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Abstract 
This workshop is an interactive session where participants will experience an exciting 
approach for holistically assessing design problems, Adaptive Comparative Judgement 
(ACJ). ACJ is an adaptive software tool that can be used by students and faculty to assess 
students’ work holistically and reliably. This tool can be used to reduce the grading load 
associated with project work and reduce the time taken to grade and provide feedback to 
students. The goal of this workshop is to introduce participants to the ACJ approach. The 
process underpinning the ACJ software tool will be explored, and participants will be taken 
through the procedure of setting up an ACJ session and given the opportunity to experience 
the process of assessment using the ACJ tool. Following this hands-on experience of ACJ, 
participants and facilitators will discuss the possible benefits and challenges of using ACJ in 
a formative and summative assessment capacity with first-year engineering students. 
Workshop attendees will require a device that is wireless fidelity enabled. 

Introduction 
The initial stages of this workshop will focus on introducing participants to ACJ which is a 
holistic assessment tool that can be used to assess design problems or portfolios. The process 
of ACJ is based on multiple pairwise comparisons of items of work using a software program 
such as RM Compare [1]. The facilitators will unpack how the software intentionally and 
adaptively pairs portfolios to refine statistics to achieve a reliable rank order of group 
performance [1], [2]. Throughout this time the facilitators will also explore the reliability and 
validity of ACJ as an assessment tool. 

Setting up an ACJ session 
The process of setting up an ACJ session will be broken down and the key elements to be 
considered will be explained. This period will focus on elements such as file formats, how the 
number of judgements to be made or judges is calculated for a session, and the number of 
rounds to be completed. A round is completed when each item of work has been presented 
once. The more rounds that are completed, the more confidence there is in the positioning of 
an item of work in the rank [1]. 

Interaction with the ACJ tool 
Following the interactive discussion on setting up an ACJ assessment session, participants 
will be taken through the interface for ACJ (see Figure 1) and the process of making 
judgements and providing feedback on items of work. Feedback on items of work can be 
collated and provided to students to facilitate formative assessment [3]–[5]. Participants will 
then be invited to engage in an ACJ assessment session. 



 
Figure 1. Sample ACJ judgement screen 

Discussion 
Having engaged with the ACJ tool, participants of the workshop will be invited to take part in 
an interactive discussion on the perceived advantages and disadvantages of using ACJ as an 
assessment mechanism with first-year engineering students. Previous research in Technology 
and Teacher Education has demonstrated that students see ACJ as being advantageous for 
gaining feedback, inspiration, and ideas while also enabling them to be more creative and 
innovative when designing as they are not limited by specific assessment criteria [1], [3], [4], 
[6]. Through this interactive discussion, the facilitators and participants will also explore 
what questions remain to be answered through research around the use of ACJ in engineering 
education. 

Conclusion  
The workshop will conclude with a summation of the ACJ system, the key factors to be 
considered when setting up an ACJ assessment session and an overview of the main 
advantages and disadvantages identified through the preceding discussion.  

Acknowledgement 
This work was made possible by a grant from the National Science Foundation (NSF 
#2020785). Any opinions, findings, and conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this 
material are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National 
Science Foundation. 

References 
[1] RM Compare, “An altogether different approach to assessment,” 2020. 

https://compare.rm.com/ (accessed Jul. 01, 2022). 
[2] A. Pollitt, “The method of Adaptive Comparative Judgement,” Assess. Educ. Princ. 

Policy Pract., vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 281–300, 2012, doi: 10.1080/0969594X.2012.665354. 
[3] D. Canty, N. Seery, E. Hartell, and A. Doyle, “Integrating Peer Assessment in 

Technology Education through Adaptive Comparative Judgment,” 2017. [Online]. 
Available: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320299812 

[4] S. R. Bartholomew, G. J. Strimel, and E. Yoshikawa, “Using adaptive comparative 
judgment for student formative feedback and learning during a middle school design 
project,” Int. J. Technol. Des. Educ., vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 363–385, Mar. 2019, doi: 
10.1007/s10798-018-9442-7. 



[5] G. J. Strimel, S. R. Bartholomew, S. Purzer, L. Zhang, and E. Yoshikawa Ruesch, 
“Informing engineering design through adaptive comparative judgment,” Eur. J. Eng. 
Educ., vol. 46, no. 2, pp. 227–246, 2021, doi: 10.1080/03043797.2020.1718614. 

[6] N. Seery, D. Canty, and P. Phelan, “The validity and value of peer assessment using 
adaptive comparative judgement in design driven practical education,” Int J Technol 
Des Educ, vol. 22, pp. 205–226, 2012, doi: 10.1007/s10798-011-9194-0. 

 


