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Foreword
: 

The focus of this study is Creative Practice, that is, in theatre/performance making, as in solo and group assignments that our students engage in via praxis at both under and postgraduate level, though I refer also to other forms of practice that we teach.

The Study has involved participation from all those staff who teach and assess practice (as well as comment and advice from individuals who do not but have engaged with issues that have arisen in discussion). Contribution to this research has also come from Visiting Tutors. Students will, but have not as yet, also contribute. For reasons explained below, the exercise is designed to operate over time and feedback data will be collected from students and staff in the near future.

Communication with colleagues has taken various forms including group discussion in Department and Learning and Teaching meetings, questionnaires and face to face individually.

The project has coincided with a 2 year reflexive exercise carried out by the Department that has culminated in amendments to our under graduate curriculum and two post graduate MA courses
.

The Case Study has involved a number of activities, dialogues and decisions that have fed into the Strategic Aims for 2008 – 10 outlined in our (Draft) Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy 2008.

The topic: Assessing Creative Practice

Our discipline involves assessing a range of types of practical assignment in various ways at both under and postgraduate levels. We are measuring complex achievements as inherent within the discipline itself. Soft Skills are just part of what will here be called Different Intelligences
 that are called upon in the study and practice of theatre.  Our full and part time staff, as well as Visiting Tutors, are highly experienced and skilled at assessing practice. Many of us have been doing so for more than two decades. Many of us have worked in other similar departments and institutions. Many of us are or have been External Examiners in comparable programmes that give us overview on our own practice as compared to that of peers. 

In short, there is plenty of evidence of good practice in terms of assessing

Students’ practical work and demonstrable evidence of different intelligences already being high on our learning, teaching and assessment agenda.

So why focus on creative practice for this Case Study?

Precisely because this is something we think we know about. Because practice forms such a significant part of the discipline. Because it is worth asking ourselves if we are doing things out of force of habit. Because, despite confidence in our ability to offer sound and reliable assessment, we also acknowledge that ephemeral practice in particular, especially given swelling cohorts, is always a challenge.  What do we want our students to learn via practice? How do we ensure that each individual student gets to explore and experiment in practice as well as acquire a proper grounding in what makes an ‘engineer of theatre’.
  How do we cater for the different roles and interests that students arrive with and develop throughout a programme in a discipline that involves so many roles and responsibilities, skills and competences, in a collective creation? What kind of graduate are we educating? How do we ensure proper and fair examination according to current College stipulations of double marking?

Given the cultural shift from considering Learning and Teaching as distinct from Assessment, and current College strategy for aligning these three pedagogic fundamentals, such questions lead inevitably to the question of how assessment is designed to both motivate and measure accomplishment. Mindful of research that proves the direct correlation between assessment and learning
, this project has been a way to test our habits against such a paradigm, and to discuss more precisely how we contribute to the embracing of the currency of ‘soft skills’ in HE.

Working on this Case Study has been an opportunity for reflexive reconsideration and careful analysis of how our praxis-driven Department ethos works for the student. It has been an opportunity to consider the proven relationship between good course design, assessment methods and learning outcomes and ensure that the latter are aligned.
To sum up, by focusing on Assessing Creative Practice, we can address the questions: 

	-      What do we value?

-      What competences do we intend to teach and assess? 

-      How do we go about this fairly and consistently across our programmes? 




The remit of the Learning, Teaching and Assessment Fellowship has been timely.
 It has encouraged staff delivering practical teaching and its assessment to work as a team to share practice, issues, problems and ambiguities.  It has prompted us to extend our thinking. It has motivated us to seek ways to strive for more consistency. It has created a safe space in which to begin to discuss in some detail some of the more problematic and challenging issues involved in assessing creative practice that are common to all comparable Higher Education arts courses. 

We recognise that  ‘caring teachers get concerned about assessment problems that they cannot ease ‘
 but that we can nonetheless work to improve the reliability of our methods.

Drama and Performance as an Academic discipline

As an attempt to articulate the complex and varied learning, teaching and assessment content that characterise our pedagogic ethos, the following list might be helpful. Students in our Department may study
:

	· Dramatic literatures and their historical, political and cultural contexts;

      -    (Play) textual analysis;

· The creative interpretation/adaptation of dramatic texts;

· Texts in translation and the translation;

· Modes and conventions of theatre historically of texts across cultures;

· Theatre pedagogy (historical/contemporary) and the historical movements to which such theorists have belonged and/or spearheaded;

· Cultures in which performance may not be literary in form;

· Other non-arts disciplines - e.g. philosophy, political theory, history, sociology, anthropology, pedagogy, psychology - where these have a direct bearing and influence on theatre and performative practice;

· Post-colonialism and intercultural theories as a way of understanding theatres of non-European cultures;

· Gender theories and politics in terms of how they have affected the development of theatre and performance today;

· Analytical vocabularies that characterise scholarship in the humanities today;

· Cultural policy (internationally) in terms of how it affects theatrical provision and performance activity;

· Arts organisations;

· Creative writing for performance;

· Dramaturgy in a range of applications of the term;

· Scenography; sound/light/colour/space/objects/costume etc;

· Dance history and practice;

· Improvisation (vocal/verbal, physical and both);

· Composition/devising i.e. the assemblage and constructing of performance from a range of research sources;

· Non-European performance forms in practice;

· Fine art practice and Live Art;

· Musical theatre, history and practice;

· World cinema and its theory;

· Narrative construction;

· Theatre and performance semiotics;

· Performance analysis and criticism;

· Critical evaluation of performance/process/methodologies studied re group and/or self;

· Approaches to/methodologies of Directing;

· Embodied practices e.g. movement and voice that support performative experimentation in practice;

· Group techniques for live collaborative practice (games, improvisation, role-play, movement techniques, trust exercises, action and interaction with a partner) as the key to collective-creation;

· Space and environment, architectural, public and natural as providers of meaning and sites for creating performative work (and therefore the study of environmental art, gallery-based performance, street and public art etc);

· Spectatorship (reception theory/performance analysis);

· Kinesics and proxemics in theory and practice;

· Social groups/sites of crisis/special needs with whom to interact/animate/create theatre-driven processes for social change;

· Non-professional theatre and performance activity;

· Contemporary professional production internationally;

· Performance as a recent and discreet discipline that accesses, analyses and describes human activities beyond a traditionally theatrical context;

· Digital technologies as potential ingredients of creative practice;

· Theatre technologies – lighting, sound, video – as designers, technicians and live operators;

· Interactive, multimedia, web art, cyber theatres and other practices that influence contemporary performance;

· Interdisciplinarity – ‘sci-art’ and other such – as it manifests  itself in today’s performance cultures;

· Theatre management;




This list is not exhaustive. Any/all of the above inform practice. Some knowledge precedes practice, some drives it and some is used to reflect upon it. All such topics are taught in the Department at under and postgraduate level. What we do not teach is straightforward staging-of-plays, acting as a pure discipline (nor indeed any aspect of theatre-making as such) or any of the above in a vacuum. We do not teach virtuosity for its own sake and yet we do offer students a grounding in certain core performative skills and theatre making competences e.g. how to use the body as a tool for communication (movement/breathing/vocal release etc), how to achieve clarity of action and presence before the spectator, how to manipulate theatre technologies, how to write for theatre, how to direct, how to produce a scenography.  We acknowledge that these are vocational skills, and all our students graduate from a BA programme with at least a rudimentary (at best developed) ability in such. We also teach conceptual and compositional skill, encouraging the use of the imagination and how to give this form in space and time. Many (though not all) of the topics listed above involve, indeed necessitate, co-operation for any assigned assessment task- normally a creative response to a brief - to be achieved. We teach methods of collaboration without which theatre cannot take place.

Assessing practice:  General Points

We are agreed as a Department that:

‘Our practical assignments for assessment provide students with the opportunity to develop a range of vocational skills’’ 

but we would emphasise that these are acquired by the individual student at different levels of competence during their studies. They key phrase is ‘opportunity to develop, for we teach a range of such skills, from research to performance in front of an audience, that may be compulsory and/or optional, and students tend to pursue interests as they progress.  Theatre making is a particularly interdisciplinary medium that involves a complex array of technical, collaborative and creative competences. The initiative for extended development in any one area rests with the student, even though performance production exercises
 are designed to offer a degree of specialisation at each level and via a ‘spiral learning’ principle
.

The practical learning activities listed above are studied as applied knowledge, competence being measured in terms of how a student or group of students have used methodologies, skills and approaches introduced in class or workshop in a creative task. This mode of assessment is akin to the ‘interpretative’ and ‘innovative’ approaches to assessment discussed by Professor Lewis Elton
: He used ‘compulsory’ and ‘voluntary’ Olympic figure skating as an analogy for assessing creativity in HE, i.e. the former assesses the identical task (you judge how well each individual executes the same identical task) in contrast to – in the latter - a creative agenda set by the performer against which any judgement must be measured in the latter.
Practical performative assessments rarely involve the summative creative output on its’ own.  Courses across the Department at all levels require students to articulate in writing their research strategies, their approach and the theme of their project. Typically, this statement will be written as a group and signed by all members to vouch for it being representative of a collective process. Individual research statements are required as an additional means to gain insight into the individual contribution and approach to the task within a collaboration. Written self-evaluation, individual and group, is also used, graded or not.

One issue on which we all strive to find proper and fair practice is in assessing the process, an aspect of creative work that we value and via which we can measure many competences.  We regard this as both appropriate pedagogically and yet challenging, for a number of reasons
.  We favour assessing process so as to emphasise a laboratory-research ethos to practice and signal the very different expectations involved in studying our discipline within a University rather than a conservatoire context.  In the case of ephemeral practice, the student is predisposed towards an end-result that is performative and, in essence, the culmination of perhaps weeks of process. This ‘putting on a show’ factor, whilst also a tool of our trade and - in Western traditions of creativity - the assumed evidence of a creative process
, can however militate against deeper learning. Further, students who have contributed little during a process might suddenly pull out all the stops at the last minute or ride on their peers’ efforts. To assess the performative result alone would assume that we are assessing performance in the most obvious sense i.e. as an accomplished theatrical act, rather than performance as the demonstration of a range of competences and skills that contribute to the eventual result. This approach assumes that an (ephemeral) performance includes that which is executed without reference to the live spectator for whom the eventual result will be played out.  A process invites engagement, and is rich in different intelligences. 

That is not to say we do not recognise or affirm talent - ‘strong performers’ in the theatrical sense of the term, nor indeed strong directors, writers, technicians, dramaturges, designers, and so forth. What we are seeking to teach, however, is not simply the skill itself nor to reward virtuosity for its own sake but, rather, the creative application of any skill towards the problematising of an idea, theme, genre as well as reflexive development towards an end result.
 In short, to educate the practitioner as a critic, as an individual who will seek innovative ways to contribute to the industry, who will be independent in their thinking and who will question.
 

So how do we approach assessing process as a demonstration of engagement with a task? The snapshot of assessed practical classes was abandoned some years back because it proved impossible to manage, given our workloads and that such a form of double marking had to be timetable-specific. Instead, we tend to adopt assessment modes that include tutor observation during a creative process.
 It is impossible to have two tutors in a constant relationship to process in most cases. Tutors have sought complex and imaginative solutions to this and ensured that two tutors observe the same process at points during a project’s evolution. This can be costly and time-consuming given cohort sizes and numbers of projects evolving simultaneously. I would argue strongly that, given that the summative aspect of a practical assessment  (the performance/presentation) is always assessed by two Examiners
, together with the range of supporting written material we require to gain insight into an individual engagement with and contribution to a process, one Tutor’s view of process as it evolves
  in rehearsal should satisfy requirements for fair and reliable examination procedures in certain cases.
 I would suggest that e.g. the process mark is arrived at by examining the Student’s individual written statement together with the Group written statement and use the observation of process in rehearsal to inform this component of a grade. I would argue that we should operate with some flexibility in how we assess live process (i.e. in rehearsal) towards the summative, course by course, but within a common framework. We could still maintain rigorous standards whilst sustaining the important feature of assessment that is how a student is working towards an end via the several assessment tools being used.

As a team we remain sensitive to issues that arise in this area of assessing practice and are keen to sustain good practice.
 Further, as a team of individuals, among whom are those with careers in creative practice, we have a developed sense of a shared Departmental/disciplinary ethos. This is proven in our commitment to double marking of creative practical assignments and the type of dialogues we might engage in when doing so. We rely on our assessment criteria to guide us and when we have, on rare occasion, profoundly disagreed, sought a third assessor to moderate. 
External Examiners are invited to practical assignments and where they cannot attend, have access to video recordings and students’ written statements and/or critical evaluations.

The Case Study: Methodology

Despite stating our confidence in assessing creative practice (even in the knowledge of the many ongoing pedagogic debates and researches into creativity and its measurement), what has proved useful in conducting this study was to provide a context in which we might work as a team, to begin to share practice in ways we might not have before, and to use the opportunity for reflexive thinking as a stimulus for analysing, refreshing, reviewing, and consolidating our assessment modes and delivery within a very recently amended undergraduate programme
,
 and some postgraduate programmes
.

The Case Study set about: 

	       -   To scrutinise our Course Specifications and Handbooks;

· To review ‘good practice’ (endorsed by External Examiners Reports over the years) and arrive at an understanding of exactly how each individual tutor teaching practice is working with course design, learning outcomes and assessment tasks - looking at all the evidence we have in writing;

· To put the assessment of practice high on our agenda at Learning and Teaching and Staff meetings and motivate discussion and the opportunity for fresh thinking by referring colleagues to current College strategy and issues arising; 

· To seek consistency across Department practice by asking colleagues to collaborate in several tasks towards that aim;


Finding a common terminology

Careful reading of all our Handbooks and Course information revealed that, whilst each practical course taught is clearly designed and planned to serve the students best interests
 our terminology has been in fact extremely varied. The first action, that occupied most of the Autumn Term, was to debate as a team what competences and skills we are actually teaching in the full range of our practical courses and find a common language for this. Several drafts were discussed, eventually refined, and then put into categories to produce:

Generic practical competences:

	Dramaturgy e.g.

Applied Research (library/media/

internet/field/industry/personal)

Interpretation (text/topic/theme)

Choice/Use of Space

(venue/

site/environmental)

Conception/imagination 

Composition

Devising
	Writing

Direction

Choreography

Scenography:(Set, Costume, Lighting, 

Sound, Video, design),

Proxemics/Kinesics

Spectator: Role in performance

(proxemics/interactivity/POV)



	Applied Technology e.g.

Lighting (technology, rigging,)

Costume (construction)

Set, Props (construction)
	Video (making, projection)

Sound (making, rigging)

Production Operation ( Sound, Lighting, Video) 



	Performance e.g.

Embodiment (action/movement)

Voice

Character (or persona/self)

Presence (focus/intention/ concentration)

Precision

Energy

Risk
	Timing

Presentation (e.g.seminar)

Rhythm

Stagecraft

Interaction (performers/spectator)

Ensemble playing

Understanding of Genre



	Management e.g.

Stage management( DSM/ASM)

Production management 

Company management

Project management 


	Audience Development (marketing – segmentation – communication, strategy and tools )

FOH design/planning/management

Self-management (preparation/ project planning/ /discipline/deadlines)

	Articulation  e.g.

Research

Performance Analysis: theatre semiotics (self/peer/professional)


	Project aims

Reflective/Critical process (notebooks, logs, self, project)



	Collaboration e.g.

Responsibility for assigned role

Leadership

Interpersonal

Articulation of ideas
	Listening and responding

Problem solving

Communication (in and from group)

Commitment


These were then produced as a Practical Assessment Feedback Sheet 
. Tutors were advised to customise these per assessment, reducing the detail to those precise competences being measured in each case. The results of this exercise are still not conclusive. Staff and students have been given a brief questionnaire to gauge the results.
 It is vital to ensure that this change of practice is beneficial, how and why.

Some empirical evidence to date suggests
 that the process of double marking in relation to such a feedback form highlights attention to detail. Tutors must agree very specifically on the cited skill/competence in question item by item as it appears in the tick box section. The format also suggests that, if this type of feedback were to function properly, it would imply briefer written comment that would include clear advice on how the student might improve and in which competences they demonstrate strengths and weaknesses. However, we do need to share our experiences as a team here
.

Whichever way we decide on the eventual format of the feedback form, we do aim that the above terminology will become embedded in all course specifications, design, learning outcomes and assessment criteria so that students can benefit from a more transparent taxonomy with regard to what is often, though not always, ephemeral creative practice. We are currently seeking the mechanism to achieve this over time.

Soft Skills/different intelligences

The reason the term ‘different intelligences’ is preferred than ‘soft skills’ is firstly that the latter is a dualistic term that implies ‘hard skills’ – and this carries many assumptions – even gendered ones – that are too complex to unravel here. Secondly, and importantly, our discipline doesn’t offer ‘soft skills’ as add-ons or extensions of classroom learning, but rather, such skills and intelligences are implicit within the fabric of discipline itself. 

Of the 8 tutors who teach practice that completed the Questionnaire (see below), when asked to agree or disagree with the question:

‘ In our discipline and in the Department’s pedagogic ethos, ‘soft skills’ are embedded as a sine qua non of successful creative practice’

7 agreed and 1 responded ‘don’t know’.

When responding the statement:

‘ In assessing creative practice we are always looking at a range of competences that might include the imaginative, the technical and the collaborative ‘

6 agreed, 1 answered ‘don’t know’ whilst 1 pointed out, usefully, that in the case of for example creative writing, the collaborative would not necessarily be included in the assignment,
 whilst 7 out of 8 affirmed that:

‘ Our practical assignments for assessment provide students with the opportunity to develop a range of transferable skills ‘
The generic practical competences above embrace a range of types of intelligence that students are engaging with and being assessed on. Some are hands-on technical skills (e.g. lighting or sound operation) that require one or more of intelligence, some require an element of training in studio (e.g. movement/action) that will enhance the learner’s skill as they repeat exercises. Whilst it is true that certain creative practice might be solo (performative composition) or individually created (a play text), theatre production in general, being an extremely social art form, involves highly developed communication and interpersonal skills. In only rare cases is a live performance not a collaborative exercise, for even the most independent type of production - a soloist in a theatre venue for instance - would require e.g. a technician to operate lighting/sound/video. Or, in the case of for example, non-theatrical performance  - e.g. an outdoor live art performance - an audience host/guide might be necessary. In short, there is almost invariably collaboration behind the scenes. We also are assessing how students function as self-managers, how they use their imagination, and their originality - fearlessness in experimentation and taking risk.  And of course the whole purpose of the creative result of theatre is live communication with spectators, and being articulate in every sense of the word is the essence of a creative performance project. 

For such reasons, we would argue that ‘Soft skills’ as identified by the College

 LTAS 
 are included in our teaching, learning and assessment within the wider frame of ‘different intelligences’ germane to our discipline itself.
Sharing our experience as a team

Having identified our extensive list of competences that we measure in assessing practice as above, it then seemed necessary to ask colleagues to share their current methodology for assessing practice.

An anonymous Questionnaire was distributed to all staff teaching practice (including one regular VT) to explore each individual’s current methodology in assessing creative practice. 
  Some key findings are summarised below:

Q: TYPE OF ASSESSMENT USED IN PRACTICAL ASSIGNMENTS

The 8 respondents affirmed that we are indeed using the full range of types of assessment in practice assignments i.e. 

-
Individual

-
Group

-
Self

-
Peer

-
Viva voce

-
Formative

Q: DO YOU ASSESS PROCESS AS WELL AS PRODUCT?

All Tutors assess process as well as product at various times and the majority of the team use students’ own critical/reflective self-evaluations/log books/statements /tutorials as the tool for this
 as well as Tutor-observation during work-in-progress.

Q: IS THE ASSIGNMENT DESIGNED/DEFINED BY THE TUTOR/CONVENOR; CAN THE STUDENT INFLECT THE ASSIGNMENT?

All Tutors affirmed that even if they set an assignment, the student can inflect/interpret this brief and thereby set their own frame through which to be assessed. This is ‘interpretative assessment” as set out by Professor Lewis Elton
. At undergraduate and post-graduate level, the student(s) are asked to present their interpretation of a brief in written form as well as in practice
 (see below). Further, one Tutor in their MA teaching states:

“It is worth noting that while working as a group they are also asked to observe how they work – i.e. the culture of the group – using Charles Handy definitions and as individuals with reference to Belbin. This observation is used later in seminars”. 

This is an example of how the practical task itself can, when being carried out, offer students intrapersonal as well as interpersonal learning.

Students have a range of means by which to negotiate an interpretative assessment with the tutor: writing, email and tutorial.

Q: IN ASSESSING AN INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTION TO GROUP WORK DO YOU REQUIRE AN INDIVIDUAL AND/OR GROUP STATEMENT OF CONTRIBUTION?

The Written Statement is a very important feature of our common methodology in assessing students practice. Some courses grade these whilst some do not. Students quickly become adapted to the habit of writing such a statement and its’ function for their learning and assessment. The construction of such a piece of writing in itself supports the student to become reflexive, self-motivated and clear about the objectives of any practical task they undertake. At postgraduate level, the written Research Statement
 becomes a tool by which to investigate and measure the individual’s own definition of the form/theme/genre/approach they are adopting and helps the Examiner to operate non-syllogistically i.e. if a piece of work proposes that it is stretching certain formal constraints with, say, contemporary dance by the use of speech, then the Tutor should be measuring this work as a dance-referred project and not a speech-driven theatrical one. Importantly, the Tutor may also use this written statement, as one respondent put it succinctly:

‘ to identify the relationship between intention, process and practical realisation ‘

The individual contribution to a group process can also be more closely identified where there is both an individual statement and group statement, as in the case of most collaborative practice. 

At undergraduate level Tutors have recently introduced an initiative that several other colleagues wish to adopt: the ‘Ensemble Contract’. This is devised in writing by a student groups and binds them into agreements on good collaborative practice at the outset of any group practical assignment. It also can become a point of reference against which to measure individual engagement.

Q: FEEDBACK

Responses confirm that we use both written and feedback mechanisms in assessing practice. Oral feedback can take the form of:

· Group tutorial

· Individual tutorial

· Self-assessment

· Peer feedback

The second marker always attends practical assessment meetings with the Tutor where these are graded. In most cases this second marker will also have contributed teaching on the course and will have insight into its design and delivery.

Written feedback for practical assignments is currently undergoing an experiment with the new Feedback Forms 
 that have been designed to improve student perception of exactly what is being looked for in a creative assignment and indicate their strengths and weaknesses in selected competences that an assignment is measuring.

Q: DO YOU PERCEIVE ANY GREY AREAS IN ASSESSING PRACTICAL WORK:

All respondents answered affirmatively. When asked to elaborate,

responses clearly open up issues for future discussion, most particularly, as outlined above, how to assess process and achieve parity across the wide range of activities that students engage with on any given practical assignment. Responses include:

‘ Process/product ‘

‘ Compatibility of standards across a diverse range of practice; reliably appraising effort ‘

‘ When I have used elements of process/continuous assessment in the past I’ve tried to ensure that two tutors observe the work of each group at some point. Complex and expensive’

‘ Difficulty of quantifying and being precise about ‘process’ assessment. Difficulty of giving accurate continuous assessment marks over a term in a group of over 20 students’

‘ Personal taste! open-ended learning outcomes and assessment criteria ‘

‘ It is impossible to achieve an exact science. The vital issue is to keep a clear relationship between assessment criteria and the actual response as verbal and graded. Also to ensure that all parties agree on exactly what is being assessed and for terminology to be clear ‘

‘ You can not assess process accurately if you do not observe all of it  - we also become obsessed with process at the expense of producing creative outputs or outcomes ‘

Q: WHAT WORKS BEST FOR YOU IN ASSESSING PRACTICAL WORK IN THE DEPARTMENT?

As a team we clearly value double marking and the range of tools we employ in assessing practice as process and product:

‘ The diversity of values/opinions of colleagues in assessment that develops my own skills as an assessor/teacher ‘

‘ Co-examining. It generally works very well as a means to check the potential fallibility of individual judgement if it arises through e.g. fatigue ‘

‘ Seeing both the process and the product’

‘ The range of types of assessment and the possibility of assessing imaginative/creative work alongside critical/self-reflection on achievements’

‘ Good benchmarking between Tutors; creative/practical team work by staff teams on developing and refining assessment; sharing of information/suggestions for guidance notes etc between Tutors’

‘ Respect shown by students and colleagues regarding individual expertise; general lack of defensiveness between colleagues’

‘ That the learning outcomes and objectives are open to being further specified in each assessment’

Q: WOULD YOU FAVOUR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF SELF ASSESSMENT/PEER ASSESSMENT/FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT?

Each respondent suggested at least one of these might be usefully explored further in the future.

Q: WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE DEPARTMENT’S METHODOLOGY IN ASSESSING PRACTICAL WORK EXCELLENT/GOOD/SATISFACTORY/POOR?

The majority agree that we rate ourselves: excellent – very good as compared to similar institutions.

Conclusion

The Case Study to date has proved a useful exercise in:

	· Collaborating to achieve a common understanding of what we are assessing via creative practice;

· Collaborating in producing a taxonomy for this;

· Opportunity for us to share our current practice;

· Opportunity for us to voice our concerns with any areas of assessing practice;

· Opportunity for us to indicate where we might review our assessment tools;

· Opportunity in general for a reflexive process to begin in the light of changes we have made to our curriculum concurrently;

· Opportunity to engage with students in some of our current questions;

· Opportunity for us to celebrate what we do well;




Whilst uncovering a range of differences in our courses and how we assess practice, the exercise has also proved a consensus around areas of both difficulty/challenge (e.g. assessing process) and methods we value highly (e.g. submission of written work that accompanies practice). 

I believe that, as a team, we must now continue the dialogue prompted by our own self-reflexive exercise over the past two years and that has been further motivated

by the Learning, Teaching and Assessment Fellowship remit.

We currently aim to find mechanisms by which to implement changes we wish to make
 as well as to continue the valuable collaborative efforts we have made to share practice and improve design and delivery of practical assessments across our courses.

The Case Study is not complete. It will be updated in due course when we have had time to collect more data and develop our discussions in Staff meetings, Learning and Teaching meetings, Department Boards and Programme Monitoring meetings.

Anna Furse

Learning, Teaching and Assessment Fellow 2007-8
May 2008
� This Case Study has been drafted with particular reference to The College Learning and Teaching Strategy 2007-8 and 2010 -11,The Burgess Group Final Report  Beyond the Honours Degree Classification 2007, Knight,P A Briefing on Key concepts, Formative and summative, criterion and norm-referenced assessment (2001), Kleiman,P Beyond The Tingle Factor: creativity and assessment in higher education, ,  Gardner, H Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple Intelligences  (1984,) and a range of papers and strategy documents by peers in College, including in particular The Department of Anthropology and the Department of Psychology (Dr Simon Cohn Proposals for Feedback on Assessment and Tomas Chamorro–Premuzic, Soft Skills Survey Review 06/07 ) as well as our Department’s Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy (2006), the Draft Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy Document 2008 and our Self Evaluation Document 2006 for our Periodic Review.


� See Draft Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy 2008.


� This holdall term embraces e.g. Howard Gardner’s theory of seven types of intelligence: linguistic/musical/logical/spatial/bodily/interpersonal and intrapersonal and the detail of ‘emotional intelligence’ developed from this by Daniel Goleman (Emotional Intelligence 1995). Our discipline, that involves a matrix of interdisciplinary skills and competences, cannot be taught/learnt without employing this full range of intelligences, even if some students graduate with developed specialisation towards e.g. the bodily, the linguistic, the musical for example that they might apply in one of the many ways of working professionally in and with theatre.


� This is a term we have used for some years in promotional material and other internal communication e.g. our Self Evaluation Document 2006 and continues to be apt in describing our broad aims.


� College LTAS p.7.


� It has coincided with an internal self-evaluative process and consequent amendments to our undergraduate curriculum going into practice in Autumn 2008


� Knight, P  p.25


� The QAA (Draft for consultation) Subject benchmark statement: Dance, Drama and Performance (May 2007) has compiled a generic list to cover a range of similar programmes in the UK p.5.


�  See Questionnaire in Appendices.


� See Under graduate Mapping Table in Appendices.


� Students are pro-active in, for example, the development of their technical operating skills beyond a course requirement and/or a creative interest such as writing, acting, directing, all of which can be pursued in extra-curricular activity within the aegis of the Department.


� Professor Lewis Elton Lecture: Competence, Creativity and Classification, Goldsmiths, 15th March 2007.


� See the section: ‘Sharing our Experiences as a Team’ in this Document.


� See Kleiman,P The Tingle Factor p.11.


� This is not necessarily the case in writing for the theatre. Here drafts may be critiqued by the Tutor but the goal would be to achieve a polished end product





� This is often weighted highly (up to 50%).


� Although College has moved towards overview at BA Level, we currently remain committed to ensuring that all ephemeral practice is marked by at least two people and video recorded where possible. 


� Provided that this is at least sampled by a member of staff where a VT is teaching


� Technical staff may also be asked for comment since they often have observed students’ creative/problem-solving process close-up alongside the course tutor.


� See: Sharing Our Experiences as a Team.


� We had already last year designed and implemented a new feedback sheet for written work after discussion on how to improve practice here.


� See BA model for Levels 1,2,3 in Appendices.


�. MA Applied Drama and MA in Performance Making.


� Particularly in providing large cohorts of up to 80 in a year the opportunity for each individual to achieve a practical research outcome from a course that might take place over only one or two terms.


� See Appendices.


� This data will be added to this document in the Summer/Autumn.


� This will become clearer when the Tutor feedback to this process has been assimilated.


� Discussion is on the agenda for Department meetings and Learning and Teaching after the experiment in the Spring/Summer term is evaluated.


� At the time of writing this Case Study we are working to find the appropriate mechanism for this over time.


� Though in professional theatre writing contexts the writer is normally involved in a collaborative process towards production. This model is adopted in the MA Writing for Performance where students get the opportunity to develop their work for an audience in collaboration with Director and actors.


�E.g. (p.4) Taking responsibility/critical and self-reflexive thinking/imaginative and creative and not afraid to takes risks, and if necessary, to challenge orthodoxy/be flexible, adaptable and able to manage change etc.





� See template for this in Appendices.


� See p.7. of this document.


� ‘ Interpretative assessment has to be assessed in terms of what the student has produced..(…)..and they have to be judged in terms of what they have created ’ Goldsmiths Lecture, 2007


� Whether this is graded or not varies from Tutor to Tutor, course to course. 


� E.g. MA in Performance Making.


� See Appendices.


� See Draft Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy 2008
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