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Abstract

This research is a case study investigating how students respond to formative assessment
feedback. The study cenires around gathering and analysing data on the way in which
students perceive and interact with assignment feedback when it is provided to them in a
process orientated, drafting-responding approach rather than a product approach. This study
also aims to reveal whether the feedback provided by a lecturer is used by students to make
changes to the overall quality of their revised assignment. Within this context, | alsc explore
students’ opinions and expectations of feedback. The participants in this study are students
from the Hospitality Management Sciences Department based at the Durban University of
Technology. The participants are from a diverse group in terms of demographics such as age,
gender, racial breakdown and language.

This research was informed by the interpretive research orientation with overlaps from the
social constructivist and critical paradigms. Data collection involved two aspects. The first
aspect consisted of document review, that is, copies of all student participants’ assignment
drafts and their revised copies along with the associated lecturer comments. The second
aspect included transcripts of semi-structured interviews conducted with students between
May and June, 2007. During the interviews, copies of the students’ draft and revised
assignments were used either as a point of reference or as toots to stimulate, tease out and
probe each student's thoughts, perceptions, understanding and experiences of the feedback
provided within the drafling-responding process.

I used the data repertoire from my field texts to produce my research text and used Nvivo as
a data management tool to identify, group and code recurring themes or to highlight any
unique differences within the data transcripts. Discourse analysis was used to analyse the
interview transcripts.

Findings are that feedback is predominantly perceived by student participants as error
correction rather than as a springboard to advance their leaming via guidance from a more
informed other. Moreover, high stakes assessments dominate the way students are
assessed, from school through to tertiary level. This results in a student body that is mark and
‘cue’ orientated rather than leaming focussed. These characteristics in turn, propel students’
learning towards the competitive rather than focussing on learning from each other or learning
as a community. Another theme that emerged is that students’ lack of past experience in
using feedback as a process-orientated approach meant that they were ill-equipped to deal
optimally with the qualitative feedback provided in this research context.

Several issues regarding conflicting literacy practices also emerged. For example, differing
academic practices were observed between school and tertiary levels. Students also
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exhibited an inability tc adopt the norms and values desired by the tertiary discipline due to a
iack of shared understanding between fecturers and students, as well as difficulties resulting
from differing mediums of feedback, including differing perceptions of feedback between
lecturers and students. Despite these and other findings, students felt that they did benefit
overall from having a drafting-responding process for their assignments. They especially
welcomed the qualitative nature of comments provided, the combination of verbal and writien
commenits, the combination of in text and cover comments, the ability to get timely clarity from
the lecturer and the scope to dialogue and develop a ‘relationship’ with the lecturer.

This study supports the need for assessments to be positioned for the purpose of learning
rather than merely focussing on the assessment of leamning. Essentially, when assessments
shift from dominant high-stakes to low-stakes, it can encourage students tc adopt a deep and
active approach to learning (Elbow, 1997). A roll-over effect is that lecturing staff can realign
their teaching to respond more fully o students’ needs.
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CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION

Research indicates that feedback from educators is a vital part of the learning process.
Moreover, it is well documented that students pay more attention to feedback on written work
that is in progress, rather than on the comments on a final draft {Flower, 1979; Paxton, 1995}.
Hounsell (2003: 67) elaborates on this theme by noting that,

it has fong been recognised, by researchers and practitioners alike, that feedback
plays a decisive role in leaming and development, within and beyond formal
educational seftings. We leam faster, and much more effectively, when we have a
clear sense of how well we are doing and what we might need 1o do in order o

improve.

This type of feedback, usually referred to as formative feedback, has been described as
consisting of descriptive comments advising on how to improve one’s performance (Geyser,
2004). What enhances the benefits associated with formative assessment is that it has the
potential to benefit not only the student, but the lecturer and the overall process and quality of
learning and teaching too (Biggs, 1999b). For example, by providing meaningful feedback in a
process-orientated approach, students may be empowered to take responsibility for their own
learning. In this research context, the term 'process-orientated approach’ means that rather
than submitting one copy of an assignment for summative marking, a student is afforded
multiple opportunities to submit an assignment in varying stages of completion. Thus,
students are allowed to draft, receive feedback and then revise their work prior to a final
submission. Importantly, a process-crientated approach towards assignments will enable
students to use recursive practices to develop and improve their work (Zeiser, 1399).
Simulianeously, the lecturer is afforded an opportunity to monitor student progress (Biggs
1999b), and in tumn to use feedback to advise and facilitate students in ways that they had not
previously been able to (Vygotsky et al., 1978; Rowntree, 1987; Brown and Knight, 1994,
Atherton, 2005b).

Literature on assessment matters abounds and large volumes of research are dedicated to
researching aspects of assessment from the lecturer’s, institution’s and researcher’s point of
view. For example, research in the area of assessment which investigates what academics
can change, improve or innovate, is common (Black and Wiliam, 1998). Research has also
focussed on feedback in relation to different types of assessment tools, for example portfolios
{(Baume and Yorke, 2002); tests (Cox and Dison, 1971; Brown and Knight, 1994); essays
(Jessup, 2000, Patterson, 2005) and journals (Todd; Milts, Patard and Khamcharoen, 2001). |
found that an inextricable and common theme of these studies is the importance of feedback.
However, while the literature supports the notion of assessment feedback supporting learning
(Black and Wiliam, 1998), there are varying opinions of how to go about implementing it for
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the greatest success and each of these opinions and findings are influenced by individual
situational circumstance and contextual factors (Smith and Gorard, 2005). Thus, as argued by
researchers such as Hattie and Jaeger (1998) and Higgins et al. (2002), greater clarity and
investigation are required on how students actually use feedback. Of importance too, |
believe, is the gap identified by Falchikov (1995} and Carless (2006) that students are often
overlooked as a vital resource to inform practice. This oversight compounds the mismatch
between student feedback needs and the feedback supplied. For example, a student's
response in a study conducted by Carless (2006:231) is revealing: “no tutor has ever asked
us what kind of feedback we would like." More research is therefore needed to find out how
students interact with assessment feedback and in particular, how students then use
assessment feedback (Gipps, 1994, Falchikov, 1995; Bardine, et al., 2000; Higgins et al.,
2002); as well as what type of feedback students find useful.

1.1 Focus
In light of the above, this case study will explore and integrate information relating to four

issues pertaining to feedback and its use. The study will emphasise lecturers' provision of
feedback within the framework of a process-orientated approach at the Durban University of
Technology (hereafter referred to as DUT‘). It will include aspects related to the form and tone
of feedback (Bardine, et al., 2000; Rowe and Wood, undated) and the impact this has on the
students’ perceptions and use of it. This study will also probe students’ perception on the
inclusion of a formative assessment practice, that is, a drafting-responding approach for an
assignment, instead of a product- related assessment practice as used previously to assess
students for the subject Food and Beverage Operations |I. It will also determine whether a
process-orientated approach makes a difference to the quality of students’ work. Moreover, in
a bid to provide feedback that fits student needs, it aims to identify, discuss and explain those
feedback aspects that students identify as lacking, useless or helpful.

A review of the available body of literature yielded an additional dimension to this study: most
of the research pertains to university studies where the essay type of assessments dominates
the platform on which findings were based (Paxton, 1995; Brown et al., 1997; Zeiser, 1999,
Chanock, 2000 and Thomas, undated). This study presents a very different context by looking
at feedback on an assignment type of assessment at a University of Technology; specifically,
the Durban University of Technology.

' DUT was formed in 2002 by the merger of ML Sultan and Technikon Natal. During the
period 2002 to 2006, the institution was known as the Durban Institute of Technology. It
changed its name after all Technikons in South Africa came to be known as Universities of
Technology.



1.2 Rationale for study
Research such as that carried out by Ramsden (1992); Smith and Waller (1997) and Gipps

{1998), indicates that a shift in the teaching approach from traditional to constructivist, has
necessitated a change in the leaming and teaching focus. That is, from leaming for
assessment to learing from assessment {Stiggins, 2002; Earl, 2003). This means that it is
critical for academics, from school through to tertiary education, to simultaneously assess,
plan and devise improved and new ways of approaching, conducting, engaging with and
handling assessments (Black and Wiliam, 1998; McDonald and Boud, 2003). An integral part
of the shift in the leamning and teaching cycle points towards the use of more formative
assessment practices and in turn, the provision of timely and quality feedback (Sadler, 1989,
Brown, et al. 1995; Hattie and Jaeger, 1998) that is focussed on enabling students to take
charge of and manage their own leaming (McDonald and Boud, 2003). In fact, an observation
made by Taba (cited in Cross and Nagle, 1969: 1362} remains as pertinent today as it was,
when made in the 1960's:

the quantity and quality of the concepls and ideas an individual can use seem (o
depend on the quantity and quality of stimulation he has had, plus the amount of
effort ha has put into active thinking.

However, while there is great potential for the improvement of students’ work, research
indicates that students continue to fall short of ‘closing the gap’ (Ramaprasad, 1983; Black
and William 1998) created between what students have achieved and what they still needed
to achieve, in order to be competent. This outcome is compounded when students are
provided with what they deem as inadequate feedback (Bardine et al., 2000; Carless, 2006;
Glover and Brown, 2006). Thus it would seem that however well-intentioned the feedback
provider, research indicates a misfit between feedback provided and feedback desired
{Warden, 2000; Loel, 2004, Careless, 2006). This status is fuelled by, among other issues,
differing student-lecturer perceptions on the same texts (see for example Bardine et al., 2000,
Carless, 2006), which contribute a host of implicit difficulties fo any attempts to bridge the
learning gaps identified (Black and Wiliam, 1998). '

| believe that lecturer cognisance of the theory supporting and relating to feedback as well as
probing and evaluating student perceptions on lecturer feedback may go some way in helping
all participants to move towards a shared understanding of feedback (Black et al., 2003) by
gaining insight into the way students think, deduct and understand phenomena. For example,
by understanding the student perspective on issues relating to what they regard as useful or
useless feedback, and whether they prefer verbal or written feedback and why. In this way,
lecturers may gain insight on how to bridge the divides created by differing student and
lecturer perceptions about feedback. In turn, such information could prompt lecturers to adapt
their practices to reduce potential problems, while fostering conditions that maximise leaming
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and teaching gains (Black et al., 2003; Earl, 2003). However, if the information gathered in an
exercise like this is only used to adapt feedback after a set piece of work is completed, that is,
if the research is entirely product-related (Paxton, 1995; Barnett, 1989; Zeiser 1999; Kasanga,
2004), it may render much of the data useless. Additionally, the context of one assessment
may be very different to another assessment context thus, although adapted to address and
fit purpose, the feedback generated may no longer be relevant enough to make any real
difference to students’ ways of knowing for a specific piece of work. Worse yet, product-
related feedback has been accused of being so specific, that it is rarely portable to other
pieces of work.

However, if an academic was armed with insights into student perceptions of feedback
(Klenowski, 1995 and 2004) along with deliberate attention to quality feedback that is
focussed on ‘feeding forward', the research could led to multiple gains for all participants in
the learning and teaching cycle, including enhancing the overall quality of leaming and
teaching. Furthermore, a process-orientated approach heralds an active attempt to shift
students’ leaming focus because academics are now involved in facilitating students in
recognising their achievements and progress in relation to previous performance, rather than
as a mere comparison with others (Gipps, 1994). Well structured formative assessment may
be seen as key to evolving student learning as well as one’s academic practices (Black, et al.
2003; Earl, 2003).

Geyser (2004) defines formative assessment as assessment that takes place while learning
and teaching is in process. That is, assessment is used as a facilitative tool to feed into and
enhance the learning and teaching cycle while the student and lecturer are engaged in the
leaming-teaching process. In this cycle, the students and academic’s strengths and
weaknesses are diagnosed, and immediate feedback is provided. However, research like that
of Black (1993) warns that a description like Geyser's on formative assessment has to be
more inclusive as it could be misleading, especially 1o a novice lecturer. Black (1993)
elaborates by arguing that the act of providing the feedback is just one aspect of formative
efforts, but that feedback is onty formative if it is actually utilised fo improve learning. Thus, if
feedback is not utilised, it is formative only in “purpose but not in function” (Careless, 2003:2).
For assessment practices to be truly formative, lecturers will have to have to get a clearer
understanding of what 'formative assessment’ actually means and thereby inform and ground
their practice (Black, 2000).

This inclination fowards formative practices indicates a shift in focus from assessment as an
add-on experience at the end of leaming, to assessment that encourages and supports deep
learning (Black et al., 2003; Geyser, 2004). To highlight this deep approach to learning and
meaning making, academics need more insight and understanding of “how students construct
views of their world of leaming and ... more about how individuals combine and use the
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various processes of integration of information; the importance of cognitive processes that
students employ must be highlighted” {Hattie and Jaeger, 1998:119). However, McDonald
and Boud (2003:210) assert that this does not mean that students are exempt from the
equation; on the contrary, they argue that students have a pivotal role to play by “taking
responsibility for assessing their own work.” Thus by among other things, engaging in, being
part of the assessment process and reflecting on their experiences, students may be
motivated to adopt a deep approach towards leamning (Heywood, 1989; Gibbs, 1992). A deep
approach is regarded as a prerequisite for significant and meaningful leaming that will last,
the type of learning that is associated with and valued in higher education.

However, this does not mean that all students are self motivated or that they approach their
academic tasks in the same way (Biggs, 1998). Research indicates that students approach
learning in different ways; for example, students may use either a surface approach or deep
approach to leamning and the different approaches are thought to lead to significant
differences in the quality of learning (Boud, 1995; Gravett, 2004). Additionally, students tend
to alternate between their approaches at any given time (Volet and Chalmers, 1992). Authors
like Ramsden, 1988, Biggs, 1990 and Brown et al., 1995 have indicated that this switching
between approaches could be led by the assessment practice adopted. Lecturers therefore
need to be alert to this and plan assessments that foster a deep approach to leaming.

This brings two aspects of assessment to the fore. That is, leaming for assessment and
learning from assessment (Butler and Winne, 1995; Earl, 2003, Barrett, 2004). In a nut-shell,
constructive assessment praclices based on sound assessment principles can be used to
focus assessment for leaming (Earl, 2003, Barrett, 2004). These assessment practices are
enhanced when students and lecturers are engaged in “collective inquiry” (Gravett, 2004:29).
That is, student-student and lecturer-student collaboration as it enables all the participants in
the leaming-teaching cycle to work towards a shared understanding of leaming (Gravett,
2004). When framed in this manner, the student is involved as an active and key participant in
the ieaming process. Under these circumstances it is clear that a paradigm shift takes place
in the unfolding learning and teaching; with the student replacing the lecturer on centre stage.

Smith and Waller (1997:274) highlight this shift by stating that “leaming in a constructivist
epistemology involves personal self-reflection” to advance new ways of knowing. This means
that students may actively “transform, and extend their own knowledge® by using “new
information to activate their existing cognitive structures or construct new ones” (Smith and
Waller, 1997:272). Thus the drafting-responding process used for the assignment in this study
presents a backdrop that it is desirable and facilitative in encouraging students to reflect and
build upon their learning experiences and experience various cognitive processes, while their
work is in progress. | believe that formative assessment practices when coupled with staff
development initiatives, may also give lecturing staff a reason to think about educative



practices from a theoretical angle as well as from the students' point of view. This will
hopefully foster a deeper reflection on their own teaching practices with follow through into
their teaching-learning cycle (Black et al., 2003). The ideal outcome, based on the work by
Schon, will result in both the lecturer and the students being empowered as reflective
practitioners involved in and benefitting from the processes of ‘reflection-in-action’ and
‘reflection-on-action’ (Schén, 1983; Schén 1987).

| want to point out that the hospitality discipline, in which this study is located, has a very
practical focus, which means that the genre of research and presentation of data is different
to that in disciplines such as philosophy. Thus, it may include students comparing and
implementing theory in practical ways in order to gain insight on what works and why. For
example, students may learn the theoretical aspects of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control
Points (HACCP), however, this theory is not useful if the student is unable to apply and adapt
its principles to different practical contexts. For example, what are my Critical Control Points if
| run a steakhouse as opposed to a seafood restaurant? Or if menu items change what
impact does this have on the CCP, and inter alia, on food costs, menu pricing, staff skills, etc.
In affording students with opportunities to merge, adapt and apply relevant theory in practical
contexts, lecturers create opportunity for students to grapple first-hand with real-life situations
they may be faced with when they enter the Hospitality industry. Thus, theory is the
infrastructure supporting and informing subsequent practical application.

While my research will draw on other research in the area of feedback and student writing, it
must be noted that my research is positioned specifically in a University of Technology
environment. This makes this particular research project especially valuable in the context of
looking at feedback in this sub-section of the Higher Education landscape.

1.3 Personal background to the study

In 2003, one of my duties as a new lecturer at the DUT involved the assessment of student
assignments. From the outset, my focus was on learning and teaching and the improvement
thereof. To aid this goal, one of the initiatives | undertook was to focus on assignments, an
aspect of assessment which had previously always been carried out as a purely summative
task. This meant that a student submitted an assignment and the ‘product’ was then assessed
to determine pass or fail. Under these conditions, even when a student submitted work that
contained aspects that could be improved upon if they had been given some guidance
(Vygotsky et al., 1978); they were not afforded the opportunity to revise their work. Neither
were they afforded the tools, for example through qualitative feedback, to develop their
knowledge further. This meant that students completed sections and their associated testing
procedures and began new ones, while perhaps not approaching learning differently in
relation to what they knew previously.



| wanted to assess whether giving students an opportunity to improve their work before they
obtained a pass or fail judgment for a final assignment would make a difference to the quality
of their work. Based on this desire, 1 decided to include a feedback loop in the assessment of
my students’ assignments (Earl, 2003). | did this with the intention of providing students with
cues via an ‘active audience’ while they were still engaged in the process of completing their
assignment. This was done to actively engage students in refiecting, building wpon and
directing their thoughts, to improve their understanding and transform their leaming (Earl,
2003). To this effect, | set up a system of providing verbal feedback on the assignment draft
s0 that students could receive and use the qualitative feedback to assist them in their revision
process. Students were encouraged to use this feedback to improve their work by making
changes as they desired. The assessment system, including the potential benefits of adopting
such a system, was explained to students to encourage them to make maximum use of this
opportunity to improve their work “at no cost® (Johnstone, 1990:57). This meant that the draft
copy was not awarded any marks (Smith and Gorard, 2005; Baruthram and M°Kenna, 2006).
In fact, Sadler {1989:121) observes that the use of grades "may actually be counterproductive
for formative purposes.”

Assignments were undertaken in pairs and the onus was on the students to set up one-off
informal faedback sessions with the lecturer during which their draft work would be reviewed.
During these informal sessions, students provided drafts at various stages of compietion, to
outline and present their assignment. | gave verbal feedback on the drafts which students
could incorporate in their final submissions for summative marking. This system required time
and commitment from both the students and myself. Post-evaluation of this system revealed
that leaving the setting of feedback appointments to the students’ discretion was not a good
option, as not all students took advantage of the offer to consult. At this stage, | achieved a
similar conclusion to Carless (2008) who in his article titled ‘Differing perceptions in the
feedback process’ found that although students argued the importance of feedback to feed
forward, when presented with this opportunity, not ali of the participants in his study collected
their feedback. The students' actions informed my decision for 2004. | decided to add another
aspect to my initial intervention by making it compulsory for students to participate in a
feedback-consuitation cycle. | wanted to see if this stance would make a difference to
students taking advantage of the opportunity provided.

Other outcomes of the informal exercise were that after verbal feedback, some groups
showed improvements in their final submission. For example, students were able to apply
menu planning guidelines more effectively in terms of dish selection, composition, colour
combinations, cooking methods, seasonal availability of ingredients, etc, to devise menu
ideas to suit special themes. However, what ) regarded as diligent persistence from both
myself and some of my students, to assess and revise their work, did not result in the kind of
quality final submissions that | had expected afier our consultations. That is, while students
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were able to select a variety of starters, mains and desserts suitable for a given theme, they
were not very accurate when it came to balance and flow when selecting the final dishes for a
themed table d' hdte, three course meal. Despite what | deemed an adequate introduction
and further discussion of the proposed topic, as well as the assessment criteria and feedback
cycle, | found that my students were not faring as well as | thought they would. My belief that
the students had understood, intemnalised and accepted my verbal feedback on the
assignment was not well grounded. This finding was supported in the literature of studies
conducted by Gibbs et al, (2003) and Carless (2006).

Warden (2000:575) states that, *Even if teacher comments are clear, it is not certain that the
students, whom the comments are aimed af, can undersiand such feedback.” Carless
{2006:221) elaborates by bringing responders’ aftention to the often unidentified fact that,
"feedback is generally delivered in academic discourse which students may not have full
access to.” In this context, Carless refers to discourse as “simply the language in which the
tutor comments are encoded” (2006:221). It became clear to me while reading through my
students’ final submissions and subsequently chatting to them, that some of my students had
not grasped certain key concepts in my comments. Further to this, the informal chatting
revealed that students would have appreciated more guidance in the form of written
comments to supplement those given verbally (Gibbs et al., 2003) in order to help them
“shape and build their [our] ideas” (Peel, 2003). This indicated to me that in giving feedback, |
would need to consider how students interact with and use feedback provided to them (Hattie
and Jaeger, 1998), as well as consider the discourse underlying my students’ academic
beliefs, approaches and practices.

After the summative assessment of the assignment, it therefore became clear that there were
discrepancies between what students and what | had interpreted as a clear course of action
which had to be taken in order to correct problem areas identified, These remained as areas
that were uncorrected or needed further revision. Several possibilities couid be attributed to
this scenario including: quantity of feedback (McKeachie, 1999) and quality of feedback given
{Nicol and Macfariane-Dick, 2006); unsuitable feedback form, for example, verbal feedback
which means that students often forgot what they should be correcting (Falchikov, 1995;
Parkerson, 2000; Gibbs et al., 2003); students not understanding the feedback given (Gibbs
and Simpson, 2002; Loel, 2004); students not knowing how to use the feedback given (Lea
and Street, 2000; Loel, 2004); fiming of feedback (Kulhavy, 1977; Rowntree, 1987; Kulik and
Kulik, 1988; Dempsey, Driscoll, and Swindell, 1993); students misunderstanding the feedback
they were given (Quinn, 1999; Dohrer, 1991; Loel, 2004); students not making time to change
their work after receiving feedback; students being satisfied with the standard of work they
had already produced (Rowntree,1987); tone of feedback affecting the acceptance thereof
{Johnstone, 1990; Straub, 1997; Parkerson, 2000; Read et al.,, 2004; Rowe and Wood,
undated) and lecturer appropriation of the student’s work (Sommers, 1982; Struab, 1996,



Torrance and Pryor, 1998; Patterson, 2005). By the term lecturer appropriation of student
work, | refer to the reality that sometimes academics become so engrossed in providing
commentary to aid student writing that they may deviate from guiding to overwhelming and
controlling the students’ writing. For example, by focussing on grammar rather than content
and meaning at the draft stage or by providing ambigucus comments. Moreover, in this
scenario, the student may be encouraged “to believe that their first drafts are finished drafis,
not invention drafts® (Sommers, 1982:151).

In addition to the aforementioned aspects, academic literacy studies {such as Heath, 1983,
Barton, 1994; Gee, 1996; Boughey, 1999; Volbrecht, 2002 and M°*Kenna, 2004; Batt, 2005)
indicate that while academics may recognise an excellent piece of work, what is expected in
many assessments is not always made known to the students. As a result, they attempt to
pick up whatever 'signals’ they can in their attempts to engage with otherwise unfamiliar
"academic literacy practices” (MacMillan, 2000:152). But what signals do students pick up?
What conflicts are contained in lecturer comments and what understanding do students obtain
from feedback? What do students do with their feedback? These issues all raise the question
of how students perceive feedback they have received and in turn, whether they use the
feedback provided to make a difference to their work.

Similar to studies conducted by Hounsell, 1987; Sommers, 1982, and Zamel, 1985, | also
found myself giving a lot of feedback to my students but | did not know what kind of feedback
was really useful to them. | needed to find out what feedback students found useful and also
what they had found to be of no use to them. Griffin, (1982); Ballard and Clanchy (1988);
Mitchell (1994a); Higgins et al., (2002) and Patterson (2605), all emphasise the need to look
at how students make meaning rather than just looking at surface errors. While being mindful
of Patterson's (2005), caution to avoid ignofing superficial errors like grammar and spelling,
was | paying more attention to the copy-editing aspects and not enough to the content? It is
my intention therefore to gain insights from the students’ perspective, on how feedback may
be altered to fit, facilitate and encourage student leaming. Related research questions that
arose from this experience were; Which aspects of the feedback were regarded by students
as useful and which were not?

1.4 Reflective practice
As already indicated, this research was conducted in a University of Technology (UoT). UoTs

were formerly known as Technikons. According to the National Research Foundation (NRF},
*Technikons [Universities of Technology] are renowned for their “career-focussed, hands-on
approach fo education and training. Their interface with industry has enabled them to
structure courses with practical applications and fo deliver graduates with knowledge that is
immediately relevant in the workplace® (2003:n.p.). This type of vocational focus meant that
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staff members with the requisite "workplace experience and expertise in their field of study”
rather than those with a strong research background, were sought for learing and teaching
purposes at Technikons/Universities of Technology (Powell and M°Kenna, unpublished). My
extensive industry experience stood me in good stead for being employed by the then Natal
Techniken in 1999, but | felt uneasy about ‘gaps’ which | identified as needing to be
addressed. | have now identified those gaps in the literature as my perception that my
“pedagogical content knowledge® (Shulman, 1986 cited in Klenowski, 2004:218) was
underdeveloped. | felt like | was teaching on a fence: on the one side, | had a wealth of
subject-related expertise. On the other side, however, | feit poorly equipped to translate this
content expertise into innovative lessons and assessments (Black et al., 2003) as | only had
my own experiences as a student to draw from. My desire {o bridge the gap created by my
transition from industry to higher education has seen me adopt a dynamic but critical outiook
towards my teaching and learning abilities and practices. To this effect, | completed my
B.Tech at the then Durban Institute of Technology and thereafter enrofled for my M.Ed with
University of KwaZulu-Natal, UKZN (formerly University of Natal).

As an academic at a UoT, conducting research has been arduous because the bulk of my
studies were undertaken while | was compelled to camy my full academic work load.
Winberg's article (2005) titled “Continuities and discontinuities in the journey from Technikon
to university of technology” indicate that my situation is not unique. A more recent article by
Powell and M°Kenna (unpublished) also has reference. For example, Powell and M°Kenna
{unpublished) argue that despite our institution’s nomenclature change from Technikon to a
University of Technology, a slower transition to address the Technikon-inherited teaching load
hampers the research capacity aspired to by the new namesake. Thus, the work load of
academics has reference for learing and teaching as well as research activities, within this
research context.

While the reasoning above frames my personal situation and research context, staff across
the teaching spectrum cannot ignore that the snow-ball effect resulting from the
transformation of Higher Education in the last decade has made it necessary for us to
become what Schin (1982 and 1987) terms a ‘reflective praclitioner’. That is, an academic
who is able to embrace the concept of active ‘life-long’ learmning. For example, what worked for
one student cohort may not necessarily work for others. Additionally, rapid changes in
technology have advanced new ways of doing things. Posner (1985 cited in Cole et al., 1995),
argues that, *“Reflective teaching will allow [the lecturer] to act in deliberate and intentional
ways, to devise new ways of teaching rather than being a slave to tradition, and to interpret
new experiences from a fresh perspective” (1995:18). Kearns' joumey (1991) as described in
her article “The Player's Vision: Students Writing about Their Writing as Writing”, is a case in
point. Kearns describes how for ten years she relished her role as an efror hunter and
corrector of her students’ texts. She indicales that hers was a gradual realisation that “To
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write well students must be evaluated well" (1991:62). This meant “their writing must be
responded to rather than just comected and graded" (Kearns, 1991:62). While this
enlightenment may occur ovemnight for some, other lecturers may take ionger to arrive at
realisations of this nature, and some do not ever (Black and Wiliam, 1998; Rowe and Wood,
undated). As Posner {1985 cited in Cole et al., 1995) states, the key is to be open to the
possibility to change and not get stuck into one perspective of the learning and teaching
process,

This latter outlook is ideally positioned to help us learn from both our and others’ practices in
order to inform future practices. However, it must be noted that for deep learning to take
place, this reflective practice needs to extend (o students too. For example, Keams' student,
Luke, shows the following insight after his teacher had adjusted her teaching approach to
allow her students to reflect on their writing practices I start out good but stop. | should
describe her face ... Next time I'll try a metaphor not just quotes from the story” (Keams
1991:63). This collaborative approach with emphasis on reflective practices for both students
and lecturers, indicates an endless potential for professional growth and development and
presents a platform for identifying learning and teaching incidents and areas which may have
been otherwise undetected (National Research Council, 2001).

After reading this thesis, you may conclude that my long drawn out journey was simply
laborious, whilst other seasoned practitioners may scoff disdainfully at what may be viewed
as my inherent lack of skills. However, | take heart from the fact that many volumes of
research on assessment matters suggest otherwise. For example, citing Black (1997}, the
Naticnat Research Council (NRC, 2001: 80) lends support to my journey by pointing out that,

a teacher cannot successfully impiement all of the changes overnight. Successiul and
lasting change lakes time and deep examination. It becomes cniical to root
professional-development expenences in what teachers actually do.

This suggests that one’s past experiences and practices are invaluable and are essential
building blocks for one’'s future practices (NRC, 2001). | have therefore chosen to view my
pursuit of learning and teaching as tiny steps that will continue to inform and modify my
practices.

My pursuit of evolving learning and teaching is two-fold: where my students are and how they
will navigate the sometimes un-chartered waters to reach their destination; but also where |
am and where | want to be, with regards to my academic ability. This ties to doing something
that 1 enjoy and enjoy doing well so part of my aim is to re-look at my existing academic
practices with the aim of improving such practice where shorifalls or better ways of knowing
and undersianding are identified. Angelo (1999:2) states that, “involvement in assessment



efforts typically ‘counts’ for little or nothing in pay or in tenure, retention and promotion
decisions”. He surmises that when “most academics ‘do assessments’, personal and
professional values motivate them. And the strongest of those intrinsic motivators is
undoubtedly the desire to improve student learning” (ibid:2). Angelo’s findings are echoed in
more recent research carried out by Linkon (2005 29), which found that “few rewards exist ...
Faculty rarely receive any compensation or recognition either for participating in assessment
or for demonstrating improved student learning.” Angelo (1999) has labelled such fecturers’
involvement in such altruistic assessment practices as infrinsic motivation. For me it is not
about a label, but rather, about what | truly want to do.

Apart from the above, | believe that the very nature of our jobs as lecturers, positions us
ideally to gather and examine data about students’ understanding and perceptions and to
make adjustments to our teaching on the basis of our interpretation of that information.
However, far from being the one-eyed lecturer in the land of the blind (an insightful piece of
self reflection from one of my colleagues), | do not claim to have the best learning and
teaching practices. Rather, | believe that awareness and reflection creates in me a willingness
to review my practices in order to promole active learning, dynamic teaching and a need to
separate that which works from that which does not in a bid towards improving practice.

1.5 Context for this study

Second year Hospitality Management students are required to spend one semester at the
DUT and the other semester in industry. The semester that students spend in industry is
invaluable. Argyris (1960) indicates this when he states that the impact of an organisation on
an individual is dependant on the individual, the organisation and the context. Although
students are required to complete a similar range of assessment tasks while they are based
in industry, they draw different personal development, growth and experiences from the on-
site training programme {Moore; 1990).

Hospitality Management students enter different sectors of the hospitality industry when they
are involved in work-integrated learning or when they qualify, thus, every attempt is made to
lay the foundation to prepare students adequately for their integration across the industry
sectors. For example, while based at the DUT, students complete two assignments for the
subject Food and Beverage Operations |l. The nature of the assignments, which are
discussed in greater depth in Chapter Three, are directly related to and complement the
theory and practical applications which students have covered to date. They are also relevant
in the sense that they aim to closely mimic what students could expect to be involved in or be
aware of when they work within the industry, either as a team or on their own.
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For the second assignment which was used in this study, students were given a hypothetical
‘btank building in a specified location’ and were required to choose to apply either a coffee
shop or restaurant concept to the site. This project included:
e a consideration of target market when selecting and designing the menu and its
related components:
+ acopy of the proposed food and beverage list and related components;
+ equipment and placement thereof, including equipment model and suitability in terms
of menu items and out-put volume;
+ kitchen and restaurant layout, including workflows for the establishment
+ recommendation of a suitable food production systems to suit the specified menu.

{Refer to Appendix A for full assignment details and Appendix B, for a list of related marking
criteria. Note that these pieces of information were supplemented with detailed classroom
discussions).

Twenty-two students enrolted for the subject Food and Beverage Operations Il in 2007. Each
student was required to submit his/her own assignment which comprised two copies. One
was the draft, which was marked and given qualitative feedback, the other was the revised
final version.

It is the students' reflections on this process that were gathered as data for this study. The
process of data collection and analysis are discussed in detail in Chapter Three.

1.6 Overview of the thesis structure

This chapter has provided an outline of the purpose of, and rationale for the study. In Chapter
Two, the literature that contributes to the development of the theoretical framework guiding
this study will be discussed. Following this section, the focus will be on formative and
summative assessment practices. | will draw attention fo multiple shortcomings that dominant
high-stakes assessments may contribute towards the assessment landscape. | will
emphasise that such shortcomings may be mitigated in the presence of a process-orientated
approach. Simultaneously, | wili concede that the process-orientated approach is not without
problems and that the process-orientated approach may indeed be hampered by the DUT's
past academic appointment policy. The chapter will end with suggestions that improved
communication and dialogue between student and lecturer may be a way to counter some of
the problems asgsociated with a process-orientated approach to writing.

The research methods and methodology which inform my predominately interpretive research
orientation, is described in Chapter Three. A description and explanation of my research
process, trials and tribulations encountered and perceived, and the data collection is in¢luded.
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An analysis of the data is undertaken in Chapter Four. Part of the discussion will be led by
theorising the possible influence and impact that students’ past engagement with feedback
has on their current interaction with and perception of feedback. The later part of my
discussion will focus on differing students-lecturer perceptions of feedback. Threaded in these
discussions are insights into what students perceived as helpful, difficult or unhelpful
feedback.

Chapter Five completes the study, by providing conclusions, making recommendations, as

well as outlining shortcomings associated with the drafting-responding process outlined in this

thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE SURVEY
2.1 Introduction

To understand the impact that summative and formative assessments have on ieaming and
teaching it becomes necessary to firstly review the literature on the role of assessment in
learning (Elton and Laurillard, 1979; Crooks, 1988; Brown and Knight, 1994; Black and
Wiliam, 1998; SBoud et al, 1999; Geyser, 2004} as well as to identify different modes of
assessment which may be used by academics. The role of feedback is pivotal in these
assessment inquiries.

In this study, | highlight how key dynamics associated with feedback may influence the way
feedback is provided, handled and interacted with. As such, the following aspects which
appear in the literature associated with feedback are described and discussed: dominant
assessment and feedback practices (Biggs, 1996); shifting paradigms of leaming and
teaching (Smith and Waller, 1997); quality of feedback (Gipps and Simpson, 2002);
helpfulfuseful feedback (Flower 1979; Paxtonn 1995, Kasanga, 2004; Scudder, 2003);
unhelpful/useless feedback (Rowntree 1987 and Butler 1988); timely feedback {Brown, et al.
1995; Rowe and Wood, unpublished); student diversity (Shay, 2003) and differing perceptions
of feedback by students and lecturer (Bardine et al., 2000; Carless, 2006).

In discussing these aspects, | try to ground as many of them as possible in the context of
DUT. | conclude the chapter by advocating the importance of reflection, dialoguing and the
adaptation of one's practices in order to maintain a dynamic learning and teaching culture.
Theoretical evidence from the literature on assessment and feedback has been examined in
order to provide a framework to support my analysis of the data in Chapter Four. The
literature is also called upon within Chapter Four, especially where unexpected issues arose,
which needed further theoretical contextualisation,

2.2 Whatis assessment?
Assessment is an integral part of leaming and teaching and an important {col for all

stakeholders i.e. teachers, students, parents, policymakers, administrators and employers
(Nicolettou, 2001) as it provides useful feedback to help inform our future learning and
teaching practices. Pellegring defines assessment as "a process of gathering information for
the purpose of making judgments about a current state of affairs,” much like a judge making a
verdict in that a judge must consider all the evidence (2001:n.p.). Even by these simplistic
definitions, the dual function of assessment for both future leaming and current measurement
may be seen to harbour within it the potential for conflict, differing perceptions and the
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implication of power relations. These aspects, including a deeper understanding of different
assessment practices, will be teased out and discussed in Chapters Two and Four,

2.3 Assessment methods
There is no shortage of assessment methods that exist to enable staff to carry out

assessment tasks. The diversity of assessment modes which exists today means that there
are many options available for lecturing staff to draw from. However, Angelo (1999:5) posits
that “It's the ends toward which, and the ways in which we use those tools that are the
problem.” The range of arguments, debates and recommendations over the years either in
support of or against one or a variety of assessment methods bears testimony to Angelo’s
argument. However, the reality is that there is no single right way of assessing (Black, 1997).
What works satisfactorily for one lecturer in his or her particular context could be enhanced in
another context but be unfruitful in yet another context. For example, when researchers Smith
and Gorard (2005) carried out a small scale study on formative marking through comments
without grades, replicating some key aspects of a pioneering study conducted by Black and
Wiliam (2003), they concluded that unlike the pioneering study which led evidence of student
improvement due to the controlled feedback intervention, the evidence from their study
indicated that sometimes when assessment practices are put into different contexts, they can
yield very different results to the original study (Smith and Gorard, 2005).

With reference to Table 2.1 (a summary by Biggs 1999b, on some brief points on assessment
modes and the related learning being assessed), an assessor is open to the full assessment
buffet and is literally spoilt for choice. However, | believe that all these assessment options
are of little value unless practitioners also incorporate “self-examination, reflection, and
continuous improvement” (Angelo, 1999:5) as part of their assessment plan, to inform their
learning and teaching practices. There is therefore, the implication that in creating a
progressive learning and teaching environment, academic staff should ideally aim to integrate
their awareness of the related literature with their own learning and teaching practices and
those of other academics. This should be done in a constant process of reflection, evaluation
and adapting, in order to inform future practices (Black, 2000; Earl, 2003; Black et al., 2003).
This would not only allow lecturers to determine where they are in the teaching-learning cycle
at present in relation to where they want to be in the future, but could also inform them on
how to best negotiate the path to their goal, within their personal, institutional and greater
educational context (Ewell, 1997). Formative assessment may therefore be entirely woven
into the fibres of our teaching practices (Shepard, 2005).
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TABLE 2.1 BIGGS’ SUMMARY (1999) ON ASSESSMENTS
Types of assessment tasks and the kind of leaming assessed

| Assessment mode

Most likely kind of leaming assessed

Extended prose, essay-type
Essay exam

Open book

Assignment, take home

Rote, question spolting, speed structuring

As for exam, but less memory, coverage
Read widely, interrelate, organise, apply, copy

Objective test
Multiple choice Recognition, strategy, comprehension, coverage
Ordered outcome Hierarchies of understanding

[ Performance assessment Skilis needed in real life
Practicum Communication skills
Seminar, presentation Concentration on relevance, application
Posters Responding interactively
Interviewing Reflection, application, sense of relevance
Critical incidents Application, research skills
Projects Reflection, application, sense of relevance
Reflective journal Application, professional skills
Case study, problems Reflection, creativity, unintended outcomes
Portfolio

Rapid assessments (large class)
Concept maps

Venn diagrams

Three-minute essay

Gobbets

Short answer

Letter to a friend

Cloze

Coverage, relationships

Relationships

Level of understanding, sense of relevance
Realizing the importance of significant detail
Recall units of information, coverage

Holistic understanding, application, reflection
Comprehensgion of main ideas

Source: Biggs (1999b:70)

When presented with an array of assessment methods, | think that it is important for fecturers
to ensure that the assessment method selected is fit for purpose (Pellegrino, 2001) and at the
same time aim to ensure that it is as natural a process as is possible (Daines et al., 1993
cited in Nicolettou, 2001). The latter is especially important when placed within today's UoT
restructuring context. For example, despite a blurring of "boundaries between university-type
programmes and ex-technikon-type programmes® (Powell and M“Kenna, unpublished),
teaching and leaming programmes within UoTs are essentially still geared for practice. That
is, they lean towards maintaining and sustaining career-focussed education, This reality
means that it is important, when selecting assessment modes for students enrolled for the
Hospitality Management Diploma, that consideration should be given to the way in which
students’ progress will be monilored and assessed when they enter the hospitality industry.
For example, is it their aptitude for test-taking skills that our students are going te be valued
for or their ability to synthesise, apply, integrate, motivate, adjust, and create, in relation to
contextual demand? In line with this, what type of assessment wilt be more suitable than a
standardised test in providing suitable mediums for students to build their meta-cognitive
skills?
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Biggs (1999a:170) states that assignments are a good way of mobilising students into
“research type activities.” | believe that when project based assignments are issued for the
subject Hospitality Operations [, students immerse themselves in research by having to
synthesise and actively apply information gathered, to suit the stipulated assignment context.
For example, the students' assignment in this research entailed them researching about
different food preparation systems and then deciding which food preparation system was
most suitable in terms of the menu they had devised. Although students carried out research,
they were not expected to use the data gathered to debate why one food preparation system
was better than the other nor were they expected fo quote authorities on food preparation
systems in order to make claims or validate statements. For example, researcher X has
indicated that food system 1 is best suited to coffee shops ... However; the opinion of
researcher X has been nullified by researcher Y2... Rather, in the Hospitality discipline, the
research genre entailed students researching, selecting and applying the principles of a
particular food preparation system along with menu planning guidelines, in order to advise a
suitable menu for the target market at a given location. Within this research context, student
creativity, interaction with others and input is not only expected, it is valued (Gibbs, 1992).

An added benefit is obtained when the nature of the topic is practical and not isolated from
aspects that students may expect 1o be involved in upon entering the hospitality industry. As
posited by Dewey, a forerunner in the field of experiential learning, “education is development
within, by and for experience” (1938:17). Dewey's statement highlights the need for and
importance of providing students with authentic educative experiences, especially those that
allow students to integrate their personal experiences with their developing academic
learning. He also championed the need for students to work in association with others -
especially as he believed that experience modified the person undergoing it and that this
modification affected the quality of subsequent experiences (Dewey, 1938 and Mezirow, 1994
cited in Rushton, 2005). Essentially, as noted by Rushton, “it encourages transformation; a
process where the student is facilitated in an exploration of how they view themselves and the
world” (2005:511).

[ believe that the scope of benefits asscociated with assignments is further enhanced by virtue
of their flexible nature which makes them, according to the literature, a "divergent assessment
practice” (Torrance and Pryor, 1998:153). This means that students are afforded an
opportunity to develop, present and motivate. This is a more open-ended response than a
standardised test where they are expected to mimic a presst response *quickly and
accurately” as an indication of “good learning” (Biggs, 1996:7 also see Boud, 2000; Linkon,
2005}, In the former, students engage more actively with their task and in the process,
develop and utitise more of the higher level cognitive skills. In general, this benefit is

2 Hypothetical example indicating that the genre of research and data presentation is different
when applied to the Hospitality discipline.
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invaluable in developing our students’ abilities as it moves away from the drudgery and
promotion of rote leaming that is evident in a testing culture towards the cultivation of what
Biggs {1999b) identifias as deep leaming. Chapter Four yields some interesting and relevant
data from the participants in this research that speak directly to the type of learning gains they
experienced when involved in tests as opposed to an assignment. This indicates that the
quality of learning is directly comrelated to the assessment method used.

An experimental study camied out by Tynjala (1998) also showed that the quality of learning
cotresponds to the type of assessment method used. Tynjala’s comparison between two
groups of students indicated that the group which studied through interactive assignment type
assessments displayed quality learning gains and higher order thinking skills for an exam to a
greater extent than the other group which studied individually using lectures, textbooks and
exams. Tynjala (1998) attributed the former group’s responses which displayed use of higher
order and critical thinking skills, to the divergent type assessment they were involved in as
well as the fact that these students were able to work with and learn from each other. Thus as
discussed earlier, not only does the assessment mode need to fit the purpose, it also can be
manipulated to direct students’ learning gains.

For a variety of reasons, some lecturers may be unaware of the finer details associated with
assessment. For example, the timing of feedback, the range of assessment modes available
and the theory underpinning different modes of assessment and in turn, how this may impact
on learning (refer to section 2.8.1 o 2.8.11). For example, if a lecturer is not aware of the
range of assessment modes available, the bulk of the lecturers assessments may focus
{unchallenged) on “assessment of leaming” tasks rather than tipping the balance in favour of
tasks that focus on “assessment for leamning” {Stiggins, 2002:761), which can present a fuller
picture of students learning. While the benefits and characteristics associated with leamning for
assessment as opposed to assessment for leaming will be elaborated upon later in this
chapfier, | believe that it is important to note how the requirements of assessments may vary
when conducted at UoT as opposed to at a University.

2.4 Assessment at a UoT and University
A review of the literature indicates that University students are mainly assessed through

essay writing. This form of assessment requires the student to utilise available resources in
order to create a sound academic argument {Paxton, 1995, Brown et al., 1997; Zeiser, 1999;
Chanock, 2000; Thomas, undated). Ballard and Clanchy (1988:65) elaborate on this
requirement by saying,

The term argument is used in a special sense in relation to academic essays. It does
not mean that you must necessarily ‘take sides’ or present only one point of view,
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Rather it means that you expose the topic through a clear and consistent
development of ideas, using adequate evidence

While this type of approach is fundamental for university students in meeting the assessment
norms of the academy, it is unlike the norms applied to and expected of students attending
the DUT who are enrolled for the Hospitality Management Diploma. These students’ focus is
centred on integration and application of theory subjects with practical subjects while using
the formal (but not traditionally academic) language structures of the discipline.

There are, however, some commonalities for both categories of students. For example,
Paxton's claim (1995:189) that

academic literacy is a very specialised skill. Students have to learn what constitutes
legitimate knowledge in the discipline and they need to learn to use the language of
the discipline correctly,

holds true for students within both UoT's and Universities. While Hospitality Management
students at the DUT are not required to put forward an argument that supports their
hypothesis, when presenting an assignment, these students are expected to plan, organise,
forecast and make sense of both practical and theoretical aspects that are contextually
relevant within the larger framework of their discipline. Regardless of the assessment mode,
feedback is key to advancing learning and ways of knowing at both UoTs and Universities.

2.5 So whatis feedback?
‘Feedback’, a term originally coined by Weiner (1948 cited in Falchikov, 1995:157); has been

defined as

verbal and nonverbal responses from others fo a unit of behaviour provided as close
in time to the behaviour as possible, and capable of being perceived and utilised by
the individual initiating the behaviour (Benne et al., 1964 cited in Falchikov,
1995:158).

The Oxford Dictionary (2002) defines feedback as “comments about a product or a person's
performance, used as a basis for improvement.” From these definitions, as well as from
authorities like Black and Wiliam (1998), Hattie and Jaeger (1998), Ramprasad, (1983),
Sadler (1989) and personal lecturing experience, there is indication that for feedback to be
useful, it should provide information about what was not achieved while also acknowledging
that which was achieved in relation to a specific task. Concurrently, it should provide timely
information on how to improve (Rowe and Wood, unpublished). Within an educational
context, the literature encourages practitioners to embrace the concept of feedback as a tool
of assessment that can feed forward (Bardine et al., 2000; Carless, 2006; Glover and Brown,
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2006), with the onus resting on the student to take the necessary action to close gaps which
have been identified in their work (Sadler, 1989). Feedback has thus evolved from a
constructivist perspective where student participation is seen as key to success (Rushion,
2005).

However, the literature indicates that written feedback to students can be provided as
‘comments only', ‘comments with grade’ and ‘grade only' (Butler, 1988; also Etkina, 2005).
This raises a central issue for exploration in this study. what form of written feedback best
enables and enhances student development and knowledge transformation (Rushton, 2005)
for students undertaking the elective Food and Beverage Operations Il at the DUT. This is
one of the issues | explore through the analysis of data in Chapter Four. Research indicates
that the feedback form and the way in which it is provided (that is, product or process related),
may be informed by the type of assessment adopted (Biggs, 1996; Nicolettou, 2001). Black
{1995) elaborates by stating that assessment judgments may be purely summative, formative
or summative with built-in formative aspects.

2.6 Summative assessment
Summative assessment refers to assessments that are graded and which count towards the

final mark for a course, that is, for "the judging of final achievements® {(McDonaid and Boud,
2003:209). Qualifications are thus awarded to students based on assessment tasks that
measure student competency at the end of a course against specified learning outcomes
{Nightingale et al., 1996). These assessments make use of grades to act as performance
indicators for pass or fail judgments and are therefore high-stakes (Knight, 2002; Stiggins,
2002). Research indicates that in order to develop our students and their learning optimally
and to foster student reflection, lecturers should focus greater attention on the inclusion of
more opportunities for students to practice before their work is judged (Elbow, 1997; Stiggins,
2002). This effectively means that low-stakes efforts should be incorporated to improve “the
quality of students’ high-stakes writing" (Elbow, 1997.7). However, this does not mean that
traditional paper and pen tests do not have their place in higher education assessment. On
the contrary, as indicated by Cole et al. (1995) and Gibbs and Simpson, (2002), summative
assessments are helpful for certification purposes; to indicate how students score when
compared to each other; and to help students reflect on their test-taking skills and behaviours.
However, the opportunities for feedback and a deep approach to learning on high stake
summative assessments are limited and this raises many related problems (Rowntree, 1987,
Hatch and Gardener, 1990; Gipps, 1994; Cole et al. 1995; Elbow, 1997, Biggs, 1998,
Stiggins, 2002), a few of which will now be discussed.

Firstly, receiving feedback as a mark or grade is the least useful form of assessment as these
grades do not tell students much about how or why learning occurred or how they can
improve (Barrett, 2004; Wiggins, 2004). Rather, marks or grades merely focus on informing a
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student about how well they have performed in relation to others in the class, who have taken
the same test (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002; Monty, 2003). While feedback in the form of a
grade at the end of a passage of work can indicate whether leaming has occurred, the scope
of description is limited (Lunt, 1993). Moreover, Monty (2003) wams that academics must be
aware of the varying quality in the resulting learning. For example, Monty (2003:44) asserts
that "humans learmn best through active thinking." Thus, he argues that although learning
occurs when one memorises facts, for example, like “remembering lists of phone numbers®
(2003:44), it is different to active thinking. Monty further argues that although memorisation
has its place, in learning, “deep lgaming must engage the brain and spur thinking" (2003:44)
That is, it must develop meta-cognition.

Furthermore, a mark or grade does not provide a realistic view to the student, teacher or
potentiat employers of what these students are competent at or capable of (Knight, 2002). For
example, standardised pen and paper fests do not tell us anything in particular about the
individual's diverse talents and ability (Rowntree, 1987, Monty, 2003). Effectively, a student's
‘60% pass does not tell a prospective employer about the character or ability of the person fo
be employed nor does it tell him explicitly where the person’s strengths or weaknesses lie. It
also does not provide information on how to improve the person's understanding of concepts
or practices or present an opportunity for the development of “higher-leve! thinking" skills
{Monty, 2003:44). Feedback as a mark or grade fails by omission to provide any concise
detail about the student’s individual abilities or performance (Rowntree, 1987} or as Woolf
(cited in Hatch and Gardner, 1990:421) indicates, it fails “to make recommendations which
will be of direct benefit in her next literary effort.” The same concept applies if a student is
merely told whether she “has passed or failed" as this type of feedback merely serves to
inform the student whether or not she has met the required standards, assuming she even
knows what these standards are (Rowntree, 1987:25).

Although the controversial Cox (in Cox and Dison, 1971} has lauded the existence of
standardised exams and based all students’ successes on their ability to sit for and pass
examinations. Within a University of Technology, | believe that such a dominant focus on
high-stakes summative assessment practices is not appropriate for preparing our students for
*what they [students) were expected to do after they had graduated” (Boud, 1995:41; also see
Spady, 1994; Monty, 2003; Knight and Yorke, 2003 and Yorke, 2005). That is, a dominant
high-stakes testing culture entails inter alia "teaching to the test” (Monty, 2003:44), and values
rote learning to “raise the level of skills tested” (Heywood, 1989:244 also see Monty, 2003).
This high-stakes testing culture trivialises the need for aspects like context, understanding,
analysis, application of knowledge and skills to new tasks, reflection, evaluation, assessing,
synthesis and revision and to recognise that “everything is in process of change® (Rogers,
1867:91). Van Heerden (2001, cited in M°Kenna, 2004:265) sums it up eloquently:
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In class [students] know vicariously, learn by memorization, and write by copying and
shifting information - because this is what they perceive the lecturer requires. In
industry they know directly, leamn by doing and write by iransforming knowledge.

Thus, | concur with researchers like Elbow (1997) and Stiggins (2002} that the dominance of
a high-stakes testing culture needs to shift.

Additionally, if assessment practices for the Hospitality Management Diploma are dominated
by standardised test and exam type assessment practices, it may give students who are
poised to enter the Hospitality industry a false sense of their abilities (Knight, 2002; Stiggins,
2002). Especially if they have been rewarded for their ability to excel in test-taking skills,
students may find little use for this skill in an industry that requires the individual to, for
example, “write reports ... get atong with feliow workers” (Hatch and gardener, 1990:421),
interact with clients (Biggs, 1998) and solve real-word problems {Rowntree, 1987; Knight,
2002; Wiggins, 2004; Monty, 2003) in a "pluralistic society” {Chickering and Reisser, 1993:8).
The latter abilities are especially significant for Hospitality students, as standardised tests
which focus on individual effort (Diederich, 1974 cited in Wineburg, 1997), downplay and
distort the contribution that social processes and cultural identity (Dewey, 1938; Linkon, 2005)
may contribute towards an individual's knowledge construction, abilities and achievements
{(Vygotsky et al., 1978, Chicketring and Reisser, 1993; Lunt, 1993, Wineburg, 1997). In an
industry where employee, employer and client {in the South African context) are potentially
from diverse cultures, such an oversight may be crippling for the student's success and for
the industry at large (Chickering and Reisser, 1993).

Moreover, students may also be given the misleading impression that ‘reality reads like a
textbook’ and problems may only be solved within a rigid framework with no room for flexibility
or the need {o consider cultural context (see Lunt, 1993; Gipps, 1994; Cole et al., 1995).
There must therefore be a balance in the type of assessment methods selected for the
assessment of Hospitality Management students. Moreover, these methods should allow
students opportunities to practice through applying their theoretical subject knowledge in an
“authentic® or “ecologically valid® manner (Biggs, 1996:8) and or to “new and l-defined
situations™ (Monty, 2003:44). This will simultanecusly allow space for students’ social and
cultural layers and awareness to be integrated with their developing discipline specific literacy
practices in order to present a fuller picture of their learning (Vygotsky et al., 1978; Lunt,
1993).

Secondly, if standardised tests and exams are used as the sole or dominant method of
assessment, they will fail to permit students to demonstrate what they have learnt, as different
students place varying degrees of emphasis on what they perceive as important to them. The
academic staff will therefore be presented with an “incomplete view of students’ abilities”
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(Cole et al., 1995:3). A dominant testing culture promotes conformity as it presupposes
students within a particular grade to be a carbon copy of the other students within these
exclusive categories (Lunt, 1993). However, people cannot be defined by a number as each
is unique in their ways of knowing, reasoning, understanding and making meaning within
given contexts {(Lunt, 1993). A paradigm which presents students as clones of each other
provides a limited glimpse of students’ abilities and development {Lunt, 1993; Kegan, 1994)
and does not aliow a leamer to indicate what he has learned (Spady, 1994) nor does it
encourage in the student an ability to “self-regutate” (Butler and Winnie, 1995:250) nor does it
encourage skills crucial to higher tevel thinking like synthesis and reflection (Tynjala, 1998),

Additionally, if mainly standardised test and exams, which are regarded as convergent
assessment practices (Torrance and Pryor, 1998}, are adopted, it may condition students into
a pattern of rote leaming (Monty, 2003} as convergent assessment practices are aimed at
discovering ‘whether the leamer knows, understands or can do a predetermined thing®
~ (Torrance and Pryor, 1998:153). It further situates teaching in the traditional paradigm - with
the lecturer as the keeper and maker of all knowledge (Ramsden, 1992), “the sage on the
stage” who knows it all (Zachary, 2000:3), and presumes that the students have nothing
meaningful or noteworthy to offer (Smith and Waller, 1997). But, in reality, depending on the
context, an individual may be given more than one opportunity and be presented with more
than one method to get something right or to improve {(Rowntree, 1987, Hatch and Gardener,
1990). In fact, Wiggins (2004:n.p.) argues that

Mastery ...Is not the answering of simplistic and discrete questions correctly, but the
solving of complex challenges which requires responding to the feedback provided as
we problem-soive or perform.

This implies that in order to be competent in the real world, it may be essential that part of our
student development entails empowering students, for example, by providing them with
opportunities to "adjust in light of feedback provided™ (Wiggins, 2004:n.p.}. Separating
learning within an institution from that of real life could be detrimental to the concept of lifelong
leaming (Rowntree, 1987; Cole et al, 1995). However in reality, this need is alarmingly
overlooked when one considers that the majority of tertiary institutions are still dominated by
high-stakes summative assessment practices (Gipps, 1994; Boud, 1995; Biggs, 1996;
Maryellen, 2003; Yorke, 2003; Rushton, 2005; Carless, 2006 and 2007), which are largely
driven by memorisation rather than focussing on the introduction and promotion of low-stake
assessment practices which have been proved to enable and improve meta cognitive
development and active learning (Black and Wiliam, 1998; Monty, 2003).

Thirdly, when high-stakes standardised assessments dominate, it spawns a student body that
is preoccupied with a culture of valuing marks, grades or the ranking of students. This type of
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behaviour has, amongst other things, been shown to shift student focus from the ‘rewards’
associated with student development and achievement, that is intrinsic motivation, towards
those ‘rewards’ like grades and praise, which are classified as extrinsic, (see for exampie
Vroom, 1964 and 1982; Rowntree, 1987; Larsen, 1998; Gibbs and Simpson, 2002 and Monty,
2003). This shift in focus is amplified when ‘rewards’ are perceived by students as being in
“short supply” (Rowntree, 1987:51). Students within this context may be encouraged to
pursue the coveted title of being the ‘top student’. However, this pursuit would be realised at
the expense and understanding that there must then be a worst student (Rowntree, 1987,
Kegan, 1994), So instead of creating a culture of learning as a community and from shared
experiences (Dewey, 1938) or learning from a more informed other (Vygotsky et al., 1978;
Atherton, 2005b), attributes which are valued of workers in the Hospitality field, students may
instead focus on the promotion and glorification of individual benefits reaped in a competitive
assessment culture (Rowntree, 1987; Carless, 2006). Holt (cited in Rowntree, 1987.51) refers
to this as “the ignoble satisfaction of feeling that one is better than someone else.” Thus
cultivated, this stance is also in a dire polarisation to Spady’s (1994) ‘well meaning' Outcomes
Based Education (OBE) intent which aims at promoting practices “for all learners to be able to
do successfully” (1994:1), Again, in this scenario, if students are only rewarded for individual
efforts with scant attention to working within a team, these students will have difficulty dealing
with group dynamics when they enter the Hospitality field. In my years of experience within
the Hospitality field, a competent employee is one who is able to balance team work and
individual efforts for successful operation in the organisation as a whole.

Moreover, when students’ focus shifts to the mark, they may not care about understanding
and making meaning (Cole et al., 1995; Butler, 1988). Instead, they hone in on the mark and
use strategic practices like rote learning to build their self-esteem (Biggs, 1996, Rowntree,
1987, Butler, 1988). Further to this, Vroom's expectancy theory (1964 and 1982) should alert
academics to the background mechanics of leaming. For example, students who expect to
receive rewards may be motivated to put greater effort into a task than other students who do
not expect a reward. This in turn implies among other things, that this variable has the ability
to influence how students approach leaming. Moreover, this research indicates that
conditioning students to expect and accept some sort of labelling in order to obtain rewards
like "marks...passes...permission to continue and so on” (Rowntree, 1987:46) can have a
lasting and debilitating impact on students’ current and future leaming. Additionally, in this
context, one cannot help ponder how these reward-motivated students would maintain their
performance levels in the absence of such rewards.

The way in which marks shift the feedback process has been highlighted in a study conducted
by Butler {1988). She used a controlled experiment with three groups of students to compare
the leaming gains achieved when three types of written feedback namely, ‘comments only’,
‘comments with grade’ and ‘grade only’ are provided. Her study revealed that the ‘comments
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only’ group achieved significant leaming gains, whilst the other two groups made no progress
over a series of assessed tasks. Mence there is an implication that in certain contexts, in the
absence of marks, students can and do focus on developing their abilities (also see Carless,
2002). Moreover, | believe that the philosophy of ‘comments only’ in a process-orientated
approach to learning has potential for portability to other assessment tasks and could
therefore be more reflective of deep learning. This is unlike for example, an exam, which
provides a limited and time-specific glimpse of a students’ understanding (Brown, 1999), Thu§
marks may be counter-productive to formative assessment efforts (Sadler, 1989).

Fourthly, high stake assessments have implications for self efficacy (Elbow, 1997, Carless,
2002). Self efficacy plays and important role in the assessment equaticn as it refers to an
individual's belief in their ability to carry out a set task successfully (Dweck, and Leggeft,
1988). For example, Gipps (1994) argues that traditional tests and exams, regarded as high-
stakes, may lead to those students who are not good at test taking developing motivational
and self-esteem issues which in tum could lead to them becoming disinterested and
‘devoured” by the assessment (Stiggins, 2002:761). In this context, Stiggins (2002:761)
personified assessment as an all consuming “dragon” thus “causing students [them] to give
up.” However, if the focus can be shifled towards low-stake assessments coupled with
formative feedback and emphasis on the personal and ongoing performance of individuals
(Gipps, 1994; Bandura, 1997; Elbow 1997; Gipps and Simpson, 2002), | believe that there is
a distinct possibility for the engagement and retainment of active and motivated leamers.
These leamers, with greater opportunity to become flexible thinkers, may be encouraged to
use the system to advance their learning and to develop faith in their own ability.

Research indicates that feedback which emphasises learning goals leads to greater learning
gains than feedback that emphasises self-esteemn (Dweck, 1986). That is, feedback which
telis students exactly where they have gone wrong and what they can do about it leads to
constructive and evolved leaming (Black and William, 1998 and 2003), Thus, this kind of
feedback provides options for improving work and is not closely associated with students’
egos (Gipps and Simpson, 2002). But providing weaker students with feedback in the form of
a grade, for example a D, may tell students that they are underachievers or hopeless (Butler,
1987, Yorke, 2003, Carless, 2008). Additionally, if a student receives a similar grade ofien,
they may assume that this is all they are capable of achieving, and this may lead to students
surrendering more easily to leaming challenges rather than pursuing, engaging and
advancing from them (Rowntree, 1987; Dweck and Leggett 1988 and Elliott and Dweck
1988). There is also the possibility of the self fulfilling prophecy (Insel and Jacobson, 1975) to
develop as a result of this fertile mark-driven culture. My understanding of the self fulfilling
prophecy is best described as an inlerdependent system of beliefs, wherein one part of the
system has the potential to change the behaviour of another part of the system. That is, a
belief held by a person/s is so powerful, that it convinces the subject of the scrutiny, to adopt
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its belief. Thus, the self fulfilling prophecy is imbued with the ability to erode and alter the
behaviour of another (see 4.8.6). In this way, the individual becomes what he is addressed
as” (Berger and Luckman, cited in Rowntree, 1987:42).

Lastly, Brown and Knight, (1994:34) have indicated that summative assessments make use of
assessment methods like standardised tests and exams which are considered to be
“objective and fair" and “... guaranteed to test the individual on his or her own" (Brown and
Knight, 1994:69). Part of this belief is founded on the principle that a "mathematical score
(believed to be factual, thus true) could be exacted to represent learning” (Cole, et al.,
1995:3). However, later in this chapter, when | cite Biggs (1996) to address the issue of
dominant assessment practices, | will address problems associated with the perception that
marks are always factual or and fair. For example, Biggs indicates that the very basis that
underlies the authenticity of test and exam results could be flawed and not a true indication of
students' ability.

2.7 Formative assessment
Formative assessment is positioned as assessment for learning (Black et al., 2003, Carless,

2003; Earl, 2003), and refers to assessment that is specifically intended to generate feedback
on performance to improve, enhance and accelerate learning (Sadler, 1998; Yorke, 2003).
Barrett (2004) uses the following table (Table 2.2) based on work done in Britain to highlight a
clear difference between two key assessment purposes and how these may impact on both
lecturer and student in the classroom and beyond.

TABLE 2.2 ASSESSMENTS OF AND FOR LEARNING

Assessment of Learning Assessment for Learning

Checks what has been learned to date Checks learning to decide what to do next
Is designed for those not directly involved in | Is designed to assist teachers and

daily learning and teaching students.

Is presented in a formal report Is used in conversation about learning

Usually detailed, specific and descriptive
feedback in words (instead of numbers,
scores and grades)

Usually gathers information into easily
digestible numbers, scores and grades

Usually compares the student's learning with | Usually focussed on improvement,
either other students or the 'standard' for a compared with the student's ‘previous best'
grade level and progress toward a standard

Needs to involve the student - the person

Does not need to involve the student most able to improve leaming

Source: adapted from http://electronicportfolios.org/digistory/epstory.html

Informal discussions with colleagues indicate that academics are becoming more familiar with
the concept of a shifting approach towards learning and teaching. However, it also made me
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realise that greater emphasis and cfarity refating to the finer details, that is, how such changes
franslate to the revision of actual classrcom practices, are needed (Klenowski, 2002). Such
clarity would help academics and students to fully appreciate and enjoy the significance and
benefits associated with a move away from a traditional learming and teaching paradigm (Earl,
2003). Failing this, lecturers may think that they are implementing formative practices but the
reality may indicate otherwise (Black and Wiliam, 1998; Careless, 2003).

The gains of formative assessment have been in evidence for many years (Mckenzie, 1976).
However, it was the study undertaken by Black and Wiliam (1998), on the value of feedback
in promoting learning, which had a profound and wide-scale effect in reactivating the call for
focussing on formative assessment practices. Their research on the impact of formative
assessment was compiled from data gathered from more than 250 articles, books and
journals spanning a variety of schools and higher education institutions across several
countries. Black and Wiliam’s review (1998) tempt lecturers with their resounding declaration
that formative assessment initiatives implemented by teachers and students can help to raise
standards. “We know of no other way of raising standards for which such a strong prima facie
case can be made on the basis of evidence of such large learning gains”™ (Black and Wiliam,
2001:13). Black and Wiliam's meta-analysis (1998) asserts that when well-focused formative
assessment practices are put into place, there is overwhelming potential to benefit both
learning and teaching. Encouragingly, although low achievers were found to beneft more
than high achievers (Black and Wiliam, 1998), these studies indicated that formative
assessment practices had the potential to raise achievement levels across the hoard. |
believe that their evidence may be a way of encouraging and motivating lecturers to foster a
dynamic leaming-teaching cycle and assessment practice; provided that they are aware of
the literature. Academic development is iterated very emphatically by Klenowski (2004:225),
*Leaming about leaming becomes a professional responsibility for teachers to teach well.”

Although my review of the literature reveals a dominance of high-stakes summative
assessment practices, the potential gains indicated when assessments are positioned for
learning, through low.stakes formative assessment practices, is greater. Moreover, low-
stakes formative assessment practices points towards deep leaming (Elbow, 1997, Stiggins,
2002) and thus begs a reversal of this dominant reality (Ead, 2003). For example, framing
learning within a dialogue cycle which provides feedback via detailed descriptions to afl
participants, takes cognisance of learner individuality (i.e. pace of leaming, learning needs
and barriers) and contributions, and has the potential to advise students and lecturers for the
future (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002; Geyser, 2004; Popham, 2006), and to lead to an emphasis
on “leaming rather than...measurement” (Carless, 2003:n.p.). Importantly within this
framework, there is space for students to develop and share in their lecturers’ and peers’
understanding of leaming and assessment (Barret, 2004), as well as the potential for the
development of life-long leaming {McDonaki and Boud, 2003) as opposed to the “snap-shot”
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type of learning typified by high-stakes summative assessment practices (Brown, 1999:103;
also see Lunt, 1993).

However, while the literature indicates that phenomenal learning gains are possible when
assessment is positioned for learning (Black and Wiliam, 1598, Barrett 2004}, this does not
mean that formative assessment is unchallenged or without problems.

In the next section, | will look at some of the challenges that pressure, influence and impact
upon formative assessment practices.

2.8 Challenges to formative assessment

2.8.1 Dominant practices
Despite the literature on assessment leaning towards the seemingly obvious benefits of

formative assessment on the leaming and teaching cycle, formative assessment faces a real
challenge from the dominance of summative assessment (Crooks, 1988; Gipps, 1994; Boud,
1995; Biggs, 1996; Kasanga, 2001 and 2004; Stiggins, 2002; Earl, 2003; Maryellen, 2003;
Yorke, 2003; Rushion, 2005; Carless, 2006 and 2007). Even within today's transformed
higher education sector, that is framed by an OBE approach to assessment and a new
approach to leaming and teaching, which claims to emphasise student learning, there is
evidence that summative assessment judgments continue to overshadow the learning gains
made possible through the use of formative practices (Klenowski, 2002).

Research indicates that the dual functions of assessment are viewed as problematic (Gipps,
1994; Butler and Winne, 1995; Nicolettou, 2001; Knight, 2002; Stiggins, 2002; Black et al.,
2003; Earl, 2003). On the one hand, assessments are expected to satisfy a high stakes, feed-
out function for the measurement of students’ abilities but at the same time, assessments are
also expected to have a feed-back {Butler and Winne, 1995; Knight, 2002} and feed-forward
function (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002; Carless, 2006), aimed at engaging, facilitating and
advancing student learning. The intentions of these two practices are quite different from each
other. By the same token, benefits associated with certain practices may be overiooked when
one practice is given preference over the other, as is often the tendency in higher education
(Boud, 1995; Biggs, 1996; Klenowski, 2002).

Biggs {19986), supported in the literature by, among others, Crooks (1988), Stiggins (2001 and
2002) and Carless (2008), states that institutions find it easier for accreditation and their
management functions to *standardise forms of assessment inte a common currency, so that
we all think we know what we are talking about" (Biggs, 1996:6) In doing this, Biggs (1996)
argues that some forms of assessment, for exampie formative practices, with their rich
qualitative descriptions, are not viewed by institutions as easily transferable into a "common
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currency” such as marks or percentages (ibid:6). Instead, he indicates how the ease and
simple effectiveness of summative practices gain favour with institutions by describing the
students’ achievement or lack of it in a few words: *50% is a Pass, 49% a Fail", thus
“decisions can be made, [and] life can go on” (Biggs, 1996:6).

This may indicate that institutional policies can be seen to determine the teaching and
assessment procedures that are adopted in the classroom, as well as the exient to which
deviations will be tolerated (Biggs, 1996}). This in turn has an impact on the way students
approach their learing {Crooks, 1988; Frederiksen and Collins, 1989 cited in Biggs, 1996).
The overall piclure presents a system of sorts working in equilibrium (von Berialanffy, 1968
cited in Biggs, 1996), with each part informing and impacting on the other, namely:
institutional policy - classroom teaching and assessment procedures - student learning. This
means that for one cog in the system to change in any way, implies change for other parts in
the whole system too (Biggs, 1996). Thus any shift away from the dominance of summative
towards more formative practices suggests large scale changes for all parts of the system
and as Biggs (1996:12) asserts, “these systems are not 5o easy to change®, {(also see Sotto,
1994; Entwistle, 1996; Black and Wiliam, 1998).

Further to this, Biggs (1996) also argues that even when institutions seek to rationalise their
functioning and policy making through, for example, the creation of a simple and common
currency, problems can and do still arise. For example, he points out how a Senate
committee at a university recently found that different faculties had different cut-offs for
coursework master's degrees. This indicates that the perception of a simple and common
currency which is entrusted with a powerful pass-fail and gatekeeping responsibility may be
unsound and questionable.

We cannot lose sight of the fact that expecting assessment practices to attend primarily to
institutional demands and control (Boud, 1995; Popham, 2006) can be counterproductive to
the kind of assessment practices that may be more beneficial to our students’ learning
(Klenowski, 2002; Monty, 2003). Smith and Gorard (2001) lend support {o the voices of Boud
(1995), Popham (2006) and others by arguing that "on the one hand, we have a system of
high-stakes summative...and on the other, a crisis account of low standards and failing
students”™ (Smith and Gorard, 2001:23). Thus, while literature acknowledges that assessment
systems are not so easy to change (Biggs, 1996; Entwistle, 1996, Black and Wiliam, 1998),
sometimes change is desirable, nacessary and inavitable, in response to and upon reflection
on the product created. As argued by M°Kenna (2004:277) if this does not occur,
"assumptions remain unchallenged or unjustified” and this then reinforces the dominance of
summative, high-stakes assessment practices.
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In addressing the dominance of summative practices over formative practices, it would be
remiss not to make mention of lecturers' contribution towards this phenomenon through their
resistance o change in assessment practices (Sotto, 1994; Ivani¢ et al.,, 2000; Kasanga,
2004 and Linkon, 2005). Applefield et al. {2001:35) state that people in these systems
become so “comfortable®, familiar and set in their way of doing things, that new ways of doing
the same things are greeted with suspicion, scom and “resistance”, (also see Sotto, 1994),
Additionally, lecturers who are already overloaded with after-hours academic functions
(Paxton, 1995; Wilhelm, 2003} and the increasingly larger class sizes (Brown, 1999; Pereira,
undated; Higgins and Hartley, 2002; Rust, et al., 2003), may now have to dig deeper into their
personal time to meet the resulting new and higher time inputs that could be associated with
formative practices {Linkon, 2005).

For example, | know from perscnal experience, that it is easier and less time-consuming to
mark a test, than an assignment. In the case of the former, there is usually a set answer
whereas in an assignment, the answer is frequently open to a range of interpretations
(Torrance and Pryor; 1998; 2001), some of which may require research tc verify authenticity.
Unfortunately, as argued by Pereira, this framework could be detrimental to the adoption of
meaningful learmner-focussed assessment practices as it leaves lecturers with “little time to
invest in the assimilation and introduction of new learning technologies® or assessment
practices (Pereira, undated:2). On the other hand, some lecturers may not be keen to get
involved in formative practices as they may feel that it is not part of their job (Wilhelm, 2003)
or they may not have the theoretical grounding to inform their practices (MKenna, 2004). All
of these issues can also contribute towards the dominance of standardised tests and exams
(Withelm, 2003). The impact of dominant high-stakes assessment practices on feedback
content and its subsequent impact on students will be discussed in depth in Chapter Four.

2.8.2 Ambiguous definition of formative assessment
The literature’s indication that standardised tests and exams are perceived as being a more

clearly defined assessment practice than formative practices does not help the case made by
proponents for formative assessment. For example, “a test is a test is a test” (Peliegrino,
2001:n.p.). However, when it comes to formative assessment, while the literature indicates a
basic common purpose towards contributing to student learning “through the provision of
information about performance” (Yorke, 2003:478), there are differing notions about what the
term ‘formative assessment’ actually means in practice (Harlen et al. 1992, Black and Wiliam,
1998). There is wide difference in lecturer interpretation of this concept as well as how the
concept is translated into practice for their individual classrooms.

The problems stemming from the “slippery” (Carless, 2003:6) or ‘fuzzy meanings' (Knight,
2002; Black et al., 2003; Yorke, 2003) associated with formative assessment are
compounded when lecturers may put them into practice "based on common sense”

31



(Perrenoud, 1998:87) or are not aware of the literature that could inform their practices
(Klenowski, 2004; Black, 2000; Black et al., 2003). For example, sometimes lecturers may
think that they are carrying out formative practices, but in reality, these could be formative in
name only (Black and Wiliam, 1998 and Cowie and Bell, 1999 cited in Yorke, 2003). This
issue is highlighted and may be exacerbated within the DUT environment with its Technikon
history as it focussed on the employment of vocationally qualified staff (M°Kenna, 2004,
Powell and M°Kenna, unpublished); and these staff may not always have had an academic
grounding.

2.8.3 Quality of feedback in formative assessment
An important determinant of the effectiveness of formative assessment is the quality of

feedback received by students (Gipps and Simpson, 2002). In turn, this implies that a
lecturer's *beliefs, values and attitudes underpinning their epistemology” (M*Kenna, 2004:116)
form an inseparable part of the way in which, among other aspects, feedback is
conceptualised and provided. For example, in their study entited “Getting the message
across: the problem of communicating assessment feedback™, Higgins et al. (2001) indicate
how personal beliefs and preconceptions inform and shape the guality and type of feedback a
lecturer may provide to her students. For example, if the lecturer believes that students are
simply using a surface approach to meet the purpose of achieving their degree, the lecturer
may resort to providing feedback concentrated on justifying a low grade they have awarded
(Smith, 1997). That is, 'should work harder’ or ‘must research more’.

Higgins et al. (2001) also demonstrated that lecturers may fall prey to modelling their
feedback on their personal experience of feedback, as a student. Other studies which
exposed how providers of feedback model the feedback they give, is evident in research
conducted by Ding (1997) which indicates how the quality of feedback provided may be
diminished (Ding, 1997) and length of comments decreased (Connors and Lunsford cited in
Sprinkle, 2304), if for example, tutors believed that students did not read their feedback,

In ancther study, Stiggins (2002:760) argued that lecturers, who based their teaching on their
own experiences, may incorrectly send the message to students that “the way to succeed
when confronted with a tougher challenge is to redouble your efforts...|If you do so, you win.”
However, this stance has been shown to have differing impacts on the way students
subsequently approach their tasks. For example, some students increase their effort and
performances while other students gravitate towards “hopelessness” (Stiggins, 2002:760).
Research by Straub (1996), Higgins et al. (2001) and Orsmond et al. (2005) supports the
stance that providers of feedback need to examine and question their perceptions about
feedback and what it is, in order for them to look ahead to improving their practices.
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The provision of specific versus general feedback was also seen to impact on the quality of
feedback. For example, when using a process-orientated approach to writing, Paxton (1995),
Stefani (1998), Hyland and Hyland (2001) and Gipps and Simpson (2002) have argued that in
order for students to improve, they need feedback on specific aspects. That is, students want
advice on their strengths and weaknesses (Black and Wiliam, 2001; Soles 2001}, including
information on why their work was perceived as being good or bad (Lynch and Klemans cited
in Bardine et al.,, 2000; James, 2000) as well as advice on what they would have to do to
close the gap between actual and desired performance (Stobart and Gipps, 1997; Stefani,
1998; Higgins et al., 2001; James, 2000; Hunt, 2003; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2008).
These findings posit that students have a definitive idea of what quality feedback looks like to
them. This infers that it is important for lecturars to gain insight into what quality feedback
looks like to students, which in turn, could inform practice,

It must be noted then that unlike in studies conducted by Stefani (1998) and Gipps and
Simpson {2002) which found that students preferred feedback on specific aspects, research
undertaken by Knight and Yorke (2003) indicate that the context in which feedback is
provided may influence the type of feedback that students may find useful. Knight and Yorke
{2003) argue that general feedback had a greater power to stimulate leaming through its
ability to feed-forward into future tasks rather than back to a completed assignment. It must,
however be noted that this finding applied in a context where students were not given another
opportunity (a process-orientated approach) to improve their work; and therefore their findings
cannot be generalised.

Research also indicates that feedback concentrated at a surface level, which merely
highlights grammatical errors, is not regarded as helpful by students (Bamett, 1989; Paxton,
1994; Truscott, 1996; Warden, 2000; Bardine et al., 2000). Several researchers argue in
favour of focussing on content to aid studenis’ development rather than on correction of
grammar (Kearns, 1991; Paxton, 1994 and 1995; Bardine et al., 2000; Boughey, 2007). |
believe that when lecturers focus the shift to mainly grammar corrections, it may give students
the impression that all they had to do was correct their grammar and their work would then be
coberent and therefore acceptable (Paxton, 1995; Truscelt 1996). Robb et al. {1986) argue
that this impression is false as grammar corrections only focus on a small portion of the
learning, thus leaving “other vital aspects of the literacy problem untouched® (Paxton,
1995:195). That is, if a student does not understand a specific theorefical concept, she will not
be able to apply itin a (hypothetical or for that matter, reat) practical situation. For example, if
the student does not grasp the theoretical aspects associated with kitchen layout and design,
then it is likely that she will be unsuccessful in drawing a kitchen plan that prevents cross-
contamination.
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Further to this, Taylor (1988); Bamett (1989) and Paxton (1995} have argued that by
focussing attention on grammatical issues, lecturers may be taking the “easy way out®
(Bamett, 1989:31). They argue that lecturers may find it less demanding to correct superficial
errors rather than to engage in deep marking which actively engages the lecturer with the
student texts. Under the former conditions, the lecturer feedback is focussed on superficial
errors, which requires less effort from a lecturer. For example Taylor (1988.:64) asserts that

a student's problem can be aftacked from either end — by working on what the writer
is irying to say and do, or by teaching sentence struclure. There is little doubt which
of these two approaches is in most instances the quicker

Thus, when a lecturer is aiming to provide more elaborate and detailed feedback that may
assist students in developing and untangling their writing, in order to move beyond where they
are at present (Vygotsky et al., 1978; Atherton, 2005b), implies greater input and in turn, a
higher time demand from the lecturer. Not all academic staff may be willing to engage
themselves 10 such depth (Paxton, 1995). To exacerbate the problem, Brannon and
Knoblauch (1982), Barnett (1989) and Yorke (2003) and have justly argued that elaborate
surface comrections on student texts are counter-productive to fully engaging students in
active leaming. They argued that it implied to students that even under open-ended, divergent
assessment practices like assignments, an ‘ideal answer' existed and all they have fo do to
improve their work, is to replicate it successfully (see [vani et al., 2000 and Gravett, 2004).

Barnett (1989), Hounsell (1987}, Glover and Brown {2006} and many other researchers,
argue that the quantity and quality of lecturer feedback may be inconsistent, Consistency in
quantity and quality of feedback operates at two levels: that of a number of assessors and
that of the individual assessor. The former concept has special bearing for the Hospitality
Management Diploma. Some subjects in the diploma, for example Food and Beverage
Studies and Culinary Studies and Nutrition, combine both theory and practical aspects. The
practical venues available are designed to accommodate small groups of students to facilitate
one-on-gne learning and teaching. This means that the number of students in a class has to
be smaller to facilitate optimal learning and teaching as well as to suit the type of facilities and
equipment resources available. However, student numbers are rising, so how does an
institution fit these constraints into a five day student week? Team teaching has been used as
a means of simultanecusly addressing the multiple issues raised above. That is, students are
split into groups and attend theory and practical classes with a designated lecturer. The
lecturer could be one from a team of five lecturers. All students fulfil the same practical
requirements and write the same test and exams. Each lecturer in the team is responsible for
assessing her student group. However, while team teaching addresses pertinent issues, it
simultaneously introduces other issues. For example, Shay (2004:311) asserts that while
lecturers involved in team teaching the same subject, “share to some degree ...common
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ground”, one would often find “multiple interpretations of the same instance of student
performance” (ibid:311). This has a direct correlation to lecturer's formative practices, for
example, the provision of feedback to students.

Although the literature indicates that attempts are made to counter problems associated with
inter-marker reliability (Huot, 1996 and Broad, 2000 cited in Shay, 2004}, acknowledgement in
the literature as to inconsistency in marker perception of student work (Newstead, 1996) as
well as towards a lack of “uniformity in terms of content” M°Kenna (2004:237) indirectly hints
at difficulties students may experience when they try to negotiate their way and take on the
discourse and norms of the discipline (lvanié et al., 2000; Higgins et al., 2001; Read et al,,
2001; M°Kenna, 2004). Indeed as Rowntree asserts “If the sophisticated cannot agree about
what the question demands, it is hard on the candidate” (1987:196).

Apart from inter-rater reliability issues arising from the use of multiple markers, Glover and
Brown’s (2006) study also found inconsistency within one lecturer's assessment practices,
which made a case for lecturer bias and abuse of power. For example “Some work was
heavily corrected, others much less so” (Glover and Brown, 2006:n.p.). Glover and Brown's
finding (2006) is similar to a past finding by Fleming (1999). This inconsistency in reader
response may create tensions for students because it sends mixed messages to the student
on the importance and impact of the feedback to their texts. Additionally, Boud {1995:18)
states that sometimes lecturers “judge ... t60 much and too powerfully”, thus, it may
encourage the student to “lapse into helplessness™ and to reciprocate by not responding
(vorke, 2003:488).

2.8.4 Timing of feedback
Early studies on the impact that the timing of feedback had on learning was carried out by

Pressey (1926) and then later on, by Skinner {1954 cited in Kulik, and Kulik, 1988). Pressey
thecrised that delays in feedback on the ouicomes of tests impacted negatively on classroom
learning. Results from Pressey's testing device: an answer-until-correct board indicated that
immediate feedback on tests enhanced the effectiveness of feedback, as it acted as
‘reinforcement’ for student responses (Skinner, 1954). Pressey and Skinners’ findings have
heen seminal, and to date their findings are built upon, discussed and continue to inform
researchers’ understanding and practices on the importance of providing timely feedback
(James; 2000; Gibbs and Simpson, 2003; Wiggins, 2004; Giover and Brown, 2006). However,
problems arise when lecturers are unaware of the literature to inform their practices (Black,
2000; M°Kenna, 2004) and therefore may not take ‘timing of feedback' as an underlying
reason for why their feedback is not utilised by students. For example, MacKenzie {1976} and
Fuller and Manning (cited in Brinko, 1993} believe that delays in feedback fo students may
influence students to avoid making the effort associated with going back and improving the
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now forgotten piece of work, which may seem too distant and remcte. Furthermore,
MacKenzie (1976) as well as Carless (2002) warns that this attitude may be exacerbated if a
pass mark has already been gained. However, if a lecturer is unaware of the insight afforded
by the literature, she may feel that she is making an effort o provide feedback to students,
and that students do not reciprocate and do not care.

With the literature's reference to such a variety of issues on feedback to inform us on our
students’ perspectives, it is may seem surprising that we still have such a mismatch between
the provision of what lecturers regard as useful feedback and what students perceive as
useful,

2.8.5 Varying perceptions on feedback

Research indicates that the ‘rules and conventions' underlying a discipline may sometimes be
used as a gatekeeper as these practices are not automatically made known to students nor
are they always made explicit to them {Ballard and Clanchy, 1988; Boud, 1995; Paxton, 1995;
Tsoukas 1996; Polanyi, 1998; Higgins 2000; Lea and Stierer, 2000; M°Kenna, 2004;
Boughey, 2005). For example, Ballard and Clanchy (1988:8) have argued that while the "rules
and conventions® underlying a discipline, are not "codified or written down...they mediate
crucially between the student's own knowledge and intentions, and the knowledge and
potential meanings that exist within the university.” Thus, “becoming literate in the university
involves learning tc read the culture, leaming to come to terms with its distinctive rituals,
values, styles of language and behaviour...” (ibid:8) but the reality is that lecturers and
students rarely discuss the impact that culture has on the way students construct meaning
(Ballard and Clanchy, 1988). This problem is compounded when students who have limited
access to elevated literacy practices in their everyday lives (M°Kenna, 2004) become trapped
in a cycle of using their ‘home literacies’ to advance their ways of knowing (M°Kenna,
2004:277). Well intentioned feedback in these cases, may fall far short of meeting its mark.

Research indicates that a lecturer's tacit knowledge (see Nonaka, 1991; Higgins, 2000; Lea
and Stierer, 2000) and “ways of being® (M°Kenna, 2004:277) are built through experience and
socialisation (Rust et al,, 2003). This suggests that the key to assisting studenis te improve
their work may lie in providing students with opportunities and sufficient meaningful
experiences in a bid to socialise them towards a shared understanding of tacit knowledge and
ways of being and thereby, insights into what it means to be literate in one’s discipline
{(Nonaka, 1991; Rust, et al., 2003). These opportunities for fostering meaningful experience
may be significant in breaking the cycle inherent in the words of Sadler (1989:126), who wrote
that, "it is difficult for teachers to describe exactly what they are looking for, aithough they may
have little difficulty in recognising a fine performance when it occurs.”
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Thus, | believe that the provision of relevant, useful, detailed and timely feedback to students
can be aimed at including and socialising students into the language and practices of the
discipline. In this way, students may be empowered to build their academic capital by
adopting and merging its nules and conventions with their own literacy practices. Thus, with
repeated practice, students may be helped to “produce coherent, meaningful and creative
discourse™ (Li Wai Shing, 1992:48). This stance may be seen to rest on Bakhtin's theory
(1973, cited in M°Kenna, 2004:55) that if *...the word does not forget where it has been and
can never wholly separate itself from the dominion of the contexts of which it has been part’,
there is a distinct possibility of it being adopted and transported to other leaming, by the
participants. This implies that there is scope for regular practice and experience to work its
magical elixir for students. For example, | always start a new section with group discussions.
Groups are made up of four members and each member has a role. That is, timer keeper,
speaker, scribe, mediator. Students are given time to discuss a topic and then make a
presentation, | find that these discussions help to stimulate student {and my) thinking beyond
what | have prescribed for the lecture. It also presents valuable opportunity for students to
engage with and develop cross-cultural awareness of how others think and interact. These
are important aspects to nurture in our students as it helps to shape their understanding and
awareness of themselves and society.

However, oversimplifying issues surrounding meaning making, feedback and ‘ways of
knowing’ within a discipline can be undermined (see Higgins, 2000; Rust et al, 2003;
M°Kenna, 2004). This perception is highlighted when lecturers acknowledge understanding
academic discourses while at the same time admit difficulty in making such knowledge explicit
(Rust et al., 2003). This is attributed to the fact that often this knowledge of what is expected
in a discipline is partly based on tacit knowledge (Tsoukas 1996 and Polanyi, 1998). Polanyi
(1998:136) argues, "We can know more than we can tell”. M°Kenna, (2004) stresses that this
oversight is not deliberate, but simply that lecturers have “assimilated their discipline's
literacy” to such an extent, that they cannot separate it from “their way of being in the worid"
(Geertz, 1983 cited in M"Kenna, 2004:117).

The above reality has an impact on lecturers’ provision of feedback to students. For example,
if a lecturer in their professional capacity admits that they may fall short of articulating
thoroughly what a good piece of work is, it implies that some of the advice lecturers give to
their students may unintentionally be lost or missing from their communication (Polanyi,
1998). Thus, students may sometimes feel that what is expected of them according to the
published assessment criterion does not fit with the feedback provided, and is therefore
contradictory (Geisler 1994; Bamett, 1989; Rust, et al., 2003). This could perpetuate student
failures and subsequent feelings of helplessness (Banduara, 1986; Dweck and Leggetit 1988;
Elliott and Dweck 1988; Yorke, 2003). Also, in this scenario, there is potential for students to
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gravitate towards tow self efficacy (Bandura, 1986) as they may lose confidence in their ability
to change their "fail outcome’.

The ahility of feedback to engender helplessness in students is critical. Especially when one
considers that often when lecturers provide feedback to students, they do so based on an
assumption that their intended communication has the same meaning to the student receiving
it. However, when an assumption is made that two people can consistently deduce the same
meaning when reading a particular texis, it implies that the meaning is *autonomous of the
context in which it is produced or interpreted® (M°Kenna, 2004:2). However, research
conducted by Street (1984, 1993, and 1995) and Lea and Stierer (2000} argues that this
assumption is false. Street believes that meaning cannot be constructed as a neatly
packaged task in isolation from one's experiences informing it.

Research carried out by Glover and Brown (2006) provided detailed examples of how widely
the perception between students and lecturers differ. It also indicated how differing
perceptions may be informed by an individual's experiences and hints at how problems may
be magnified when assumplions are generalised {0 be the norm. Glover and Brown (2006)
highlight how a lecturer in their study assumes that all students do not want feedback
because she believes that students usually ignhore the quality feedback she provides. Cn the
other hand, responses from the students interviewed by Glover and Brown {2006) revealed
that students belisved that feedback was necessary and very important to them.

When lecturers make generalised assumptions about their students’ ability to make meaning,
it may well result in the regrassion of student leaming and frustration for both lecturer and
student. This scenario may become more complex if the student becomes aware of the
lecturer's apinion.

2.8.6 Lecturer stereotyping
Student awareness of the lecturer's opinion has been shown to direclly influence student

behaviour (Rowntree, 1987 and Lackey, 1997). For example Lackey (1997) in his PhD
entitled 'The relationships among written feedback, motivation, and changes in written
performance,” cites a case study carried out by McCarthy (1987) to indicate how feedback
influenced student behaviour and performance. When the teacher provided what he believed
was very meaningful and useful feedback, he expected students to show their appreciation for
his comments by carrying his ‘advice’ into their next piece of work. However, when a student
reacted differently to what he expected, the teacher reciprocated by reacting in a way that
indicated to the student that he believed that the student had no ability, and never would have
any. Once the student realised how the teacher felt, he gave up any attempt to use the
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teacher comments; instead, he resorted to a strategy of trial and error learning. Thus, the
student alters his behaviour to fit the teacher’s belief of his ability.

The above scenario is critical. Instead of getting to the root of the problem, the teacher made
assumptions about the student's ability to take the meaning he had intended from his
message. The teacher did not even realise that the student ignored his feedback for the
simple reason that he did not understand it. In this case, Zachary's words (2000) are useful:
clarity can help to seitle expectation issues. That is, for the student and the lecturer. Insights
gained from revelations like this may be crucial for lecturers in creating awareness of the
underlying tensions that inform students’ perceptions of lecturers’ texts, their understanding,
meaning making and how this informs the students' future actions. The same scenario may
be unfolding unabated in our very own classrooms,

2.8.7 Student diversity
The potential for differing perceptions and mismatch between feedback wanted and feedback

provided is compounded when we look at the diversity of students entering our South African
higher education system today. The ending of the apartheid era has contributed towards a
more diverse student body than was the case in the past (Shay, 2003). This means that the
students profile today includes a larger number of students from previously disadvantaged
sectors of the population (Quinn, 1999; M°Kenna, 2004; Shay, 2003). The “educational
preparedness” (Shay, 2003:101) of students entering tertiary education institutions therefore,
has a very varied grounding and culture. In this context, the argument made by Cope and
Kalantzis (1993:8) provides an enlightening indication on the ‘snow-ball' effect this grounding
in student diversity could have at classroom level:

For those outside the discourses and cuftures of certain reaims of power and access,
acquiring these discourses requires explicit explanation ... Students from historicalfy
marginalized groups, however, need explicit leaching more than students who seem
destined for a comfortable ride into the genres and culfures of power,

This implies that cognisance of cur students’ background is important and influential as the
foundation which will guide lecturer support of students’ future leaming (Popham, 2006). For
example, it could inform our academic practice by indicating that some students may need
more guidance, discussion and feedback, than others, as well as varying levels of support on
how to make sense of it and use it. Additionally, growing student diversity means that the
assumption that students automatically deduce the same meaning as lecturers from a given
text is more critical. Simultaneously, it emphasises that there can be litlle room in formative
assessment for clichéd responses to students’ texts (Skorczewski, 2000). This is especially
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relevant in the South African context, as student diversity includes varied proficiency in
English gained from having English as a second or even third language (M*Kenna, 2004).

However, what can compound the problems encountered in leaming and teaching
interactions is that academics may not consider how the sociocultural influences their
students bring with them inform and impact the learning and teaching cycle (Vygotsky et al.,
1978; Gee, 1990 cited in Gough, 2000). For example, these influences must be kept in mind
when they design assessment tasks and provide students with feedback. As argued by Gee
{2005:21), students' social and cultural influence, that is, “thinking, believing, valuing and
using” of feedback is rendered as separate and irrelevant to the greater leaming context. This
limited view of the unfolding learning and teaching often results in academics obtaining litile
more than a surface understanding of their classroom dynamics and they could then
unknowingly perpetuate and maintain an unequal student access to different types of
discourse. Importantly, academics may fail o realise how powerful students’' socio-cuiltural
influences can be in shaping the way students “engage”, “behave” and “act’ within a particular
context (Gee, 2005:21).

Gough {2000:43) for example, speaks of “primary and secondary” discourses. He refers to the
former as similar to “one's home discourse™ which requires no specialised skills to participate
in (ibid:43). This type of discourse is therefore accessible to all students (ibid, 2000).
However, Gough asserts that secondary discourses are specialised discourses that require
skills and knowledge to “comprehend” and participate in (2000:44}. Gough further states that
secondary discourses are learned through social institutions like schools and tertiary
institutions and are not as easily accessible to all students. This implies that secondary
discourses can act as a gatekeeper. This fosters a notion of secondary discourse users as
being *in the position of power® (Gough, 2000:45). Gramsci (1971 cited in M°Kenna, 2004)
indicates that those in the position of power use their elevated discourses to act in defiberate
ways to enforce their ways of being, as “both appropriate and unquestionable” thereby
excluding others who are outside the circle of power (ibid: 17},

| believe that Gough's distinction between users of primary and secondary discourse is
relevant within the context of the South African higher education environment, with its diverse
student intake. |f undetected and unattended to, it may result in students who are excluded
from elevated discourse practices, being unable to traverse beyond these now seemingly
impenetrable discourse barriers, thus relegating these marginalised students as the
underdog.

2.8.8 Cue seeking students
If students become privy to an academic’s tacit knowledge and ways of being, they may

manceuvre this insight to suit their own needs (Rowntree, 1987; Biggs, 1996, Glover and
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Brown, 2006). This has implications for how students construct knowledge within the
discipline as well as on the learning strategies students adopt. For example, an assessment
may be viewed by cue seeking students as intertwined with the ‘character of the marker too'.
Therefore, the student may strategically tailor their work to suit the way the lecturer marks
(Glover and Brown, 20086).

This type of cue seeking behaviour gives support for what has been identified in the literature
as playing by the “rules of the game” (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002:12) or determining the
“hidden curriculum” (Snyder, 1971 cited in Gibbs and Simpson, 2002:1; also see Rowntree,
1987; Brown, et al. 1995; Biggs, 1996; Entwistle, 1996; Webster et al., 2000 and Yorke,
2003). This means that instead of focussing on intrinsic needs through a deep engagement
with their learning and ways of knowing, students may approach learning on a surface level to
satisfy extrinsic needs, by hunting out cues to inform their actions and as a result, doing as
little academic work as possible, to get a better grade (Yorke, 2003). Cue seeking plays a
significant role in the whole learning process, influencing student responses, their attitudes to
learning, the way they approach their tasks and their understanding of learning (Ramsden,
1987).

As indicated earlier in Chapter One, students may move from a deep to surface approach or
vice versa, in order to satisfy imposed assessment requirements (Volet and Chalmers, 1992).
In this context, Race (2001:30) has argued that:

Students are highly intelligent people; if we confront them with a “game” where
learning is linked to a rigid and monotonous diet of assessment, they will learn
according to the rules of that game.

Thus, it means that lecturers need to use these findings as well as insights from other
researchers like Yorke (2003:489) “littte more than a lay understanding of psychology”, to
advance their awareness of the roll over effect the different approaches contribute to learning.

Weigel's comparison table on deep versus surface learning (2001 cited in Barrett, 2004 and
reproduced below as Table 2.3), is an important point of reference within the framework of
formative assessment practices as it can enhance academics’ awareness of, may inform their
practices and importantly, help them to distinguish between the characteristics symbolic of
learners engaged in the different approaches towards learning. Essentially, as indicated by
Gibbs, (1992) a deep approach to learning is characterised by encouraging active student
engagement with content and feedback, fostering critical thinking, interaction with other
students as well as with the teacher, “access to a well-structured knowledge base ... and
opportunities for individual reflection on these experiences” (Hewson and Hughes,
undated:2). Importantly, characteristics that encourage a deep approach to learning resuits in
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a transformed approach towards learning (Smith and Waller, 1997). | believe that the
attributes associated with a deep approach to learning are very compatible with the drafting-
responding intervention framed in this study and thus central to encouraging active student
engagement with subject content. The deep approach to learning is valued in the new
approach to learning and teaching today, and can been seen as linked to the purpose of
assessment, mentioned earlier in this chapter, as follows: surface learning being congruent
with learning for assessment while deep learning is congruent with learning from assessment.

TABLE 2.3 DEEP LEARNING VERSUS SURFACE LEARNING*

[Attributes of Deep Learning |Attributes of Surface Leﬁ;h_i;g_hj
Learners relate ideas to previous Learners treat the course as E
knowledge and experience. unrelated bits of knowledge. F
Learners look for patterns and Learners memorize facts and carry |
unrelated principles. out procedures routinely. [
iLeamers check evidence and relate |Learners find difficulty in making

|it to conclusions. sense of new ideas presented.
Learners examine logic and Learners see little value or meaning
argument cautiously and critically.  |in either courses or tasks.

Learners are aware of the Learners study without reflecting on |
understanding that develops while |either purpose of strategy.

learning.

Learners become interested in the |Learners feel undue pressure and
course content. worry about work.

Source: Weigel (2001) cited in Barrett (2004)

Our awareness of these dynamics can prevent us from falling prey to what Miller and Parlett
1874 (cited in Yorke, 2003:489) referred to as “cue-seekers” who are intent on getting by via
skimming the surface, and adopting a passive and dependant approach where they are not
required to be an active contributor (Ramsden, 1992). This insight is invaluable to the lecturer
as it is not the intention of formative assessment or summative assessment for that matter, to
create in our students a ‘learned dependence’ (Boud 1995) that stifles the student’s spirit.
Ideally, lecturers can use their awareness of the above learning approaches to inform existing
and underpin future practices. This stance is congruent with Race’s (2001:30) argument that,
“to improve their [students] learning, we need to improve our game.” Thus when lecturers
assess students, we can aim to position our assessments to foster a deep approach to
learning (Ramsden, 1988, Biggs, 1990; Boud, 1995) and thereby, maximise student learning.

It has to be noted that this approaches to learning model is not without critique: Mitchell
(1994b), Webb (1997); Richardson (2000) and more recently, by Haggis (2003). Using
strategic quotes, from proponents of the approaches to learning theory as well as findings
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from fellow sceptics as support, Haggis (2003) claims that although this research in higher
education is regarded as seminal, there has been liltle change to the initial conceptualisation
on the approaches to leaming model, to indicate this. She argues that the approaches to
learning model is evolved on “elite values, attitudes and epistemologies™ which make littie
sense to students (ibid:102). This means that the learning model is restrictive for students in
the higher education system today. Of particular importance to me, is her reference to recent
findings which indicate that context and cultural dynamics inform the way students construct
meaning and thus inform their learning. Haggis argues that the ‘approaches to learning model'
do not reflect any cognisance of this critical information.

The argument made by Haggis (2003) may warrant further investigation as it contributes to
the base on which our fearning and teaching praclices are evolved. While | do not believe
that we should abandon the approaches to leaming model on the basis of difficulty
experienced in “changing approaches” or on the isolated successes of "a surface approach®
to learning (Haggis, 2003:92), | believe that emerging research in academic literacies have
some valuable insights to contribute towards the existing approaches to learning model. That
is, to reshape and inform "an alternative way of looking at higher education learning” (Haggis,
2003:90).

2.8.9 Massification, formative assessment and context
Student numbers in higher education institutions are increasing (Higgins and Hartley, 2002;

Weaver, 2008). Unfortunately, in this era of massification of higher education, while lecturers
may acknowledge the diverse culture and learning needs that students bring with them, and
the way this could impact on the level of teaching and learning support required, lecturers
cannot possibly attend to it all when providing feedback. Larsen (1998) makes an important
observation in stating that providers of feedback cannot control the way different people
interpret what has been said. Thus, even when quality feedback is provided with good
intentions, it may not be well received. Additionally, increasing student numbers means that
while it is desirable to build deep relationships with our students, led by individual student
needs, it is increasingly becoming a luxury to address this in reality through one-on-one
sessions (Rust, et al., 2003; Gardner 2004; Carless, 2006 and Weaver, 2006} as teaching
costs go up in direct proportion to the number of students (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002; Knight,
2002).

If one reviews for example, the student intake for the Food and Beverage Management
Diploma in 2004 was 47. However, with the changing landscape of higher education and the
post merger formation of DUT, that figure has leapt to 106. This figure may seem smaii when
compared to other disciplines but this course of study is very labour intensive due to the
integration of theoretical and practical subjects, which at times require hands-on application
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and one-cn-one interaction. However in the wake of increasing student numbers, the lecturer-
student ratio is on the decrease {Pereira, undated). For exampie, in 2005, the lecturer-student
ratio for the practical component of the subject Food and Beverage Studies was 1:20 while
post merger, it was approximately 1:38. There is, as Yorke (2003) argues, a decrease in the
attention being given to individual students which is at odds with formative practices. If these
factors are not the straw to break the proverbial camel's back and deter lecturers at the DUT
from engaging in formative practices, then increasing administrative duties and the drive to
engage lecturers in research type activities (Yorke, 2003), without due consideration for their
workload, just may.

Massification means that not all institutions can profess to provide the depth of interaction and
feedback provided by Oxford or Cambridge University with their one-on-one student-lecturer
sessions (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002). In the Sauth African context, if left unattended, the
problems which students bring with them from their secondary level schooling may be left for
students to untangle by themselves (Kasanga, 2004) and could be compounded by the more
independent type of learning which is required by tertiary level studies (as compared to
school). However, the inclusion of other types of formative practices, which do not have such
time related implications for lecturers; for example group work and peer assessment
strategies as well as adoption of generic and transferable self-assessment skills, ete. (Biggs,
1998; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006), can go some of the way towards identifying and
addressing shorifalls brought on by increasing students numbers. In turn, these strategies
may assist students in supporting their learning and towards empowering students to self-
regulate {Sadler, 1989),

2.8.10 Active student participation

Formative assessment practices provide a platform for advising students of their current
learning status, to identify gaps, as well as to provide opportunities and constructive guidance
on how to bridge such gaps, in order to enhance future leaming (Ramaprasad, 1983; Nicol
and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Nicol and Macfarane-Dick (2006} indicate that students are
presented with the key to unlock their future potential. However the waming issued by Biggs
(1998:104) still holds true — that it is idealistic to presume that “students are intrinsically and
necessarily involved in receiving and acting upon feedback.” He argues that the successes of
formative assessment rest on a student’s ability to self-assess and their willingness to close
gaps identified “yet in most classrooms, even in tertiary classrooms, self-assessment is rare”
(1998:104}. Furthermore, research on students’ use of feedback to forge ahead in their
learning is discouraging (Hillocks 1986 cited in Wilhelm, 2003; Elbow, 1997; Carless, 2006),
but indicates that context plays a role in influencing students’ use of feedback.



Student interaction with and use of feedback has a two-fold implication for learning. Firstly, as
already indicated in Chapter One, lecturers’ need to be aware of the different approaches
students adopt towards their learning. This can assist lecturers in ensuring that they select
more practices aimed at fostering meaningful learning in students. Secondly, Biggs (1998)
indicates the importance of using assessment methods that afford students the opportunities
to develop and to be active participants in their learning process. However, using different

methods of assessment alone may not be sufficient.

For example, Sadler (1989) has argued that for students to self-assess and close gaps
implies that students know how to do this. But the argument posed by Webster et al. (2000)
and Orsmond et al. (2000 cited in Bloxham and West, 2004) shows that this is not always the
case in reality as: “in some areas, students do not have the information to apply criteria...
including those who understand the criteria but cannot apply it because they do not have the
subject knowledge” (ibid:723). This means that lecturers must be aware of the fact the
students can only benefit from feedback if they know for themselves what good performance
is (Butler and Winne, 1995). This implies that a type of socialisation process into the ways of
our discipline would be key to informing, motivating and empowering our students (Nonaka,
1891). Thus it also becomes imperative that lecturers look at the reverse side of the feedback
coin to investigate the students’ interaction with and perception of assessment feedback so
that they avoid making generalised assumptions or waste time and effort by providing
feedback which may be unhelpful. If formative assessment issues and practices are better
understood both from the lecturer and student perspective and are unravelled thoroughly, with
care taken to meet the challenges it could face, there are rewarding gains for all stakeholders
(Black and Wiliam, 1998).

2.8.11 Time and workload within DUT environment
Incorporating a process-orientated approach to assessment practices has an impact on

practice, especially (but not solely) in terms of workload for academic staff. Lecturer workload
is of special significance for DUT, especially when one considers that in terms of our pre-
merger history, technikons were not expected to be what Yorke (2003:483) describes as
‘research active”. Effectively, research was regarded as the domain of universities as
technikons were “never meant to be research institutions” (Ogude, et al., 2001:n.p.).
Moreover, the “training approach” which was adopted by technikons was *“very labour
intensive” (Powell and M°Kenna, unpublished). These realities resulted in lecturing staff within
technikons carrying a high lecturing load (Powell and M°Kenna, unpublished). However, post
2005 the official nomenclature change from Technikon to UoT and the greater emphasis on
the offering of post-graduate degrees, has altered this scenario somewhat. This in turn has
resulted in a recent drive by UoTs to acquire “more highly-qualified staff with less industry
experience” and greater focus on research outputs (ibid). This drive has also been extended
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to include getting existing academics to upgrade their qualifications (Powell and M°Kenna,
unpublished). At odds with this stance though is the fact that academic woriloads within the
DUT remain largely unchanged (ibid).

Reassessing academic workloads becomes important and urgent when one considers the
changing landscape of higher education and its resulting impact on learning, teaching and
assessment methodologies, For example, in their study, Gibbs and Simpson (2002}, found a
direct relationship among written comments on students’ assignments, increasing class sizes
and the impact this had on time. They argued that “most assessment costs go up in direct
proportion to the number of students; as a result assessment costs can overtake teaching
costs” (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002:5).

Gibbs and Simpson's perception is also supported in the literature by Sprinkle (2004} who
cites written commentary from researchers like Connors and Lunsford to argue that when
lecturers are overworked, they may resort to *dashfing] down a few words® which are passed
off as comments (2004:273). Perhaps unsurprisingly as indicated by Connors and Lunsford
(cited in Sprinkle, 2004) longer, detailed written comments are increasing becoming a “rarity”
(2004:273). issues surrounding the quantity of written versus verbal feedback will be
discussed in Chapter Four section 4.3.1.

Thus, when one couples the time required in the dialoguing process outlined in this study
alongside the DUT context of rising student numbers and high lecture ioads it provides a
sharp contrast fo the position implicit in this study, and proponents like Bardine et al. (2000) or
Carless (2006) who advocate the importance and necessity of dialoguing in the feedback
cycle to inform future leaming.

Other mitigating factors may be how well practitioners who come from a more vocational
background fit in with the educational demands of their jobs and what support they need in
this regard. Consideration must also be given to: academic’s personal stress situations or
change in circumstances which directly impact upon the amount of after-hour time they are
able to put into their work, curriculum changes e.g. a new textbook for subject, lecturer
undertaking new subject efc. Underlying all these questions is also the presence of an urgent
drive for staff within DUT to upgrade their own qualifications while simultaneously carrying
high workloads (Powell and M*Kenna, unpublished).

Good assessment practices, like fine wine, take time and nurturing and this must be
acknowledged in terms of workload implications as well as developmental initiatives in order
to benefit leaming and teaching as a whole (Stiggins, 2002; Mutch, 2003). Too often, we are
more concerned with the benefits and may get sidetracked about the investment required in
order to obtain the rewards (Stiggins, 2002). Such an oversight in balancing the investment
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could well serve to perpetuate the dominance of traditional methods of assessment and
continue to encourage resistance and resentment to change existing academic practices
(Wilhelm; 2003). As pointed out by Black and Wiliam's review, Inside the black box (2001:10),
“There is no quick fix that can be added to existing practice with promise of rapid reward.” |
believe that the sooner we acknowledge time its place in the assessment equation, the
sooner we will get willing academic participants to get meaningful assessment methods off
the ground.

| believe that in exploring any learning and teaching scenario, one cannot do so without
revisiting the DUT's evolution from Technikon to University status. In particular, the
implication of its inherited staffing and the roll over on assessment practices.

As indicated in Chapter One, the practical and industry relevant nature of the qualification
offered (NRF, 2003), emphasised the recruitment of academic staff with vocationally based
knowledge and experience (M°Kenna, 2004; Powell and M°Kenna, unpublished). This
background could in turn have an impact on learning and teaching practices.

1 will use two other researchers’ beliefs to highlight aspects of the far reaching implication that
vocationally based academic appointments could introduce to the dynamics of learning and
teaching. On the one hand, M°Kenna (2004:116) believes that some academic staff “may
never have reflected on the philosophical and ideological basis of [their] content”. Thus these
staff members would have been recruited on an assumption that they had an “implicit
knowledge of academic literacy” (M°Kenna, 2004:116). On the other hand, Rushton
(2005:510) believes that “an experienced teacher will possess skills, knowledge, attitudes,
awareness of standards and expertise in evaluative skills that [would] have contributed to
their tacit professional knowledge” (also see Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992 cited in Shay,
2004).

In this context vocationally-based academic appointments would have placed the recruit in
day-day academic functions for example assessment activities, but this could have taken
place in a grey area via the assumption of a shared academic knowledge, expertise and ways
of being (M°Kenna, 2004). This means that in reality, although vocationally qualified staff had
subject knowledge, their knowledge of how to transiate this to academic practices for their
daily lessons and assessments may have been absent, underdeveloped or evolving — or what
Goodwin (1994 cited in Shay, 2004:317), referred to as performing “without having had time
to develop the requisite professional vision." Thus, these academics may not have had the
necessary knowledge about how to develop these practices in their students. Moreover, this
reality may have far reaching implications on day-day learning and teaching. Sotto (1994:15)
captures this point in a few words by stating that there is a misguided assumption that “One
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does not have to study teaching in order to become a teacher." However, the reality is that

“one can be a chemist and not be a teacher” (ibid:15).

Although the above started out as ‘implications’, | am loathe to leave them as mere
conjecture. There is other evidence in the literature that is congruent with and supports my
concern, albeit under different circumstances. For example, similar to my own experience
when | first started lecturing, new academics who are conducting academic assessments for
the first time may find that they are forced to “learn to mark by marking” (Shay, 2004:317).

When put into DUT's post-merger staffing context, it implies that problems arising from
vocationally based academic appointments, in the absence of academic experience and
grounding, could have potentially left new academics “floundering” (Shay, 2004:317) with
some lecturers possibly resorting to getting things ‘right’ via a process of trial and error while

they socialised themselves into the requirements of their new job.

The attitude of other, more experienced academics could exacerbate problems experienced
by the new academic. For example, | recall that my trepidation towards marking open-ended
assignments was in stark contrast to a senior lecturer's casual remark that | would 'soon get
the hang of it' (also see Shay, 2004). This perception of learning on the job and its intricacies,
is discussed and belied by Sotto (1994), in his book titled, “When teaching becomes leamning”,
which documents his experiences as a fledging teacher who goes through a myriad of
conflicting emotions when he is instated as a teacher on the assumption by policymakers that
teaching is an inherent, easy and obvious talent.

It is important to acknowledge the possibility that a general lack of educational qualification or
experience could have implications for assessment practices in general, as well as for the
adoption of future assessment practices which are aimed at enhancing learning and teaching.
In fact, research conducted by Rowe and Wood (undated) expressly reported that the
“language skills and teaching ability of tutors, curriculum design, and the perceived
commitment of tutors” (ibid:8) were essential informers to the overall quality of feedback. The
implications of the general lack of educational qualification or experience on the quality of
learning and teaching will be discussed further in Chapter Five.

Simultaneously, | wish to acknowledge the impact that time and exposure to the learning and
teaching environment, as well as the teaching portfolio intervention® for academic staff at the
DUT, could have had in socialising the ‘novice vocational lecturer’ to among other things,

3 The teaching portfolio which was linked to academic probation, was designed to provide an
induction to new academic staff, is no longer offered by the DUT.
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assessment matters and experiences. Or what Lave and Wenger {1991 n.p.) referred to as
the process of “legitimate peripheral participation.” Implying that in a process similar to the
way that students are socialised into the “*community of practice®, with their learning, so too
does the ‘novice academic’, with practice, become socialised towards an expert academic
way of being, thus moving from the “periphery of this community to its center” {Lave and
Wenger, 1991:n.p.). | believe that it is important to acknowledge that this grounding could
have had an implication on assessment practices in general, as well as on the adaplion of
assessment practices which are aimed at enhanging learning and teaching at the DUT. To
this effect, an analysis of the data in Chapter Four which solicits student perceptions of
assessment practices in general as well as on moves towards formative assessment
practices for assignments, may have bearing. Furthermore, there is the implication that the
degree to which, and the mastery with which, formative assessment is translated into practice
(Goodwin, 1994 cited in Shay, 2004; Rushton, 2005) by academics at the DUT, may
contribute some part towards what the literature terms a slower move towards adopting more
student-directed type of assessment practices (Biggs, 1998; Black and Wiiiam, 1998).

Another problem which could have challenged vocationally based academic appointees and
in tum exacerbate a stower adoption of more innovative assessment practices, is that the
current leaming and teaching environment has shifted significantly since their own learning
and teaching experiences (Higgins et al.,, 2001; de Waal, 2004; Klenowski, 2004). There is
therefore the potential for a strong resistance towards adoption of a more formative approach
towards assessment.

While this research is not about merger issues per se, it is at times difficult and impossible to
separate the challenges brought on by the merger as well as by the establishment of UoTs as
these have a roll over effect on several other areas, including learning and teaching {Powell
and M°Kenna, unpublished). For example, when the merger of M.L. Suitan and Technikon
Natal with its subsequent transition to UoT status is coupled with the atlitude and
expectations of policymakers, it paints a fuller picture of the context in which a novice
academic is working.

De Waal (2004:4) for example argues that an important misconception of the transition from
the traditional paradigm to a new constructivist paradigm which embodies OBE assessment
principles, comes from policymakers who imply that all the existing lecturer had to do was
‘undergo a paradigm shift in order to equip themselves mentally for the challenges that
awaited them.” However, when misconceptions like this are transferred to higher education
institutions, alongside the challenge brought on by mergers, it paints a narrow and simplistic
view of policymakers when dealing with the human factor as it essentially fails to
acknowledge the impact of accompanying factors like “fear, demotivation, stress, resistance
and disempowerment” (de Waal, 2004:4) in this equation. Moreover, | propose that a
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changing learning and teaching approaches alongside issues brought on by the introduction
of OBE and institutional mergers may have ieft the vocationally-based academic ingénue
grappling to cope with the mere day-to-day academics like lecturing, seiting tests, marking,
etc {Shay, 2004) let alone having to now invest in designing innovative learning, teaching and
assessment practices. Essentially, policy makers may fail to realise that in light of changing
approaches to leamning and teaching alongside issues brought on by OBE and the
establishment of Technikons as UoT's, academics may need much more support and training
in order to deal with challenges they may face.

2.9. Implications
The above framework implies that more than just a focus on assessment matters and

reflection is needed 1o improve practice. Staff inherited from the former technikon staffing
system, who now function as staff within the UoT, may require training, “personal and
professional development and support” {Black and Wiliam, 2001:10, also see Ivanit et al.,
2000; Monty, 2003) to help align themselves with the vision and mission of a UoT in an era of
evolving higher education. These aspects will be discussed in full under recommendations in
Chapter Five.

2.10. Benefits associated with formative assessment
With the range of challenges that impact upon and influence formative practices, it is critical

that students and lecturers keep sight of the fruits to be reaped in persevering with the
development and adoption of formative assessment practices. In the next section, | will
discuss how formative assessment practices may benefit participants in the learning and
teaching cycle.

2101 Impact of OBE
The implementation of Quicomes-based education heralded the dawn of a new era for

education in South Africa (Jansen, 1999 cited in de Waal, 2004). OBE which focusses on the
outcomes of the educational process was introduced in South Africa post apartheid, in a bid
to overtum the legacy of apartheid education (Botha, 2002). Within the South African
educational context, OBE is aimed at improving education access and quality and removing
previous inequalities by moving away from the previous regime of a racially segregated
education system, towards among other aspects, developing and promoting life long leaming,
transferable leaming and skills, portability, building learner self efficacy, leamner centeredness,
embracing the concept of individuality in leaming and developing a deep approach to learning
(Spady, 1994; Boud, 1995; Killen, 2000; Botha, 2002).
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3

 would like to note that in this research, reference is made to OBE and a new constructivist
paradigm for learning and teaching. However, although the new approach to leaming and
teaching has coincided with introduction of OBE in South Africa, it is not necessarily the
same, In Spady's (1994:1) words: “Outcome-Based Education means clearly focussing and
organising everything in an educational system around what is essential for all students to be
able to do successfully at the end of their lsaming experiences. This means starting with a
clear picture of what is important for students to be abie to do, then organising the curriculum,
instruction, and assessment to make sure this learning ultimately happens.” Thus, OBE
importantly signifies a shift from a traditional approach to assessment towards new ways of
engaging and assessing our learners in order to encourage active leaming for all students
{Spady, 1994; Smith and Waller, 1897; Killen, 2000), with the emphasis is on what students
learn and how well they leamn it rather than focussing on “when they leam it" (Botha,
2002:364).

However, these intentions would not be realised if the role of the lecturer in this equation did
not evolve too {Smith and Waller, 1997; Killen, 2000 and de Waal, 2004). Although de Waal's
research (2004) was based on schools, | believe that his anticipation that “teacher identity
would be radically different from the apartheid curriculum and pedagogical approach®
" {2004:43), has reference for my tertiary-based study. For example, de Waal cites a host of
problem areas like differing perceptions of OBE, “[in]sufficient funding, inadequate training of
curriculum advisors” and demotivation evident from teacher responses, to wam that this
evolved teacher identity is not going to oceur overnight (2004:4). Based on de Waal's findings
and the realities which unfolded post-merger and during the formation of the DUT, | believe
that it is going to be a very gradual process before the benefits anticipated and associated
with an OBE lead approach to learning and teaching, and its resulting reinvented learner and
lecturer identity, actually filter fromn the policymakers, to learing institutions, to academic staff
and students.

Additionally, given that students spend a minimum of 12 years at school, alongside the reality
that the post-apartheid adoption of an OBE approach to assessment has leaned more in
favour of tribulations than triumphs (de Waal, 2004), creates a reality that students entering
tertiary education system will have varying levels of exposure to the anticipated benefits from
the OBE approach. It would be interesting to measure what impact an QBE influenced way of
assessing of our students engenders and inter alia, the type of assessment and feedback
practices students were exposed to while at school. Assessment and feedback practices at
school and their impact on the way in which students experienced assessment and feedback
practices at a tertiary level, will be addressed in Chapter Four, Section 4.2.1,
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2.10.2 New approach to learning and teaching
The South African Qualification Authority's “Criteria and Guidelines for the Registration of

Assessors” (2001:7) describe the lecturer's evolved role in the constructivist paradigm as
follows:

Leaming is no longer something that is done to the learner, but something that the
learner is actively involved in. As such, the role of the assessor has changed: from
being a ‘gate-keeper, who uses assessment to prevent leamers from developing
further, to a supportive guide who has the success of the leamer at heart so that the
learnar can gain access lo further learmning

This rethinking of education from the students’ perspective means that learning is no fonger
centred on the teacher and teacher inputs and the transmission of knowledge (Smith and
Waller, 1997) but rather, on encouraging students towards reflection and deep leaming with
the teacher seated in a facilitative role (Rushton, 2005).

Cognisance and embracing of such changes is set to transform the ways teachers teach, and
learners leam. Teaching is becoming more than merely the transmission of information and
learning becomes more than just rote, motivated by the need to exit a course with a degree
on hand. As pointed out by Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick {2006:200), “Students interact with
subject content, transforming and discussing it with others, in order to internalize meaning
and make connections with what is already known.” Within this context, active participation
between facilitator and learner, and learner-learmner, is not only desirable but essential (Hunt,
2003; Lea et al, 2003). However, this means that concrete efforts must be made by all
stakeholders to ensure that the anticipated benefits of the new approach to leaming and
teaching become a reality rather than mere ‘lip service’.

One way to address this could be by aiming to move away from the previous dominance of
norm referenced assessments, that is, assessmeants led by marks or grades, without any
detailed qualitative feedback, “designed...for the purpose of comparing them [students) with
each other or with the general population norms” (Biggs, 1999.69). Instead, there should be a
drive towards the design and utilisation of a higher number of criterion referenced
assessments, that is student-centred and developmental type assessments which focus on
*changes in performance as a result of leaming, for the purpose of seeing what, and how wel,
something has been learnt” (Biggs, 1999:69), rather than comparing one student's effort
against that of another (Butler, 1987). The OBE-led approach to assessment alongside the
new (constructivist) approach to leaming and teaching is well positioned to facilitate the above
changes. Thus, these approaches to learning and teaching may seek to redress these and
other changes. For example, focussing on clearly defined assessment criteria to inform future
assessment practices and ensuring that students and lecturers have had sufficient
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opportunities to incorporate various techniques to work towards a shared understanding of
these criteria, to enable maximum usefulness and development. The argument by Loacker
and Jensen (1988:130) refers:

By making these criteria explicit and public they enable students to develop an
understanding of an ability and an increasingly refined performance of it.. As students
dovelop their understanding of the role criteria play in their education, they are
increasingly able to take more responsibility for their own leaming. They move from
passively receiving their instructor's evaluation of their performances to actively
identifying and applying criteria to assess their own performances.

In other words, by becoming acculturated in the reading and writing required by their learming
context (Ballard and Clanchy, 1988), students may become empowered to function as
regulators and assessors of their own learning.

it follows then that if the learning gains attributed to formative assessment are fo be reaped
and for students to become an active part of the assessment process, it is essential for
practitioners to ensure that their practices shift to embrace more formative exercises which
can assist in socialising students into different types of assessment practices and greater
involvernent of students in assessment activities (Boud, 2000). One way to fast track this and
assist in making the intended, a reality, is through the provision of detailed feedback in
response to set criteria, within a process rather than product-based approach towards writing
{Paxton, 199§; Bamett, 1989; Zeiser, 1999 and Kasanga, 2004).

_ According 10 a booklet entitied “A brief guide fo responding to students’ writing” produced by
Rhodes University Academic Development Centre (2001:3), “the drafting-responding process
is compatible with an outcomes-based approach to assessment in that:

» [t encourages continuous assessment,

= Assessment criteria are made explicit,

s Students are given feedback on their writing, and

= Assessment is used for learning”

~ This process is therefore weli positioned in the new approach to learning and teaching to
engage the student with the feedback implied in this context, and to make dynamic changes
to their work, while it is in progress.

2.10.3 Drafting-responding
Bartolomae {1985:134) posits that for students "to speak our language...as we do, fo try on

the particular ways of knowing, selecting, evaluating, reporting, concluding and arguing that
define the discourse of our community”, implies a need for students and lecturers to work
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towards a shared understanding of what academic discourse is within a given context.
Furthermore, inculcating a culture of shared understanding of academic literacies may
empower our students to internalise discipline specific literacy practices and thereby
encourage our students to self-regulate and develop as active monitors of their texts without
relying solely on the input from an outsider. Engaging our students in low-stakes formative
assessment practices can be a useful tool to develop their academic capital (Bourdieu, 1992
cited in Shay, 2003}, as it may afford students opportunities to realise the benefits that
consultative processes, reflection (Kolb, 1984; Schén, 1987), imitating (Rust et al., 2003) and
recursive processes and revising may have on their work {Paxton, 1995; Zeiser, 1899,
Kasanga, 2004; Nicol and Macfartane-Dick, 2006).

One of the ways to engage our students in low-stakes assessment could be through providing
feedback to students in a process-orientated approach. Using this method, students will be
given feedback at the draft stage with follow-up mechanisms in place to enable the feedback
provided, to feed forward in the next draft {(Paxton, 1995; Bardine et al., 2000; Carless, 2006,
Glover and Brown, 2006). In this way, students are encouraged to use the feedback provided
to revise and enhance their previous understanding. A study conducted by Merry (et al., 1999
cited in Gibbs and Simpson, 2002) which used Corder (1981} and Brumfit (1980),
hypothesises that students retain feedback if they are forced to approach correction as a
problem solving activity. They reported that when assignments were process-orientated, up fo
40% of students "reported changing not just their assignment but the way they, in future, went
about tackling assignments” (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002:16). This indicated that comments
provided by lecturing staff on student assignments “is one of the ways in which students may
be given advice about the rules and conventions of the discipline® (Paxton, 1995:189).

In this context, Gibbs and Simpson (2003) stressed that follow-up on the feedback provided is
a critically important stage in the drafting-responding process, in order to check if students
have acted on feedback. These mechanisms could take the form of for example post drafting
dialogues, written feedback, redrafting opportunities, action plans based on comments
received on draft, etc. (Mitchler, 2006). While the method of initiating follow-up on feedback
given may be varied, its purpose remains unitary (Mitchler, 2006). However, if this follow-up
stage is omitted, students may not feel obliged to use feedback and may thus feel that they
can “ignore feedback with impunity” (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002:15).

When well structured planned and implemented, a process-orientated approach towards
assignments provides an opportunity for students and the lecturer to communicate, obtain
clarity on a variety of issues, forge relationships as well as the possibility for students to
develop meta-cognitive and self regulation skills. These prospects embrace Dewey's culture
of learning as a social activity and thus, include opportunity for students to share as well as
justify their texts to others, develop their ideas, get different perspectives on the same issue.
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In this context, students are able to use feedback to go back to the drawing board or “chaos”
(Sommers, 1982:154) in their draft, to restructure and shape their meaning and thus devise
new ways of knowing about the same phenomenon (Sommers, 1982).

The drafting-responding process, as a whole, presents a powerful vehicle for knowledge
transformation and potential for learning. Importantly, as indicated by Flower (1979); Paxton
(1995}, Kasanga (2004) and Scudder (2003}, if the feedback cues given in response to
studenis’ needs are acted on while the student is engaged in the leaming process, it could
lead to meaningful and significant learning gains for both students and lecturers (Black and
Wiliam, 1998; Nicol and Macfadane-Dick, 2008).

2.10.4 Process versus product impact
In the classroom, feedback generated from assessments can provide students and lecturers

with inforrnation cues that can feed directly into their learning and teaching, and inform future
practices (Black and Wiliam, 1998; SAQA, 2001; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). However,
as indicated by Paxton {(1995); Barneft {(1989); Bardine (1999); Zeiser (1999); Kasanga (2004)
and other researchers, feedback provided at the end of a piece of work often fails in what it
sets out to achieve because a large part of the problem lies in the fact that feedback is viewed
as product rather than process-orientated. In her arlicle titled ‘Teaching process and product:
Crafling and responding to student writing assignments’, Zeiser (1999) indicates the
importance of situating writing as a recursive process. She describes how writing a paper for
a conference is not a once off chance, even for lecturers. mstead, a process of *thinking,
writing and revising” is undertaken, followed by more reflection and more writing, until a
satisfactory piece of work is produced. In the process, critical thinking and writing abilities are
developed and improved. Given our personal experiences, one may therefore assume that a
natural progression wouid be to afford our students the same opportunity: to refine, hone and
shape their work via multiple drafts. However, this is often not the case in practice and
students’ writings are instead treated as a product, that is, *first-and-final drafts® ready for
judgment and correction needing no more attention from the student (Barnett, 1989:32).

Elbow (1997) has argued that providing opportunities for drafts can help by moving
assessment practices from high-stakes to low-stakes and potentially have the power to shift
perceptions of both the student and academic, for a given piece of work. For example, he
posits that by “forcing students to carry their thinking through two steps”, that is, drafting and
revising, both the lecturer and the students’ approach to a piece of work alter {Elbow,
1997:11). That is, for the lecturer, “response becomes almost automatically fow stakes®
{1997:11) because the intention shifts from correcting writing to revising writing. For students,
their writing shifts from high stakes to low stakes as they may now use the feedback provided
to revise their work, Students would thus have done sufficient writing in this recursive
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process, to untangle their thoughts and present a clearer and “more fluent” piece of work than
would be possible, if they had not had this drafting opportunity (Elbow, 1997:7}.

Etbow (1997:7) puts it very eloquently when he states that low-stakes writing can help
students “to stumble into their own analogies and metaphors for academic concepts” through
the use of their “informal home or personal language” thereby really making it their own
(1997.7, italics in original). The importance in the difference between students’ ‘home
literacies’ and language and academic discourse with its associated ‘elevated literacies’ has
been well argued by M°Kenna (1995, 2004), and is relevant in DUT's higher education
context which consists of a post-apartheid context and a newly unified higher education
system, Engaging students in processes that are recursive and contributing towards
socialising students in a shared understanding of ‘elevated literacies’ in a given context, may
assist students in moving towards active participation in learning and meaning making rather
than simply “replicating and admiring the knowledge of others® (M°Kenna, 2004:122). This
stance may therefore be effective in enabling students to move from 'knowledge telling
discourse” by empowering students to become “knowledge producer{s])’ who are engaged in
*knowledge generating discourse” (M°Kenna, 2004:24).

2.10.5 Students as ‘insiders’
Very often students may expend valuable time trying to become socialised into the language

of a particular discipline at great personal cost as some may fail their assessments due to
certain impenetrable discourse barriers {Quinn, 1999; M°Kenna, 2004). The literature reveals
a reality that some students never become privy to the language of the discipline nor do they
become insiders (Skorczewski cited in Mitchler, 2008). However the use of meaningful and
helpful measures can go part of the way in helping students to become insiders. This makes it
important to utilise all available resources in trying to provide the currency our students need
to negotiate their way in academic life. For example, as discussed earlier, this can be dohe
through the use of, explicit and detailed assessment criteria, discussions of assessment
criteria, especially use of terminology and depth of interaction expected, dialogues before and
after issving of topics, peer marking, drafting-responding process to check current progress
and inform future actions, provision of specific feedback (Paxton, 1995; Rust, et al., 2003),
ete. Of great importance too, is Skorczewski's appeal to lecturers (cited in Mitchler, 2006) to
look beyond their frustrations when marking students’ texts and instead focus on the fact that
each student's text is informed by their uniqueness, and as such, would require different
responses.

When assignments with a drafting-responding mechanism are issued to students within the
Hospitality field, the feedback provided may be used as a way of gefting students to
understand what a ‘good performance’ in their discipline looks like. For example, by acting as
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a sounding board, the lecturer may assist in making criteria and standards explicit (Loacker
and Jensen, 1988, M°Kenna, 2004; Boughey, 2005). It can also facilitate students'
acquaintance with the discourse of a discipline through opportunities provided for the practice
of writing within a discipline (Gibbs and Simpson, 2002) as well as for integrating and
synthesising theoretical information to suit practical applications. These opportunities may
assist in making students more conscious of the reader as an active audience (Quinn, 2002)
and may alert students to the relevance and inter-play between context, theory and practice
as well as how to modify ideological concepts into practical concepts that reflect cognisance
of social, cultural and economic influences.

Students can then use this grounding to reflect on how close they are to taking on the
practices and expectations of the discipline for themselves, as well as the possibility of
transferring these skills to other areas of leaming. This concept is congruent with Bruner's
belief (1963), from his study on how children develop skills related to inquiry and problem
solving. He found that “the more one has practice, the more likely one is to generalize what
one has learned into a style of problem solving or inquiry that serves for any kind of task
encountered-or almost any kind of task” (1963:83).

2.10.6 The importance of reflection
The importance and need for continuous reflection by both students and lecturers, in higher

education, is widely accepted from both a theoretical base {Viygotsky et al., 1978, Kolb, 1984;
Schon, 1983 and 1987; Dewey, 1913 and 1938) as well as from researchers’ findings (for
example Bamett 1997; Smith and Waller, 1997; Boud, 2000; Zachary, 2000; M°Kenna, 2004;
Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2008). The provision of feedback to students in the drafting-
responding process allows for structured opportunities for student and lecturer ‘reflection-on-
action’ as well as for ‘reflection-in-action' {Schodn, 1983 and 1987; Cole et al., 1995). This
stance has proved to be liberating as it allows studenis to move away from the traditional
teaching-leaming approach towards a new approach to leaming and teaching, where they are
empowered to become active, dynami¢c and critical thinkers (see Ewell, 1997). Gibbs and
Simpson (2002) further assert that students and lecturers may gravitate towards developing
critical “reflection and awareness of leamning processes” and then towards “critical action”
{Moon, 1999 cited in Oldham, 2002:n.p., also see Kolb, 1984).

| believe that Kolb's madel of the leaming cycle {refer to Figure 2.1 below} is useful for

enhancing leaming and teaching on the basis of four critical stages — that is 'experience,
planning, conceptualisation’ and ‘reflection’.
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FIGURE 2.1 KOLB'S MODEL OF THE LEARNING CYCLE

3. Conceptualization:
What does it mean?

4. Planning:

What will

happen 2, Reflection:
next? What What did you
do you want notice?

to change?

1. Experiencing:
Immersing yourself
in the task

Source: U n AGEMILL/Kelb.h

Kolb's model which features four critical stages of development, argues that students and
lecturers need to go though all four stages, in order to facilitate meaningful leaming and
teaching. Critically, this model indicates that experience alone is not sufficient to engender the
kind of meaningful learning which is desired by higher education, rather, it indicates scope for
the inclusion of a process referred to by Bayer (1990 cited in Parkerson, 2000:121) as
“expressive talk", which has been identified as a critical tool for thinking. That is, “a beginning
point for coming to terms with new ideas” (ibid:121). For example, Killen (2000:14) has
argued that “Students cannot learn if they do not THINK." This grounding indicates that
careful planning of learning activities needs to occur in order to ensure that studenis are
afforded sufficient opportunities to "question, plan, feel free to be tentative and incomplete”
(Bayer 1990 cited in Parkerson, 2000:121) analyse, engage deeply with and reflect on their
experignces in order to develop meta-cognitive awareness (Schan, 1987; Etkina and Harper,
2002). That is, ‘thinking about their thinking® (Cole et al,, 1995:18), It is parlly due to the
engagement with these reflective practices, that students are enabled to progress from a
surface approach towards a deep approach to learning (Barnett, 1997).

As indicated earlier, lecturers are not exempt from the reflective processes (Schén, 1883;
Schén 1987). This in turn means that within an interpretive assessment framework, it
becomes imperative that the assessor, who is identified as one of the essential “contextual
features” {Shay, 2003:22) examines their "assumptions about knowledge, concepts, rules and
conventions” (Higgins et al., 2001:273). In fact, Straub (1996) has urged ail providers of
comments to regularly scrutinise and get feedback on the comments they make. In this way,
lecturers may continuously assess if their comments are achieving what they intended. And
ongoing adjustments may be factored to enhance their usefulness, Failing this, providers of
comments may be guilty of not "knowing which aspects of a subject causes students
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particular difficulties and [not] knowing the metaphors, contexts and analogies that students
find helpful” (Black et al., 2003:59).

2.10.7 Dialoguing
The opportunity for dialogue in the refiective process detailed above is of critical importance

(Schin, 1983 and 1987, Brown and Knight, 1994; Bardine et al., 2000; Boud, 2000;
Klenowski, 2004; Nicol and Macfariane-Dick, 2006). in keeping with the new approach to
learning, it represents the ability to shift the emphasis from the lecturer to the students (Smith
and Waller, 1997; Klenowski, 2004), and work towards what Boughey (2005:240) described
as "bridging the gaps between the respective worlds students and lecturers draw on.” Thus,
dialogues may present oppartunity for participating individuals to work towards a common
goal, where students’ thinking (Klenowski, 2004) as well as that of lecturers, is made more
explicit {Higgins et al., 2001; Black and Wiliam, 2003). | believe that it also provides an
opportunity for learmning via dialogues to be led by students rather than by lecturers. In this
way the student is presented with an opportunity to move away from the traditional paradigm
where she was typically viewed as being the “empty vessel[s] into which teachers pour{ed)
their wisdom® {Smith and Waller, 1997:269) or the “silent recipient of that judgment” (Paxton,
1995:189), to a more humane platform where the student is viewed as a valid contributor to
the dialogue,

Dialoguing also provides students and lecturers with the opportunity to untangle their thinking
and seek clarity (Rowe and Wood, unpublished). This concept is further emphasised by
Perrenoud (1998:86) who stated that

commiinication theory teaches us that the effacliveness of a3 message is measured al
the level of the recipient: an intervention or a piece of information only heips a pupil
learn belter if their thought processes are modified,

The multiple advantages associated with dialoguing are magnified when placed into an
educational framework which, as indicated earlier in this chapter, is influenced by student-
lecturer varying perceptions and the difficulty experienced by lecturers in making their tacit
knowledge explicit.

Funch (1995) provides an insightful attempt to understand the grey area surrounding the
giving and receiving of feedback, including the importance of dialogue. He very eloquently
states that “communication is not an absolute finite thing. Particularly, communication with
language is always vague and misleading to some extent” (ibid:n.p.). Funch (1995) elaborates
this paint by stating that maost people have a similar understanding on what “‘common physical
objects are” when one refers to for example a ‘car’ or 'refrigerator’. However this shared
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understanding is compromised when “words for abstract qualities fike...right...wrong and so
forth® are utilised as these are subject to individual interpretations which could alter th