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present in the literature as these practices are not discussed together.

to reduce issues which arise from the influence of markers professional knowledge and experience, as well as
fixed and acquired marking habits. Furthermore, the influence of marker feedback which supports learning
development is associated with the feedback literacy of both the teacher and the student. A gap is currently

Objectives: To explore how nursing academics perceive and understand calibration practices and associated

feedback literacy.

Design: Theoretical underpinnings in participatory and person-centred research methodology supported the
critical ontological perspective of this study where the intent of the research was to explore the reality that exists

within the context where the research was conducted.

Setting: A single School of Nursing in an Australian University with six campuses spanning metropolitan, regional

and rural sites.

Participants: Nursing academics and casual tutors with various levels of experience in assessment marking and

feedback.

Methods: Semi-structured group interviews that were analysed using reflexive thematic analysis.

Results: Four overarching themes were identified; rubrics, calibration, feedback and justice.

Conclusion: Calibration improves staff cohesion, fosters better practices and consistency, and permits nuanced

interpretation of assessments while maintaining uniformity.

Enhanced feedback literacy that integrates principles of equity, justice, and learner-centeredness is required.
Fundamentally calibration guides educators toward holistic approaches that foster consistency, equity, and

thorough feedback practices.

1. Introduction ways (Bloxham et al., 2015; O’Connell et al., 2016). It is, therefore,
important to ensure reliable marking processes occur to address con-

Inconsistency and unreliability in marking within university settings cerns around marking inconsistencies (Boud et al., 2015; Herbert et al.,
largely occurs due to variation in professional knowledge, experience, 2014) and ensure alignment to curriculum learning outcomes (O’ Con-
values and policy (Bloxham et al., 2015; Read et al., 2005). In addition, nell et al., 2016; Sadler, 2013). In this paper we will present a qualitative
fixed and acquired marking habits can influence grading in unconscious study that examines how nursing academics perceived and understood
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calibration practices and associated feedback literacy.

To minimise such disparity in higher education academic assessment
marking practices and outcomes, it is widely advised that consensus
calibration forums occur (Cleary et al., 2019; Bloxham and Price, 2013;
O’Connell et al.,, 2016; Rust, 2009; Sadler, 2013). This process is
particularly important when student cohorts are large, as is the case in
many pre-registration nursing courses where marking is undertaken by a
team of markers (Herbert et al., 2014). Such calibration processes,
where markers negotiate a shared meaning that will enable reliable
judgement of student responses to occur independently, are critical
(Sadler, 2013). They ensure that markers approach the academic
assessment in an attuned manner. This is a way to be able to manage
variations in student answers, rather than being standardised which
acknowledges only an ‘ideal’ response (Cleary et al., 2019).

Nursing academics, as part of the marking process, provide feedback
to students. In the words of Carless and Boud (2018) feedback literacy is
the: “understandings, capacities, and dispositions needed to make sense
of information and use it to enhance work or learning strategies” (p.
1316). Carless and Winstone (2023, p. 4) built on this definition by
incorporating “knowledge, expertise and dispositions to design feedback
processes” that facilitate students to understand and apply feedback,
thereby advancing their feedback literacy. Quigley (2021) confers that
healthcare students feedback literacy needs to be intentionally sup-
ported through clear and open measures to increase agency and active
engagement with feedback.

When nursing academics approach feedback from a teacher-driven
model of ‘feedback as telling’, they limit the impact and application of
the feedback. For nursing students to create knowledge and translate it
to practice, they need to actively seek information, synthesise it and
apply to subsequent tasks (Molloy et al., 2020). So, feedback is in
essence a shared responsibility (Carless and Winstone, 2023; Winstone
et al., 2021), that is, higher education teachers/markers need to equip
students with strategies for taking productive action on feedback in-
formation, and students need to engage with and use the feedback
provided (Carter et al., 2019). Shifting feedback to a learning-centred
process is invaluable for nursing students so they can take up and use
feedback to improve any subsequent work, whether theoretical or
practical. de Kleijn (2021) supports the notion that student feedback
literacy is related to the development of teacher feedback literacy.

Therefore, it is important that as part of the calibration (and
moderation) practices undertaken with marking teams, that feedback
literacy is addressed concurrently. A gap is currently present in the
literature as these practices are not discussed together. This research
explored nursing academics understanding of each and how they relate
to each other. With these considerations and background, the aim of the
study was to investigate and establish an understanding of nursing ac-
ademic staff perceptions and practices in calibration processes and
associated feedback literacy.

2. Method
2.1. Design

This research study used complementary theoretical underpinnings
in participatory and person-centred research methodology. The meth-
odology stemmed from a critical ontological perspective where multiple
realties are accepted. This relates to the ontological perspective of the
research study, that is, a person-centred perspective (McCormack et al.,
2017), where the intent of the research was to explore the reality that
exists within the context where the research was conducted. Person-
centred research adheres to the belief that social reality is defined by
persons (that is, it is not fixed), and is influenced through institutions
and culture. This is revealed in forms of socially constructed knowledge,
some of which are more valued than others. When applied to this
research, where the emphasis was to better understand the research
context from the experience of the participants, this makes it suitable to
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meet the stated aim of the study. Since academic staff are actively
engaged in the marking process, they are in the best position to provide
feedback and insight into potential practice improvement.

2.2. Ethical considerations

The study was approved by the University xxx Human Research
Ethics Committee (2022/002). All participants were provided with a
detailed information sheet outlining the commitment required. Written
consent was obtained before commencing interviews. Anonymity and
confidentiality were assured, and all transcripts de-identified. All par-
ticipants provided a pseudonym. Participants were able to withdraw
from the study without impact prior to the group interview.

2.3. Setting, participants and data collection

Participants were recruited from staff in the School of Nursing at a
regional university in Australia with six campuses. Inclusion criteria
were any nursing academic staff (continuing, contract or sessional) who
undertake marking of any form of summative assessment in under-
graduate and/or postgraduate subjects in the School of Nursing at the
University. This assessment was inclusive of essays, case studies, digital
presentations, reflections, and other varieties of assessments submitted
for grading.

The setting of is a School of Nursing in a regional university with six
campuses offering the pre-registration Bachelor of Nursing program, and
two of these offering postgraduate courses. Student numbers in the pre-
registration program are approximately 600 in each of the three years,
so large teams are required to manage marking loads. Postgraduate
numbers are generally between 50 and 200 for a subject instance, so
marking is required to be spread across teams of academic nurses, both
permanent, contract and sessional. Common practice is for a team to
meet prior to an assessment being due and discuss expectations and
practices of marking. This is often accompanied by marking of three
assessments independently and reviewing together to seek consensus.
All sessional markers are paid for this meeting and marking in addition
to the number of assessments marked. Payment is based on a formula
aligned to word count (or equivalent).

Emails were sent to all academic nursing staff from an independent
administrative professional staff member. Two follow up emails were
sent to encourage participation. Data were collected from eight nursing
academic staff via three focus group online interviews between June 9,
2022, and June 22, 2022. Focus group one consisted of two participants,
a permanently appointed subject coordinator and a sessional tutor/
marker. Focus group two comprised two participants, a subject coordi-
nator on contract and a sessional tutor/marker. The final focus group

Table 1
Participant demographics.

Group Participant Role Years

interview pseudonym experience

1 Asha Subject coordinator; 3
permanent

1 Betty Sessional tutor and 3
marker

2 Clara Subject coordinator; 1
contract

2 Eve Sessional tutor and 4
marker

3 Kylie Subject coordinator; 5
permanent

3 Sally Sessional tutor and 7
marker

3 Chloe Sessional tutor and 10
marker

3 Bob Subject coordinator; 6
permanent
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entailed four participants, two permanently appointed subject co-
ordinators and two sessional tutor/markers (see Table 1 for details). As
all researchers were academics in the School of Nursing, an independent
facilitator conducted all interviews alone to ensure participants felt safe
to speak freely and no power imbalances or bias were present. Key
questions asked in the semi-structured group interviews were around
marking practices and feedback processes the participants had been
involved in, best practice in calibration processes, and what feedback
literacy meant to the participant in terms of the process of calibration.
Participants were encouraged to speak freely and provide as much detail
as possible with accompanying examples from their calibration practices
and/or experiences and associated feedback. With each participant's
permission, interviews were audio recorded and field notes taken. In-
terviews lasted between 26 min and 59 min (mean 46 min). All in-
terviews were independently transcribed verbatim. No repeat interviews
were conducted, and no participants withdrew from the study.

2.4. Qualitative rigour

The study adhered to the principles of Lincoln and Guba's criteria of
credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability (Lincoln
and Guba, 1985). Credibility was established through an independent
interviewer with education and facilitation expertise conducting all in-
terviews. Participants ranged in experience and employment status,
hence ensuring a range of data sources and experiences. Three re-
searchers independently transcribed for accuracy. Six researchers
independently, and then collaboratively, analysed and reached
consensus. Using an external nursing education expert, an inquiry audit
occurred to evaluate the quality of data, coding, and themes. In this way,
dependability was assured. Confirmability was established through an
audit trail where all interviews were audio recorded and field notes
taken. Finally, transferability was ensured by the rich description of the
findings that were related to previous studies.

This study employed a person-centred approach, underpinned by the
ontological perspective that social reality is defined by persons and by
essence is not fixed. This method aligns to Braun and Clarke's (2021, p.
206) notion that saturation is not consistent with all forms of qualitative
inquiry and is an illogical approach to data, since “there are always new
theoretical insights to be made as long as data continues to be collected
and analysed”. We acknowledge the sample size may be considered
small, however the meaning interpreted through the participant voices
has provided rich data addressing the research aim. Consistent findings
occurred in all focus group interviews, but we recognise that new
meanings may be found with more participants involved.

2.5. Data analysis

NVivo 12 software was used to manage the data. Braun and Clarke's
(2022) six phases of reflexive thematic analysis were used for data
analysis. This robust and rigorous analysis method can be used reliably
to determine key themes from the data (Braun and Clarke, 2022).

A researcher from the team (CJ) listened independently to all re-
cordings whilst reading the transcripts to ensure accuracy in transcrip-
tion. Following this, five researchers (RM, KL, HP, KR, CA, SB) who did
not have access to the audio recordings read the transcripts repeatedly to
ensure familiarity with the data (phase 1). This process was done to
ensure confidentiality of participants who the researchers may have
known. The five researchers then broke into two groups and began the
process of analysis, formulating meaning into codes and themes (phases
2 and 3). They then convened twice as a whole to discuss findings and
reach consensus on themes (phase 4). The themes were discussed and
vetted with all authors, and a nursing education expert external to the
study, to ensure accuracy of themes (phase 5). Phase 6 followed with
writing the findings into publication.
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3. Results

The study collected information from eight nursing academics, seven
females and one male. Five were either permanent or contract staff
members and two were casual sessional staff.

Their experience ranged from one to ten years (mean experience four
years) (Table 1).

From the data four overarching themes were identified: rubrics,
calibration, feedback and justice. These themes were conceptualised as
an umbrella depiction where the processes and practices associated with
rubrics, calibration and feedback come together to ensure that students
receive justice when their assessments are marked (see Fig. 1).

3.1. Rubrics

According to the participants rubrics are a pre-requisite for calibra-
tion. They conceived the purpose of rubrics as providing objectivity and
clarity when marking with the underpinning value of ensuring equity.
Eve described the necessity of this process using the analogy of a lens. In
her words: “But that the marks were going to be equitable and that we were
all going to be, you know, using the same lens as we provided feedback”.

Most of the participants felt that for both students and the marking
team, rubrics established the expectations for achieving specific out-
comes. The participants perceived that rubrics enabled students to
develop assessments with a clear understanding of the requirements
across the various elements of an assessment. However, it was noted that
the academic participants felt that students did not always understand
the rubric or its purpose:

“If we set them up a little bit more about understanding what it is to
read a rubric and understand a rubric and how it is applied to an
assessment, I feel like that might help with feedback literacy too. So,
we're thinking about having an activity in tutorial about under-
standing and marking with it. And yeah, getting them to go through
an essay, like a provided essay, with a rubric”

(Asha).

Most participants regarded markers as having a reliance on the
rubric to help them differentiate between various categories and grades
(e.g. pass versus credit). This was only made possible however where
descriptors were specific and objective. According to the participants,
the rubric was also helpful where markers knowledge of the subject was
limited, as was the case at times with casual sessional markers,

“So, the last [assessment] we did last semester was really succinct
with what was needed to get a pass a credit, you know, distinction
and so. For that reason, you can come back to the student with you
know you have met this criteria, therefore, you've been given a pass
or whatever, because they've fulfilled that. So I've always found the
rubric is my, you know, Bible, to fully go by”

(Betty).

3.2. Calibration

The participants pointed to the process of calibration as enabling
rubrics to be operationalised in teams, providing consistency of marking
approaches across the marking team. Most described the calibration
process as a two phased process. The first phase involved the subject
coordinators identifying three or more assessments that represented
different categories/grades. Markers were then expected to grade the
anonymised assessments and return these to the subject coordinator.
The second phase involved a discussion of these marks at the calibration
meeting. Kylie shared her process of leading a calibration meeting:

“We'll go through the rubric and the findings like where the spread of
results were and just have a look at you know, get everyone to have a
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Fig. 1. Conceptual map.

little look at where we all sat and try and get some consensus around
what we're looking for in each and objectively consider the criteria”.

There was consensus among the participants that the calibration
meeting was generally a one-hour recorded meeting, providing a record
for markers who may not have been able to attend. This meeting was
described as a rich discussion between markers, helping them under-
stand how to apply the rubric, gain important perspectives on what the
subject coordinator envisaged, and reach consensus over what consti-
tuted each category of achievement for this assessment. In Bob's words:

“T just get 3 assessments out and those assessments will be deiden-
tified and all the people that are marking in the subject will receive
those three papers and we all of us will mark the paper based on the
rubric that we have built into the subject's assessment and then of all
given our own little code. I just usually colour code everyone and
then once everyone marked those three papers and provided feed-
back on them, they send it back to me and I then uploaded onto a
rubric so that we can sort of see where everyone marked in each of
the criteria, and then we once we do that, we do a critical discussion
based on the question and the criterion”

(Bob).

Participants explained that this consistency was important so that
students received fair or impartial marking, as Sally stated, “yeah,
actually I understand, and I get that and then that sets you off on the path
when you go to mark all your papers. This is like well, yes, now I really know
what I'm looking for”.

3.3. Feedback

Participants aimed to provide nuanced and constructive feedback
that would help students improve their future performance. To achieve
this, participants tried to provide learner centred feedback that was
useful, specific, and kind. The ideal feedback reported by subject

coordinator participants was for all markers to address all elements of
the rubric as well as an overall comment. Other sessional academic
participants described developing their own standardised approach to
feedback, including the use of quick marks and the feedback sandwich.
They felt it was helpful to provide specific examples of where students
could improve, such as where a student had not used the appropriate
literature to support their case or incorrect referencing style. Partici-
pants agreed that it was important to be kind when providing feedback,
especially where an assessment did not address required elements or an
expected standard.

“So, when I've come up with a difficult paper it's helped me with a
couple of things, but, trying to be constructive but positive in that
feedback because you know, try and soften the blow. Look, you know
you would have found your marks would have improved if you've if
you've done blah blah blah”

(Clara).

There were concerns by participants that students understanding of
feedback was limited because they tended to only look at the mark, and
not read the comments within and at the end of assessment. The effect of
this was that students would not consider the advice on areas where they
could improve their performance moving forward in future assessments,
“So, I don't know how much students would read like my quick mark
(including) ... good point, or great point, or incorrect referencing” (Chloe).

3.4. Justice

Participants described several downsides or threats to achieving
equitable and consistent marking and providing learner-centred feed-
back, that is, to providing just practices for both student and marker.
Time was woven intricately with Justice. This impacted the marker,
particularly in terms of time efficiency, and the student in terms of
feedback quality which could enhance or grow their feedback literacy.
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Markers noted that considered feedback took time to provide, for
example, Kylie stated that on top of reading the submission, “to give
good and succinct feedback is probably 10 minutes in itself’. All par-
ticipants strongly agreed that the current allocated marking times for
various word counts were not enough to provide students with equitable
marking and constructive learner-centred feedback.

“I think particularly the thing that I find really hard is setting ex-
pectations for the markers, like we expect you to answer every sec-
tion of the marking rubric, knowing full well that that is going to take
more than 10 minutes. That for me is huge. Because we're already
working in an industry where we're under resourced, undervalued,
like I just feel like I'm just perpetuating that problem. And it really,
really irks me to be honest. It is the biggest part of the whole process
for me, that I wish I could change”

(Asha, subject coordinator).

Lack of time to provide considered feedback, when coupled with
students seeming disengagement with feedback provided, focusing on a
score only, markers felt despondent about the time taken to ensure
students understood their result. Bob shared:

“And I, and that's tricky because like I put up announcements about
that and stuff like that and we went through how to read your
feedback in tutorial, right, but I mean it's hard. If we set them up a
little bit more about understanding what it is to read a rubric and
understand a rubric and how it is applied to an assessment, I feel like
that might help with feedback literacy too. So, we're thinking about
having an activity in tutorial about understanding and marking with
it. And yeah, getting them to go through an essay, like a provided
essay, with a rubric”.

(Bob, subject coordinator)

Clara added that greater student understanding, and therefore a
sense of justice related to the mark awarded, could be achieved through
practices such as:

“And I think releasing like, general feedback. Like we always have
put the average mark on there and I always will release it before we
release all of the marks so there's some expectation about what the
average mark is when they get their mark”.

Contributing to the practice of justice for markers and students were
aspects relating to assumed knowledge and skill. Participants who were
subject coordinators had learnt to develop rubrics using experience and
corporate knowledge rather than direct education. This limited their
ability to develop objective actionable criteria, as Chloe stated, “You
know you don't go into [academia] as an educator or whatever, you've
got to start at that basic level again”. In addition, this influenced
marking practices. Participants described that often they were left to
their own devices when it came to the processes of marking, with it
being assumed they knew how to navigate the marking processes,
including using electronic marking systems.

“I just had one of my colleagues come on board with XXX and she
rang me up with her first lot of marking and she was in all sorts. So, I
went through the whole thing with her and only that I had someone
go through that with me; otherwise, I wouldn't have known what was
expected”

(Betty, sessional tutor).

These instances led participants to agree that all staff involved in
marking would benefit from formal training — from navigating the on-
line systems, to applying rubrics and providing feedback. Bob (subject
coordinator) described how “better support” for all markers would assist
in building a culture of learning and feedback. This would lead to fair
processes for both markers and students, and contribute toward
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enhanced feedback literacy.
4. Summary

The collective goal for these participants was to ensure students
received justice when their assessments were marked. That is, that the
marking process was just, where assessments were marked against an
objective criterion (rubric) that was applied consistently (calibration)
and received marks that reflected a student's achievement under a spe-
cific element. Moreover, the rubric was available so that students un-
derstood what was required for an individual assessment. Lastly
students were provided with constructive and specific feedback that
they would use to improve their future performance. Hence the con-
ceptualisation of the marking process as an umbrella (Fig. 1).

5. Discussion

The findings from this study have captured the perceptions of aca-
demic staff in relation the processes, practices and impact of calibration
on practices in higher education marking, in relation to both staff and
students. We have captured the significance of feedback literacy asso-
ciated with marking calibration practices for nursing academics and
students. Participants in our study provided a lens of the perceptions of
staff engaged in marking within a pre-registration undergraduate
nursing program, pointing to the staff's own experiences as well as their
perceptions of how students experience this. We present these findings
as a depiction of an umbrella framework with the processes being the
fabric (rubric, calibration, and feedback), the practices the spokes (eq-
uity, consistency and learner-centred), and the impact as the handle or
central support (justice) (Fig. 1). As with the structure of an umbrella, all
elements are required for effectual purpose.

This research points to marking as a skill that takes time to develop
and highlights the importance in developing both marking experience
and team support to achieve consistency in marking. The participant's
understanding that the process of calibration improves staff consensus,
provided a sense that the process of approaching marking with the same
mind as colleagues, translated to better practices and ultimately the
outcome of consistency and justice. This aligns with the notion outlined
by Herbert et al. (2014) that calibration informs a common under-
standing in markers so that consistency in judging divergent responses
to assessment tasks occurs. Mason and Roberts (2023) and Ragupathi
and Lee (2020) also found that calibration enables collegial conversa-
tions which build confidence and consistency in marking teams. In
addition, this process enables markers to be clear about the required
level of feedback. Commonly, markers provide surface level feedback
with focus on writing mechanics (Dressler et al., 2019) and without
specificity or clear suggestion of expectation(s) which are required for
deeper processing, leading to future learning and improvement (Rey-
nders et al., 2020; Baranczyk and Best, 2020). Providing consistent and
meaningful feedback facilitates learners' ability to recognise and
enhance future work (Borjeson and Carlsson, 2020), thereby increasing
feedback literacy.

While the participants in this study welcomed the use of rubrics and
the support of a team approach, there was a sense that novice markers
and academics are still developing these skills. Care needs to be taken to
avoid power imbalance so that all markers, irrespective of experience,
feel safe to clarify and ask critical questions (Mason and Roberts, 2023).
Research however would indicate that while experience may improve
confidence, it does not necessarily improve consistency (Bloxham et al.,
2016). Experience can create habits and ways of marking that could
prove to be a barrier to consistency. It may even deter experienced
markers from being involved in calibration if it is seen to differ from the
processes they have established for themselves. Therefore, focusing on
developing markers' shared understanding of assessment requirements
and using calibration to develop and maintain standards is essential
(Mason and Roberts, 2023). Sadler (2013) outlines this social process of
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calibration as requiring synergistic relationships in the marking team,
enabling consensus to be reached on mark allocations for an assessment.

The ability to provide consistency in marking and grades is the
hallmark of equitable assessment, however it is not a simple task. Ac-
cording to O'Connell et al. (2016): “Academics attach qualities to stu-
dents' work according to their varying professional knowledge and
experience” (p. 336). Bloxham et al. (2016) and Grainger et al. (2016)
concur, noting that tacit knowledge and associated expectations vary
between markers. These, alongside potential biases and/or prior
knowledge of students may increase variation in marking (Orr and
Bloxham, 2013). This is compounded by larger numbers of markers,
particularly sessional academics, in the marking team (Crawford and
Germov, 2015). Through consensus building and a supportive open
environment, shared understanding of assessments and the role of the
marker can be explored and affirmed, building consistency and confi-
dence (Grainger et al., 2019). Our research demonstrates the importance
of markers having core values related to justice and consistency. This
was evident in the participants' commitment to calibration processes
and the consideration that influenced their decision making around the
allocation of marks and the type of feedback they provide.

Time is an essential element that needs to be addressed if marking
consistency is to be achieved. Time impacts both the process of marking
and the ability to provide thoughtful and meaningful feedback to stu-
dents. In higher education the time spent marking and providing feed-
back is challenged by competing priorities of teaching and research as
well as the reliance on sessional staff who are paid according to the word
count of an assessment. The latter was a significant concern for partic-
ipants in this present study. The findings of this study point to the
importance of processes such as well-developed rubrics, calibration
processes and the provision of feedback as being central to consistency
however each of these steps requires a commitment of time. This is a key
consideration for workload allocation, particularly when advocating for
collaborative and collegial processes of calibration practices (Richard-
son et al., 2019).

It has been conventionally assumed that having knowledge of subject
matter is sufficient for feedback to be conducted well, but this study
shows this is not always the case and that substantially increased levels
of pedagogic competence are needed in addition to assist student
learning (Boud and Dawson, 2023). There is no ‘magic formula’ for
feedback (Sadler, 2009), and as such, no amount of simplistic tips and
tricks or training in specific practices will be guaranteed to improve
feedback. What is needed instead is an increase in overall competence in
teachers' feedback literacy (Carless and Winstone, 2023). Boud and
Dawson (2023) agree, stating that there are many complex factors
associated with this, particularly in relation to navigating the differences
between assessment and feedback, and the purpose of feedback in
facilitating future learning and work.

Carless and Boud (2018) outline four features of student feedback
literacy: “appreciating feedback processes; developing capacities in
making judgments; managing affect; and taking action to use feedback”
(p- 1323). Our findings build on this by adding a sense of equity, justice
and learner-centred practices as underpinning elements to the student
feedback literacy experience. Across the interviews, there was strong
sense of the importance for staff practices of these elements in order for
fairness to be achieved.

Providing opportunities for students to develop feedback literacy
requires processes that support learner-centred marking. The emphasis
from teachers teaching to learners learning is consistent with trans-
formative pedagogies in learning and teaching (Van Schalkwyk et al.,
2019).

Based on this premise, the authors recommend nursing curricula are
structured to enable ongoing opportunities for students to be immersed
in feedback following assessments, affording time to process and enact
the feedback. This is only possible if markers and teaching staff are clear
on feedback literacy (Maleck et al., 2022). Therefore, it is important to
design nursing curricula with emphasis on developing feedback literacy,
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building in formative and summative assessment tasks where students
engage in learning that facilitates the development of course learning
outcomes. This is critical in first year units so that students can be
brought to a minimum level of feedback literacy (Maleck et al., 2022).
Feedback literate nursing educators must develop mindsets that un-
derstand the competing functions of feedback and use practices such as
calibration to enable practices that have potential to enrich student
learning (Carless and Winstone, 2023).

5.1. Limitations

Although there was a semi-structured script and the interviewer was
not known to the participants, researchers bring their own biases and
ways of being to the data collection process, and this may have impacted
the consistency of the data collection process. Another limitation is the
number of participants in this study, which may be considered small
despite the aligning of responses and themes. The sample was a conve-
nience sample of permanent, contract and sessional academics voices
from one School of Nursing in Australia (across six campuses). While
participants came from a variety of campuses across regional and
metropolitan areas, the sample is not necessarily representative of the
wider population and represents participants' perceptions at a single
point in time.

This project took into consideration the perceptions of staff involved
in marking. What it does not capture is the voices of the students. To
fully understand feedback literacy as a student experience, further
research involving students would be advantageous.

6. Conclusion

The benefits of participating in the project are to inform the body of
knowledge around academic practices in calibration and the connection
to feedback literacy. Input could potentially help to influence educa-
tional strategy and policy at a School level and possibly Faculty and
institution. Involvement may help improve both novice and experienced
academics own scholarship, learning, teaching and academic practices.
Ongoing development and collaborative support may achieve consis-
tency within the calibration process. This project highlights the need for
enhanced feedback literacy that integrates principles of equity, justice,
and learner-centeredness. Fundamentally calibration guides educators
toward holistic approaches that foster consistency, equity, and thorough
feedback practices.
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