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Purpose of Study

Generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) is reshaping students’ learning in higher
education through making it easy to generate seemingly high-quality outputs of
students’ learning tasks and receive instant feedback (Bearman et al., 2024). This
recent development raised a core educational concern about how students learn to
make evaluative judgements about the quality of work and their epistemic stance

(Tai et al., 2018; Walton et al., 2025). In higher education teaching and learning,
evaluative judgement is central to ‘assessment-as-learning’ because students are

-

expected to produce their work and also be able to judge quality in contextually
appropriate and defensible ways (Yan & Boud, 2021).

Recent scholarly discussions have begun to address evaluative judgement in the

era of GenAl, including how assessment practices might be adapted to GenAI-mediated
teaching and learning environments (Corbin et al., 2025; Xia et al., 2024). However, there is still imited evidence on how
students conceptualise ‘quality work’ and ‘defensible judgement strategies’ in the era of GenAl, and how they negotiate
responsibility for judgement when GenAl plays different roles in higher education settings.

Theoretical Background

This study draws on a conceptualisation of evaluative judgement as a multidimensional construct
comprising knowledge, attitude, capability, action, and identity (Luo & Chan, 2023). This makes the
framework particularly suitable for contextualising GenAI-driven student learning, because the
extension of the narrower focus of the original framework on evaluative judgement as merely a
matter of ‘capability’ and offers a more comprehensive account of how learners understand the
quality of work, value judgement, enact evaluative practices, and position themselves in relation
to their own learning and broader assessment practices. =

Research Design Findings

Preliminary findings suggest that
This study adopts an exploratory qualitative approach using students’ evaluative judgement is

the critical incident technique (CIT) to understand enacted as reference system-based
experience-near accounts of students’ evaluative judgement judgement in which learners assemble

In the GenAl learning environment (Merriom & Tisdell, 2016). prioritise and coordinate multiple

references including disciplinary norms,
teachers feedback, online resources and
Al feedback to produce defensible
evaluative strategies. This study refines
Luo and Chan’s five-dimensional
conceptualisation of evaluative
Judgemen’r by providing more nuanced

(0100100 Ol

10 participants were recruited across disciplines reflecting the
context-dependent nature of quality standards and
evaluative practices in higher education (Bearman et al.,
2024).

Interviews were conducted for 60-90 minutes for each
student to reflect on their contextual mapping of disciplinary
tasks and GenAl use, narration of three theoretically targeted
Incident types, and reflective prompts informed by our
theoretical dimensions (Luo & Chan, 2023).

A GenAl-assisted output initially appeared high quality
but was later questioned, revised or refined.

The student judged the quality of their own Gen-Al use
process.

Al feedback/evaluation was compared with the
judgement from their own, their teachers and their

peers, prompting refinement, acceptance or rejection of
using the GenAl outputs.
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