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Section 1: Introduction to the Case Study

1.1 Research Context

As part of a continuing move to more fully implement PDP within the Department of Design, there was a strategic focus on assessment practice, with the development of a ‘Learning, Teaching and Assessment’ strategy to replace the existing ‘Learning and Teaching’ strategy. This was in keeping with changes identified as part of a new assessment culture, where assessment, teaching and learning are integrated, replacing the view of assessment as a separate function that takes place after teaching and learning have occurred (Birenbaum, 1996).  Assessment practice will be examined more closely in section two of this case study, but here it is broadly defined to include all activities that teachers and students undertake to get information that can be used diagnostically to inform teaching and learning (Black and Wiliam, 1998a).

It is important to acknowledge, by way of foregrounding this study, an interest in how the experience of the student, or learner, might be improved. As such, to the forefront of this study was the Berlin Communiqué (2003), in which Ministers from a host of European countries, including the United Kingdom, reaffirmed the need to balance the increased competitiveness in HE with the objective of strengthening social cohesion and reducing social inequalities both at national and European level (Zgaga, 2005). Thus the broad focus of this case study was to ‘explore the role of the student in current HE assessment practice’. 
1.2 Aims of the Research
The Higher Education Academy (HEA) provides guidance for institutions that describes ‘effective practice’ and ‘the benefits of PDP’ (HEA, 2003: 1-3). A number of points from this guidance were identified as pertinent to an exploration of the role of the student in current HE assessment practice as they emphasise the need for students to ‘make progress towards intellectual independence, to become more self-aware, to plan for and take responsibility for their own development’ and made explicit a role for student voice in assessment practice (ibid: 3). For the remainder of this case study these selected points will be collectively referred to as ‘the key features of PDP’ and are summarised in figure 1.1.

	Focus of PDP
	Associated Feature of Effective PDP

	Effective practice should: 


	· build upon existing partnerships between learners and academics
· make it explicit that dialogue between tutor and tutee should support not only the student’s deepening understanding of their subject but also the student’s growing ability to think critically about their own performance and how to improve it 

	For students an effective [PDP] scheme should enable (or help) them to: 


	· become more intellectually independent
· adopt a more pro-active stance in their academic study, extra-curricular pursuits and career planning

	For academic tutors an effective scheme should:
	· allow students to take greater responsibility for their own learning


Figure 1.1.  The Key Features of PDP (HEA, 2003: 1-3)
It was these key features that provided additional focus for this study, highlighting the role of student/academic dialogue and a place for student voice in improving student performance. Thus, in seeking to locate the philosophical and theoretical perspectives of this study it was the nature of partnerships between students/learners and academics and what they might mean for autonomous and empowered learners that framed the investigation.
Student Autonomy and Empowerment
Themes of autonomy and empowerment are threaded through a critical review of the literature; however, in the interests of clarity, it is perhaps relevant to define what is meant by learner autonomy and empowerment before outlining the aims of the study. 

Learner autonomy and learner empowerment are terms that often go together. Learner autonomy is variously described in the literature as ‘a capacity for detachment, critical reflection, decision-making, and independent action' (Little, 1991: 4), or ‘the learner's willingness and capacity to control or oversee her own learning’, (Dam, 1990: 16). The autonomous learner takes a pro-active role in the learning process, generating ideas and looking for learning opportunities, rather than simply reacting to the various stimuli of the teacher (Knowles, 1975; Boud, 1988). It is, perhaps, of consequence to note that autonomy is thought of as a process, not a product. One does not become autonomous, one only works towards autonomy (Thanasoulas, 2000). Empowerment is variously defined as concerned with the ‘development of knowledge, skills and abilities in the learner to enable them to control and develop their own learning’ (Harvey, 2004: 56) or as people or groups gaining control over their own lives and the decisions that affected them (Kreisberg, 1992). Boomer (1982: 3) states that teachers can empower students by allowing them to ‘exercise their own powers and responsibilities’. Thus, for the remainder of this study, learner autonomy will refer to self-directed learning or a shift of responsibility for learning from tutor to student. Empowerment is concerned with a shift in power relations in learning, necessary as either a prerequisite for autonomy to occur or as a result of the process of students becoming autonomous, and may be used interchangeably with the term autonomy throughout this case study.
Aim and Objectives of the Study

Through selecting key features of PDP and establishing a personal interest in reducing social inequalities in HE it was possible develop a more focused central aim for this case study: to explore the role of the student voice in current HE assessment practice. This central aim was then organised into two broad objectives: 
I. to confirm a conceptual model for exploring student involvement in assessment practice that would help locate pedagogy that supports the key features of PDP, namely: 

· partnerships in assessment that lead to empowered autonomous learners.
· opportunities for student voice that support the student’s growing ability to think critically about and take responsibility for their own assessment.
II. to use this model to explore and discuss student involvement in current HE assessment practice in order to identify the central issues that might potentially impact on the development of a departmental assessment strategy.
Section 2: A Review of the Literature

2.1 The Nature of Partnerships between Students and Academics

In seeking to illustrate the dominant discourse of assessment in HE, Boud (2007) looked at a range of United Kingdom and Australian HE institution assessment policies available in 2006, and concluded that the dominant discourse of assessment constructs learners as passive subjects. He illuminates the role of students in assessment as one where they conform to the rules and procedures of others. Here students ‘have no role other than to subject themselves to the assessment acts of others, to be measured and classified’ (ibid: 17). In keeping with this theme of dominance, Dewey (1916: 30), in his seminal work Democracy and Education, asserts that traditional education is a one-way transmission of a codified body of knowledge from teacher to student, and highlights the problematic traditional role of learners as passive recipients of this knowledge:

Since the subject-matter as well as standards of proper conduct are handed down from the past, the attitude of pupils must, upon the whole, be one of docility, receptivity, and obedience.

This view is echoed by Friere (1970: 53), who sees mainstream education as a ‘process of prescription’ and describes this, the ‘banking concept of education’, as:

an act of depositing, in which the students are the depositories and the teacher is the depositor. Instead of communicating, the teacher issues communiqués and makes deposits which the students patiently receive, memorize and repeat. This is the ‘banking’ concept of education, in which the scope of action allowed to the students extends only as far as receiving, filing and storing the deposits. 
The emerging theme here is of an approach to pedagogy dominated by teacher-centred, or didactic, learning, where students are passive receptors of knowledge. This is somewhat at odds with notions of partnership and autonomous learners as defined in the key features of PDP. Thus, it was decided to investigate the nature of student/academic partnerships in learning interactions more fully. 
Partnerships and PDP

Definitions of learning partnerships, are varied, however, most include a focus on mutual co-operation and responsibility (Knowles, 1980). This is quite different to the dominant discourses outlined above, where the balance of power might usually be seen to dominate. Simon (1992: 45) asserts that 'taking charge of one's own learning is a tautology’, as little learning can take place unless the learner is in charge, ‘The teacher does not try to transfer knowledge, but makes her/his own knowledge available to the learners’. This, it might be argued, implies an important role for dialogue and partnership in assessment and, as such, polarises autonomous learning and the dominant discourses in education described above. Furthermore, learner autonomy and the extent to which it is a permissible and realistic educational goal are often 'based on [and thus constrained by] particular conceptions of the constitution of knowledge itself' (Benson, 1997, cited in Benson & Voller, 1997: 20). Thus, we might speculate that didactic pedagogy, and its consequential constitution of knowledge, is likely to constrain learner autonomy to a significant degree. 

It might be argued that students have long played a role within higher education that is quite different from that of a passive recipient. Certainly many philosophies of education advocate a more equal approach to learning. For example, the Socratic method ‘is one in which a teacher, by asking leading questions, guides students to discovery…employing critical inquiry to undermine the plausibility of widely-held doctrine’ (Brickhouse & Smith, 2000: 53), ‘the students in Plato’s Academy played a vital role in questioning their teacher and the same tradition prevailed in medieval universities’ (Floud, 2005:154).  One might also look the theoretical-philosophical views of Rousseau (1762), and more recently Dewey (1916), Friere (1970), Habermas (1972) and Giroux (1989) for ideas on active and involved learners. In addition, closer examination of contemporary practice reveals that most universities make provision for student representation on course boards or on relevant committees and, often, student unions have considerable power and influence (Floud, 2005). However, the type of power afforded to students does not necessarily closely match the actual role of students in the learning and assessment process, as Floud (ibid: 155) asserts ‘some universities accord considerable power to students in formal university bodies, but rely on pedagogic methods which accord little power to students, regarding them as passive recipients of knowledge disseminated to large lecture audiences’. Therefore, while philosophies offer possibilities for a different discourse, it is the reality of the dominant discourse we must deal with.
The central question of this literature review now focuses on how a conceptual model for exploring current assessment practice might move away from the dominant discourse of HE assessment described above, toward a discourse more in keeping with the key features of PDP. The critical education paradigm offers some direction on how to develop this discourse with the theoretical-philosophical work of Jurgen Habermas occupying a significant position (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2003). Habermas (1981) refers to the works of Kant and Hegel in an attempt to re-vitalise the works of Marx into an emancipatory theory of society, by drawing on the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory, namely Adorno, Horkheimer, Benjamin and Marcuse (Arato and Gebhardt, 1994). However, it is Giroux (1994: 30), who highlights how looking to critical pedagogy might best frame an exploration of student and academic partnerships:
‘[Critical] pedagogy . . . signals how questions of audience, voice, power, and evaluation actively work to construct particular relations between teachers and students, institutions and society, and classrooms and communities. . . . Pedagogy in the critical sense illuminates the relationship among knowledge, authority, and power.’

Leistyna and Woodrum (1996) continue Giroux’s theme, describing how critical pedagogy might encourage students and teachers to understand relationships of ideology, power and culture in order to transform structures and practices that sustain inequalities. Thus, it was considered pertinent to examine in more detail the potential importance of critical pedagogy in supporting the key features of PDP.
Critical Pedagogy
Critical pedagogy is a particular type of pedagogy ‘which is concerned with issues of social difference and social transformation’ (McLaren, 1994: 2). Much like the work of Habermas, it originated in the critical theory of the Frankfurt School (Mayo, 1999). The influence of critical theory can be seen in the emancipatory works of Paulo Freire, considered by many to be ‘the inaugural philosopher of critical pedagogy’ (McLaren, 2000:1). Freire’s work is considered particularly pertinent here as, unlike others in the field of critical education, for example, Habermas, who writes from a sociological perspective, Freire’s work, although political in nature, is written primarily from the standpoint of an educationalist (Mayo, 1999). Freire (1970: 53) is particularly concerned with reconstructing the traditional student/teacher relationship, the ‘banking concept of education’. In common with pedagogy focused on the key features of PDP, for Freire (1970), the classroom should be seen as a place where meaningful dialogue, grounded in the experiences of students and teachers, results in new knowledge. 
However, critical pedagogy is not without its critics. Youngman (1986), in his critique of critical pedagogy, argued that Freire did not acknowledge the need for educators, who have superior theoretical understanding, to support the growth of the learner. Freire responds to this criticism by stating ‘Authority is necessary to the freedom of students….The teacher is absolutely necessary. What is bad, what is not necessary, is authoritarianism rather than authority’ (Horton and Freire, 1990: 181, cited in Mayo, 1999: 67). Through this response, it might be argued that Freire again makes explicit his notion of a critical pedagogy centred on partnership between learners and teachers. 
Further criticisms of Freire’s critical pedagogy have been levelled by post-modern educators, particularly those writing from a feminist perspective, because, they assert, of its reliance on dialogues that perpetuate racism, sexism and homophobia (Keesing-Styles, 2003). Mayo (1999: 112) concurs with this criticism stating that Freire ‘only in his later years took on board issues concerning social difference’. It is interesting to note, however, that Freire’s later work did include recognition of his commitment to educational reform characterised by unity in diversity (Mayo, 1999). 

HE Assessment Located in Critical Pedagogy
In summary, it is possible to see how, especially in considering Freire’s later work, a conceptual model located in critical pedagogy might be argued to move away from a dominant discourse of assessment that illuminates the role of students as one where they ‘conform to the rules and procedures of others’ (Boud, 2007: 17), toward a discourse that supports the development of student autonomy and more effective student/academic partnerships. For Freire (1970), education is a praxis for the transformation of oppressive relations. Here, praxis is defined as critical reflection resulting in action (Mayo, 1999). Thus, Freire’s idea of praxis, which might be  also be considered as a ‘pedagogy of question’ (Bruss and Macedo, 1985: 9), rather than a pedagogy of prescription, requires the implementation of a range of educational practices and processes that aim to create a better environment for learning (Keesing-Styles, 2003). 
This means a critical pedagogy of assessment might involve an entirely new orientation, one that embraces a number of principles that may not be familiar in generic HE assessment practice. These principles, as, Freire (1972; 1986) suggests, must be rooted in dialogic interactions so that the roles of teacher and learner are shared and teacher and, particularly, student voices are validated. 
2.2 Student Voice
Student voice covers a range of activities that encourage reflection, discussion, dialogue and action on matters that primarily concern students, and also, by implication, concern teachers and the communities they serve (Fielding, 2004). Although, as outlined earlier, opportunities for students to have a pastoral or evaluative voice are provided by most HE institutions (Floud, 2005), the bringing together of students and staff to discuss the process of teaching, learning and assessment rather than the content of the curriculum is considered as rare as it is valuable (Asmar, 1999). 

Dialogue should be a fundamentally democratic activity, which gives everyone a voice (Burbules 1993; Brookfield and Preskill, 1999). This notion of dialogue, or opportunity for voice, finds itself in harmony, therefore, with an agenda for social inclusion and empowerment for all.  Despite some limitations (Burbules, 2000; Lefstein, 2004), it might be argued that the dialogic approach provides the most promising ground for approaches to student voice in assessment. Just as outlined by the key features of PDP, a dialogic mode of student voice is about students and teachers working and learning together in partnership, its processes and procedures are emergent, rather than fixed, and they are shaped by the dialogic values that underpin its aspirations and dispositions (Fielding, 2004). Thus, we see a way forward in developing student/academic partnerships through the involvement of the student and the teacher in authentic dialogue. This might be transformative in terms of assessment practice and might serve to empower students whilst helping academics learn. This is consistent with Freire’s (1976: 115) notion of student voice located in critical pedagogy as dialogue that transforms the ‘object of student into the subject of student’ and is the fundamental gesture of a transformative education. It is argued that such a dialogue might ‘initiate dramatic social, cognitive, practical and pedagogical changes’ (Kincheloe and Steinberg, 1998: 15). However, the development of student voice should not be viewed as a ‘quick fix’, rather  it should be about moving from a model of practice concerned with ‘efficiency and hierarchical modes of accountability’ to one that is ‘characterized by metaphors of wholeness ...reflection and enquiry and collaboration and congeniality’ (Rudduck and Flutter, 2004: 139).
Frameworks for Student Voice
A number of writers suggest frameworks that might provide guidance in the fostering of student voice (Barnes, Johnson, Jordan, Layton, Medway and Yeomans, 1987; John, 1996; Shier, 2001; Fielding, 2001; Lodge and Reed, 2003). In his ‘Ladder of Participation’ (Hart, 1997) provides some insight into the importance of student involvement in initiating new projects and practices, rather than being ‘given’ a voice to talk about existing practice. However, it is the work of Leitch et al (2005: 2) in the ‘under-researched area of student participation in assessment’ that is perhaps of most relevance to this study. They assert that ‘voice’ is necessary, but concur with Lundy (2005: 3) that a tokenistic voice is ‘not sufficient, voice is not enough’. This is in keeping with the views of Zgada (2005: 110) who highlights a paradox which is characteristic of not only HE, but of society at large. ‘As formal possibilities for people (students) to engage and participate in society and (higher education) institutions are broader, so fewer people are taking them up’. 
In seeking to make student voice in assessment more meaningful Leitch et al (2005) propose a model, see figure 2.2,  that unpacks the twin dimensions of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) Article 12: (i) the right for children to express views and (ii) the right to have those views heard and given due weight: 
[image: image2.emf]Summary of Methods, Purposes and Approaches to Assessment

2

7

9

4

9

0 0

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

TraditionalInnovative SummativeFormativeTutor led Peer-assessment Self-assessment


Figure 2.2. Conceptualising the Role of Student Voice in Assessment (Leitch et al, 2005: 4)
The four elements of their approach to student voice in assessment have a rational chronological order:

· SPACE: Students must be given the opportunity to express a view

· VOICE: Students must be facilitated to express their views

· AUDIENCE: The view must be listened to
· INFLUENCE: The view must be acted upon, as appropriate
(ibid: 4)

Although specifically related to children,  this model was considered pertinent to HE as it grounds a concept of dialogue that at once informs understanding of the student voice in assessment and, at the same time, ‘points to a way of auditing existing assessment practice’ (ibid: 5).
Batchelor (2006) goes further in uncovering a way to audit existing assessment practice around student voice. She argues that we should consider different modes of student voice and asserts that these may be viewed as  three constituent elements: 
· an epistemological voice, or a voice for knowing.
· a practical voice, or a voice for doing

· an ontological voice, or a voice for being and moving forward
(ibid: 787)

Batchelor (ibid) believes that the ontological voice is less familiar, less valued and validated than voices for knowing and doing. Yet, she asserts, an ontological voice is fundamental to the other modes of voice, so that ‘the person who is a student need not force himself into the identikit model of a successful student … He (sic) can discover his own individual way of being a student’ (ibid: 791). Here we are presented with an opportunity for voice that is consistent with Friere’s student as subject (Friere, 1976), one that opens up new possibilites for partnership and knowing (Batchelor, 2006). 
 Issues for Student Voice
There are some who advise particular caution around the entry of student voice into the ‘the secret garden of the curriculum’ (Fielding and Macgregor, 2005: 10). The danger for practice is that, in re-articulating the largely predictable list of what makes a good teacher, a good lecture or a good course, students become unwitting agents of government control, supporting the status quo (Hart, Dixon, Drummond and McIntyre 2004; Thomson and Gunter, 2005) and perpetuating the dominant discourse that student voice seeks to change. A further danger is one that might be termed ‘the bandwagon appeal’ (Rudduck and Flutter, 2004: 100), considered as part of an advocacy for student voice, but, it might be argued, perhaps more in keeping with Heeks’s (1999: 68) opinion that ‘participation has the status of a new orthodoxy in many areas of social research’. It is also acknowledged that some students are more privileged and more able than others to articulate their needs (Silva, 2001; Rubin & Silva, 2003). Marquand (2003: 132) describes how middle class ‘voice’ can dominate the monologue of the ‘big conversation’. 

Fielding (2004) discusses the problems of speaking about others and for, or on behalf of, others. Central to this, he identifies (citing Humphries (1994: 191) issues of ‘accommodation - the accommodation of challenging and dangerous (to the status quo) ideas to ensure they conform to already established vocabularies and beliefs, ’accumulation - of information about the lives of oppressed groups, communicated through a specific language which in turn results in surveillance and regulation rather than empowerment’ and ‘appropriation - knowing and accepting our place’ (Fielding, 2004: 296). Fielding (ibid) sees these as the ways in which voices of the less powerful are constructed and re-interpreted by the more powerful.  Here we are again guided to the central place of language in the processes of control (Fielding, 2004; Hart et al, 2004; Thomson and Gunter, 2005). Therefore, it might be argued that in moving away from the dominant discourse of assessment the language of assessment practice must become the language of the subject, the student must be empowered to speak for themselves rather than be spoken for by others.
In conclusion, in more closely examining what is meant by the term by student voice, it is possible to begin to envisage a conceptual model for exploring the role of student voice in HE assessment practice through which we might juxtapose the transformative goals of critical pedagogy with the transformative possibilities of student voice (Bain, 2007). Here we return to the classroom as a place where meaningful dialogue grounded in the experiences of students and teachers, results in new knowledge (Mayo, 1999). 
2.3 Features of HE Assessment Rooted in Critical Pedagogy

The nature of assessment is complex and often reflects the purpose for which it is being carried out (Joughin and Macdonald, 2004; The Institute of Educational Assessors (IEA), 2007). Discussions of assessment for both students and academics in HE are often dominated by the need to measure or certify learning, for example, how grades should be awarded, or what constitutes a first-class honours degree (Elton and Johnson, 2002; Elton, 2003; Falchikov, 2005). Thus, what we might term as ‘summative assessment’ becomes for many the most important purpose of assessment (Knight, 2002; Boud, 2007). 

Summative assessment usually takes place at the end of a course of teaching in order to ascertain what has been learned by the students (IEA, 2007), and is deemed of value in the maintenance of standards (Dearing, 2007) and for diagnostic and certification purposes (Nevo, 1995). However, a predominant focus on summative assessment can be problematic as it may mean that large amounts of the time and energy are devoted to assessment that takes place after students have completed their learning and, as such, is too late to have an impact on what and how they learn (Black and Wiliam, 1998a; Falchikov, 2005; Boud and Falchikov, 2007a). In addition, if the dominant focus of assessment is on grading and classification then this has the, perhaps inadvertent, effect of encouraging students to study in negative ways, for example, surface based learning or memorising answers rather than understanding concepts (Knight, 2002; Elton, 2003; Falchikov, 2005). Therefore, it is argued, that this consequence of summative assessment, which is often negative, needs to be addressed strategically so assessment that might have a positive consequential influence on learning also becomes integrated into practice (Brown, 1999). 

This measure of the consequences of assessment, or consequential validity (Messick, 1989; Boud, 1995; Boud 2007), is of some interest. Consequential validity refers to the effect of assessment on learning and other educational matters (Messick, 1989; Linn, Baker and Dunbar, 1991). It prompts the question, ‘what are the broader consequences of a given assessment activity beyond those which are immediately evident?’ (Boud, 1995: 39). The consequential validity of assessment is considered high when there is a positive effect on learning and low when it encourages ways of learning which are counter to that desired (Boud, 1995). Differing stakeholder views of assessment must be included to present a convincing validity argument (Linn 1998; Lane and Stone, 2002). 
The focus on assessment that might have a positive consequential influence on learning, student autonomy and critical thinking is revealed through examination of a substantial literature review by Black and Wiliam (1998b). This review centred on research into how assessment influences learning, what Black and Wiliam (ibid) term ‘formative assessment’. Formative assessment may also be referred to as 'assessment for learning' or 'assessment for teaching' (IEA, 2007). It is usually carried out at regular intervals in the course of teaching and is intended to support and improve teaching and learning (ibid). Black and Wiliam’s (1998b: 9-12) work suggests a number of directions for the development of assessment practice, including several relevant to assessment located in critical pedagogy, for example: 

· The dialogue between learners and teachers should be thoughtful, reflective, focused to evoke and explore understanding, and conducted so that all learners have an opportunity to think and to express their ideas.

· Assessment feedback should be about particular qualities of the work, with advice on learners can do to improve, and should avoid comparisons with other learners.

· For formative assessment to be productive, learners should be trained in self-assessment so that they can understand the main purposes of their learning and thereby grasp what they need to do to achieve.

Although its greatest impact thus far has been on schools in the United Kingdom, its relevance to assessment practice in HE is strongly advocated (Boud and Falchikov, 2007). This, it is argued, will help to move assessment away from the limited reach of the high-stakes summative assessment described above (Knight, 2002). Brown (1999: 4) supports this shift in emphasis and asserts that assessment is too important to be approached as a ‘bolt-on’, separate from the learning and teaching process. In keeping with the context of this study, she argues that the single most useful thing that academics can do is to ‘make the right choices in designing a ‘fit for purpose’ assessment strategy (ibid). 

Through a review of the assessment literature, a further purpose, that of sustainable assessment, emerges as relevant to this study. Sustainable assessment might be defined as a consequence of assessment, rather than a method or approach (Boud, 2000). Boud’s ‘sustainable assessment’ centres around assessment practice that promotes, for example, exploration of assessment criteria, active engagement with learning tasks, use of feedback, care in the learning dialogue used and access to peer support (ibid). It is similar to what Mentkowski (2000: 216) terms ‘learning that lasts’. Thus, it is asserted, sustainable assessment may be considered, along with formative assessment, as features of assessment that present a view of autonomous and empowered learners. 

Methods of Assessment

Methods of assessment, it is asserted, have particular relevance for design and its practice based approach to learning (Brown, 1999). Brevity precludes a full discussion of methods of assessment, but this is available elsewhere, for example (Brown and Knight, 1994; Brown, Bull and Pendlebury, 1997; Brown and Glasner, 1999). Rather than a prescriptive selection of method, it is suggested, in keeping with the selected features of PDP, that the selection of assessment method should be negotiated and broadened beyond the traditional written account, for example, essays or final exams, to include methods that provide us with confidence in the capabilities of students as practitioners (Brown, 1999). 

Thus, it is argued that a focus on a broader range of alternative, or innovative, assessment methods, such as projects, portfolios and oral presentations, that are authentic, meaningful and engaging (Brown and Knight, 1994; McDowell and Sambell, 1999; Brown, 1999), is appropriate to assessment practice located in critical pedagogy. However, it is important to introduce students carefully to such innovative methods of assessment, so they are fully involved and aware (McDowell and Sambell, 1999). Resistance to introduction of innovative methods is often on the basis of manageability and workload (Brown, 1999). However, this valid concern can be reduced somewhat by the involvement of peers and the students themselves in feedback and marking (ibid).

Approaches to Assessment
This offers insights for what might be termed ‘collaborative assessment’ (Falchikov, 2001) or ‘participative assessment’ (Reynolds and Trehan, 2000) where student experience is situated at the centre of assessment and students and lecturers share responsibility for decisions around assessment. Boud, Cohen and Sampson (2001: 249) concur with this approach as empowering for students, stating, ‘Too often tutor-driven assessment encourages students to be dependent on the tutor or the examiner to make decisions about what they know and they do not effectively learn to be able to do this for themselves’. 
Through the literature two approaches to assessment, peer and self-assessment present themselves as particularly relevant to a collaborative approach (Hounsell, McCulloch and Scott 1996: Black and William, 1998b: Falchikov, 2005). Peer-assessment provides an important complement to, and may even be a pre-requisite for, effective self-assessment (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall and Wiliam, 2003).
Learning with and from peers is the dominant mode of informal and everyday learning (Falchikov, 2007). In their seminal review of peer teaching in HE, Goldschmid and Goldschmid (1976) argued that peer tutoring was particularly relevant in maximising student’s responsibility for their own learning.  The role of peers in assessment is also explicitly valued and understood in many theories and philosophies of learning (Dewey, 1887; Bruner, 1960; Feire, 1973). This type of assessment benefits student’s critical thinking and social skills, personal and intellectual development and understanding of the assessment process itself (Tan, 2007). However, there are aspects of peer-assessment that might be considered detrimental to learning (McCormick and Pressley, 1997, Falchikov, 2007). In particular, if conducted within the dominant discourse of assessment described by Boud (2007), peer-assessment ‘does not have the power to enable students to benefit from their involvement’ (Falchikov, 2007: 138).
It has been argued that self-assessment should be focused on throughout undergraduate education because of the role this type of assessment plays in enabling learners to evaluate their own performance after they have finished formal study (Brown and Glasner, 1999). The use of self-assessment activities helps students to examine their views of, and attitudes to, their roles and responsibilities in assessment (Falchikov, 2005). (Boud, 2007) shares this view, and asserts that a feature of a desirable view of assessment is a focus on students becoming reflexive (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992; Giddens 1991) and self-regulatory (Karoly, 1993). These are similar constructs, sharing a view that, in complex settings, if students are to learn they must be able to gauge their own performance and  to examine their learning in the context in which it is deployed (Boud, 2007). However, much like peer-assessment, self-assessment practice needs to be carefully considered if it is to help to develop the spaces and practices that nurture a student voice (Tan, 2007).

Feedback from Assessment
Formative assessment in general, and self and peer-assessment in particular, place importance on feedback as central to learning and high attainment (Black and Wiliam, 1998b; Hounsell, 2007), as such, it is asserted, that feedback as a component of student voice must be developed as authentic dialogue. For many working in the field of assessment, a central role for students in the targeting, generating, interpreting, and communicating of feedback has been vigorously advocated (Brew, 1999; Boud, 1995; Falchikov, 2001; Hounsell, 2007). Askew (2000) asserts that feedback needs to engage learners and teachers in collaborative and reflexive dialogue and this concept of feedback might be argued to place Freire’s (1970) notion of praxis at the centre of assessment. Here, it is possible to imagine practice around feedback as an important element of a conceptual model of assessment located in critical pedagogy. This is quite different to feedback as part of the dominant discourse of assessment, that constructs learners as the passive recipients of information where ‘the teacher identifies what is needed and provides this information to the student’ (Boud, 2007: 18).

Thus, in summary, it is suggested that assessment that supports the key features of PDP and embraces those principles of critical pedagogy less familiar in generic HE assessment practice might include summative, formative, sustainable, peer, and self-assessment, with a focus on reflexive and authentic feedback in keeping with the features of student voice uncovered earlier. Integrating these features of assessment into a conceptual model through which to explore the role of the student in current HE practice would, it is suggested, give such a model a practical a well as theoretical perspective (Bain, 2007).
2.4 Authentic Critical Thinking and Assessment
Before finally locating a conceptual model through which to explore the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice, it was felt important to consider one of the key features of PDP not as yet discussed, that of critical thinking. ‘Authentic thinking, thinking that is concerned about the world is concerned with reality, and does not take place in ivory tower isolation, but only in communication” (Freire, 1970: 72). The suggestion here is that the learning and its subsequent assessment are intrinsically linked with student realities and lives (Simon, 1992). This view is supported by Harvey and Burrows (1992) who argue that the development of critical thinking, or metacognition, is one of the key ways in which students may be empowered and, therefore, become more autonomous. 
In his seminal work, How We Think, Dewey (1909: 9) defined critical (or reflective) thinking as ‘Active, persistent and careful consideration of a belief or supposed form of knowledge in light of the grounds which support it and the further conclusions to which it tends’. Much like Freire’s (1970) authentic thinking, Dewey’s definition of critical thinking is built around the concept of social construction of knowledge, as opposed to the Socratic definition that knowledge is created by a devine being (Spring, 1999). Harvey and Burrows (1992) assert that critical thinking requires students to be involved in their own assessment, to be able to recognise good quality work and to be confident when they have achieved it. In short, they state that a pedagogical approach that encourages meta-cognition treats students as intellectual performers rather than as a docile and compliant audience (ibid). This view involves students taking more responsibility for their assessment and becoming more autonomous in their approach. 

Thus, at this point it was possible to re-focus on some of the common themes emerging through the literature review, those relating to a dominant discourse of power and powerlessness, the requirement for students to become involved in their own assessment and the need for dialogue constructed in a context meaningful to the learner. However, as perhaps already established, it is an overly simplistic conclusion that a focus on critical thinking will itself result in student autonomy and empowerment. Mayo (1997), describes critical thinking as not simply being concerned with overcoming individual and group ‘ignorance’ but with encouraging ways of thinking that are critical of the kind of status quo which supports inequalities, injustices and the abuse of power. Keesing-Styles (2003), develops this theme and indicates the limits of critical thinking as a path to empowerment for students. She asserts that, whilst critical thinking, or the development of critical thinkers, may encourage understanding in relation to the social and human condition, it is limited in empowering students as it does not specifically demand social action. She argues for the need to look further, to move from pedagogy preoccupied with social injustice to pedagogy that examines and promotes practices that have the potential to transform oppressive institutions through educational practices. 

It is this expectation of action or social change that moves us from a focus on critical thinking back to critical pedagogy. Burbules and Berk (1999: 55) make this connection between critical thinking and critical pedagogy even more clear and bring us back to a connection between students as critical thinkers and their relationship with academics. They state:
Critical thinking is primarily aimed at the individual and largely ignores the pedagogical relations, which occur between teacher and learner, or between learners. Critical pedagogy is more interested in collective action so “individual criticality is intimately linked to social criticality

Thus, the literature goes full-circle, returning to critical pedagogy, spaces for authentic dialogue between learners and educators as equally knowing subjects and an alternative focus for assessment practice.
2.5 A Conceptual Model of Assessment for Becoming
In keeping with the notion of openness and possibility uncovered by the examination of student voice, features of assessment and critical thinking, Keesing-Styles (1993), and Mayo (1999), point to a ‘pedagogy of possibility’ as a way forward for assessment practice. Here, Simon (1987: 374), outlines a pedagogy of the ‘not yet’, a pedagogy that focuses on ‘how we might live our lives, rather than on known understandings’. He goes on to suggest that such a pedagogy must endeavour to be transformative and suggests it:
will require forms of teaching and learning linked to the goal of educating students to take risks, to struggle with ongoing relations of power, to critically appropriate forms of knowledge that exist outside their immediate experience, and to envisage versions of a world that is ‘not yet’…
(ibid: 375)
Badiou (2003: 18) expands on this concept by suggesting, ‘The question is not whether possibilities are possible but is there the possibility for new possibilities’. Thus a possibility for assessment opens up beyond the closure of the present moment. This new possibility cannot be an articulation of given assessment choices. Rather, it must break away from standardisation and existing assessment practice by revealing that new possibilities are possible. 

This pedagogy of possibility counters some of the criticisms of critical pedagogy touched on above. A pedagogy of possibility is not about prescribing a curriculum or assessment methodology, but rather ‘…locally and contextually formulating practice within an integrated moral and epistemological stance’ (Simon, 1992: 58).  Here we re-affirm the need for assessment to develop spaces and practices that nurture dialogue, what Giroux (1985: xii) describes as ‘a language of possibility’. Thus, we might start to build a picture of assessment practice that is very different to the dominant discourse uncovered by Boud (2007), one that challenges conventional assessment practices such as teacher-directed or institutionally imposed and standardised methods. Instead, through an emerging student voice, we might achieve ‘authentic dialogue between learners and educators as equally knowing subjects’ (Freire, 1989: 49). 
It is asserted that this type of assessment practice must value and validate the experience students bring to the classroom and importantly, situate this experience at the centre of classroom content and process to avoid oppressive power relations and create a negotiated curriculum, including assessment, equally owned by teachers and students (Giroux, 1989). It must allow students an ontological voice, as well as an epistemological voice and a practical voice (Batchelor, 2006: 787). It must allow the voice space, audience and influence (Leitch et al, 2005) and integrate assessment as a component of pedagogy that allows for a range of assessment purposes, methods and approaches centred on collaborative and reflexive marking and feedback (Watkins and Mortimore, 1999; Boud and Hawke, 2003; Hounsell, 2007). 
This conception of assessment must include differing stakeholder views of assessment, particularly students’ perceptions of assessment ‘more important to learning than what staff take for granted as the “reality” of the assessment’ (Boud, 1995: 38). These perceptions cannot be assumed: they are only available from the students themselves’ (ibid). If this is achieved then, holistically, it might be termed as a pedagogy of ‘Assessment for Becoming’ (Bain, 2007). Accordingly, a conceptual model, ‘expressed in diagrammatic form’ (Robson, 2002: 63) is outlined in figure 2.3.
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Figure 2.3. A Conceptual Model of Assessment for Becoming (Bain. 2007)
2.8 Conclusion
In, conclusion, this section sought to locate a conceptual model for exploring the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice, that would support the key features of PDP and was mindful of the researchers’ personal interest in pedagogy that had the potential to reduce social inequalities in HE. This, it is asserted, has been achieved through uncovering ‘assessment for becoming’ (Bain, 2007), as outlined in figure 2.3. In addition the literature revealed the consequential validity of assessment as a means by which to judge the ‘the broader consequences of a given assessment activity beyond those which are immediately evident?’ (Boud, 1995: 39). 
Accordingly, it is possible to propose a provisional hypothesis for this study, revealed in two parts, that: 

1. The likely consequential validity of assessment for becoming is consistent with aims of the key features of PDP and the Berlin Communiqué of 2003, to empower learners, develop authentic partnerships and reduce social inequalities.

2. Thus, the more closely the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice can be located in a conceptual model of assessment for becoming, the more likely its consequential validity will be to meet these aims. 
It is asserted that, if the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice, as conceptualised through assessment for becoming, can be uncovered and the consequential validity of current assesment practice in HE established, then it will be possible to examine the preliminary hypothesis revealed above. Consequently, the focus of the case study moves to describing a methodology that might enable this to happen. It should be noted that it is not the intention of this research to test the hypothesis, rather that, as outlined above, the hypothesis might be used as ‘an idea that can serve as a premise or supposition to organise certain facts and thereby guide observations’ (Robson, 2002: 548).

Section 3: Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This section considers the research methodology deemed most appropriate for an exploration of the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice as conceptualised through the model of Assessment for Becoming (Bain, 2007). It seeks to establish a paradigm in which to locate the study, the research strategy to adopt and the formation of research questions that might at once help explore the role of student voice and serve to uncover the consequential validity of current assessment practice. Hence, the focus shifts to objective two of the research, as outlined in the introductory section:

II. to use this model [of assessment for becoming] to explore and discuss student involvement in current HE assessment practice in order to identify the central issues that might potentially impact on the development of a departmental assessment strategy.
The potential complexity of the conceptual model of assessment for becoming is acknowledged, and, accordingly, the focus of the research will be to uncover broad and holistic evidence of the role of student voice as conceptualised through the model, rather than an-in depth exploration of features of the model. The section goes on to describe the methods used for data collection and analysis, with consideration also given to issues of reliability, validity and ethical approaches. 
3.2 Research Paradigm

In seeking to locate this study in an appropriate paradigm the researchers explored a number of possibilities. Given the nature of the research questions, it was felt unlikely that the study would be located within a positivist or scientific paradigm, that is to say that the philosophical stance of the study was not that ‘the world exists and is knowable as it really is’ nor that ‘the role of the research was to discover a universal law of society and human conduct within it’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 9). 
The first objective of the research, the development of a conceptual model of assessment for becoming, suggested a ‘critical theory’, ‘critical research’ (Cohen et al 2003: 28) or ‘emancipatory’ (Robson, 2002: 28) paradigm as appropriate to the study. Assessment for becoming might be argued to be concerned with ‘intervention strategies to reduce inequality’, and, as such, best located in critical theory, or the emerging critical education research paradigm (Cohen et al, 2003: 28). However, the second objective of the research, to use this conceptual model to examine the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice, was exploratory and it’s central endeavour was to ‘understand the subjective world of human experience’ (ibid: 22), equally, this objective was about discovering how different people interpret the world in which they live, thus placing it within an qualitative, or interpretive, paradigm (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Robson, 2002). Of particular relevance to this objective was the concept of ‘“Individuals” interpretations of the world around them which come from inside, not outside’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 23) associated with the interpretive paradigm. To help confirm this location, Punch (1998: 1-6), provides seven summary points of recurrent elements in interpretative research. The points felt to be of particular relevance to this study were:

· The researchers view being to gain a ‘holistic’ overview of the context under study; its logic, arrangements, its explicit and implicit rules.

· The researcher being the main instrument or measurement device.

· Analysis being done with words, making meanings from discourse.

Thus, it was an interpretative methodology appropriate to objective two of the research that was subsequently pursued.

3.3 Research Design

The researchers were mindful of identifying a research design that was ‘governed by the notion of fitness for purpose’ (Cohen, et al, 2003:73) and also carefully considered the constraints identified earlier in the section. A flexible approach to research design was adopted, allowing the design to ‘evolve and develop as the research proceeds’ (Robson, 2002: 5)
The researchers and the participants were colleagues at the same HE Institution, suggesting an ethnographic approach. In an ethnographic model the researcher exists and participates in the life of the group and is concerned more with description rather than prediction (LeCompte and Preissle, 1993). In addition it has been suggested that ethnography is an effective model to adopt when the research seeks to gain insight into new and diverse fields (Robson, 2002), here the combined fields of PDP, HE assessment practice and student voice. Although the research took place in a university community the focus was limited to one set of participants. This single group or ‘instance’ was intended to illustrate a more general principle (Nisbet and Watt, 1984: 72), that of the role of student voice in assessment practice. This notion of a ‘bounded system which provides an example of real people in real situations’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 181) was considered suitable for an ethnographic case study. Consistent with the discussion on paradigm earlier in this section, the interpretive paradigm is considered the most naturally suited to case study research (ibid). 

There are issues of ‘respectability’ and ‘legitimacy’ around a case study approach (Cohen et al, 2003: 183) and some identified weaknesses of case study were of concern to the researchers. Nisbet and Watt (1984: 92) summarise these as:

· The results may not be generalisable except where other readers see their application.

· They are not easily open to cross-checking, hence they may be selective, biased, personal and subjective.

· They are prone to problems of observer bias, despite attempts to address reflexivity.

Yin (1989: 21) cautions that case studies can ‘take too long and result in massive, unreadable documents’. These concerns were acknowledged by the researchers who tried to address them through a well thought out approach to method, timescale, validity and reliability. 

It is perhaps important to acknowledge at this point that careful consideration was given to the use of action research ‘a powerful tool for change and improvement at a local level’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 79). The principles and characteristics of action research (Hult and Lennung, 1980; Robson, 2002) suggested that it would have been a suitable approach for this study. However, given the dual constraints of time and resources, the ‘cyclical nature of action research’ (Cohen, et al, 2003: 241), made this approach impractical. That said, this study might impact on part one of an action research cycle and this will be given due consideration in section five of this thesis.

3.4 Research Strategy

The most appropriate strategy for the research was deemed to be an exploratory case study. This approach is considered by Yin (1989) to be effective when seeking to find out what can be learned from the investigation rather than testing a well formulated theory. Given the context of the research, it was considered appropriate to adopt a single-case study strategy where the rationale for the single-case is revelatory. Thus the single-case chosen for this study was selected on that basis. Yin (ibid: 46) suggests this to be a ‘Type 1’ holistic single-case study where the global nature of a case, here the BA Design Year 1, is examined and is the single unit of analysis. Yin (ibid: 50) signals some caution with this approach citing a ‘shift in the nature of the case study during the course of research’ as a particular problem. Therefore, it was deemed important to remain focused on the research questions for the duration of the study (Yin, Bateman and Moore, 1983). Nisbet and Watt (1984) suggest three main phases in undertaking a case study. Accordingly, the researchers decided to commence with ‘Phase 1 - a wide field of focus’, progressing to ‘Phase 2 - where the field of focus becomes narrower’, to, lastly, ‘Phase 3 - where a draft interpretation is prepared for checking with participants’ before moving to a final report (ibid: 78).
3.5 Research Sample

The study was concerned with exploring the role of student voice in HE assessment within one institution, rather than with making generalisations about assessment practice globally. Therefore, the researchers felt it appropriate to adopt a non-probability sampling approach (Cohen and Holliday, 1982; Schofield, 1996). The research adopted Yin’s holistic single-case study approach where the sample is the unit of analysis and the rationale for the choice of sample is revelatory. The researchers used a mixed sampling approach, initially using convenience sampling. Here the researchers selected a captive audience (students and colleagues) that was easy to access. This method is often used in case study research and was deemed appropriate as the study did not seek to generalise about the wider university population (Cohen et al, 2003). Hence, mindful of constraints of time and cost, based on Joughin and Macdonald (2004) model of assessment, the sample selected for Phase 1 of the study was a single year group (year 1) of an undergraduate degree programme (BA Design) within the university department. Thus the overall sample size of fifty-five was determined by the number of students comprising the year group. The environment for Phase 1 observations was selected on the following basis. The taught nature of the BA Design ‘Histories and Theories’ course was considered  one of the most innovative in terms of assessment, with developing practice cascading across the three  years of the BA Design programme. Secondly, this course was delivered by two academics, one a  design specialist and the other a learning specialist and it was felt this would offer insights into the differing nature of expertise in terms of student/academic partnerships. The researchers then adopted a ‘purposive’ approach, selecting participants for a ‘specific purpose suitable to the needs of the research’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 103), for the Phase 2 individual and group interviews.

The sampling strategy was governed by the criterion of suitability. The researchers were mindful, that if validity was to be served, the research constraints, methodology, questions and methods all had to be considered (ibid: 104). The holistic single-case, Year 1 of the BA Design, was selected for a number of reasons. Firstly, consideration was given to accessibility. Through consultation with colleagues it was identified as the year group most often in attendance. Secondly, year 1, by virtue of their newness, were considered to have least ownership of existing HE assessment practice. Lastly, follow up research would be possible as the group progressed through year 2 and 3 of the BA Design.

During Phase 1 of the study where a broad field of focus was required, observations of the whole fifty-five student sample were considered appropriate. During Phase 2 of the study, a narrower field of focus was needed. Accordingly, when conducting group interviews to gather student perceptions of assessment, a decision on sample size was made on the basis of being representative of the population from which it was drawn (Ross and Rust, 1997). In this case the total population was fifty-five students and 10 per cent was considered a representative sample, thus six students were interviewed. In addition the researchers were mindful of Lewis’s (1992) suggestion that, when conducting group interviews, six is an optimum size to allow each participant to express their opinions without feeling under too much pressure. As outlined earlier a purposive approach was taken, the researchers selecting participants on the basis of a mix of gender, age, ability and ethnicity. The decision on the sample for individual interviews to gather staff perceptions of assessment was rather more straightforward. Given the constraints of the research the interviewer decided to select the person with the best overall view of assessment on the BA Design degree. Thus this sample, the Programme Leader, was self-selecting.

3.6 Research Questions

In seeking to move the research from a ‘general aim into a series of issues that could be investigated in concrete terms’ (Cohen et al, 2003:76), the researchers used the conceptual model of assessment for becoming, and the resultant preliminary hypothesis, to frame the principal research question pertaining to objective two of the research: 

How closely can the role of student voice in current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 be located in a conceptual model of assessment for becoming? 

The researchers then took this principal research question ‘further into investigating’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 76). This lead to a more specific set of considerations based on the elements of assessment for becoming: 

· Practice - what does current assessment on the BA Design Year 1 look like?

· Partnerships - with who does the responsibility for, and the decisions around, current assessment on the BA Design Year 1 lie?

· Perceptions - what are student and academic perceptions of the nature and purpose of current assessment on the BA Design Year 1?

The researchers then, see figure 3.1, sought to turn these into a set of three operationalised research questions (Cohen et al, 2003). Mindful of constraints the researchers sought to limit the number of research questions and to ensure they were ‘clear, specific, answerable, interconnected and substantively relevant’ (Robson, 2002: 59). 
	Operationalised Research Questions

	Q1 Does current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 provide opportunities: 

· for traditional and innovative methods of assessment? 

· for formative and summative assessment, that are sustainable in nature?

· for learners to negotiate what is to be learned, how it is to be learned and how to judge whether they have learned it or not, through peer and self-assessment? 

 

	


	Q2 Does current assessment centre on student/ academic partnerships that construct the student as an active subject through opportunities:

· for authentic dialogue, where students are given space, voice, audience and influence to express their views on assessment?

· for different modes of student voice- a voice for knowing, a voice for doing and a voice for being and moving forward? 
· for collaborative and reflexive feedback from assessment focused on the language of the subject (student)?



	

	Q3 Do academic and student perceptions of current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1:

· confirm or contradict the nature of assessment practice and partnership?

· reveal intended/ unintended consequences of assessment?




Figure 3.1. List of Operationalised Research Questions
Through this process the research was moved from general aims or expressions of interest, into a series of issues that might be investigated in concrete terms (Rose and Sullivan, 1993; Cohen et al, 2003).

3.7 Research Methods

The overriding decisions around data collection were based on the need to build as rich and meaningful a case study as possible. In order to gather complimentary data and enhance its subsequent interpretation (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) the researchers used multiple research methods. It was felt that employing more than one research method would also enhance rigour and avoid invalidation (Robson, 2002). In addition the researchers considered research methods that would yield data to answer the research questions above. Cohen et al (2003: 89) suggested the data collection methods that were of most relevance to this ethnographic case study, stating ‘in the interpretive paradigm case studies tend to use certain data collection methods, e.g. semi-structured and open interviews, observation, narrative accounts and documents, diaries, maybe also tests, rather than other methods e.g. surveys, experiments’.

Phase 1 Methods
Existing Documentation

Reviewing existing information is a method of collecting data that is most closely associated with historical research, in that it deals with data that already exists (Hockett, 1955). The documents pertaining to assessment practice on the case being studied, year 1 of the BA Design programme, are recent but nonetheless ‘already in existence’ deeming them historical in nature (Cohen et al, 2003: 160). The researchers focused on collecting primary sources of data, those original to the problem under study. These included the BA Design programme handbook and course evaluation questionnaire. This method was considered appropriate during the first phase of the case study where a wide field of focus was desirable (Nisbet and Watt, 1984). 

The purpose behind collecting the documents was to gather information relating to the research questions (Borg, 1963) and this was seen by the researchers as an important supplementary method in ethnographic research (Hockett, 1955; Lincoln and Guba 1985). The availability, factual content and low cost of collecting this data made it an appropriate and attractive choice for this study. However, the researchers were aware that the data collected using this method may perhaps be deceptive, unrepresentative and lacking objectivity (Finnegan, 1996).

Observation

Observation is a method closely associated with case study, ‘in particular ethnographic case study’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 187). As with a focus on existing documents, this method was considered appropriate during the first phase of this case study where the researchers sought to gather data with a broad focus, and to use early analysis to illuminate further data collection (Nisbet and Watt, 1984). The researchers sought to use observation for two reasons, firstly, to study assessment partnerships and assessment practice in their broadest context and, secondly, to focus on formative, peer and self-assessment, as this data was not readily available through analysis of the existing BA Design documentation with its predominant focus on summative assessment. 

In addition the researchers considered observation complementary to the use of interviews and, as such, likely to improve the reliability of data through triangulation (Cohen et al, 2003). As Denscombe (1998: 139) suggests:

Observation… does not rely on what people say they do or what they say they think …Instead it draws on the direct evidence of the eye to witness events first hand. It is based on the premise that, for certain purposes, it is best to observe what actually happens.
This type of observation, ‘with an agenda of issues, yet seeking to gather data to illuminate these issues in a far less pre-determined or systematic way’, was considered by the researchers to be semi-structured observation (Cohen et al, 2003: 305-306). Accordingly, the researchers adapted observation methodology relevant to the field of design (Kimbell, Stables and Green, 1996; Kimbell, Miller, Bain, Wright, Wheeler, and Stables, 2004), to inform the observation instrument. Here, variables or categories (Robson, 2002), derived from the conceptual model of assessment for becoming were used to construct an observation pro-forma and gather data and field notes ‘on the spot’ (ibid: 323), see figure 3.2.  At this point a flexible research design proved useful as, after piloting the observation pro-forma, a number of changes were made. Firstly, to manage the amount of data it was collected at 10, rather than 5, minute intervals,  over six (out of eight) one-and-a-half hour sessions, thus ‘tracking students’ over the course and improving reliability of data (Cohen et al, 2003: 310). Secondly, the inclusion of quantitative data changed the original qualitative design towards a mixed methods approach (Robson, 2002), allowing the use of numbers, charts and graphs to compliment words in data analysis (Burke, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Lastly, the pro-forma was changed so that critical incidents, that might illuminate particular features of assessment, could be recorded (Wragg, 1994; Cohen et al, 2003).
	Variable Name
	Description
	Data Type

	Time
	Time slots were used to code the nature of assessment interaction at set intervals. In this case an interval of 10 minutes was considered appropriate to capture rich data. The actual time of interaction was recorded, for example, 09.30.
	Quantitative

	At each 10 minute time slot the following data was recorded:

	Critical 

Incident
	Was this considered as an incident that might illuminate a particular feature of assessment in a revelatory or insightful way?
	Qualitative



	Instigator of  interaction
	Was the assessment interaction/dialogue instigated by the tutor (T) or a student (S)?
	Qualitative

(Coded)

	Focus of 

interaction
	This variable was used to illustrate the focus of any assessment interaction. For example, tutor to whole group, or small group peer-assessment.
	Qualitative

(Coded)

	Assessment 

Strand
	This variable indicated if the fundamental purpose of assessment was summative (S) or formative (F).  In addition if there was a focus on sustainable assessment practice (SA).
	Qualitative

(Coded)

	Student 

Activity
	Were students passive (P) or active (A) during the assessment activity?
	Qualitative

(Coded)

	Tutor

Activity
	Was the tutor supporting (S) or directing (D) assessment? 
	Qualitative

(Coded)

	Descriptive commentary
	A description of the general nature of assessment activity or dialogue at each time interval was recorded, with more detail for critical incidents. Non-verbal behaviour was also recorded.
	Qualitative


Figure 3.2. Semi-Structured Observation Pro-forma Data Variables
Some consider observer roles in ethnographic case studies to be that of participant or non-participant (Hammersly and Atkinson, 1983).  However, Gold (1958) argues that researcher roles in observation lie on a continuum, from ‘complete participant, moving to the participant-as-observer, thence to the observer-as-participant, and finally to complete observer’ (cited in Cohen et al, 2003: 305). For the purpose of this case study the researcher was an ‘observer- as-participant’ (ibid: 305), familiar to other participants as a colleague yet with a primary focus on recording events.

Phase 2 Method

This case study sought to understand the role of student voice in HE assessment through the context of partnerships, practice and perceptions. Thus, in seeking to gain insight into the perceptions of both students and academics, interviews were considered by the researchers to be the most effective method. The researchers were also mindful that differing stakeholder views of assessment must be included to present a convincing validity argument (Linn 1998; Lane and Stone, 2002). As such, the interview process provided a way of generating empirical data by getting participants to talk about their understanding, perceptions and experiences (Cohen et al, 2003). 

The purpose of the interviews was to, as Tuckman (1972: 86) describes it, ‘measure what a person knows (knowledge or information), what a person likes or dislikes (values and preferences), and what a person thinks (attitudes and beliefs)’. To narrow the field of focus in accordance with the second phase of this case study (Nisbet and Watt, 1984), the researchers used findings from early analysis of data collected during Phase 1 of the study to inform the ‘thematising (the why and what of the investigation)’ and ‘designing (the interview schedule)’ stages of the interview investigation (Kvale, 1996: 88). In conducting interviews the researchers were mindful of the desirable attributes of an ethnographic interviewer, trust, curiosity and naturalness (Cohen et al, 2003). Interviews were audio-taped, allowing the researchers to concentrate on the interview, and then transcribed (Robson, 2002).
Programme Leader Interview

In seeking to gain insight into academic perceptions of the role of students in HE assessment practice the researchers were mindful of providing an opportunity for the participant, here the BA Design Programme Leader, to project their own way of defining their world. This required a degree of flexibility in the sequence and focus of discussions, enabling the participant to raise and follow up issues that might not have featured in a pre-devised schedule (Robson, 2002). This move towards an open or semi-structured interview and away from the pre-structured, standardised form of interview was consistent with an interpretive methodology (Cohen et al, 2003).

Accordingly, a set of interview questions were prepared in advance. These had a logical sequence to help the discussion flow, but the researchers considered it important to allow for new questions that arose as a result of discussion. In using a semi-structured interview approach, the researchers identified open-ended items as the most appropriate in the construction of an interview schedule. These ‘supply a frame of reference for participants’ answers, but put a minimum of restraint on the answers and their expression’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 275). The unstructured response mode of the participant was in keeping with the open-ended mode of questioning. This meant that, although there was freedom to answer fully, the data gathered was more difficult to quantify and code (Tuckman, 1972). The researchers felt that a range of questions types would yield the most frank and open responses. Accordingly, direct and indirect questions (ibid), and fact and opinion questions (Cohen et al, 2003) were used. 
Student Group Interview

A group interview approach was considered appropriate in seeking insight into students’ perceptions of their role in assessment practice for three principle reasons. Firstly, it was felt by the researchers that a group interview would generate a wider range of responses than individual student interviews. Secondly, it was felt that a group interview would help bring together, and lead to some consensus on, a range of student opinions. Hence the type and range of data generated through the social interaction of the group might be deeper and richer than those obtained from one-to-one interviews (ibid). Lastly, given the issues of power outlined in section two of this thesis, it was felt that a group interview would be less intimidating for students than individual interviews (Lewis, 1992). In addition the researchers considered the constraints of the research, and judged a group interview might be both time-saving and involve minimal disruption. In deciding to use this method the researchers were mindful that it may be problematic in allowing personal matters to arise and that there could be additional problems in coding up the responses of the group interview (Watts and Ebbutt, 1997).
As with the Programme Leader interview, the researchers used a semi-structured interview approach, and an interview schedule was prepared. The design issues were very similar, for example, a set of interview questions were prepared in advance with open-ended items again deemed the most appropriate. In addition, to minimise any conflict within the group, the researchers considered if any of the questions might be politically or culturally sensitive (Lewis, 1992). In conducting the Student Group interview the researchers anticipated management issues would need to be given additional consideration. Here, the researchers guided the interview as a conversation, and acted as a chairperson, providing the stimulus for discussion based on the interview schedule, and endeavoured to ensure that all participants in the group were represented (Cohen et al, 2003). Both interview schedules were piloted, then refined to ensure data collected was more appropriate to answering the research questions. In addition the pilot led to the researchers keeping field notes to record non-verbal communication, such as gestures and expressions, to add meaning to the data (Denscombe, 1998; Cohen et al, 2003). 

3.8 Validity and Reliability

Trustworthiness, honesty, authenticity and dependability are the features needed to demonstrate the validity and reliability of qualitative research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Mishler, 1990; Maxwell 1992; Denscombe, 1998). When gathering qualitative data the researchers were aware that the subjectivity of participants might contribute to a degree of bias (Cohen et al, 2003). They also signal an overriding concern with ethnographic research, that the process whereby the researcher interprets and defines a situation is itself a product of the circumstances in which the researcher is placed (ibid). Thus, the power of the researcher to impose her own definitions of assessment on the participants is acknowledged as a potential flaw, therefore, for remainder of this study, validity and reliability were seen as a ‘matter of degree rather than an absolute state’ (ibid: 105).
The researchers endeavoured to improve the validity and reliability of the data through ‘careful sampling, appropriate methods of data collection and appropriate analytical treatments of the data’, (ibid: 106). Maxwell (1992: 287) outlines different kinds of validity for qualitative research. The researchers felt it appropriate to focus on:

· Descriptive validity - methods that ensured the factual accuracy of the data

· Interpretive validity - methods and data analysis that captured the meaning that data had for the participants

· Evaluative validity – through application of the conceptual model of assessment for becoming
The researchers were mindful of threats to validity and reliability and sought to minimise these at many stages of the research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). For example, participant validation was done during Phase 3 of the study when the researchers shared a draft interpretation of findings, and considered comments before writing the final report (Nisbet and Watt, 1984; McCormack and James, 1988). The researchers used triangulation, here three methods of data collection, to achieve multiple perspectives in the data (Cohen et al, 2003), for example, observer-as-participant observation allowed the researchers to witness events from an outsiders point of view, whilst Programme Leader and Student Group interviews provided data from an insiders perspective. The research design also maximised the time the researchers spent in the field during Phase 1 and 2. When conducting observations the ‘natural setting’, (ibid), sought to minimise the impact of the researchers on the participants observed behaviours, the ‘Hawthorne’ effect (Robson: 2002), and care was taken when coding to ensure consistency and accuracy.  In conducting interviews the researchers sought to avoid leading questions and considered the effect of power in the interview situation (Watts and Ebbutt, 1997).
3.9 Data Analysis

Analysis was concerned with organising and making sense of the data, noting ‘patterns, themes, categories and regularities’ (Cohen et al, 2003: 147) in order to answer the research questions. Using the holistic single-case study approach (Yin, 1989) identified in section 3.5, the single unit of data analysis was identified as the BA Design Year 1. In keeping with qualitative ethnographic research, data analysis started early and was done in stages (Le Compte and Pressle, 1993) by thinking abut the data, developing categories to ‘impose order’ on the data, then progressively focusing on developing and interpreting the research questions (Robson, 2002: 488). Categories were developed using an approach that combined Yin’s (1989: 40) suggestion that the case study ‘benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data collection and analysis’ and a grounded theory approach where data analysis has no pre-conceived ideas (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). This wider ethnographic stance to coding (Robson, 2002) involved using the conceptual model of assessment for becoming to develop a list of categories prior to fieldwork, whilst allowing for themes to emerge from the data as analysis continued. 
During Phase 1, the researchers used the elements of assessment for becoming, those of practice, partnership and perception, as broad themes to categorise and underpin the early data analysis of documents and observation data and start ‘progressive focussing’ (Parlett and Hamilton, 1976). Coding, here defined as the ‘ascription of a category label to a piece of data’ (Cohen et al, 2003) was then done to reduce and synthesise data under a more discrete list of codes, such as assessment purpose, method and approach, in order to detect themes and patterns and make generalisations (Cohen et al, 2003). Further selective coding was used to establish relationships and links between the coding categories and theories underpinning assessment for becoming. This enabled the researchers to move from description to making speculative inferences from the data (Cohen et al, 2003: 149). During Phase 2 similar steps were followed with progressive focusing informed by coding interview data under practice, partnership and perceptions and synthesis of data informed by codes emergent from Phase 1 analysis. Finally, Phase 1 and Phase 2 data analysis was summarised to outline the main findings as interpreted by the researcher (ibid). 
The programme handbook was available as a Microsoft Word document. This software was also considered appropriate to transcribe interview audio-tapes (Robson, 2002). Each sentence of transcribed data was read and themes highlighted using colour coding. The same method was used to refine highlighting and thematically cluster the interview data. Because of the numerical nature of some of the observation data, a spreadsheet package, Microsoft Excel, was used for transcription and analysis. The researchers were involved in all data transcription and this immersion in the data helped the process of reflection and enabled the researchers to gain an overall perspective on the data (Cohen et al, 2003). The approach to coding is outlined in figure 3.3.
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Figure 3.3. Excerpt from Phase 2 Programme Leader interview coded data

The researchers were mindful to keep a sense of holism of the data, and to avoid fragmentation during analysis (Cohen et al, 2003). This corresponds to the problem identified by Yin (1989), concerning a shift in the nature of the case study during the course of research. Therefore, it was deemed particularly important to remain focused on the conceptual model of assessment for becoming and on the research questions during data analysis (Yin, Bateman and Moore, 1983). 
3.10 Planning Matrix

The researchers used a planning matrix, see figure 3.4, to conceptualise and clarify each phase of the study. The planning matrix was intended to provide the researchers with an overview of each phase, and of how the phases related to each other. In addition it proved useful in uncovering relationships between the research methods and the contexts of practice, partnerships and perceptions. In addition the matrix enabled the researchers to see coverage of the sample and allowed opportunities for transcription and coding to be cross-checked and any bottle-necks in terms of the researchers’s time to be identified (Cohen et al, 2003). 
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Figure 3.4. Planning Matrix for the Study

Section 4: Data Analysis and Findings
4.1 Introduction

In this section the data collected during the holistic single-case study is scrutinised in light of the conceptual model of Assessment for Becoming (Bain, 2007) in order to address the operationalised research questions. In keeping with the research methodology, the focus of the analysis was to uncover broad and holistic evidence of the role of student voice as conceptualised through assessment for becoming, rather than on an in-depth exploration of features of the model. 

The analysis and interpretation of data was approached in a systematic and structured way through categorising and coding data pertaining to practice, partnership and perceptions. Interpretation of data also sought to uncover emerging relationships, themes and issues. Definitions of terms, for example, formative, summative and sustainable assessment, are supplied in section two. The intention of this section is to summarise findings from the data analysis and interpretation in order that, in section five, the likely consequential validity of current assessment practice might be discussed in relation to the consequential validity of assessment for becoming and, in conducting this discussion, the preliminary hypothesis offered in section two might be examined.
The initial section of this section examines data collected during Phase 1 of the case study. Firstly, existing assessment documents for the BA Design Year 1 were analysed and interpreted in order to establish the nature of current practice and to begin to uncover the nature of existing partnerships in assessment. Secondly, observations of practice on the BA Design Year 1 Histories and Theories course were analysed and interpreted to either confirm or to illuminate differences between programme documents and observed practice. The second section of this section scrutinises data collected during Phase 2 interviews with the stakeholders in assessment. It seeks to further illuminate current assessment practice, the nature of current assessment partnerships and perceptions of assessment and, in addition, focuses on themes revealed through Phase 1 data analysis, for example, language and staff expertise. Direct quotations from qualitative data were used to illuminate and compliment the researcher’s commentary and interpretation (Kvale, 1996) whilst charts and graphs were used to present the frequency distribution of quantitative data (Robson, 2002). 

4.2 Phase 1 Data Analysis

Stage 1 – Existing Documents
The first part of phase 1 data collection involved gathering existing programme documents pertaining to Year 1 BA Design assessment. These were small in number and consisted of:
· The handbook for first year undergraduate students on the BA Design

· Course Evaluation questionnaire

The focus of document analysis was in building a picture of current assessment practice around the following research questions:
Q1 Does current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 provide opportunities: 

· for traditional and innovative methods of assessment? 

· for formative and summative assessment, that are sustainable in nature?

· for learners to negotiate what is to be learned, how it is to be learned and how to judge whether they have learned it or not, through peer and self-assessment? 
Q2 Does current assessment centre on student/ academic partnerships that construct the student as an active subject through opportunities:

· for authentic dialogue, where students are given space, voice, audience and influence to express their views on assessment?

· for different modes of student voice: a voice for knowing, a voice for doing and a voice for being and moving forward? 
· for collaborative and reflexive feedback from assessment focused on the language of the subject (student)?

An initial broad analysis of the programme documents revealed that assessment of Year 1 of the BA Design was attached to nine courses, an overview of which is provided in figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1.  Assessed Courses on Year 1 of the BA Design – BA Design Handbook p35
It was decided to start exploring themes and key concepts concerning the research questions by coding around these courses, and the coded data is summarised in figure 4.2. Courses are numbered for identification only.

	Course
	Likely Purpose of assessment
	Assessment Method
	Assessment Approach
	Assessment

Criteria
	Marked 

by

	1
	Studio Practice
	Formative

Summative
	Presentations and Projects
	Tutor-led
	Pre-defined

by tutor
	Tutor

	2
	Contextual Studies -

Histories and Theories
	Summative
	1500 word essay
	Tutor-led
	Pre-defined

by tutor
	Tutor

	3
	Contextual Studies -

Design and Meaning Part 1
	Summative
	1600 word critical reflection
	Tutor-led
	Pre-defined

by tutor
	Tutor

	4
	Contextual Studies -

Design and Meaning Part 2
	Summative
	Paired presentation
	Tutor-led
	Pre-defined

by tutor
	Tutor

	5
	Contextual Studies -

Ecology and Design
	Summative
	1500 word essay
	Tutor-led
	Pre-defined

by tutor
	Tutor

	6
	Methods and Processes
	Summative
	Coursework portfolio
	Tutor-led
	Not defined
	Tutor

	7
	Technical Studies -

Graphic Communication
	Formative and summative
	Continuous assessment and project
	Tutor-led
	Not defined
	Tutor

	8
	Technical Studies -

Still Image
	Formative and summative
	Continuous assessment and project
	Tutor-led
	Not defined
	Tutor

	9
	Technical Studies -

Making
	Formative and summative
	Continuous assessment and project
	Tutor-led
	Not defined
	Tutor


Figure 4.2.  A summary of Year 1 BA Design courses and assessment practice

Methods, Purpose and Approaches to Assessment in Existing Documents

The methods of assessment, used on the BA Design Year 1 were varied and involved both traditional methods, such as essays, and more innovative methods, such as continuous assessment of project work. There was no formal end of year exam. The purpose of assessment appeared to be both formative and, more predominantly, summative although this was not made explicit in the documentation. The approach to assessment appeared largely tutor-led. This data is summarised in figure 4.3.




Figure 4.3. Histogram showing the Frequency of Methods Purpose and Approach to Assessment on BA Design YR 1 Courses

There was no mention of self-assessment practice in the documents and, although a culture of peer support is indicated by the excerpt below, there is no explicit mention of peer-assessment across the courses.

The notion is that the student group, by constant use of the studio, will build a culture of support and debate in their peer group. The student body itself is considered to be extremely important in teaching and learning. 

(BA Design Handbook p30)
The focus of several assessment tasks was defined by assessment criteria. Where assessment criteria were given, see courses 1 to 5, they were defined in advance by the tutor and presented to students in the handbook at the start of the academic year. Where assessment criteria were not defined in the handbook, see courses 6 to 9, it appeared that there may be an opportunity for negotiated assessment criteria. A general statement on assessment confirms this possibility and indicates that interpretation of the assessment criteria is intended to be flexible:
The (intended) learning outcomes should be seen as a textural framework – both pedagogic and philosophic - through which the programme marks out a field of endeavour (practice and theory). In this field students find their own place, identify opportunities for learning and ultimately determine the specifics of their learning. Criteria for assessment are drawn in relation to these fields but are adaptable enough to accommodate and allow for student determinations and interpretation of the programme of education which is offered them.
(BA Design Handbook p27)

This statement, consistent with the key features of PDP, suggests support for student autonomy and possibilities for negotiated self and peer-assessment. There is no further indication in the handbook as to how flexible interpretation of the assessment criteria might happen in practice. 

Analysis revealed no explicit mention of sustainable assessment. There was no explicit mention of student involvement in decision making about assessment. Indeed analysis of the programme documentation indicates that the majority of decisions around assessment are taken before the Year 1 student enrols on the programme. The timing of assessment tasks is unclear from analysis of the documents.  However the handbook, page 25, indicates a common deadline for all students involved in any given assessment and outlines that it is summative assessment tasks that count toward student’s degree classification. There appears to be no pattern or relationship between assessment methods, purpose and approaches and students’ developing experience across the year.
The Role of Student Voice, Authentic Dialogue and Feedback in Existing Documents
Analysis of the documents revealed that marking of all assessment tasks was carried out by the tutor. Here dialogue very much centred on assessment as ‘done to’ the student:

Students are asked to contextualise and defend their work in oral presentation, contextual reports, and project reports, as well as in project tutorials. Learning is also assessed and supported informally in tutor studio rounds. During these the tutor can pick up on learning actively rather than react to what has already been done or achieved.


(BA Design Handbook p28)

The dominant theme was of assessment that belonged to the academic, where the student must ‘defend’, ‘redeem’ or ‘improve’ their work as directed. It is the tutor’s role to decide if learning has taken place, and to confirm the quality of that learning:

The assessments of projects are further reviewed in an end of year (Easter) submission. This gives tutors chance to reassess their assessments and students chance to redeem or improve projects.
(BA Design Handbook p42) 

Although, the opportunity to redeem and improve work highlighted above, might suggest the need for dialogue, or feedback including targets, to establish how this might be achieved, the role of assessment feedback for each course was not formalised through the documentation. This highlighted the possibility that feedback might be part of a process of authentic dialogue. Where feedback was mentioned as part of assessment practice it was part of a general statement and appeared to be tutor led, as the following excerpt indicates:
There is tutorial support to clarify issues and points arising out of lecture/seminars and also tutorial feedback on essay/dissertation submissions.
(BA Design Handbook p28) 

This also indicated that feedback, particularly of summative assessment, happened after the associated learning had taken place.  Summative grades were awarded for each course although, as mentioned above, there was no indication of how these were fed back to the student. Grades appeared to focus on quality descriptors which outlined assessment in terms of degree classification, see figure 4.4. Here the language used seemed both judgemental and, less frequently, elaborative and meaningful (Boud, 1995): 
	Degree Classification
	Quality Descriptor

	Excellent (1st) (70% & above)
	Outstanding achievement… excellent grasp of the design issues…

	Good (2.2) (50-59%)
	…demonstrates an effective grasp of issues…

	Satisfactory (3rd) (40-49%)
	There is some grasp of the appropriate knowledge…

	Poor (Fail) (34% and below)
	The work is ill conceived and poorly considered…


Figure 4.4. Assessment Quality Descriptors on the BA Design YR1 (BA Design Handbook p38)

The more elaborative and meaningful comments were still somewhat abstract in terms of relating to student work. For example:

The missing element between an upper and a lower second is the evidence of critical thinking and the display of a level of comprehension, which relates to the wider issues.
(BA Design Handbook p40)
This excerpt also serves to highlight critical thinking as an explicit part of the assessment criteria attached to five assessment tasks, see figure 4.2. and, again, this is consistent with the key features of PDP. Coding revealed that the role of the student in assessment is mentioned predominantly in relation to course evaluation rather than learning. Analysis of documents seemed to indicate that the main opportunity for a student voice on assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 comes as part of a course evaluation questionnaire. Here the role of student voice appears to be for student’s to comment on their tutor’s assessment practice. There was no specific mention of assessment on the form, but students do have the opportunity to comment on the quality of feedback, see figure 4.5.

Figure 4.5. Excerpt from Course Evaluation Questionnaire

This indicated that the opportunity for student voice through course evaluation appeared to be rather limited. Course evaluation was carried out at the end of each academic year, and as such too late to influence the experience of current students.  The handbook entry reads:
All students are invited to provide feedback on each course that they take at the College. Course Evaluation is in the form of a questionnaire, and covers all aspects of the course, including teaching and administration. The results of these are analysed by the Department, with students’ views being taken into account and appropriate action taken if necessary. 


(BA Design Handbook p17)

Here the language again indicates that academics in the form of ‘the Department’ are in control. The audience for voice appears to be the department and the influence of voice appears limited to that which the department deems ‘necessary’.

Summary of Findings from Existing Documents

The research questions around practice and partnership provided a focus for analysis of existing documents. The process of coding the data and the examination of the researcher’s analytical notes started to reveal answers to those research questions, particularly around the methods and purpose of assessment. A summary of the findings from analysis of existing documents is provided in figure 4.6 below.

	Analysis and Interpretation of  Existing Document Data

	· Analysis revealed a lack of definition of the purpose of assessment although it was possible to deduce that the predominant focus was summative. 
· There was a mix of traditional and innovative assessment methods, although the approach to assessment appeared completely tutor-led with, pre-defined assessment criteria, including a specific mention of critical thinking, and feedback centred on the awarding of grades. 
· The nature of assessment partnerships was revealed through the documents to be dominated by academics a limited role for student voice focused on evaluation rather than learning. 

	Possibilities to be Followed up

	· The absence in the documents of information about some assessment criteria and procedures for feedback revealed the possibility that, in authentic practice, there may be an opportunity for some negotiated assessment and feedback that might be part of a process of authentic dialogue. 

	Themes Emerging from Analysis and Interpretation of Existing Document  Data

	· Analysis suggested that the original category of language should be split into two emerging strands; language concerned with the quality of assessment and language concerned with ownership of assessment (Boud, 1995). 
· Analysis of the existing documents highlighted contradictions between the intentions of Year BA Design courses and assessment practice. For example, the stated intention that interpretation of assessment criteria should be flexible and the lack of opportunity for dialogue around the interpretation of assessment criteria or the stated intention that students’ might identify opportunities for and determine the specifics of their learning coupled with tutor-dominated practice. This illuminated the emergence of a new theme that there was perhaps, for those responsible for assessment design, either a lack of coherence or a lack of understanding of the impact of assessment practice on learning. 


Figure 4.6. Summary of Findings from Analysis of Existing Documents

Thus, scrutiny of the data collected through the semi-structured observations of the Contextual Studies Histories and Theories course focused on confirming the findings above and revealing more about the emerging themes of language and the contradictory intentions of the BA Design Year1 courses. Other areas of assessment practice such as the role of peer-assessment, formative assessment, the role of student voice in the negotiated assessment and feedback on assessment were also highlighted as requiring further examination. 
Stage 2 - Semi-structured Observations
The focus of the semi-structured observation data analysis was in further examining themes and key concepts concerning the research questions around practice and partnership, as outlined at the start of this section. The researcher sought to use semi-structured observations of whole-group seminars on the Histories and Theories course to provide valuable insights into authentic assessment practice and to capture qualitative and quantitative data that was not readily available through the existing BA Design documentation. The course was taught by two tutors Tutor 1 (T1) a learning expert and Tutor 2 (T2) a design expert.
Using methodology adapted from Kimbell et al (2004), semi-structured observation data was collected using an observation pro-forma. When transcribed this represented 54 datasets. Coding of the qualitative data focused on the frequency of features of current assessment practice and coding of descriptive commentary focused on emerging themes and relationships, with a particular focus on critical incidents.
Methods, Purposes and Approaches to Assessment in Observed Practice

Analysis of the observation data indicated that, during the Histories and Theories taught course, assessment of one form or another was present in 33 out of 54 time-slots. This represented around 61 per cent of total teaching time. This would seem consistent with the intention of pedagogy as revealed through the programme documents:
Both teaching methods and programme content are designed to enable students to gain the capability to evolve their own agendas, articulate their opinions, and communicate their ideas in an informed, cogent and effective way.

(BA Design Handbook p30)
At this point it should be noted that further analysis will focus on the observation data that represents the 61 per cent of teaching time where assessment took place. Any charts or graphs will be based on this portion of the data. This 61 per cent figure, is perhaps more interesting when examined in-light of the description of assessment for the Histories and Theories course:

The submission for this course is a 1500 word essay. The essay will enable us to assess the extent to which the student has been able to grasp the material delivered throughout the course…

(BA Design Handbook p44)

Here, the focus was on a summative essay with no mention of formative assessment to support learning. Figure 4.7 illustrates that, contradictory to the handbook, the predominant focus of assessment on the Histories and Theories course was formative. 


Figure 4.7. Pie Chart Showing Frequency of the Purpose of Observed Assessment Interactions
This again indicated that a lack of cohesion between intent and practice and also highlighted that formative assessment appeared reliant on individual academics building it into their teaching. Thus, a new theme for analysis, that of staff expertise, was revealed through the semi-structured observation data. Further analysis of data derived from the observation pro-forma spreadsheet seemed to indicate that formative assessment was spread throughout the Histories and Theories course, but summative assessment, rather than being incremental, was a single episode at the end of the course (Brown, 1999). Coding of the descriptive commentary data revealed that around 16 per cent of assessment interactions focused on summative assessment. Coding further highlighted the separation between summative assessment and learning. When the focus was on the summative essay, analysis of critical incidents indicated that assessment interactions centred on students seeking clarification of tutor expectations. The remaining 84 per cent of assessment interactions were formative. Here the descriptive commentary revealed that the 59 per cent of time spent on formative assessment centred around assessment tasks that promoted active engagement with learning, use of constructive and focused feedback and access to peer support (Boud, 2002) and as such were likely to develop sustainable assessment skills. Observation data did not provide direct evidence of assessment that stimulated critical thinking (Dochy et al, 2007, although it is possible to speculate that the nature of the formative assessments would result in this happening. 

Interestingly, although provided in some detail by the handbook, assessment criteria were not discussed or used in any way during the Histories and Theories course. In addition, although forming a substantial portion of written feedback, discussion around quality descriptors was also absent. Instead, during week six of the course T2 led a session that translated expectations around the essay into meaningful language for the students. However, there was no negotiation around this translation with decisions dominated by the tutor. Further analysis appeared to indicate that formative assessment interactions fell broadly into three categories, tutor to whole group interactions, peer-assessed small group interactions and tutor to small group interactions. There was no self-assessment, no paired-peer and little tutor-one-to-one interaction. See figure 4.8. 


Figure 4.8. Histogram Showing Proportion of Observed Assessment Interaction Categories

This indicated that, although assessment practice was innovative (Falchikov, 2005), there was an absence of one of the main types of assessment that promote student autonomy and empowerment, namely self-assessment. Overall, analysis of observation data suggested that decisions around assessment on the Histories and Theories course were made exclusively by the tutor and most appeared to have been made in advance of the taught session.

The Role of Student Voice, Dialogue and Feedback in the Classroom

Early analysis of existing documents had indicated a limited opportunity for student voice on the BA Design Year 1, with no indication of how students might build meaningful dialogue around assessment. Examination of semi-structured observation data revealed that in practice there were a range of opportunities for dialogue to take place, however, this was largely around formative assessment. There were few opportunities for authentic dialogue around summative assessment. When dialogue focused on summative assessment students were less assured, often seeking clues on how to succeed (Miller and Parlett, 1974):
Students ask questions about the content of the essay, they focus on what tutors want from the essay and what is expected, they appear more needy and anxious.


(Observation 6.6.51, Tutor T1)

The tutor did not appear to see this as unusual, and analysis of the descriptive commentary revealed that this fitted in with this notion of herself as directing summative assessment. Here, dialogue around the nature of the essay construction and content was tutor led:
T1 is involved in answering students’ questions. They move around. Dialogue is student instigated but tutor focused. There appears to be no negotiation about the structure or focus of the essay, just explanation and clarification.


(Observation 6.7.52, Tutor T1)

The language used by students was largely judgemental (Boud, 1995), and focused on the quality or correctness of their work, for example:

 ‘would it be correct to include….’, ‘is that a good thing…’, ‘do we need to have…’


(Observation 6.7.52, Tutor T1)
However, in contrast, analysis of dialogue around formative assessment, in particular small group peer-assessment, indicated that this was relaxed and open in nature. Here, even though often commenting on the quality of work, dialogue appeared to be reflective and indicated a more interactive approach to learning. 

Comments were elaborative and meaningful (Boud, 1995) and focused on personal perspectives and a contextualised view of knowledge, characterised by statements such as:

S1 ‘…for me it [narrative] is a personal thing’, S2 ‘…but if you view it that way what impact will it have on others’ 

(Observation 4.6.33, Tutor T1)

The nature of formative feedback varied and was either from student to student or tutor to student. Tutor feedback was part of the scaffolding of learning and, as such, was constructed through open dialogue and questioning. Coding of critical incidents indicated that this was more evident in the practice of the learning expert (T1):
Rather than supply the answer T1 responds with a question, ‘Would it be significant to your view of how to read the city?’ S1 seeks confirmation his thinking is correct, T1 directs the focus back to the group ‘you decide’.


(Observation 2.6.15, Tutor T1)
The nature of dialogue became more student focused as the course progressed. This appeared to be as a result of growing confidence and experience of formative assessment. 
Feedback from summative assessment was after the end of the course and, as such, was too late to inform learning (Falchikov, 2005). The feedback to students was written by the tutor and the language used appeared dominated by notions of quality. There was no opportunity for students to clarify or respond to tutor feedback. However, analysis did reveal student involvement in feedback and decisions around the quality of their work in formative terms. An example of this was revealed through coding of a critical incident during a formative assessment task on narrative. Understanding of this topic was assessed through the summative essay, yet although linked implicitly, there appeared to be no explicit links made for students:
Critical Incident: She (T1) explains the assessment task including timings and what the groups will have to feedback about their work. Targets for feedback agreed but no mention of how learning links to assessment (essay)

(Observation 3.2.20, Tutor T1)
However, there was no indication in subsequent seminars that the tutor adapted future teaching as a result of feedback. Here again the potential impact of assessment in empowering learners appeared limited by practice. 
Tutors instigated the majority of assessment interactions on the Histories and Theories course, confirming the control of assessment as academic centred, see figure 4.9.

Figure 4.9. Bar Chart Indicating Instigator of Assessment Interactions

Analysis of critical incidents indicated that where assessment interactions were instigated by students they were largely to seek confirmation of their thinking, as evidenced by excerpt 5.4.40 above, or to clarify summative assessment practice, see excerpt 6.7.52 above. This appears consistent with Synder’s (1971) hidden curriculum, where students try to uncover ways to gain higher grades.
Summary of Findings from Semi-structured Observations
The process of coding the Histories and Theories course semi-structured observation data further revealed answers to the research questions around practice and partnership, as summarised in figure 4.10.

	Analysis and Interpretation of Semi-Structured Observation Data

	· Analysis confirmed that the summative assessment method on the BA Histories and Theories course was a traditional essay and although there were implicit links, this was largely treated as separate to formative assessment. 
· Analysis confirmed the essay was tutor directed and marked, with limited feedback given after the course had finished. 
· Contrary to the handbook, assessment interactions over the taught BA Histories and Theories course appear predominantly formative and innovative in nature. Analysis helped to uncover the emergence of sustainable assessment practice and assessment that had the potential to support critical thinking. However, there was still an absence of self-assessment.  
· Formative assessment provided a range of opportunities for student voice and the development of authentic dialogue, including access to peer-feedback. 
· However, examination of the observation data also confirmed a lack of opportunity for student voice around summative assessment, the lack of self-assessment, the separate nature of formative and summative assessment and that the planning of and decisions around assessment were dominated by academics. These contradictions confirmed the possibility that academics did not fully understand the likely consequence of assessment practice.

	Themes Emerging from Analysis and Interpretation of Semi- structured Observation Data

	· Although formative assessment was not a focus of the BA Design Year 1 documentation it was the focus for the majority of assessment interactions on the Histories and Theories course. Further examination of time-slots revealed an interesting insight into the practice of individual tutors. The learning expert (T1) integrated formative assessment more frequently into her teaching (22 out of 30 time-slots. The descriptive commentary data showed that T1 was also more likely to act as a supporter than a director of assessment, using questioning to probe, develop and consolidate understanding.  This illuminated the theme of staff expertise as worthy of further exploration. 


Figure 4.10. Summary of the Findings from Analysis of Semi-Structured Observations of the Histories and Theories Course
Phase 1 Conclusions
In conclusion, scrutiny of Phase 1 data revealed a number of interesting concepts, themes and relationships in the data. Findings indicated the nature and purpose of assessment. They also indicated formative assessment practice which moved towards promoting the key features of PDP, but dominated by a separate summative assessment that acts to measure and classify learning. Phase 1 analysis unveiled the possibility for ‘collaborative assessment’ (Falchikov, 2001) or ‘participative assessment’ (Reynolds and Trehan, 2000) where students and lecturers share responsibility for selecting assessment criteria and the probable role of academic expertise in the kind of assessment taking place. 
Phase 1 analysis was completed in April, leaving time for the emerging themes of language concerned with the quality and ownership of assessment (Boud, 1995), possibilities for collaborative assessment, the possibility that academics did not fully understand the likely consequence of assessment practice, academic expertise and integrated summative and formative assessment to be incorporated into the Programme Leader and Student Group interview schedules.

4.3 Phase 2 Data Analysis

In seeking to gain insight into the perceptions of both students and academics, interviews were considered by the researcher to be the most effective method. To narrow the field of focus in accordance with the second phase of this case study (Nisbet and Watt, 1984), the researcher used findings from the early analysis of data collected during Phase 1 of the study to inform the ‘thematising (the why and what of the investigation)’ and ‘designing (the interview schedule)’ stages of the interview investigation (Kvale, 1996: 88). The focus of data analysis remained on answering the research questions around partnership and practice, see section 4.2, but these were viewed from the perspective of the stakeholders in assessment, here the students and the Programme Leader. Thus, during Phase 2 of the study, additional focus was on the following research question:
Q3 Do academic and student perceptions of current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1:

· confirm or contradict the nature of assessment practice and partnership?

· reveal intended/unintended consequences of assessment?

The intention of the interviews was to further explore how assessment tasks were embedded within the total experience of the BA Design Year 1. Thus, the researcher sought to uncover students’ perceptions and explore them alongside the programme leader’s perceptions of the ‘reality’ of assessment. 

Interviews were carried out towards the end of the academic year when the assessment experience for Year 1 was largely complete and it was felt that both Programme Leader (PL) and Student Group (SG) perception of the year would be well formed. The researcher acknowledged the possibility that the immediacy of the end of year summative assessment experience might influence both SG and PL interview responses. PL interview data was coded prior to SG interviews, but they were analysed together in order to gain a holistic perspective on perceptions of assessment and their probable impact. Thus, the findings are described holistically and specific examples used to illuminate issues of particular interest.
Perceptions of the Methods, Purposes and Approaches to Assessment

Analysis of the PL interview data confirmed that assessment on Year 1 of the BA Design programme was attached to courses and that the assessment methods were as described in the programme handbook, see figure 4.1. PL data also indicated that the purpose of assessment on the BA Design was intended to be both formative and summative, despite the omission of formative assessment from the handbook, with summative assessment deadlines at the end of each course. Further analysis confirmed Phase 1 findings that, on the BA Design Year 1, formative and summative assessment were viewed as separate to each other, with summative assessment dominated by the need to measure or certify learning:
PL: Different forms of assessment have different roles within a learning experience.   Formative assessment will hopefully inform students how they are progressing and how they are learning to enable them to improve the quality of their work.  Summative assessment is making judgements to some extent judgement on qualities, so it has a double role.   Part of it is an informative process to enable outside reflection on learning… part of it is quality assurance in terms of standards and levels of what a Bachelor's level 2.2 or 2.1 is.
Students’ seemed to place most importance on summative assessment, sharing a view of assessment as being about measuring and comparing achievement:
Student 2:  I would say that supposedly assessment within a course is eventually to be able to say if you would pass or not, you need to know at what level you would pass or fail. 

Student 1: So our level of achievement can be compared to other students especially compared to the rest of the group.   
Analysis of interview data highlighted how understandings of assessment practice were not always shared by academics and students. For example, the PL was clear that students understood formative and summative assessment and their respective roles:
PL: …we talk to them about formative and summative assessment and explain the differences on that.   

However, student’s appeared to have little understanding of the value of formative assessment, and indicated in their interview responses that they were confused by the separate role of summative and formative assessment tasks:

Student 1: I was really confused by the end of the year as to how important the examination project was because they told us that the projects throughout the year were not that important but feedback that I got from my exam project was very limited so I was really confused as to how they would assess my studio work this year.   I did not know what they would look at.   

Student 4: If you had done well during the year and then muck up at the end you don't get any reward for what you have done during the year.

Here, the ‘sudden death’ approach, where assessment is left to a single episode at the end of a course (Brown, 1999), is highlighted by students as problematic. However, both PL and SG data indicated that attempts were being made to include students in assessment and, as such, enable them to gauge their own performance:
PL : We do certain experiments where we ask them to assess each other and give each other marks.   We have a self-assessment process where it is a formative assessment so they are not given any summative marks.

This approach to assessment had the potential to empower learners, maximising student’s responsibility for their own learning (Goldschmid and Goldschmid, 1976). However, student responses reveal the impact of self and peer-assessment to be limited in this regard, possibly because of their ‘programme-driven’ (Tan, 2007: 118) and tutor imposed nature (Leach, Neutze and Zepke, 2001):
Student 5: When we have a crit, we do self-assessment forms which I don't think count. 

Student 2: There was once a group project where each group filled out an assessment of all of the other groups…I think that went quite well.   I have no idea what it was used for.    

A further clue as to how assessment practice might limit student autonomy, was provided by coding of interview data around assessment criteria.
PL: We have an assessment criteria for both studio and context and a reduced one for technical studies and methods and processes.   They run through every project.   There are projects in the first year where elements are highlighted.   For example, their second project, which is the candle project, it is highlighted to them that there does not need to be an outcome and almost their outcome can be their process.   That focuses on one specific element under the assessment criteria.  

This response served to reveal that the possibility for negotiated assessment criteria, highlighted through analysis of existing documents in Phase 1, did not exist. Furthermore, it confirmed the generic and pre-determined nature of assessment criteria. Students appeared to be aware of the assessment criteria attached to summative assessment tasks, and confirmed them to be tutor-driven:

Researcher: Where do those [assessment] criteria come from?

Student 4: They are just given to us.

In addition PL data revealed that, although assessment criteria are used to judge progress against individual assessment tasks, there was no holistic picture of student progress against the assessment criteria and that they were not used in a formative way:

Researcher: How do you gain an overview of assessment against the criteria?

PL: We [academics] do not have an overview on knowing how successful we are in assessing each element.  We know that there are certain elements that are tricky…
Further analysis of the interview data starting to uncover some issues with the generic nature of the assessment criteria:
Student 4: I have this problem in that there is a contradiction in the marking system.   Because in the end you have these assessment criteria that are quite systematic yet it has been marked by someone's opinion and that's the contradiction for me.

Here, the student appeared to struggle to find meaning in the assessment criteria and how they were applied to her work. This highlighted that the student had no way of engaging in authentic dialogue around the criteria, there was no space in assessment practice to develop Giroux’s (1985), ‘language of possibility’. Here, as with observed practice on the Histories and Theories course, discussions around assessment criteria were articulations of given assessment choices. The impact of this is elaborated by the following exchange:

Student 6: By breaking it into those different criteria is makes it less subjective because it is as a way of marking it.  Otherwise it is just someone's opinion.   Where it is broken into categories it is easier to tick the boxes and make it more objective.  

Researcher : What do you mean by ticking the boxes?

Student 6: Learning how to be assessed well.  To me that means learning how to please the tutors' opinions by ticking the boxes.

Researcher: What if you involved in deciding your own criteria and marks?

Student 6: That would change things.

This prompted further discussion around self-assessment that emphasised students’ capacity for exercising their own judgement independent of the academic, what Tan (2007: 119) terms future-driven self-assessment. Here student’s hint at the value of being freed from tutor dominated assessment:
Student 3: It's not so much of an assessment. In our last studio project we didn't really have very much tutor time which allows us to be self-directive which is good which opens up a lot more possibilities and make people aware that they have to work by themselves... I think having less contact towards the end of the year is quite good. 

Student 5: I like the idea that we do it that way.  The last project was based on me or you or whatever.   Only you can answer your question. 

When the researcher started to code around decision making in assessment, analysis of the interview data started to reveal a quite comprehensive picture of the dominant discourse of assessment on the Year 1 BA Design, typified by the following comment:

Researcher: Whose responsibility is assessment?

PL: Mine - but ultimately it is diffused to everybody who works on the course.   They have to take responsibility for their own assessment practices.  However, I take an overarching responsibility for it.   

This confirmed findings from the analysis of Phase 1 data, which suggested that the majority of decisions about assessment were taken by academics, often in advance of meeting the students. In the exchanges with students outlined above, it was possible to see the impact of this dominant discourse on their approach to assessment, where they seek to uncover the hidden curriculum of assessment (Synder, 1971). Student’s frustrations around directing their time in this way are expressed through their concerns about the mismatch between tutor and student perceptions of assessment criteria (Hounsell, 2007).
Perceptions of the Role of Student Voice, Dialogue and Feedback
Analysis of the interview data revealed that the PL had a clear perception of the nature of student voice on BA Design Year 1: 
Researcher : What say do students have on how and when they are assessed?

PL: Yes, they do on variable parts of the programme.  In terms of the studio, they do talk to each other and sometimes tutors, it's an open dialogue about whether things are working or not, enough time to do things.   

No, on summative assessment they do not have a voice. This is due to the fact that it is part of the college examining procedure.   

This appeared to demonstrate a particular understanding of the role of student voice as one that is complete by providing a space for voice (although not on the summative assessments that appear to matter most to students). However, the data analysis revealed that, on the BA Design Year 1, opportunity for voice appeared to ignore issues of facilitation, audience and influence for that voice (Leitch et al, 2005). When further analysed, PL data confirmed Phase 1 findings that the effectiveness of assessment practice was gauged by students’ responses to an end of year questionnaires, their only formal opportunity for voice, see figure 4.5:

Researcher: Do the students have any say in how assessment is designed? 

PL: We get their feedback on it and the success of it.   

Researcher: How do you get feedback?

PL: Through talking to them.  Informal conversations with students.   Every year we hand out an assessment, the OMR's.   It is a course evaluation and we ask them to comment on assessment.   In that way they have some voice.
Through analysis of these exchanges the researcher was alerted to mention of an ‘informal voice’ and further examination of PL interview data revealed several references to this theme: 


PL: So much of the course is based on conversations, through talking to students, and seeing how they respond to their assessment.   

PL: I am very confident in how we do assessments and feedback on the practice side because it is so resource hungry and so based on a lot of relationships and lots of conversations…

PL data indicated that the informal voice was listened to, and highlighted its potential influence on changing assessment practice. Thus, this informal opportunity for voice might be viewed as a positive thing and one to be explored more carefully as providing a platform for authentic dialogue around assessment. However, analysis of SG data indicated that students did not recognise conversations as an opportunity for an ‘informal voice’. They outlined a different perception of their opportunities for a voice on assessment practice: 

Researcher: What say do you have on how and when you are assessed?

Students (all in agreement): We don't.  You do the work for the deadline and you give it in.
The reasons for this mismatch in perception became clearer when data coded around the themes of dialogue and language was analysed. Although there were opportunities for dialogue at several points in the academic year, the nature of that dialogue appeared to largely be focused on the quality of student work and the nature of their marks: 
Researcher: What was the nature of that feedback? Was it variable or was it marks?

Student 1: Just marks.  When I got the tutorial the tutor barely spoke to me about the examination project.

 Here, the relative positions of power appear to be maintained, the tutor is the one who knows, the student is the one who listens (Freire, 1989). When it really mattered to students there was no opportunity for authentic dialogue around their work:

Student 3: There was one project that was a failure and I had made an outcome and I also made some boards to explain the outcome.   I needed to speak to one the tutors at the end because on one of the units they did not have a mark for it but they didn't have time to read the boards because there was only five minutes, so that was why they didn't understand the outcome.   You have to read the boards to understand the outcome. If you don't read the boards then why did I bother doing it in the first place.   

In addition, the PL recognised issues of equality in listening to informal voice
Interviewer: Are there any issues in the informal voices? 

PL: Yes – there are loads of issues.   The voices that you hear are the ones that either shout the loudest or if you build good relationships.   Normally they are the ones who are more engaged with the programme because they are around more.   

Analysis of SG data indicated that students were unsure about having a say in assessment practice. Their concerns were varied but analysis indicated they seemed to feel assessment was too important for them to have a say in it. They appeared to have no concept of themselves as partners in the assessment process, seeing themselves as passive participants. Students appeared to follow the agenda of authority (Boud, 2007) and seemed to have no sense of autonomy or empowerment:

Student 1: Usually we receive a sheet with some marks on each criteria on how well we did and sometimes there is a small comment.   Other times we have personal tutorials where they tell us how we did. 

This excerpt also served to highlight the language used by both the PL and SG in explaining their perceptions of assessment. Analysis indicated that, rather than in partnership, they see each other as on opposite sides of assessment, frequently using the terms ‘us’, ‘we’ or ‘them’ and ‘they’:

Researcher: When you say 'they' what do you mean? 

Student 1: Tutors.   

Analysis of Phase 2 data confirmed Phase 1 findings that marking procedures appeared to be dominated by academics and that the language used was predominantly judgemental and grade driven. SG analysis indicated that students were clear what the grades awarded meant in terms of pure figures, but less clear about what they meant in terms of their work, suggesting that summative marking had little value in helping them learn (Falchikov, 2005). Further analysis of SG data indicated that assessment of this nature was often a difficult experience for students:

Student 4: I have learnt what the assessment is but I don't know whether it is useful to me.   I always find myself in a state of questioning myself on the feedback. If someone doesn't understand it, or goes with it, it gets me into trouble.   On the other hand if there wasn't any assessment I wouldn't feel like this after my project, I would feel that it was a good project.

Furthermore students appeared to recognise the conflict between the marks they received and the value of the reflexive feedback from the learning process:

Student 5: One of my projects which was marked the worst this year actually gave me the greatest push into an area I didn't know before. I explored that project probably quite a lot but it was the worst assessment in the whole year.  It was valuable to me.
SG data also indicated that students were keen to be involved in marking their own work and that of their peers. They also indicated that it might, at times, be a relief to be freed from the pressure of tutor assessment:

Researcher: Would it matter if you didn't get marks?

Student 2:  Probably not.  Not in studio practice.   

Student 1: For studio projects I actually wouldn't mind not getting marks and just getting feedback. I think it is so hard to mark projects. 
Analysis of PL indicated that tutors were less sure of the value of involving students in marking of their own work, and hinted at the impact of quality assurance in constraining assessment practice. Perhaps because of the ‘sudden death’ approach to assessment (Brown, 1999) used on Year 1 of the BA Design, the PL appeared to  view summative marking as all or nothing with no hint of a position of compromise, for example, using proportionate tutor and student marking (Falchikov, 2005). 
Researcher: In principal, would you agree in having students involved in awarding marks?
PL: I think it would be quite interesting to have them in part of the process of assessing their peers. I do not agree in awarding a mark in terms of summative because it is a matter of trust and variability of maturity. Some students would do an amazing job of assessing themselves and get it bang on and some students would be terrible. 
Consistent with the work of Black and Wiliam (1998b) coding of SG data indicated that, in terms of learning, feedback was of as much value to them as marks. Their responses appeared to indicate that more relevant and accessible feedback, using elaborative and meaningful language (Boud, 1995), would help them progress:


Student 1: If you get an honest feedback from a tutor written in an unmarked paragraph that would be much more valuable to me than if you get text just saying if you are acceptable or satisfactory. 

Analysis of PL data confirmed that the timing of formative feedback was variable and that summative feedback was given after the end of each course, again to late to impact on learning. PL data appeared to confirm that feedback from assessment was given by the tutor to the student and the delivery and complexity of language was a matter of some concern:
PL: How the students record assessment feedback.   That is an element we need to work on.  [external tutor] sat in on some group tutorials at the start of this academic year and she highlighted that in vocal feedback, whether it's a tutorial or a crit, the depth of information, the complexity of feedback that we deliver is really hard… the student sometimes describes it as, 'We are listening and we can understand the feedback and we walk out of the room and it all disappears.'   
He also appeared to link the ability to provide meaningful feedback with academic expertise, rather than with programme level decisions around assessment practice:
PL: Part of it is reflective on how we give feedback and the kind of things we say and how we say them which is a really complex skill.   Some people are great at giving feedback and some people are bad.   Hopefully, you pick it up along the way but you reflect on whether you have been successful or not.   You follow it up and see if the students have taken it on board and moved with it.   You talk to them.

Here as with observation of practice, there seemed to be a suggestion that effective practice relied on individual tutors. When data was coded around the theme of academic expertise the students were in no doubt that their tutors were the experts. However, PL data revealed that academics relied on their own experiences of assessment to inform their practice:


Researcher: Have you had any assessment training?  
PL: No. It has come from talking to colleagues. Through doing it. I have support from peers and colleagues and went through certain essays and how to go though the assessment process…We have a wide variety of staff with different levels of experience.   Some with no experience of assessment and therefore we have a huge range in qualities of assessment…

The impact of this lack of expertise was highlighted at several points during data analysis and illuminated a possible reason for the contradictions between the intentions of Year 1 BA Design courses and assessment practice highlighted in Phase 1 of this research.

Phase 2 Conclusions

Analysis and interpretation of Phase 2 data proved both interesting and illuminating in many respects. Firstly it followed up and confirmed a number of findings from Phase 1. Secondly, it revealed several new areas of interest. Findings are summarised in figure 4.11. 

	Analysis and Interpretation of  Interview Data

	· PL data confirmed Phase 1 findings around the methods and purpose of assessment. Data indicated that PL believed that student’s understood the purposes of assessment. SG data indicated that students placed most importance on summative assessment and appeared confused by the structure of formative assessment. This appears to be linked to Phase 1 and Phase 2 findings that formative and summative assessment are seen and treated by academics as separate from each other. In addition, students indicated concerns over a single episode of summative assessment at the end of a course.

· Both PL and SG data confirm that students are involved in limited peer and self-assessment. However, the impact on student autonomy and sustainable assessment is limited by the programme-driven and tutor-imposed nature of these assessments. This appeared to confirm Phase 1 findings around the contradictory nature of the intent of assessment and the impact of assessment practice. 

· Phase 2 findings revealed that the possibility for negotiated assessment, highlighted in Phase 1, did not exist. PL and SG data appear to confirm that assessment criteria are exclusively pre-determined and tutor-driven. PL data confirmed that there was no holistic picture of student progress against the assessment criteria and that they were not used in a formative way. SG data confirmed that students struggle to find meaning in the generalised approach to criteria.

· Phase 2 data confirm that decisions around assessment are dominated by academics and, in keeping with the theme of contradiction in intent and practice, this does not appear to be seen by the PL as in conflict with the intentions of a reflexive and critical approach to the study and practice of design. This tutor-driven approach appeared to lead to student’s focusing on uncovering the hidden curriculum of assessment and seeing successful assessment as satisfying the demands of the tutor.

· The PL indicated an approach to student voice limited to providing space for voice around formative assessment. Here the mode of voice appeared limited to an epistemological voice, or a voice for knowing with some indication of a practical voice, or a voice for doing. There appeared to be no role for student voice in summative assessment. PL data confirmed Phase 1 findings that the only formal mechanism for student voice was the end of year questionnaire (see figure 4.5). There appeared to be opportunities for assessment dialogue during studio time and tutorials. However, dialogue was not in the language of the student and seemed dominated by issues around marking work. Here power remained with the tutor.

· Phase 2 analysis confirmed Phase 1 findings that marking appeared to be done exclusively by tutors. Students indicated that they see the value in becoming involved in awarding marks to their own work and that of peers. However the PL perceived some students to be incapable of doing this.

· Analysis of language in feedback about the quality of work was in keeping with Phase 1 findings that the language to describe quality of learning is complex, judgemental and grade driven. The nature of feedback was seen as problematic by PL and SG. Both cited issues around the accessibility of language used and the amount of feedback. Students were keen for more feedback, but confirmed their lack of understanding of formative assessment by being unsure how it might be used. Where written or verbal feedback was provided, it was by tutors to students and its quality appeared reliant on individual tutor expertise. Feedback from summative assessment was given too late to impact on learning.

· Language around ownership of assessment suggested that students and academics see themselves on different sides, rather than in partnership. Students perceived assessment as too important for them to have a say on.

	Themes Emerging from Analysis and Interpretation of Interview Data

	· Students perceived academics as expert in assessment. However the PL confirmed the lack of formal training for academics. Instead expertise appeared to rely on personal experience of assessment. This appeared to account for some of the conflicting evidence between the intent and consequences of assessment.
· Analysis of PL data revealed that he perceived there to be opportunities for informal student voice, to influence decisions around assessment. The students interviewed did not appear to recognise these informal opportunities as having an impact on assessment practice, and PL acknowledged the inequalities in relying on informal voice. This highlighted the possibility that on the BA Design Yr 1 certain voices speak for and behalf of others on assessment practice.


Figure 4.11. Summary of the Findings from Analysis of Interview Data

4.5 Holistic Findings and Conclusion

Thus, at this point it was possible to gain a holistic perspective on the findings of Phase 1 and 2 data analysis and interpretation, and to organise these findings in order to propose answers to the operationalised research questions posed throughout this section. These answers are summarised in table 4.12. 
	Q1 Does current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 provide opportunities: 

· for traditional and innovative methods of assessment? 

· for formative and summative assessment, that are sustainable in nature?

· for learners to negotiate what is to be learned, how it is to be learned and how to judge whether they have learned it or not, through peer and self-assessment? 

	· Analysis of triangulated data revealed that there was a mix of traditional and innovative assessment methods across the BA Design Year 1. Phase 1 findings revealed the lack of definition of the purpose of assessment in the BA Design handbook. However, observation and interview data confirmed the predominant purpose of assessment across the year was summative.  The approach to summative assessment appeared completely tutor-led and student data suggested that they focused their energy on these summative assessments that take place at the end of a course and, as such, are too late to impact on what and how they learn. However, students did indicate concerns over the high-stakes nature of a single episode of summative assessment at the end of a course. 
· Analysis also confirmed contradictions between assessment practice as described in the handbook and the classroom practice of tutors. These appear to be linked to individual tutor expertise. Analysis revealed the emergence of the intent of assessment and some observed practice consistent with the key features of PDP, for example, sustainable assessment practice and assessment that had the potential to support critical thinking, again linked to the tutor expertise. Both Phase 1 and 2 findings confirm that students are involved in some formative peer and self-assessment. However, the impact of these approaches to assessment on student autonomy and sustainable assessment appears limited by the programme-driven and tutor-imposed nature of the assessments.
· Phase 2 findings revealed that the possibility for negotiated assessment, highlighted in Phase 1, did not exist. In fact, findings appeared to confirm that assessment criteria were exclusively pre-determined and tutor-driven. There appeared to be no holistic picture of student progress against the assessment criteria and that they were not used in a formative way. SG data confirmed that students struggle to find meaning in the generalised approach to criteria.

· Findings highlighted the intention, uncovered through documents and PL data, that assessment should support the key features of PDP, however, in reality assessment practice largely mitigated against this. This pointed to the strong possibility that academics (and students) did not fully understand the likely consequence of assessment practice.


	Q2 Does current assessment centre on student/ academic partnerships that construct the student as an active subject through opportunities:

· for authentic dialogue, where students are given space, voice, audience and influence to express their views on assessment?

· for different modes of student voice: a voice for knowing, a voice for doing and a voice for being and moving forward? 
· for collaborative and reflexive feedback from assessment focused on the language of the subject (student)?

	· Findings revealed the nature of assessment partnership to be dominated by academics with a limited role for student voice focused on evaluation rather than learning. PL data indicated an approach to student voice characterised by providing space for voice around formative assessment, yet little opportunity for authentic voice to be heard. Observation data uncovered formative assessment that provided a range of opportunities for student voice and the development of authentic dialogue, including access to peer-feedback, however this again appeared linked to individual tutor expertise. Here, the mode of voice appeared limited to an epistemological voice, or a voice for knowing with some indication of a practical voice, or a voice for doing. Findings confirmed that there appeared to be no role for student voice in summative assessment and that the only formal mechanism for student voice was the end of year questionnaire (see figure 4.5).
· Findings indicate there appeared to be opportunities for assessment dialogue during studio time and tutorials. However, dialogue was not in the language of the student and seemed dominated by issues around marking and judging work. Here power remained with the tutor and the likelihood of praxis, critical reflection resulting in action (Mayo, 1999), remote. Findings confirm that marking appeared to be done exclusively by tutors. Students indicated that they see the value in becoming involved in awarding marks to their own work and that of peers. However the PL perceived some students to be incapable of doing this.

· Findings show that the language used in student/ academic dialogue and feedback is complex, judgemental and grade driven. Language around ownership of assessment suggested that students and academics see themselves on different sides, rather than in partnership. Students perceived that assessment was too important for them to have a say on. The nature of feedback was seen as problematic with issues around the accessibility of language used and the amount of meaningful feedback, particularly from summative assessment. Students were keen for more feedback, but confirm their lack of understanding of formative assessment by being unsure how it might be used. Where written or verbal feedback was provided, it was after the end of each course, by tutors to students and its quality appeared reliant on individual tutor expertise.

	Q3 Do academic and student perceptions of current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1:

· confirm or contradict the nature of assessment practice and partnership?

· reveal intended/ unintended consequences of assessment?

	· Academic and Student perceptions of assessment generally confirm Phase 1 findings around the methods, purposes and approaches to assessment. They confirmed decisions about assessment practice to be dominated by academics rather than made in partnership and indicated students see assessment as something done to them. This does not appear to be seen by the PL as in conflict with the intentions of a reflexive and critical approach to the study and practice of design. Assessment practice appeared to lead to student’s focusing on uncovering the hidden curriculum of assessment and seeing successful assessment as satisfying the demands of the tutor. Findings also suggest a lack of student autonomy and empowerment in assessment practice. 

· Findings indicated differing perceptions about understanding of assessment. Data analysis indicated that the PL believed that student’s understood the purposes of assessment. SG data contradicted this and indicated that students placed most importance on summative assessment and appeared confused by the structure of formative assessment. This appeared linked to Phase 1 and Phase 2 findings that formative and summative assessment are treated seen as separate from each other with no explicit links made for students.

· Analysis of PL data revealed that he perceived there to be opportunities for informal student voice, to influence decisions around assessment. The students interviewed did not appear to recognise these informal opportunities as having an impact on assessment practice, and PL acknowledged the inequalities in relying on informal voice. This highlighted the possibility that on the BA Design Yr 1 certain voices speak for and behalf of others on assessment practice.

· Students perceived academics as expert in assessment and academics seem to share this view of themselves. However, the PL confirmed the lack of formal training for academics. Instead expertise appeared to rely on personal experience of assessment. This appeared to account for some of the recurring findings on the varying quality of assessment practice and the recurring evidence of conflict between the intent and practice of assessment. These contradictions confirmed the possibility that academics did not fully understand the likely consequence of assessment practice.


Figure 4.12. Answers to Operationalised Research Questions 1, 2 and 3

In the following section the answers to the operationalised research questions, see figure 4.12 above, are used as a basis to discuss the likely consequential validity (Messick, 1989; Boud, 1995), of current assessment practice in relation to the likely consequential validity of assessment for becoming which, it is asserted, is consistent with aims of the key features of PDP and the Berlin Communiqué of 2003: to empower learners, develop authentic partnerships and reduce social inequalities in HE (Bain, 2007). 

Section 5: Discussion and Conclusions of the Study

5.1 Introduction
Section five discusses the main findings of this study in more depth and is organised into three parts. Firstly, the likely consequential validity of the role of student voice in current assessment practice is discussed in relation to the consequential validity of assessment for becoming, as revealed in section two, and an answer to the principal research question pertaining to objective two of the research is proposed. It is also intended that this initial discussion will allow the provisional hypothesis of the research to be examined.
Secondly, it is intended that the conclusions from part one of this discussion will be used as a basis to then discuss the implications of this study for the development of an assessment strategy located in assessment for becoming and, as such, it is asserted, consistent with the key features of PDP and the Berlin Communiqué of 2003. In doing so it is hoped to generate a tentative hypothesis as a basis for further research. 
Throughout the discussion reference will be made to the findings revealed in section four of this study and arguments will be supported by a return to key citations from the literature review. Lastly, the section will go on to consider the methodological strengths and limitations of the study. It concludes with some final thoughts on assessment practice located in assessment for becoming (Bain, 2007). 
5.2 The Consequential Validity of Current Assessment Practice

It seems pertinent at this point to recap on what is meant by the term consequential validity, as uncovered through a review of the literature in section two. Consequential validity is a measure of the consequences of assessment (Messick, 1989; Boud, 1995; Boud 2007). It refers to the effect of assessment on learning and other educational matters (Messick, 1989; Linn, Baker and Dunbar, 1991) and prompts the question, ‘what are the broader consequences of a given assessment activity beyond those which are immediately evident?’ (Boud, 1995: 3). The consequential validity of assessment is considered high when there is a positive effect on learning and low when it encourages ways of learning which are counter to that desired (ibid). 

As a first step in seeking to determine the consequential validty of current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 it was considered pertinent to determine how closely the role of student voice in current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1, as uncovered in section four, could be located in a conceptual framework of assessment for becoming (Bain, 2007). In order to do this the holistic summary of findings from the research, presented as answers to the operationalised research questions in section four, figure 4.12, was used. Here the features and implementation of current assessment practice as revealed through the triangulated research methods were mapped onto the features and implementation of assessment for becoming, as conceptualised in section two, figure 2.3. Then a holistic ‘yes’ or ‘no’ judgement made about whether they were consistent with each other. This mapping process is summarised in figure 5.1 below. Once this was done it was possible to begin to speculate on what the broader consequences of current assessment might be.

If a simple tallying approach is adopted it is possible to state that, in the broadest sense, current assessment practice cannot be closely located in assessment for becoming, although it should be acknowledged that there is some overlap in terms of practice. Accordingly,  if the provisional hypothesis of the research is correct, then it is possible to assert that the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice is unlikely to empower learners, develop authentic partnerships and reduce social inequalities. Indeed, from the findings revealed in section four, it is possible to speculate that current assessment practice, in the large part, serves to do the opposite. It is this premise that guides the initial part of this discussion section, which will focus on revealing whether such a premise is supported by more in-depth examination of the likely consequences of current assessment practice. Here the summary of findings, see figure 5.1, are used to illuminate a structured discussion of consequential validity. Differing stakeholder views of current assessment on the BA Design Year 1 are threaded through the discussion to present a convincing validity argument (Linn 1998; Lane & Stone, 2002).


Figure 5.1. Mapping of Current Assessment Practice onto Assessment for Becoming (Bain, 2007)
Consequences of Current Assessment Methods, Purposes and Approaches

The mix of traditional and innovative methods of assessment on the BA Design Year 1 is consistent with practice that seeks to provide a more accurate representation of student’s knowledge and understanding (Brown and Knight, 1994). The selection of innovative assessment methods, such as projects and portfolios, that are authentic, meaningful and engaging (Brown and Knight, 1994; McDowell and Sambell, 1999; Brown, 1999), is consistent with assessment for becoming, in that the diversity of methods is likely to ensure that all students have the opportunity to demonstrate their potential (Race, 1999: 68). However, it is possible to speculate that the impact of this innovative selection of assessment methods in supporting learners to become more autonomous is limited by being housed in an overall system of assessment that is much more traditional than innovative, where it is ‘taken for granted that assessment follows teaching and that the aim of assessment is to discover how much has been learned.’ (Boud, 1995: 40). 
This is typified by the predominant purpose of assessment on the BA Design year 1, which is summative. Even where continuous assessment takes place, early assessment is formative but it is treated separately to summative assessment and, as a result, lacks meaning for students because they fail to understand its purpose. Thus, for students, even the focus of continuous assessment remains on the final summative task. This appears consistent with Boud’s (ibid: 40-41) assertion that:

While other forms of assessment, particularly those which are used in continuous assessment …now form part of the conventional pattern and have been absorbed in the conventional conception, there has not been any overall raising of the awareness of levels of sophistication among staff about assessment to accompany this.

This, compounded by judgemental, grade driven feedback, of which student’s struggle to make sense, appears to disempower them in taking control of their own learning (Race, 1999). The consequence of this appears consistent with that that revealed in section 2, where large amounts of the time and energy are devoted to assessment that takes place after students have completed their learning and, as such, are too late to have an impact on what and how they learn (Boud, 1995; Black and Wiliam, 1998b; Boud and Falchikov, 2007a). The dominant focus of summative assessment on the BA Design Year 1 on grading and classification seems to encourage students to study in negative ways (Boud, 1995; Black and Wiliam, 1998a; Boud and Falchikov, 2007b) and a recurring theme in the findings was of students spending time trying to uncover the hidden curriculum of assessment (Snyder, 1971):

Student 6: Learning how to be assessed well.  To me that means learning how to please the tutors' opinions by ticking the boxes.

Formative assessment was a predominant feature of observed classroom practice, although this appeared reliant on individual staff expertise rather than a strategic approach to assessment.  However, the consequences of this formative assessment appear mixed. There was some evidence that formative assessment activities supported critical thinking and resulted in a ‘pure learning effect’ (Dochy et al, 2007: 91). In this, through the need to organise and refine knowledge, students learn during assessment itself, stimulating thinking of a higher cognitive level (Nevo; 1995; Struyf, Vandenberghe and Lens, 2001). There was also some evidence of sustainable assessment as a consequence of observed assessment practice (Boud, 2002). Here Tutor 1, a learning expert, encouraged active engagement with learning tasks, use of feedback, and access to peer support (ibid). However, the impact of this on empowering learners was again limited by a lack of exploration of assessment criteria. This appeared to result in students being confused by how to relate their formative experiences to their summative assessment tasks, and consequently remaining dependent on the tutor. Issues with tutor-led and generic assessment criteria emerged as a recurring theme in the findings. 
Student 4: I have this problem in that there is a contradiction in the marking system.   Because in the end you have these assessment criteria that are quite systematic yet it has been marked by someone's opinion and that's the contradiction for me.

There seemed to be little dialogue around assessment criteria and the consequence of this appeared to be that students struggle to understand what is being assessed, again dependent on the tutor, seeking clues on how to succeed (Miller and Parlett, 1974).
The approach to assessment was revealed by section four findings to be predominantly tutor-led. Boud et al (2001) highlight the consequences of such an approach, ‘Too often tutor-driven assessment encourages students to be dependent on the tutor or the examiner to make decisions about what they know and they do not effectively learn to be able to do this for themselves’ (ibid: 249). It appeared that attempts were being made to include students in assessment and, as such, enable them to gauge their own performance:
PL : We do certain experiments where we ask them to assess each other and give each other marks.   We have a self-assessment process where it is a formative assessment so they are not given any summative marks.

However, student responses confirm the impact of self and peer-assessment to be limited in empowering them to take responsibility for their own learning: 

Student 5: When we have a crit, we do self-assessment forms which I don't think count. 

Student 2: There was once a group project where each group filled out an assessment of all of the other groups…I think that went quite well.   I have no idea what it was used for.    

It is possible to speculate that this is because of the programme-driven (Tan, 2007) and tutor-imposed (Hounsell et al, 1996) nature of current peer and self-assessment on the BA Design Year 1. Thus, it is asserted that the implementation of peer and self-assessment need to be carefully considered in order to empower learners (Gibbs, 1999).

Consequences of the Role of Student Voice, Dialogue and Feedback

The nature of partnership in current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 appears dominated by academics, with little role for student voice. All decisions around assessment were made by tutors, and this appears to mean that students (and tutors) see assessment and learning as tutor controlled. This is confirmed by the language around ownership of assessment (Boud, 1995), which suggested that students and academics see themselves on different sides of assessment, rather than in partnership. The consequence of this might be to limit how well students learn, if as Simon (1992) asserts, no learning can take place unless the learner is in charge. 
The language used in student/academic dialogue and feedback appeared complex, judgemental and grade driven. This seemed of little use to students in helping them learn, as they struggled to find meaning in what was being said or written:

Student 1: The tutor will give us feedback…

Researcher: Is this useful to you?

Student 1: Sort of but it can be difficult to understand and remember. What goes with what part of your work and where to make changes.
The predominant use of ‘final vocabulary’ (Rorty, 1989: 73) appears to leave little room for manoeuvre, ‘It has the final say. It classifies without recourse to reconsideration or further data. And it does not allow for other possibilities.’ (Boud, 1995: 44). This is at odds with Black and Wiliam’s (1998a: 9-12) view of feedback where:

· The dialogue between learners and teachers should be thoughtful, reflective, focused to evoke and explore understanding, and conducted so that all learners have an opportunity to think and to express their ideas.

· Assessment feedback should be about particular qualities of the work, with advice on learners can do to improve, and should avoid comparisons with other learners.

Thus it might be speculated that the consequence of current assessment dialogue and feedback may be at best to render the feedback meaningless in terms of learning or, at worst, to disempower and de-motivate students. This is acknowledged as problematic by students, tutors and external advisors alike and was linked by the PL to individual staff expertise. It is also possible to speculate that the limited impact of feedback on learning might be linked to the summative nature of the overall system of assessment. This is perhaps compounded by all summative marking being done by tutors, rather than by students or their peers. Rather insightfully, the PL indicated that he did not feel all students were capable of marking work, although evidence suggests that ‘students can be reliable markers, often in close agreement with lecturers’ (McDowell and Sambell, 1999: 80; Falchikov, 2005). Thus, it is asserted that this tutor-dominated approach to marking may mean that ‘the very act of a person or authority making unilateral and final judgements over another has major consequences for autonomous and independent learners’ (Boud, 1995: 43).

The Consequential Validity of Current Assessment Practice

Figure 5.1 revealed quite starkly the contradiction between the role of student voice in current assessment practice and that conceptualised by assessment for becoming (Bain, 2007). This, appears to be backed by the more in-depth discussion of the consequences of current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 conducted above, that served to reveal current assessment practice consistent with the dominant discourse of assessment presented in the literature review (Boud, 2007). In conclusion, it is possible to assert that the consequence of the limited role of student voice in current assessment practice is to encourage learners to be dependent on their tutors, disempowered in terms of assessment and with the potential to perpetuate social inequality (Giroux, 1982; Zgaga, 2005). In addition the lack of understanding of the consequences of such assessment practice, highlighted by contradictions between the intent of assessment and current assessment practice, mean that it is also possible to assert that the consequential validity of current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 is low (Boud, 1995), and that this appears to be linked to staff expertise.

Thus, at this point, is possible to propose an answer to the principal research question of this research: 

Q. How closely can the role of student voice in current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 be located in a conceptual framework of assessment for becoming?

A. There is evidence that attempts are being made to develop a more innovative system of assessment for the BA Design Year 1 and the intentions of current assessment appear consistent with assessment for becoming. However, these are housed in a system of assessment characterized by a summative, tutor-led approach. Hence, it might be concluded that the role of student voice in current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1 cannot be closely located in the conceptual framework of assessment for becoming.
It is also possible to comment on the provisional hypothesis of the research: 

The more closely the role of student voice in current HE assessment practice can be located in a conceptual framework of assessment for becoming, the more likely its consequential validity will be to empower learners, develop authentic partnerships and reduce social inequalities.

It should be noted that it was not the intention of this research to test the above hypothesis, rather that the hypothesis might be used as ‘an idea that can serve as a premise or supposition to organise certain facts and thereby guide observations’ (Robson, 2002: 548). However, it is possible to speculate that the findings of this holistic single-case study suggest there is evidence to support the assertion put forward in the provisional hypothesis. 

5.3 Implications for a Departmental Assessment Strategy

It is now intended that the conclusions from the first part the discussion will be used as a basis to discuss the implications of this research for the development of an assessment strategy located in assessment for becoming. Central to this discussion is the philosophical stance revealed in section two, that assessment for becoming (Bain, 2007), as derived from a pedagogy of possibility, is not about prescribing a curriculum or assessment methodology, but rather ‘…locally and contextually formulating practice within an integrated moral and epistemological stance’ (Simon, 1992: 58).  However, in seeking to inform development of an integrated assessment, teaching and strategy, thus replacing the view of assessment as a separate function that takes place after teaching and learning have occurred (Birenbaum, 1996), it is possible to speculate on the kinds of assessment practice that might be consistent with such a philosophy.
Assessment Practice Located in Assessment for Becoming

As revealed in section two, the literature offers insights for what might be termed ‘collaborative assessment’ (Falchikov, 2001), where student experience is situated at the centre of assessment and students and lecturers share responsibility for decisions around assessment. Two approaches to assessment, peer and self-assessment are presented as particularly relevant to a collaborative approach to assessment (Hounsell et al, 1996; Black and William, 1998a; Falchikov, 2005). 

Effective Peer-Assessment

It is asserted that effective peer-assessment should provide opportunities for modelling, scaffolding and fading (Falchikov, 2007), as outlined in figure 5.2.

	Feature of  Effective

Peer-Assessment
	Description

	Modelling
	Describes those preparatory activities that allow students to develop assessment criteria and encourage ownership of these criteria (ibid, 2007), where the lecturer may intervene to provide guidance. Scaffolding is also associated with the selection and use of assessment criteria.

	Scaffolding
	The role of scaffolding is similar to that of modeling except that it is used in a real rather than preparatory situation. (ibid, 2007). Dochy (2001) identifies scaffolding as important to effective use of peer-assessment.

	Fading
	Fading describes teacher support for peer-assessment being reduced over time (Fineman, 1981). It is linked with the degree of autonomy afforded to students in carrying out peer-assessment. For example, many first year undergraduate students, such as those on the BA Design Year 1, might require more modeling and scaffolding at the beginning of the year, less so towards the end of the year.


Figure 5.2. Features of Effective Peer-assessment

Consistent with the key features of PDP, the consequence of this implementation of peer-assessment might be to encourage ‘reflexivity, self-regulation, and active learners’ (Boud, 2007: 22).
Effective Self-Assessment

Peer-assessment provides an important complement to, and may even be a pre-requisite for, effective self-assessment (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall and Wiliam, 2003: Falchikov 2007). In developing an assessment strategy it is perhaps important to consider what or who drives self-assessment and how it might contribute to the process of empowering learners. Tan (2007) suggests there are three conceptions of self-assessment, ‘teacher-driven’, ‘programme-driven’ and ‘future-driven’ (ibid: 117). He views these as a nested hierarchy, each subsuming and building on the previous conception and displaying a more sophisticated way of using student self-assessment (SSA), see figure 5.3.

	Type of SSA
	Description

	Teacher-driven SSA
	This ‘emphasises students learning how to become compliant with their teachers expectations’ and ‘the teacher acts as the sole benchmark for the students’ judgements of their learning’ (Tan, 2007: 117). No reference is made to either the assessment criteria or the students’ judgement of successful work. Instead students may make tentative judgements that are then subject to the academics’ authority, their knowing of ‘what is’. (ibid)

	Programme-driven SSA
	In this, judgements are made against the programme of study. This conception emphasises the gap between what the student knows and what the programme requires them to know. The focus is on the programme of study ‘acting as the composite set of standards and proficiency which benchmark and develop the students’ judgements of their learning (Tan, 2007: 119). 

	Future-driven SSA
	This has ‘the power to sustain itself beyond completing the programme of study’ (Tan, 2007:119). It emphasises the role of student/academic partnerships in developing students’ capacity for exercising their own judgements, independent of the academic. The role of the academic is to work in partnership with students to develop their self-appraisal skills in constructing and refining assessment criteria. This process ‘permits students to focus beyond the expectations of the teacher’ (ibid: 120)


Figure 5.3. Conceptions of Self-assessment

With programme-driven SSA the programme’s assessment requirements, usually written by academics, are emphasised over the students’ own judgements of their learning. As a consequence, this conception of SSA is, in many ways, as limited as teacher-driven SSA (Tan, 2007). As outlined in section 5.2, teacher-driven or programme-driven SSA appears consistent with current assessment practice on the BA Design Year 1. This conception of SSA has little capacity to develop authentic assessment dialogue and, as such, would seem more consistent with the dominant discourse of education described by Boud (2007) than practice located in assessment for becoming. Future-driven SSA, it is asserted, might help students reflect more critically on assessment, presenting them with an effective opportunity to enhance their learning. Tan (2007) asserts that this form of self-assessment extends beyond the meaning and practice of power as a commodity, thus moving away from the dominant discourse of assessment toward the construct of assessment for becoming.
The evidence of students as dependent on tutors prevailed through each of the triangulated research methods. This dependence appeared compounded by the sudden death system of assessment on the BA Design Year 1, where summative assessment is left to a single episode at the end of a course (Brown, 1999). This is highlighted by students in their interview responses as problematic and stressful and its ‘high stakes’ nature (Knight, 2002) appears to result in students focusing on trying to please their tutors rather than on learning: 
Student 4: If you had done well during the year and then muck up at the end you don't get any reward for what you have done during the year.

Thus, it is possible to speculate that the consequences of this sudden death system of assessment  might be altered by a more incremental system which would allow students to be assessed ‘a bit at a time’ (Brown, 1999: 11) and which ‘enables student to be assessed when they feel ready rather than when it suits our systems’ (Brown, 1999: 103). This might be developed as part of a holistic system of assessment that considers both formative and summative assessment together, based on the premise that ‘assessment for accreditation cannot be separated from assessment for learning (Boud, 1995: 36). Here assessment is seen as an integrated part of pedagogy (Watkins and Mortimer, 1999; Boud and Hawke, 2003) that might support the key features of PDP and provide sustainable (Boud; 2007) and integrated opportunities for formative and summative assessment through academics working in partnership with students to develop and refine assessment criteria (Tan, 2007). Here, consistent with the position adopted by assessment for becoming, outlined in section 2, the formative purpose should come first (Black and Wiliam, 2004) although the literature confirms that an assessment system might be designed to serve both purposes reasonably well (Newton, 2003; Wiliam, 2003).

Dialogue, Language and Feedback

In keeping with an innovative system of assessment with student voice at its core, it is important to consider the consequence of dialogue, language and feedback, all revealed as problematic in the findings of this case-study. Thus it is asserted that assessment located in assessment for becoming should develop spaces and practices that nurture dialogue as integral practices of human learning and daily encounter (Griffiths, 2003 and 2004; Leitch et al, 2005). These should be rooted in dialogic interactions so that the roles of teacher and learner are shared and different modes of student voice are validated (Freire, 1972; Keeling-Styles, 2003) particularly an ontological voice so that ‘a student need not force himself into the identikit model of a successful student …He (sic) can discover his own individual way of being a student’ (Batchelor, 2006: 791). Student’s views on assessment should be given space, voice, audience and influence (Leitch et al, 2005), the pedagogical approach should assumes students are intellectual performers rather than a docile and compliant audience, thus encouraging critical thinkers (Harvey and Burrows, 1992).

Careful consideration should be given to the kind of language used in the dialogue of assessment. Boud (2005: 44) asserts tutors must ‘choose our words carefully with an eye to the consequences …and provide something valuable which learners can use to change what they do, and not have to worry about defending themselves’. Here, the conceptual frame of reference used for feedback is consistent with constructivist theories of learning, where the making of meaning rests primarily with the student (Askew, 2000). This type of learning relies on feedback engaging students and tutors in ‘reflexive and collaborative dialogue’ (Hounsell, 2007: 106) that results in taking action, such as adjustments to teaching (Black and Wiliam, 1998a), to progress. It is suggested that a recent study by Mallet (2004) might also be drawn on to provide guidance for transforming the approach to feedback to one controlled by the student, and driven by their needs. There are various ways towards greater student engagement that can help generate rich feedback, in particular the work of Robinson and Udall (2006) on how to structure interactive learning conversations about assessment criteria, feedback, self-assessment and critical reflection is considered of relevance. 

It is asserted that the combined consequence of these changes to current assessment practice would be to develop a sustainable system of feedback, where ‘students are encouraged to develop a greater sense of ownership of, and thus greater autonomy in, their learning’ (Hounsell, 2007: 108). Hounsell also points out that HE institutions go to great lengths to ensure that examination procedures are rigorous, yet ‘feedback is too rarely seen by academic departments or faculties as something to be carried out with due diligence’ and confirms the need for feedback to be made a component of learning, teaching and assessment strategies and policies (Hounsell, 2007: 110).  

Staff-expertise and Training
The perpetuation of assessment practice consistent with the dominant discourse of assessment, as described in section two (Boud, 2007), is perhaps less surprising when considered within the context of research evidence that suggests:
The greatest influence on the way academics teach and assess is neither theories of education nor our training, but is instead our notion of good teaching derived from our own experience of being taught and assessed.

(Lorte, 1975, cited by Cosh, 1998: 173)
This potential for this approach to dominate current assessment practice appears compounded by a lack of assessment training:
Researcher: Have you had any assessment training?

PL: No. It has come from talking to colleagues. Through doing it. I have support from peers and colleagues and went through certain essays and how to go though the assessment process…We have a wide variety of staff with different levels of experience.   Some with no experience of assessment and therefore we have a huge range in qualities of assessment…

As revealed earlier, the consequence of this lack of training appears to be a mismatch between the intent and practice of assessment and a lack of understanding of the consequence of assessment. This is supported by the difference in the observed formative practice of T1, a learning expert with a teaching qualification and T2 who had no assessment training. Dearing (1997: 221) recognises issues with staff training and expertise and recommends that training or a teaching accreditation for HE staff would ‘give priority to developing assessment practices and strategies, which would become a key part of the initial training and continuing professional development of teaching staff’. 

It is argued that such training may require an enhanced awareness both of the importance of the tutor in ‘scaffolding’ assessment and of the complex, shifting interrelationship between teacher and learner roles in ‘assessment for becoming’ (Bain, 2007). If students are to learn to take control, then tutors need to learn to let go, even as they provide scaffolding and structure (McGrath 2001; Sinclair, McGrath, Lamb, 2000). How to prepare tutors for engagement in ‘assessment for becoming’ is, then, an important practical concern. Thus, it is asserted that educating tutors in assessment is integral to moving to an effective system that is fit for purpose (Brown, 1999), and, as a result, contributes to changing the consequential validity of assessment practice from low to high. 
Recommendations for Development of an Assessment Strategy

As acknowledged at the beginning of this section the philosophical stance of assessment for becoming (Bain, 2007), as derived from a pedagogy of possibility, is not about prescribing a curriculum or assessment methodology, but rather ‘…locally and contextually formulating practice within an integrated moral and epistemological stance’ (Simon, 1992: 58).  

Accordingly, drawing on methodology developed by Boud (1995) and (Falchikov, 2005; 2007), it is proposed to offer a framework, consisting of twenty-two philosophical questions, to inform development of assessment practice as part of an integrated Learning, Teaching and Assessment strategy, see figure 5.4. This framework is based on the main findings of this study and on the assessment practice revealed above, as such, it is consistent with the features and philosophy of assessment for becoming in embracing a number of principles that may not be familiar in generic HE assessment practice (Bain, 2007).

	Framework of Philosophical Questions

	General Principles of an Assessment Strategy Located in Assessment for Becoming

	· Is the overall system of assessment designed to be incremental allowing students to be assessed ‘a bit at a time’ (Brown, 1999: 11), when they feel ready rather than at ‘a pre-determined point’ (ibid: 103)?

· Is there a holistic system of assessment that considers both formative and summative assessment together based on the premise that ‘assessment for accreditation cannot be separated from assessment for learning’ (Boud, 1995: 36)?

· Is assessment seen as an integrated part of pedagogy (Watkins and Mortimer, 1999; Boud and Hawke, 2003) that promotes sustainable assessment (Boud, 2007) t
· Do academics work in partnership with students to develop and refine assessment criteria (Tan, 2007), thus  encouraging meta-cognition (Harvey and Burrows, 1992)?
· Does the overall system of assessment seek to counter oppression and control in education (Giroux, 1994; Mayo, 1999; Cohen et al, 2003; Boud, 1997)?

	Assessment Methods

	· Is the range of assessment methods diverse enough to ensure that all students have the opportunity to demonstrate their potential (Race, 1999: 68)?

	Assessment Approaches

	· Are student-led assessment approaches considered integral to assessment practice?

· Does peer-assessment provide opportunities for modeling, scaffolding and fading (Falchikov, 2007)?
· Is self-assessment future driven allowing students to reflect more critically on assessment practice, and presenting them with an effective opportunity to enhance their learning (Tan,2007)?
· Are students involved in the awarding of marks (Falchikov, 2005)?

	Student Voice

	· Is student voice at the core of assessment practice?

· Does assessment practice help develop spaces and practices that nurture dialogue as integral practices of human learning and daily encounter (Griffiths, 2003 and 2004; Leitch et al, 2005)?

· Is student/ academic partnership rooted in dialogic interactions so that the roles of teacher and learner are shared and student voices are validated (Freire, 1972; Keesling-Styles, 2003)?

· Are student’s views on assessment given space, voice, audience and influence (Leitch et al, 2005) with opportunities for different modes of voice (Batchelor, 2006)?

· Is careful consideration given to the kind of language used in the dialogue of assessment?

· Does feedback engage students and tutors in ‘reflexive and collaborative dialogue’ (Hounsell, 2007: 106) resulting in action, such as adjustments to teaching (Black and Wiliam, 1998)?

· Is feedback driven by student needs (Mallett, 2004) and the impact of dialogue, language and feedback on student autonomy considered?

· Are there opportunities for interactive learning conversations about assessment criteria, feedback, self-assessment and critical reflection (Robinson and Udall, 2006)?

· Is consideration given to a sustainable system of feedback, where ‘students are encouraged to develop a greater sense of ownership of, and thus greater autonomy in, their learning (Hounsell, 2007: 108)?


	Tutor Education

	· Is tutor education in assessment an integral and specific component of the assessment strategy (Dearing, 1997)?

· Is feedback seen by as something to be carried out with due diligence as a specific component of the learning, teaching and assessment strategy (Hounsell, 2007)? 

· Is the likely consequential validity of assessment practice considered at the planning stage (Boud, 2005)?


Figure 5.4. Framework of Questions for the Development of Assessment Practice Located in Assessment for Becoming (Bain, 2007)
Issues for an Assessment Strategy Located in Assessment for Becoming

It is possible that students may not welcome new and innovative ways of assessment. For example, as in this study, students can be critical of existing systems of assessment there may be safety and security in the familiar (McDowell and Sambell, 1999). Students may have additional concerns about the potential impact of new systems of assessment on their workload or their marks and grades and they may see the introduction of peer and self-assessment as a time-saving mechanism for tutors (McDowell, 1995; Falchikov, 2005). Students may also share with academics concern over their competence in awarding marks (Fineman, 1981; Lapham and Webster, 1999) believing only the tutor has the ability to do this job (Lin, Liu ang Yuan, 2001). Evidence suggests that the greatest influence on the way we teach is neither theories of education nor our training, but is instead our notion of good teaching derived from our own experience of being taught (Lorte, 1975 - quoted by Cosh 98: 173). Innovative assessment practices may call into question the value of academics’ judgements and render the powerful powerless (McGrath, 2001). Thus the sense of disjunction felt by the student may be shared by the academic (Savin-Baden, 2000). Some colleagues might argue that it is their job to assess students (Falchikov, 2007) and have concerns, as indicated by PL interview data, over students’ ability to mark their own work. However, it might also be argued, as by this study, that the role of tutors in HE is changing to one of partnership with students (Falchikov, 2005) and that their roles in assessment must change accordingly (ibid).
In conclusion, many of the concerns about innovative assessment practice, highlighted by the examples above, are legitimate and real. However, much of the literature suggests that, with careful preparation and explanation, the benefits of involving students in assessment outweigh the risks (McDowell and Sambell, 1999; McGrath 2001; Sinclair, McGrath, Lamb, 2000; Falchikov, 2005; Boud and Falchikov, 2007).

Conclusions for an Assessment Strategy Located in Assessment for Becoming

It is acknowledged that the small-scale of this research will, necessarily, limit its impact. However, it is asserted that the usefulness of this study might be as an instigator of change. Glasner (1999: 26) suggests that we need to distinguish between levels of change as part of a ‘Taxonomy of Assessment Innovation’. Thus, it is suggested that this study might initially be used at programme level as part of ‘incremental, change in assessment’, then dependant on findings, at department level as part of ‘radical new ideas that are successfully implemented’ (ibid,: 27). Suggested steps for change are offered in figure 5.5.

	Level  of Change
	Suggested Steps 

for Change

	Programme
	1. The Framework of Questions for the Development of Assessment Practice located in Assessment for Becoming is agreed in principle for inclusion in the departmental learning and teaching strategy as a means to review assessment practice.

2. An incremental programme of change, informed by the Framework of Questions for the Development of Assessment Practice located in Assessment for Becoming, is discussed and agreed. Timing, scope of change, and ways of monitoring change are agreed and documented, possibly as part of a further research study.

3. Changes are introduced to and discussed with academics, supported through education and training.

4. Students are introduced to and prepared for changes in assessment.

5. Changes are implemented incrementally, according to the agreed programme.

6. The impact of change is monitored according to agreed methods and criteria, possibly as part of a further research study.

7. Conclusions are drawn and relevant amendments made to the Framework of Questions for the Development of Assessment Practice located in Assessment for Becoming.

8. The incremental programme of change is amended accordingly through consultation with academics and students.

Steps 3 to 8 may be repeated to incrementally or longitudinally to involve different year groups and programmes.

	Possible longer term changes

	Department
	9. The Departmental Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy might be amended in light of findings. Assessment practice changes department wide.

	Multi-

Department
	10. Multiple departmental Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategies might be amended in light of findings. Assessment practice changes across department.

	Institution
	11. The HE Institution Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy might be amended in light of  findings. Assessment practice changes at institution level.


Figure 5.5 Suggestions for Incremental Change to Assessment Practice

5.4 Final Thoughts
In conclusion, it is suggested the development of a conceptual model of Assessment for Becoming and the related Framework of Questions for the Development of Assessment Practice Located in Assessment for Becoming might be used to help create a system of assessment that at once supports the key features of PDP and, in keeping with the Berlin Communiqué of 2003, contributes toward reducing social inequalities in HE. It is further asserted that the usefulness of this ‘Exploration of the Role of Student Voice in Current HE Assessment Practice’ might be as an instigator of change in current assessment practice at a local level and in providing suggestions for how change might be approached. 
In closing, it is possible to speculate on the long-term influence of assessment practice located in a conceptual model of assessment for becoming. Through opportunities for authentic dialogue and feedback, knowledge might be constructed in partnership, rather than supplied by didactic teaching, ‘teacher of the students and the students of the teacher might cease to exist …discovering knowledge through one another and through the objects they are trying to know’ (Freire, 1976: 115). The dominant discourse of assessment might begin to change, rather than as Boud describes, ‘here students have no role other than to subject themselves to the assessment acts of others, to be measured and classified’ (Boud, 2007: 17), it might read ‘here students only role is to be placed at the centre of assessment, working in partnership with academics to become autonomous and empowered in their learning’.
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A Conceptual Model of Assessment for Becoming





The possibility for negotiated assessment did not exist. In fact, findings appeared to confirm that assessment criteria were exclusively pre-determined and tutor-driven. The timing of assessment is pre-determined by tutors and is usually at the end of a course. Students indicate concerns over the high-stakes nature of a single episode of summative assessment at the end of a course. 








There is no evidence of sustainable assessment practice in the existing documents or PL and SG data. Observation data revealed some observed practice likely to support sustainable assessment and assessment that had the potential to support critical thinking. This was linked to the tutor expertise.





Observation and interview data confirmed the predominant purpose of assessment across the year was summative.  The approach to summative assessment appeared completely tutor-led and student data suggested that they focused their energy on these summative assessments that take place at the end of a course and, as such, are too late to impact on what and how they learn. 








Analysis of triangulated data revealed that there was a mix of traditional and innovative assessment methods across the BA Design Year 1.
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Findings show that the language used in feedback is complex, judgemental and grade driven. The nature of feedback was seen as problematic with issues around the accessibility of language used and the amount of meaningful feedback, particularly from summative assessment. Students were keen for more feedback, but confirm their lack of understanding of formative assessment by being unsure how it might be used. Where written or verbal feedback was provided, it was after the end of a course, by tutors to students and its quality appeared reliant on individual tutor expertise.








Both Phase 1 and 2 findings confirm that students are involved in some formative peer and self-assessment. However, the impact of these approaches to assessment on student autonomy and sustainable assessment appears limited by the programme-driven and tutor-imposed nature of the assessments.





Findings revealed the nature of assessment partnership to be dominated by academics with a limited role for student voice focused on evaluation rather than learning. There appeared to be no role for student voice in summative assessment. The approach to student voice was characterised by providing space for voice around formative assessment, yet little opportunity for authentic voice to be heard. The mode of voice appeared limited to an epistemological voice, or a voice for knowing with some indication of a practical voice, or a voice for doing.








Student/ academic dialogue was complex, judgemental and grade driven. Language around ownership of assessment suggested that students and academics see themselves on different sides, rather than in partnership. Students perceived that assessment was too important for them to have a say on. Power remained with the tutor and the possibility of praxis, critical reflection resulting in action (Mayo, 1999), remote. Findings confirm that marking appeared to be done exclusively by tutors. Students indicated that they see the value in becoming involved in awarding marks to their own work and that of peers. However the PL perceived some students to be incapable of doing this.
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Methods of assessment are traditional and innovative. 





The purpose of assessment is both formative and summative and students understand the value of each.





The approach to assessment includes tutor-led, peer and self-assessment.





Sustainable assessment practice is developed.





Feedback from assessment is collaborative and reflexive





There are opportunities for students to negotiate what, when and how learning is assessed





Student’s opinions on assessment are given space,epistemological, practical and ontological modes of voice, audience and influence. 





Students are active subjects, with assessment language that of the student. There is possibility for praxis
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