CBM (confidence-based marking) offers an alternative grading algorithm for learning tests: individuals’ personal self-efficacy (or self-confidence) is challenged at responding each multiple choice item. The learners’ grades are adjusted based on the correctness/error of their answer in
connection with their declared self-confidence (high, middle, low). Very soon authors reckon a formative potential in it (Gardner-Medwin, 2007).

The final grading range transcends the traditional 0-10 grading scheme, and so learners need to relearn to re-interpret their result, which has potentially a formative (+motivational +cognitive, hence metacognitive) effect.

BM to consistently foster reflexive self-assessment and metacognition.
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Students receive a general CBM-interpretation guide starting the module, plus
each test, with their CBM-result. Level 0 >> CBM result in negative range  How do you feel about the result? (M.C.answer)
The interpretation guide models likely results following CBM algorithm in ter Level 1 >> CBM result [1-10] (1*/#items/) * Does it meet your expectation? Is it below? Above? (M.C.answer)
Level 2 >> CBM result [11-20] (2*/#items/) * Why do you think this result came about? (free answer)
Students voluntarily respond a reflection questionnaire after responding CB Level 3 >> CBM result [21-30] (3*/#items/) * What can you do to improve? (free answer)
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