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Potential employers require graduates to be able to demonstrate competent
teamwork skills in initiating ideas and solving problems cooperatively. Teamwork
is prevalent in educational institutions and often included as a way of enriching
learning and assessment. Whilst group working can provide a rich opportunity for
cooperative learning, its assessment can be the cause of much anxiety amongst
students. This paper examines the phenomenon of ‘free-riding’ and explores
methods of managing potential abuse. Six approaches were trialled in a UK
university business school on modules of study involving assessed group work and
the views of students and tutors analysed. Findings from the study indicate that
students (like academics) value teamwork even when it is assessed. Any method
to moderate ‘free-riding’ is appreciated by students.

Keywords: approaches; assessment; groups; social-loafing

Group work and assessment

Employers and professional bodies both rank the ability to communicate, cooperate,
collaborate and compromise with others as crucial attributes for graduates seeking
employment (Chapman et al. 2006; Cohen and Bailey 1997; Johnson and Johnson
1996; Liden et al. 2004). Whilst technical skills are valuable, they are of limited use
without accompanying team working abilities (Angelo and Cross 1993; Roberts et al.
2006). It is unsurprising therefore that higher education institutions strive to develop
these abilities in students at all levels (Stevens and Campion 1994) and that there are
extensive examples of assessed group work (Abernethy and Lett 2005; Pfaff and
Huddleston 2003) which provide rich opportunities for cooperative and collaborative
learning (Michaelson 2004, cited in Kayes, Kayes, and Kolb 2005).

Most academics view group work as a vital to effective student integration, the
development of interpersonal life skills and learning generally. Individual learning is
a cultural process of participation as a team member by gradual stages and interacting
according to socially negotiated norms (Lave and Wenger 1991). Rust (2001) cites
several advantages for tutors using groups including a reduced marking burden and
tutorial briefings. Not all academics, however, are convinced that the advantages of
assessed group work outweigh the difficulties. Constructing group assignments which
encourage differentiated but cooperative student learning and reciprocal exchange is
challenging in itself. Many tutors expose students to group work in the belief that it is
good for them, but may be uncertain as to whether or not students feel so positively
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452  B. Maiden and B. Perry

about the experience, then there is the issue of whether groups should be self-selected
or tutor-selected, the implications associated with a group failing, and preparing
students for group work and devising strategies for managing the participants, some-
thing many tutors apparently overlook (Vik 2001). Some academics avoid assessed
group work because of such difficulties but continue with group working as a learning
strategy, which may be dangerous because there is potential for contradictions
(Resnick 1987), indeed confusion can arise and academic misconduct through collu-
sion may ensue (Perry, forthcoming).

In most cases individual contributions to group projects are not easily identified;
consequently, the most common and straightforward mechanism to grade group work
is to assess the product of the group effort and apply this grade to all group members.
The most contentious problem associated with this practice is that of free-riding or
social-loafing, where individuals benefit but contribute less than their fair share of the
assessment tasks (Dyrud 2001; Strong and Anderson 1998).

Terminology

For the purpose of this paper free-riding and social-loafing are considered as gradations
along a continuum, both representing a loss of productivity and barriers to successful
operation and delivery of the task in hand, so undermining the benefits of teamwork.
In this paper the term free-rider is used as shorthand for both phenomena. In addition
the words group and team are not distinguished and are used interchangeably.

Existing literature in this area

From the student perspective there may be a lot riding on assessed group work, so
creating anxiety about grade achievement, notably amongst high-performing students
(Abernethy and Lett 2005). Many students resent a lack of fairness and transparency
in reward systems which benefit free-riders, and tutors often feel equally frustrated.
Group work additionally can be time-wasting with unproductive meetings and discus-
sions of concerns about working with others who do not ‘pull their weight’ (Kayes,
Kayes, and Kolb 2005). Where students fail to participate wholeheartedly in teams,
resentment may lead to interpersonal conflicts undermining otherwise positive expe-
riences. Furthermore, some students may adopt a strategic approach being wary of
committing their energy and effort to a project where the credit for it is shared with
other, less deserving colleagues (Chapman et al. 2006; Clelford 2007).

Existing literature conflates the separate phenomena of social-loafing and free-
riding when describing situations where one or more group members do not undertake
their fair share of work. Drawing on psychology literature, social-loafing is where
there is a tendency for members individually to do less than their potential in a group
than they would if they were working alone (Brooks and Ammons 2003; Chidambaram
and Tung 2005; Karau and Williams 1993; Kravitz and Martin 1986; Myers 1990). If
individuals perceive their contributions to be undervalued or unnoticed the motivation
to give a full engagement is diminished (Dommeyer 2007; Williams and Karau 1991).
Free-riding, on the other hand, derives from the economics of sharing scarce resources
(Albanese and Van Fleet 1985). An extreme form of social-loafing, it describes indi-
viduals who consume more than a fair share of resources without taking on the costs
of production (Gachter and Thoni 2004).
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Although there is an increase in assessed group working in higher education
(Abernethy and Lett 2005), the literature gives little conclusive evidence of how to
maximise its effectiveness. Integrating the teaching of team working skills into the
curriculum as a preparatory stage to assessment is recommended, as building relation-
ships is likely to create conditions where all students will benefit from and contribute
to group tasks (Deeter-Schmeltz and Ramsey 1998).

Much literature identifies a potential range of mechanisms that could be used to
overcome free-riding (Abernethy and Lett 2005; Batra, Walvoord, and Krishnan 1997;
Deeter-Schmeltz and Ramsey 1998; Dommeyer 2007; Dyrud 2001; Haas, Haas, and
Wotruba 1998; Rust 2001). However, none provide sufficient detail to allow an indi-
vidual tutor to easily try one of these approaches. The literature is either prescriptive,
concentrating on the range of techniques suggested as possible options, or reports on
a single approach. There is little evaluative evidence as to which techniques appear to
be most effective, practical and acceptable to both staff and students.

In summary, limited or non-contribution by individual members is a problem in
group work, heightened when assessment is involved. The literature on free-riding
fails to provide tutors with an evidence basis for possible solutions. Certain issues
deserve greater attention than has previously been evident, specifically students’
perspectives on group work and detailed examples of straightforward, practical and
effective approaches to dealing with free-riding which satisfies both stakeholder view-
points. This paper explores these issues and is based upon a study conducted within
the authors’ own institution.

Setting for the study

The nature of learning approaches that students are familiar with and the assessment
methods to which they are exposed is of some relevance in understanding the local
context within which a study is conducted (Lave and Wenger 1991; Resnick 1987).
This study was conducted within a UK business school within the University of
Wolverhampton, a large modern institution with a regional commitment and philoso-
phy of extending student access. The school’s assessment policy encourages innova-
tion and variety exposing its 2500 students to student-centred learning approaches
including extensive group work.

Aims and definitions

The aims of the study were to explore a range of potential mechanisms for managing
and overcoming free-riding and to identify those that might be most effective. Six
discrete approaches were identified from the literature, detailed methodologies
developed and these were trialled during a two-semester period. Only the most
straightforward and least elaborate approaches were chosen (e.g. diary-based systems
requiring groups to maintain detailed minutes of meetings, etc., were excluded from
consideration). A questionnaire was administered to students (see Appendix) and
semi-structured interviews conducted with tutors in order to evaluate the outcomes of
these six approaches.

A brief description of the six approaches is as follows: 

● Two-card trick (derived from Abernethy and Lett 2005; Lejk 1994; Leijk, Wyvill,
and Farrow 1996; Rust 2001). Teams identifying a poorly or non-contributing
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454  B. Maiden and B. Perry

member must challenge the individual and request that they amend their
ways. If there is no change, a case may be made to the tutor, and if the complaint
is upheld, a yellow card is issued to the offending student. If there is an improve-
ment by an agreed date the card is rescinded; if unrescinded, the individual
receives a lower grade than the rest of the group. Significant and continuing under
performance can lead to the tutor issuing a red card resulting in the individual
being excluded from the group and required to produce an individual piece of
work.

● Viva warning (derived from Rust 2001). The early stages of this approach are
similar to the two-card trick and a tutor can issue a warning to a student. If the
offending student amends his/her ways by an agreed date the warning can be
rescinded. If unrescinded, the student must meet with two tutors to answer ques-
tions on the group submission and the process leading to it. Unsatisfactory
responses lead to the individual’s grade being adjusted downwards from the
group mark.

● Team-led individual (derived from Rust 2001). Individual students benefit from
meaningful contributions to group work as a prelude to an individual submis-
sion. Teams of students produce a written submission upon which feedback but
no grade is given by the tutor. Students then work alone to further develop the
group work and produce an individual assignment.

● Examination follow-on (derived from Gibbs, Habeshaw, and Habeshaw 1993;
Rust 2001). There are two pieces of assessed work for the module, a group
project and an examination. Students receive identical grades for the product of
their group work but a subsequent individual examination requires reference to,
or detailed knowledge of, the group project.

● Divided mark (derived from Brooks and Ammons 2003; Rust 2001; Strong and
Anderson 1998). At the end of the module students complete a questionnaire
privately which includes an indication of the relative contributions of individual
members. The product of the group work is graded and the cumulative returns
from individuals decide an individual’s mark from an overall total mark.

● 80/20 Grading (derived from Rust 2001). Group assessment is subject to five
marking criteria one of which is individual contribution to group work. The
product of the group work is graded by the tutor for four of the five criteria. The
fifth is determined by the students themselves through the completion of a confi-
dential questionnaire.

Approach to the study

Explanatory notes were issued to students at the start of the module (unit of study),
and a questionnaire examining student experiences was collected at the end (Appendix
gives an example). Although questionnaires varied slightly dependent upon the
approach, all contained three common statements which students were required to
score, these being ‘team working was excellent’, ‘this is a fair way of arriving at
grades for group work’ and ‘this is an excellent way of dealing with free-riders’. Four
hundred and forty-nine students were exposed to the trial and 251 completed question-
naires were received (Table 1).

Scoring was based on a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to
‘strongly agree’. Narrative responses were requested particularly where students had
scored any of the three statements as ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘disagree’. At the end of
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the module interviews were conducted with tutors to ascertain their opinions on the
approach and assist in the interpretation of student responses. Each approach was
developed into a mini-case study for wider dissemination.

Results

Student experience of group work

Overall the computed average score in response to the statement ‘team working was
excellent’ was 3.9 where 4.0 represents ‘agree’. Indeed 77% of respondents either
‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement, and only 14% ‘disagreed’ or
‘strongly disagreed’. The highest satisfaction ratings were for the approaches used in
the three postgraduate modules (exam follow-on, divided mark, 80/20) with ‘agree’ or
‘strongly disagree’ percentages of 80%, 90% and 96% respectively. Conversely, the
corresponding score for the approach trialled with first-year students was 60%.

Most narrative comments outlined what students had gained from the experience
and reported personal gains from team working. Positive responses referred to its rele-
vance to the workplace and the acquisition of employability skills. Some comments
indicated that group working exceeded expectations. Respondents drew reference to
being able to synthesise ideas and appreciating contributions from different cultural
perspectives. Key factors of clear intra-group communication, organisation of group
roles and time control were frequently cited as reasons for good teamwork and, if
absent, the reasons why team working was less effective.

It is apparent that difficulties with work-shy members can in some cases be effec-
tively dealt with by the groups themselves. It is unclear whether this is the result of
the issue of free-riders being raised by module leaders, or whether this happens
routinely in any case. Comments included: 

Table 1. Approach adopted and student responses received by level.

Approach Outline explanation of approach
Level 

of study
Student 

(no.)
Responses 

(no.) %

Two-card trick Issue of yellow and red cards to non-
contributors

1 30 30 12

Viva warning Use of an individual viva to assess 
contribution for non-contributors

2 170 75 30

Team-led 
individual

Formative group work helps with 
individual summative assessment

3 175 72 29

Exam follow-
on

Second assessment, an examination 
needs knowledge of group work 
from first assessment

4 10 10

Divided mark Overall score is allocated to a group 
and apportioned individually based 
on students views of relative 
contributions

4 40 40

80/20 Group members award 20% of the 
total grade themselves

4 24 24

29
Total 449 251 100
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456  B. Maiden and B. Perry

We started with six (members). (The) first member left the Uni. (The) second member
did not contribute at all to (the) group report – due to this the group decided that it was
best she left the group.

After the initial problems of the two other members were sorted out, the remaining four
members worked very well to finish the group work.

The free-rider strategies trialled were reported as helping to resolve conflict in
some cases. Some students, however, still had concerns with ‘work-shy’ team
members. It was clear from student comments that the approaches trialled helped
discourage the worst excesses of free-riding. Three students, however, reported that
approaches were undermined by a reluctance to confront or challenge free-riders.
Others provided positive narrative comments such as: 

The method used effectively pushes everyone in the group to pull their weight.

Some students used the questionnaire as an opportunity to express frustrations and
pressure which resulted from ineffective team working: 

Some team members never showed up so team working wasn’t possible! Very stressful
by always calling them, wasting time and still nothing was done!

My group hardly did any work and I felt highly pressured to do it myself; however, one
member did support me at the last minute.

Such negative comments were in the minority. The successful operation of many
teams was evidenced in various favourable student comments, such as: 

We all contributed equally and everyone was 100% committed in all group discussions
… We all worked as a team and whenever the group met everyone attended.

The teamwork was excellent despite different backgrounds and schedules of the
members of the group.

Students identified many benefits: 

We were able to do more, learn more with a group and we are learning to work with
groups … in the working environment in future.

This module has taught us the real way of working as a team, which not only improved
the skills for working in a group or a team, but also gave an additional confidence.

The issue of whether groups should be self-selected or tutor-selected can give
rise to different practices. Team members being unfamiliar with each other
beforehand was identified as a positive factor in two cases and a negative in three
others. Even in one group that was student self-selected, particular difficulties were
highlighted: 

Our group was divided into two distinct parties, and I felt another member and myself
were not welcome. There was no opportunity to discuss things as a group as other
members regularly did not attend class or when they did they were too busy talking to
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their friends or on their mobile phones. The only real week we got together to discuss
things was last week when we had no lectures and booked a two-hour slot in the library
but even then one member nipped out for 30 minutes.

Outcomes of individual approaches

The summarised trial outcomes are indicated below: 

● Two-card trick. 38% of student respondents reported challenging an underper-
forming group member and asked them to amend their ways. Ultimately three
complaints were made to the tutor and three yellow cards were issued. In two
cases offenders amended their ways and groups agreed that the card should be
rescinded. In the third, the student failed to respond to improvement requests
and dropped out of studying before a red card could be issued.

● Viva warning. 45% of student respondents claimed that it was necessary to chal-
lenge an underperforming group member and this worked in three quarters of all
cases. In total the performance of three students was brought to the attention of
tutors and viva warnings were issued. Two of the three students subsequently
addressed the problem and warnings were rescinded. One student was required
to undertake a viva voce which revealed gaps in her understanding resulting in
a basic pass grade, much lower than the grade achieved by fellow group
members.

● Team-led individual. Approximately 850 students have experienced this
approach since its introduction to the module. During the trial 175 students
formed 40 groups and the approach operated without difficulty.

● Examination follow-on. Approximately 280 students have experienced this
approach since its introduction to the module. During the trial period the groups
received good group work grades and differing, but still relatively high, exami-
nation grades.

● Divided mark. Six of the eight teams indicated that everyone should receive an
equal share of the group grade. Of the remaining two teams, one aggregated
scoring individual contributions varied from 93% to 105% of the group mark
and the other varied from 75% to 125% which led to three different grades being
awarded.

● 80/20 Grading. Most students allocated an A or B grade when grading them-
selves and their peers (on a six-point grade scale where A is high). Two out of
every three completed questionnaires awarded identical grades for all contribu-
tors to their group.

Student views on approaches

Students’ scoring against the statement that the approach was ‘a fair way to arrive at
grades for group work’ produced an overall average score of 3.7, where 4.0 is ‘agree’.
Overall 80% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. All
approaches scored highly, the postgraduate modules trialling exam follow-on and
divided mark scored 90% and 95% respectively. The lowest scoring in this category
was again the two-card trick approach with 71%.

For the statement ‘this is an excellent way of dealing with free-riders’ a computed
average score of 3.4 was received, mid way between ‘unsure’ and ‘agree’ categories.
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458  B. Maiden and B. Perry

Overall 66% of respondents ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement. Scores
varied between approaches from 56% (80/20) and 59% (two-card trick) to 88%
(divided mark).

Tutor experience of the approaches

Module tutors drew reference to issues of fairness, ease of administration and the
usefulness of the methods as deterrents. Of the six approaches, two (the team-led indi-
vidual and examination follow-on) had already operated successfully for a number of
years suggesting that the staff were well experienced in the introduction and promo-
tion of the method in reducing the ‘free-rider’ effect. Of the remaining four, three
leaders of modules indicated that they intended using the approach they had trialled in
future (the least favoured approach being the 80/20 grading).

Discussion of findings

Students and teamwork

Module leaders expose students to group work believing it is good for them, but may
be uncertain as to whether or not students feel so positively about the experience. This
study indicates that academics need have no such concerns. Students were enthusiastic
about group working even when assessment was attached to the process. Thirty-six
per cent of students ‘strongly agreed’ that team working was excellent, whilst 77%
either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’. This confirms the value of the adoption of team
working as integral to module design. Of the different approaches by far the lowest
rating, of 50%, was scored by students exposed to the two-card trick. It is likely that
this scoring can be explained by the nature of the student group involved rather than
the approach itself. The group were first-semester first-year students newly exposed
to academic group work in higher education. By comparison the two approaches
trialled on postgraduate students obtained corresponding scores of 90% and 96%.
Postgraduate students appreciated team working much more than less experienced and
generally younger first-year students. Student responses suggest that the strength of
belief in the value of teamwork is more a product of stage of study rather than the
specific approach to which students are exposed.

Factors associated with teamwork

Although unprompted, the explanations given by students of factors that either helped
or hindered good team working are of some significance. The potential for time-
wasting and unproductive meetings cited by Kayes, Kayes, and Kolb (2005) were
confirmed by the students’ comments in this trial. Students identified intra-group
communication, organising group roles and time as key factors. Students have some
abilities to work in groups to produce effective group assessments, and the grade
profiles of group produced assessment are comparable with those individually based
assessments.

Fairness of grades

The approaches trialled as part of this project were recognised by students as fairer
ways to determine grades for group work than the usual identical individual grade

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
H

er
tf

or
ds

hi
re

] 
at

 0
7:

44
 1

5 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
2 



Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education  459

based on the product of collective efforts. The computed average score in response to
the statement ‘this is a fair way of arriving at grades for group work’ was 3.7, where
4.0 is ‘agree’, and 80% either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement. Post-
graduate students again felt most positively about the fairness of the approach. The
approach trialled with first-year students had the lowest scoring; nevertheless, the
71% satisfaction registered is still at a highly encouraging level. It can be speculated
therefore that any well-conceived and explicit approach that goes beyond the usual
identical grade for individuals based on the product of team effort will be favourably
received by students. The strategic approach alluded to of students rationing of energy
and effort if they think the credit for it is shared with others who are less deserving
(Chapman et al. 2006; Clelford 2007) is apparently overcome when an approach simi-
lar to those described in this paper is used.

Overcoming free-riders

It was clear from student comments that the approaches trialled helped discourage the
worst excesses of free-riding and resolve conflicts in some cases. However, this does
not eliminate all problems, the most commonly reported difficulties affecting coherent
group work were the behaviour of some members, and inconsistent standards of work
and rates of work amongst others.

Individual approaches

The experience of the module leaders and teams involved in the trials was extremely
positive. Of the six approaches, module leaders confirmed that five would continue to
be used after the trial period. The least successful of the approaches was the 80/20
grading. The module leader stated that he would not use this approach again as
students abused the opportunity to score relative contributions fairly in favour of
attempting to inflate grades for every group member (students’ grading appeared
uniformly and unrealistically high). This approach also received the lowest student
satisfaction rating (46% ‘agreeing’ or ‘strongly agreeing’ that ‘this is an excellent way
of dealing with free-riders’), which was in sharp contrast to scorings for other
approaches which ranged from 58% to 90% with an average of 66%.

Under the divided mark approach two-thirds of students awarded identical grades
which seem to indicate that either work was shared fairly or that students were unwill-
ing to expose fellow under-performing students. Whilst a few students reported a
reluctance to confront or challenge free-riders, it is clear that the approach offered an
opportunity and a mechanism for dealing with free-riders and a deterrent to engaging
in this activity.

In terms of the other individual approaches the two-card trick is a punishment-
driven approach with the ultimate sanction being that an individual would need to
produce an individual piece of work. It is conceivable that some students may prefer
to make an individual submission rather than being involved in group work and may
contrive a situation whereby this occurs. However, if the procedure is strictly
followed there would be a significant time penalty for students adopting such a strat-
egy. Exclusion from a group following the issue of a red card would not realistically
occur until at least Week 7 of a 12-week semester leaving the individual with much to
do in a short space of time. Module leaders might vary the approach adopted in the
trial, and an alternative sanction might be that the individual fails to receive a grade
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for the assessment and therefore would fail the module. In the case of the team-led
individual approach, which does not involve grading the product of group work, the
module leader expressed the view that the approach has the advantage of using team-
work as a learning strategy without the aggravation associated with assessed team-
work. One possible disadvantage is that there are potential dangers of collusion when
students complete their individual submissions. In recognition of this, this module
teaching team take particular care to brief students on what is required and stress the
need to avoid academic misconduct. A review of past student performance suggests
no abnormal trends in academic misconduct associated with this module and therefore
the approach.

Limitations to the study

It is acknowledged that this study’s findings are not without limitations. Outcomes
may be partially attributable to the organisational context, its student population and
its approaches to learning and assessment. It should also be acknowledged that the
study is based on one school within a single institution and findings may be peculiar
to it and the student population it serves. The objective of findings might also be ques-
tioned as the groups in this study varied in terms of size and maturity. Consequently,
more controlled studies are being considered by the authors including different
approaches within a particular year group, and identical approaches across different
year groups.

Despite the inherent limitations of the work described here the authors remain
convinced, however, that parallels can be found elsewhere and others can learn from
the approaches trialled described as part of this paper.

Conclusions and implications for practice

The emphasis afforded to comparative approaches reflected this paper has offered
some balance to the emphasis of existing literature on this subject. Some contribution
has been made by detailed reporting of the experiences of using several different
approaches to deter free-riders under identical contextual conditions across all levels
of study. In addition, valuable insights into student perspectives of group working
have been gained. For the first time tutors have a level of operational detail that would
allow them to easily either choose or adapt one of the approaches outlined in this
paper. The paper presents the evidence gathered and describes the perspectives of both
staff and students. The approaches worked well, five particularly so.

The experiences of student groups of the pitfalls to avoid in team working and the
factors that aid good team working are worth stressing to other student groups,
particularly first-year students as part of an induction to working in teams (recognis-
ing that more experienced and mature students already value teamwork to a greater
degree).

There are several compelling reasons for using approaches such as those described
in this paper. An approach might represent a positive deterrent, be recognised as fairer
and reduce student anxiety. Students themselves are well aware of the free-rider prob-
lem. This research indicates that it is the attempt to address free-riding that is signifi-
cant rather than the particular method chosen. It might even be useful to discuss such
specific issues with students at the start of a module involving team working and
engaging them in the discussion about the choice of deterrent.
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Although students displayed abilities to work in groups to produce effective group
assessments in this trial, it is dangerous to leave such issues to chance. Something
akin to a ‘team embedded’ approach is being adopted as part of curriculum redesign
in the host institution. Here an introductory core module at postgraduate level
involves an entire module orientated to group working including theoretical inputs
and residential group tasks. The findings of this study contributed to curricula rede-
sign at the authors’ own institution. It is hoped that others will also gain useful
insights from this paper so assisting the review and design of learning, teaching and
assessment strategies elsewhere.
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Appendix. Example questionnaire and briefing letter sent to students

Approach: Divided mark

Dear student,

Group working and this module: an important message

Groups and teams are crucial to the effective organisational functioning and successive studies
confirm that employers view team working as a vital skill its workforce must possess. It is
unsurprising therefore that some of the modules you are studying will reflect team working as
part of their assessment method: including this module.

When working in your groups try to maximise the benefits. Take the opportunity to learn from
others, build on one another’s ideas, maximise your combined strengths and jointly overcome
group weaknesses. It may be that you will be working with group members from a different
country and/or culture; value this experience. It is also important to show respect for one
another, making sure that everyone is included and feels that they have a useful role to play.
Irrespective of the composition of your group it is important that you communicate in English
in order to avoid confusion and feelings of exclusion by some members.

The product of your work as group will be graded in accordance with the criteria identified in
the Module Assessment Briefing. If everyone in your group has contributed fairly to the task
then everyone will be awarded the same grade.

In some cases in the past not everyone has contributed fairly to the assessed group work but
has benefited from the combined efforts of others to get the same grade. This is unfair! The
module team do not like ‘free-riders’ to succeed in this way. It is probable that you feel the
same way! For this reason the system described below will operate.

Contribute fully and fairly to your group.

How this module will ensure you receive a fair grade for your group work 
assignment?

Attached to this page you will find a team performance sheet. Privately complete this sheet and
hand it to the module tutor on the last classroom session (or the session advised by your tutor).

On your sheet you are required to indicate the relative contributions of your fellow team
members. The completed returns of all group members will be reviewed by the tutor and if it
appears that there has been a ‘free-rider’ in your group then he or she will receive a lower grade
than the rest. This might result in that person failing the group assignment.

UWBS038h Group Working Performance Sheet

Your name:

Your student number:

Team working

My views on how my group worked together in this module (please tick).
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Your additional comments

If you have ticked ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘disagree’ you must write your comments here:

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Group mark

Multiply the number of members of your team by 100; this is the number of ‘marks’ you have
to allocate. (So for instance a team with four members would have 400 marks.)

The method used in this module to grade group work

(Please tick)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Unsure Agree

Strongly 
Agree

Team working was excellent

My mark:

Marks of others in my team (name):

Total: (must equal number of members x 100)

(Please tick)
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Unsure Agree

Strongly 
Agree

This is a fair way of arriving at grades 
for group work
This is an excellent way of dealing 
with ‘free-riders’
Write additional comments here:

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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