pogingen tot originaliteit, |conventionele of standard
aanwezig kunnen zijn. maar deze zijn beperkt. benaderingen.
Schrijfvaardigheid 10 tot 8 punten: 8 tot 6 punten: Goede 6 tot 2 punten: 2 tot en met 0 punten: 10 punten

De technische kwaliteit
van het schrijven, inclusief
correct gebruik van
grammatica, spelling en
zinsbouw.

Uitstekende
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is vloeiend en
boeiend, met een sterke
en duidelijke structuur.
Uitstekend gebruik van
vocabulaire en zinsbouw,
met geen of minimale
grammaticale/
spelfouten.

Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is goed
gestructureerd en
gemakkelijk te volgen,
met goed gebruik van
vocabulaire. Er kunnen
enkele kleine fouten in
grammatica of spelling
voorkomen.

Voldoende
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is leesbaar, maar
kan onduidelijk of slecht
gestructureerd zijn.
Regelmatige fouten in
grammatica, spelling of
vocabulaire zijn aanwezig.

Zwakke
Schrijfvaardigheid

De tekst is moeilijk te
volgen door slechte
structuur en zinsbouw met
veelvuldige grammaticale
en spellingsfouten en een
beperkt vocabulaire.

s

Totaal: 20 punten
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Nakijken van een schrijfopdracht

Dit was de instructie voor de studenten:

Schrijf een kort opstel gebaseerd op een van de
onderstaande suggesties:

a) Schrijf over je favoriete vakantie.

b) Schrijf over je favoriete docent.

c) Schrijf over je lievelingsmuziek.

Je opstel zal worden beoordeeld op
creativiteit en schrijfvaardigheid.

Gebruik de QR Code of de bit.ly link om naar het
nakijkformulier te gaan.

https://bit.ly/3FYaB9a

RSM
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De resultaten scsonmen

Feedback

Dear Student,

Thank you for submitting your Short Essay Assignment - Criteria and facets. | received it in good order and finished the evaluation. You received a grade of 84.8/100. | enjoyed
reading it and have provided a list of the key strengths and weaknesses below:

Feedback on the Structure of your essay:
- - ’? - You wrote an introduction that fit the essay well and drew the reader in. Good job!
Oe WaS et Ol I I Ierl I lee na te IJ en f - Your essay was built up in a logical way and easy to navigate.
- Your essay showed good logical flow and unity within paragraphs.
- The conclusion formed a fitting and satisfying end to your essay.

Feedback on the Style of your essay:

.
I S h et CO n S I Ste n te r’? - Overall, the essay was very pleasant and easy to read.
u - You made good use of the space you were given, and most of the sentences in your essay made a contribution.

- Your essay is free of mistakes in grammar and spelling. Great job!

Thank you again for your assignment. | hope you enjoyed working on it and a deeper ing of the topic along the way.

Was het sneller?

Team HAPP

Was de feedback beter?

Criteria Rating levels

Structure Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor Negligible or
missing

Quality of the essay's structure, 60to > 48 pts 48to>42pts 42to >33 pts 33to>6pts
including the effective use of key
structural elements (i.e., introduction,
body, conclusion) and the flow within
the pargraphs and the quality of the
transitions between paragraphs.

Catchy Reasonably good Basics are Parts of the 6to0pts

introduction that structure, although included: structure are No apparent
states and the purpose of introduction, body, missing: for structure.
motivates the some parts aren't conclusion. Yet the example, no

problem; logically entirely clear. essay feels chaotic introduction or no

constructed middle because the conclusion

section; conclusion purpose of certain

that logically sections is unclear.

follows.

Style Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor Negligible or
Quality of the writing in terms of 40to>32pts 32to> 28 pts 2810 > 22 pts 22t0> 4pts Iramng
readability, economic use of language,
correct and consistent spelling, and
proper grammar usage.

Clear, free of Largely free of Regular sentences Many language 4toOpts

language errors, no  language errors. that do not add errors. Many Difficult to read
redundancy. Generally easy to content or are not difficult to and understand.
understand. understandable. understand or
Unclear or Language errors meaningless
redundant present. sentences
sentences here throughout the
and there, essay.
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Efficiente en consistente beoordeling voor de docent

Efficientere en meer Consistente Beoordelingen

Vanwege de standaardisatie van beoordelingsfacetten en een meer
gestroomlijnde manier van werken

Grading | HAPP Feedback Nakijktijd per Opracht Variantie in Cijfers

voor dezelfde opdrachten voor dezelfde opdrachten
17 0.6

16 0.5
15 0.4
14 0.3
e 0.2
12 0.1
11 0
10 Conventional HAPP
Conventional Rubric HAPP Rubric

RSM
/€zafua.9 20



Meer inzichtelijke en eerlijkere feedback voor de student

Grading HAPP Feedback

e

Verbeterde Feedback voor Studenten

Omdat beoordeling en feedback apart worden geleverd. Feedback is ook
uitgebreider en aangepast aan de prestaties van de student.

Feedback Kwaliteit Beoordeling is Eerlijk Intentie Verzoek voor

Herbeoordeling

6 6 6
5
4
3
2 204
1
Conventional HAPP Conventional HAPP Conventional HAPP

Rubric Rubric Rubric

Gebaseerd op survey data van BA 1 studenten
Schaal van 1 (Strongly Disagree) tot 6 (Strongly Agree) 21



3. Met HAPP
aan de slag



Er zijn twee versies van HAPP

Web- Google
applicatie Apps Script
(nu Canvas) | Sheets

Nt
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HAPP implementeren

1. HAPP activeren (Google of HAPP Google Sheets / Apps Script

webapplicatie)

2. Beoordelingsrubriek voor

student maken Stuur een emailtje naar happ@rsm.nl om:

3. Facetten, beoordelingsniveaus » Toegang te krijgen tot de Google Sheets (Apps Script) versie

en feedbackteksten toevoegen of
4. Nakijken « Om HAPRP te installeren bij jouw onderwijsinstelling

RSM
et .


mailto:happ@rsm.nl

HAPP implementeren

1. HAPP activeren (Google of
webapplicatie)

2. Beoordelingsrubriek voor
student maken

3. Facetten, beoordelingsniveaus
en feedbackteksten toevoegen

4. Nakijken

RSM

Assignment

Rubric

Criteria

Structure

Quality of the essay's structure,
including the effective use of key
structural elements (i.e.,
introduction, body, conclusion) and
the flow within the paragraphs and
the quality of the transitions between
paragraphs.

Style

Quality of the writing in terms of
readability, economic use of
language, correct and consistent
spelling, and proper grammar usage.

Rating levels

Excellent
60 to > 48 pts

Catchy
introduction that
states and
motivates the
problem; logically
constructed
middle section;
conclusion that
logically follows.

Excellent
40 to > 32 pts

Clear, free of
language errors,
no redundancy.

Good
48 to > 42 pts

Reasonably good
structure,
although the
purpose of some
parts aren't
entirely clear.

Good
32to> 28 pts

Largely free of
language errors.
Generally easy to
understand.
Unclear or
redundant
sentences here
and there.

Satisfactory
42to > 33 pts

Basics are
included:
introduction,
body, conclusion.
Yet the essay feels
chaotic because
the purpose of
certain sections is
unclear.

Satisfactory
28to > 22 pts

Regular sentences
that do not add
content or are not
understandable.
Language errors
present.

Poor
33to>6pts

Parts of the
structure are
missing: for
example, no
introduction or no
conclusion.

Poor
22to> 4 pts

Many language
errors. Many
difficult to
understand or
meaningless
sentences
throughout the
essay.

Negligible or
missing
6to O pts

No apparent
structure.

Negligible or
missing
4100 pts

Difficult to read
and understand.

Total
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Pts

60 pts

40 pts

100 pts



HAPP implementeren

1 I IA P P a Ct i Ve re n G OO | e Of STUDENT RUBRIC STUDENT RUBRIC PUBLISHED INSTRUCTOR RUBRIC READY FOR GRADING GRADING GRADING PUBLISHED
- g ADDING FEEDBACK PREVIEW
Manage rubric feedback Preview of final grading

webapplicatie ]

Add Feedback

60pts

2. Beoordelingsrubriek voor —

Quality of the essay's structure, including the effective use of key structural elements (i.e., introduction, body, conclusion) and the flow within the pargraphs and the quality of the transitions between paragraphs.

student maken i

60to > 48 pts.

Excellent Good Satistactory Poor Negligible or
Catchy introduction that states and motivates the problem; logically constructed Reasonably good structure, although the purpose of Basics are included: introduction, body, conclusion. Yet the essay feels chaotic Parts of the structure are missing: for example, no missing
middle section; conclusion that logically follows. some parts aren't entirely clear because the purpose of certain sections is introduction or no conclusion. No apparent
3 F structure
18pts

Introduction

beoordelingsniveaus en

18 pts i14.4pts :10.8 pts 7.2 pts .2 pts i Opts
Fitting and captivating Fitting and raising some interest Generic but sufficient utficient quality Too brief (1 sentence) Missing or not found
..
4. N aklj ken S— —
Structure within paragraphs. 12pts ~
Conclusion 18pts ~
Style. 40pts ~

RSM
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HAPP implementeren

RSM

HAPP activeren (Google of
webapplicatie

Beoordelingsrubriek voor
student maken

Facetten, beoordelingsniveaus
en feedbackteksten toevoegen

Nakijken

HAPP

STUDENT RUBRIC STUDENT RUBRIC PUBLISHED

GRADING
Grade the student’s submission

INSTRUCTOR RUBRIC

Assignment: Short Essay Assignment Il - Criteria and facets Points: 100
Assessor: Bo Labeij Updated At: 2023-05-30 12:21:65
Published At: -

© Foedback finalised
* Awaiting publish to canvas

Final Feedback

Dear Student,

READY FOR GRADING GRADING

PUBLISH
Publish grade to Canvas

Thank you for submitting your Short Essay Assignment - Criteria and facets. | received it in good order and inished the evaluation. You received a grade of 70.8/100. It was an interesting read. | have provided a list of the key strengths and weaknesses below:

Feedback on the Structure of your essay:

- Your introdue

- Your essay was built up in a logical way and easy to navigate.

- Your essay showed good logical flow and unity within paragraphs.
- The conclusion formed a sufficiently fitting end to your essay.

Feedback on the Style of your essa
- Overall, the essay was very pleasant and easy to read.

n could be improved. A good introduction sets the stage for the essay that follows and draws tha reader in

- You made good use of the space you wer given, and most of the sentences in your essay made a contribution.

- Although some errors were present, your essay is mostly free of mistakes in grammar and spelling.

Thank you again, for your work on the assignment. | hope you enjoyed it and have developed a deeper understanding of the toic along the way.

Best wishes,
Team HAPP

Submitted files

Essay Option C-1.docx
doc document
0.014MB

Structure

Introduction

Structure across paragraphs

Structure within paragraphs

Insufficient quality

Contusing and disorienting

Mostly logical flow and unity

- Your introduction could be improved. A good introduction sets the stage for the essay that follows and draws the reader in.

The way you built up your essay left room for improvement; st times it was somewhat disorienting.

- Your essay showed good logical flow and unity within paragraphs.

Expert mode | (©)

GRADING PUBLISHED

78501 (graded) v
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Wil jij ook toegang tot HAPP?

Verbeter zo je nakijkproces en/of doe mee met de ontwikkeling van HAPP
en onderzoek naar nakijken en feedback geven.
E-mail: happ@rsm.nl
Of bezoek: https://happ.rsm.nl

s


mailto:happ@rsm.nl
https://happ.rsm.nl/

Vraag toegang tot HAPP

Bedankt

En neem gerust contact op!

+31 10 408 8123
happ@rsm.nl / clee@rsm.nl
https://happ.rsm.nl

Accredited by

RSM
zafwrs oAvsk  [lascs ~ EQUIS



AVAILABLE SOURCE LICENSE FOR ACADEMIC AND NON-COMMERCIAL USE

HAPP

Upon execution of this Agreement by you or downloading and/or using the software code, Erasmus University Rotterdam (the “Licensor”) will provide and licenses to you a copy of HAPP software (the “Software”), on a perpetual basis, for non-commercial academic purposes only, subject to the
following terms and conditions. This license is personal for you as user, not your institution. For institutional licenses, please see section 8 below.

Please note that you are entitled to enter into this source code license only if you are a member of a public educational, non-profit, charitable or governmental institution, specifically public universities and initial education up to and including masters, and which use does not involve and is not intended
to lead to the production or manufacture of products for sale or the enhancement of a product or service in or proposed for commerce, or the performance of services for a fee.

LICENSE TERMS

0. HAPP software code consists of a set of files which contain the human readable program commands of HAPP for Google Sheets.
1. You acknowledge that Erasmus University Rotterdam owns all rights, title and interest in HAPP and that such rights remain with the Licensor.
2. Licensor grants, and you hereby accept, a personal, non-exclusive, non-transferable, perpetual license to download, install and use HAPP for academic non-commercial purposes, provided that:
You do not use the Software for the benefit of your own or any third party’s commercial purposes (note that this permits non-commercial academic collaboration with third parties but excludes commercial uses as set out below);!

You do not communicate, transfer, distribute to third parties, or sub-license the use of HAPP to any third party; and

You do not copy HAPP except for internal use and for the purposes of making a reasonable number of copies for back-up and/or internal modification purposes.

The grant of rights under this License is for academic non-commercial use only. Academic non-commercial use is defined as use for academic teaching use, or academic research or other not-for-profit scholarly purposes, which are undertaken at an educational, non-profit, charitable or governmental
institution, and which does not involve and is not intended to lead to the production or manufacture of products for sale, or the enhancement of a product or service in or proposed for commerce, or the performance of services for a fee.

If other members of your institution wish to use the software they should download their own version under these terms, or we can offer an institutional license by contacting us as set out in section 8 below.

3. You may, at your own expense, modify in whole or in part HAPP to make derivative works for yourself, although we would appreciate if these are reported to the Licensor for improving the code. Except as explicitly provided below, the terms of this Agreement shall apply to any derivative work as it
does to the original HAPP distributed by Licensor. Any derivative work should be clearly marked and renamed to notify users that it is a modified version and not the original HAPP distributed by Licensor. You agree to reproduce the copyright notice and other proprietary markings unamended
on any derivative work and to include in the documentation of such work the acknowledgement.

4. Except as expressly set forth in this Agreement, THIS HAPP SOFTWARE IS PROVIDED "AS 1S" AND LICENSOR MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS AND EXTENDS NO WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND, EITHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO WARRANTIES OF
SATISFACTORY QUALITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. YOU ASSUME THE ENTIRE RISK AS TO THE RESULTS AND PERFORMANCE OF THE SOFTWARE AND/OR ASSOCIATED MATERIALS. YOU AGREE THAT TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PERMITED BY
APPLICABE LAW, LICENSOR SHALL NOT BE HELD LIABLE FOR ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR INCIDENTAL DAMAGES WITH RESPECT TO ANY CLAIM BY YOU OR ANY THIRD PARTY ON ACCOUNT OF OR ARISING FROM THIS AGREEMENT OR USE OF
HAPP AND/OR ASSOCIATED MATERIALS.

5. You agree to take all reasonable steps to ensure that HAPP is protected and secured from unauthorized disclosure, use, or release and will treat it with at least the same level of care as you would use to protect and secure your own proprietary software and/or information but using no less than a
reasonable standard of care. If you become aware of any unauthorized copying, transfer or use of the Software, you shall promptly notify Licensor in writing to the email indicated below.

6. Licensor shall have the right to terminate this license immediately by written notice upon becoming aware of your breach of, or non-compliance with, any terms of this Agreement. You agree to destroy all copies of HAPP in your possession upon termination of this Agreement and to certify such
destruction in writing when requested.

7. You agree that any reports or published results obtained with HAPP will acknowledge its use by the appropriate citation as follows:
Lee, C. I. S. G., Auer, J., Peeters, D. A. P., & Giesbers, B. (2023). Grading and Simultaneously Providing High-Information Feedback: The Harmonized Appraisal Assessment Methodology.

8. Use other than academic and non-commercial use as above is deemed to be commercial use and outside the scope of this License. Commercial use of HAPP, or derivative works based thereon, requires a commercial license. Should you wish to make commercial use of HAPP, you should
contact Licensor at the email address happ@rsm.nl to enquire about institutional and/or commercial use licenses.

9. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the Netherlands. The competent courts shall be the competent courts of Rotterdam. Licensor shall also, at its sole discretion, have the right to invoke as competent the courts of the domicile or place of business of Licensee.

10 November 2023.
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