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Introduction

The Effective Learning Service (ELS) sits within the Learning Enhancement and Academic Development
Centre at Queen Margaret University. ELS is a student facing service which supports QMU learners in the
development of their academic literacies, with a particular focus on writing. Alongside the activities carried out
by the ELS team throughout the academic year, the service offers a Summer Resit Programme (RP) which
delivers academic skills support to current students with assignment resubmissions and/ or exam resits from
semesters 1 and 2.

The ELS Summer Resit programme

The Summer Resit Programme has been running for a number of years and is supported by QMU’s Widening
Participation and Student Retention/ Widening Access and Retention Fund.

A key component of the Programme is a set number of hours (allowing for approx. 60 students) to work 1-1
with an academic skills tutor on areas such as: building valuable study habits and confidence, approaching
academic reading and research, and offering specific guidance on drafts and tutor feedback to support
progression and attainment in terms of both the immediate resubmission/s and the next stages of study. It
aims to develop areas of particular need for each individual student and encourage reflection and planning for
future learning. The Resit Programme runs online (unless requested by the student and agreed upon by the
tutor) to allow students with work, caring responsibilities, or long commutes a greater chance of engagement.

Evaluation Project

This evaluation of the Programme aims to assess the impact of the 1-1 sessions in supporting learners through
their reassessments. Although each year participants are asked to provide feedback, uptake has tended to be
very low, meaning we have been unable to collect the perspectives of our students in a measurable way and
amend the programme according to the experience of those participating. In addition, the evaluation aimed to
assess the value of a change to the method of application in increasing engagement, without adding in an
additional barrier to applicants.

The evaluation centres on three key questions:
1. Does strengthening the application process lead to stronger engagement and fewer withdrawals?
2. Does the RP support progression to next level of study? In what ways?
3. Does the RP improve students’ levels of confidence about their resits and academic abilities for next
year?



https://www.qmu.ac.uk/study-here/services-for-students/support-for-learning/effective-learning-service-els/help-with-resits

Methodology

What sort of data did your evaluation involve?
OQuantitative

[1Qualitative

XMixed methods

Which methods did you use?

X Standardised Questionnaires

OValidated Scales

UlInterviews

X Focus Group(s)

[IOther (If ‘other’, please ensure to explicitly name the method in your commentary for this section)

Which software package(s) if any did you use to assist with your evaluation
OExcel

OSPSS

ONVivo

X Other (If ‘other’, please ensure to explicitly name the package in your commentary for this section)

Did your project involve the usage of any statistical methods?

[IDistribution OMean [OMedian COOMode
ORange OStandard Deviation OVariance Olnterquartile Range
X Paired samples [INone

OOther (If ‘other’, please ensure to explicitly name the package in your commentary for this section)

Use the space below to provide a commentary on your methodology.

Selected Framework

As our starting point, we recognised that a key limitation of our approach to evaluating the Resit Programme in
previous years was that we had sought post-programme feedback in a way that felt a little more rushed than
strategic. With this in mind, we opted to use the Theory of Change as our planning process to support us to
identify exactly which aspects of the Programme we wanted to evaluate. This framework benefitted us as the
act of setting out in writing what we wanted to examine helped us see there were a number of distinct areas
that could be considered, and we needed to narrow these down (e.g. we considered looking more broadly at
academic outcomes in the next year of study for each student but decided that this would be beyond the scope
of this particular evaluation).

Employing the Theory of Change also helped us to identify that a mixed methods approach would be the best
option to provide us with both the qualitative data around student progression and the qualitative data to
provide richer insights into the student experience and further detail around the value or unmet potential of the
Resit Programme.

We designed our data gathering as follows:

e Pre-programme questionnaire (mandatory at point of application)

e Post-programme questionnaire (with students being given allotted time set aside in their final 1-1
session to complete this)

e Optional Post-Programme focus groups (with students being invited to take part in the post-
programme questionnaire)

e Collection and analysis of progression data




Pre and post-Programme questionnaires

In order to gain insights into our third research question (Does the RP improve ss levels of confidence about
their resits and academic abilities for next year?), we asked the same question set during both pre and post
programme questionnaires to allow us to identify any changes in confidence levels as self-assessed by
students. We used Microsoft Forms to design, distribute and analyse both our questionnaires as this is a
familiar platform for our students, and allowed for valuable visualisation of the data collected (see Additional
Content).

We carefully considered the question types used in the context of our learners and what would feel
manageable for them. Given the historically low rate of feedback completion, we were mindful of not
‘overloading’ participants and asking complex questions or those that would require lengthy answers. This was
especially important given the mandatory nature of completion as part of the application form, and it was
important to ensure the evaluation questions didn’t present a barrier to application itself.

We therefore decided to keep all mandatory questions within the questionnaires as concise quantitative
questions, with scope for participants to expand only if they chose to, retaining the potential opportunity for us
to gather richer qualitative data.

Focus groups

In our design of data collection, the focus groups were the key mechanism for building our qualitative data
based on student experience and perceptions. Our aim was to begin with a question encouraging participants
to reflect on their perceptions of their own skills and abilities before the Resit Programme and consider to what
extent this was the same afterwards, and how the Programme impacted this response. We would then draw on
the transcripts to identify and collate patterns across responses.

Collection and analysis of progression data

We aimed to keep this final contribution to our quantitative data gathering as straightforward as possible, and
looked at which of the 70 students had progressed to their next level of study. Our aim was to consider this
information alongside our quantitative questionnaire responses and qualitative focus group data to build a
picture of the impact of the Resit Programme.




Discussion

Overall, taking a more comprehensive and strategic approach to evaluating the Resit Programme has been
very beneficial for our team and we have gained valuable insights into both the Programme itself, and the next
steps we need to take in order to strengthen our understanding of the role it can play within a student’s broader
learning journey at QMU.

Successes

One key success was in the response rates for both of our questionnaires and engagement in the Programme
as a whole. The response rate for the pre- programme questionnaire was 100%, given its mandatory nature,
and the rate for the post-programme questionnaire increased from 8% in 2024 to 41% in 2025. Another
change which was made to the application process was the inclusion of earlier and more extensive information
about how the Programme operates which we built into a new ‘Note your Interest’ form and the application
form itself. Although we can’t be certain that these changes were the only direct impact on engagement
figures, we did have a significant drop in withdrawals in 2025 (23% reduction compared to 2024).

The increased response rate allowed us to gather significantly greater data from students regarding their
feelings of confidence before and after the Programme, and we have been able to visualise this for
stakeholders through Microsoft Forms.

Another takeaway of real value for us was that the data we collected, when combined, presented a clear
picture of the positive value of the Programme and we were able to draw more solid evidence about this than
in previous years because of the careful Theory of Change process we adopted through the evaluation project.

Challenges

Although the response rate for the questionnaires was much improved, and we took care to frame the
questions in a clear way, it has been important for us to acknowledge that since one of the key impacts we
wanted to measure was confidence, there is complexity in how individuals may approach such a question set
and describe/ assess their own feelings of confidence. Additionally, students completing these question sets
may have been inclined to indicate positive responses after the Programme out of politeness or a sense of
loyalty to the tutor they worked with. It is therefore important to read this quantitative data alongside the more
expansive accounts provided in the optional component of the post-programme questionnaire qualitative data
and from the focus groups.

Another challenge was the setting up of the focus groups themselves as there was a very low uptake of
participants. We also concluded when crafting the questions that a better way of collecting the narrative rich
data that we were seeking from the focus groups may be better gleaned from conducting semi-structured
interviews. We felt that this would provide a more open environment for participants to explore their own
experience and for us as interviewers to follow up on particularly pertinent areas.

Analysing and presenting the progression data

One final area of complexity arose when considering how to present the progression data. The quickest
shapshot of the data was to simply highlight how many out of the total number of participants progressed onto
their next level of study (or completed their degree in the case of final year students). However, of the students
who did not progress: a number had extenuating circumstances, others may have passed but made the
decision to withdraw from their course, and some may have progressed but still had outstanding




reassessments. When breaking the data down further, it was also valuable to note that stating progression
figures alone was inadequate when for example, a number of students with multiple reassessments passed all
but one, indicating a potentially very significant amount of progress in their learning which could have been
missed if only the ‘headline’ data was included for presentation.

We therefore decided to set out the progression data with explanatory notes to draw out the narrative around
these key moments, providing us an opportunity to convey our own analysis of the data and what it means in
relation to the students we work with and the value of the Resit Programme to their learning journeys.




Limitations

One significant limitation to our evaluation work has been the lack of a control group. We did discuss collecting
progression data for students with reassessments who were not on the Resit Programme to compare the rate
of progression, but we reached the conclusion that this would not provide an accurate control group, partly
because those on the Programme are students who have sought out and committed to a Programme of
support. A control group could be composed of students who are potentially working through a number of
complex situational factors which we wouldn’t be taking into account.

Despite the improvement in participant engagement in the post-programme questionnaire, it was still only 41%
and so a greater rate would continue to provide more robust data for us. Similarly, we struggled to recruit
participants to our focus group, which meant we were able to gather less qualitative data illustrating the
nuanced experiences of those on the Programme.

Lessons Learned

For future evaluation projects of both the Resit Programme, and other areas of our work, we would be keen to
test out the use of semi-structured interviews rather than focus groups. We feel that these would have a double
benefit. Firstly, participants may be more likely to speak in a confidential setting about their progress and
experience of overcoming challenges in their learning and find this to be a more familiar environment than a
focus group. Secondly, semi-structured interviews may afford us greater opportunities to guide the discussion
into areas of particular relevance for each participants and help us better understand individual experiences.

We are also interested in considering ways we might harness reflections from our Resit Programme Tutors to
help us understand the experience of learners from their unique 1-1 perspective. We're interested in looking at
this in order to provide us as full a view as possible of participant experience on the Resit Programme without
increasing the ‘feedback burden’ on our learners.

We will also take a number of hugely positive lessons learned from our evaluation project, including
undertaking a Theory of Change, monitoring and updating our application/ entry processes for our areas of
activity and engaging in a Community of Practice for peer support and guidance.
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ELS Resit Programme: Your Feedback

We hope the Resit Programme has been valuable to you. It's hugely important to us to hear about your experience so we can continue
to improve and develop it. Please take 5 minutes here to reflect on your experience. Thank you!

How do you feel about vour resits-at the moment?

Before the Resit Programme After the Resit Programme
4%
16% 8% | 25%
@ Extremely confident / ‘ ® Extremely confident
@ Somewhat confident 4 @ Somewhat confident
@ Alittle low in confidence @ Alittle low in confidence
@ Not confident at all @ Not confident at all o

53%




2. To what extent do you feel your 1-1 sessions have supported you with your reassessment preparation? More details

10%
® To alarge extent - they have been hugely helpful 26
@ To a good extent - they've been fairly helpful 3
@ To a limited extent - they've only helpad a little 0
@ Other 0

90%




