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Abstract: This mixed-method study examined students’ perceptions of involvement in the assessment
practice of oral competence in English in Norwegian upper secondary schools. Student involvement
in assessment can be seen as a key factor when it comes to enhancing students’ learning outcome and
motivation. Previous research has, however, shown that student involvement and the assessment of
oral competence in English as a second language classes have been challenging. Surveys (N = 116)
and two focus group interviews (N = 8) were used. The findings revealed that the students wanted to
be more involved in the assessment practice. Moreover, the students saw this increased involvement
as a way to enhance their oral competence in English. The students expressed uncertainty as to
what they were assessed by. The implications of this study suggest that increased involvement
in developing goals and criteria and more dialogue-based feedback are beneficial measures for
strengthening students’ learning outcomes.
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1. Introduction

This study aimed to investigate students’ perceptions of involvement in the formative
assessment practice of oral competence in English in upper secondary schools in Norway. In
recent decades, formative assessment has become a central aspect of education to enhance
students’ learning outcomes (Black and Wiliam 1998) and has been an area of focus in the
Norwegian school system throughout the 2000s (Hopfenbeck et al. 2015; Sandvik 2019).

In the Norwegian grading system exam grades form, together with final grades
given by the subject teacher, a final assessment. Over 80% of the grades given in upper
secondary schools are teacher grades without the involvement of external examiners.
The education system therefore relies on teachers being able to make fair assessments
of student performance. The Directorate for Education and Training is responsible for
the development, implementation and management of a coherent test and assessment
system in Norway. The Directorate administers the centrally written examinations in upper
secondary education, while the individual Counties in Norway are given the responsible
for locally given exams. English as a second language is a subject in Norwegian schools
from Year 1–11, and the students are given a final grade given by the teacher, while 20%
of the students get an externally given examination. The students are informed about
which subjects they will have for the exam just a few weeks before the exam takes place.
Research in Norway reveals that schools have different understandings of the national
curriculum and the purpose of assessment (Lysne 2006; Hopfenbeck et al. 2015), and that
teachers’ final grading practice seems to vary between schools (Prøitz 2013; Prøitz and
Borgen 2010). Studies have also shown that teachers collaborate to a varying degree in
professional learning communities about AfL and final grading (Norwegian Directorate
for Education and Training 2018; Sandvik 2019).

To deal with these challenges, teachers’ assessment literacy has in recent years been
addressed nationally through initiatives such as the Assessment for Learning initative.
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This initiative lasted from 2010 to 2018 and aimed to develop a more learning-oriented
assessment practice and assessment culture in schools across the country (Norwegian
Directorate for Education and Training 2019). Schools were motivated to participate
in this initiative by government funding. Student involvement in assessment is stated
in the Education Act as a central principle for students’ motivation and understanding
(Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training 2018). The other principles state that
the students should understand what to learn and what is expected from them, they should
obtain feedback that provides information about the quality of their work or performance
and that they should be given advice on how to improve. Different curricula reforms have
strengthened the formative qualities of these assessments by setting clearer requirements
and strengthening their systematic work (Hodgson et al. 2010; Hopfenbeck et al. 2015).

Despite the efforts of strengthening the assessment culture in Norwegian schools, there
are still challenges that need to be met. One of the areas that has been highlighted as chal-
lenging to implement is student involvement (Norwegian Directorate for Education and
Training 2019; Sandvik and Buland 2013). Student involvement is one of the four principles
of AfL that are seen as central to promote learning (Norwegian Directorate for Education
and Training 2018). This principle holds that students learn better when they are involved
in assessing their own work, competencies, and academic development, and when they
are able to participate in planning, carrying out, and assessing their education (Norwegian
Directorate for Education and Training 2018). This is also recognised in the assessment regu-
lations in the Education Act, which hold that the purpose of self-assessment is that students
should reflect and become aware of their own learning (The Education Act 2009, § 4–8).
Research reporting from the AfL initiative showed that student involvement in assessment
was not implemented as intended. There was an overall lack of organisational concern
about assessment practices in this project, and the schools that participated, reported that
they did not have a common practice within the schools (Hopfenbeck et al. 2015). Similarly,
other findings included that students wished to be more involved but that teachers lacked
an understanding of how to implement this (Sandvik and Buland 2013). These findings
were also reflected in the results from the Pupil Survey of 2018, where students reported a
decreasing degree of AfL in the higher grades and a significantly lower score in the general
studies programmes (Wendelborg et al. 2019). Moreover, subject diversities relating to
formative assessment and involvement was also found. Havnes et al. (2012) reported
less satisfaction with feedback and student involvement in language subjects (in this case,
English and Norwegian) compared to vocational subjects.

Zimmerman argued already in 1990 that “self-regulated learners select and use self-
regulated learning processes to achieve desired academic outcomes on the basis of feedback
about learning effectiveness and skill” (Zimmerman 1990, pp. 6–7). There is extensive
support in the literature for involving learners in assessment (Andrade 2010; Pekrun et al.
2011; Andrade and Brookhart 2019; Papanthymou and Darra 2019). Feedback, as found in
continuous informal assessments, is a dialogue between the learner and the teacher, which
enhances learning, depending on the way the learner experiences the dialogue, i.e., being
listened to, respected, and trusted. A recent concept embracing the above is Smith et al.’s
(2016) concept “responsive pedagogy” developed from the self-regulation, self-efficacy,
and feedback theories. Papanthymou and Darra (Papanthymou and Darra 2019, p. 213)
stated that “self-assessment is one of the most important skills that learners need to have
for future professional development and lifelong learning as it develops learners’ ability
to be self-assessors of their own learning”. This study leans on such an understanding of
assessment.

The English subject curriculum has nationally defined learning goals (Norwegian Di-
rectorate for Education and Training 2020), that are interpreted and concretized by teachers
(and students). Oral competence constitutes an important part of being a proficient lan-
guage user. In order for students to develop their oral competence, it is necessary that they
have the right strategies and tools to further improve. To ensure this, formative assessment
is launched as a prerequisite (Black and Wiliam 1998; Andrade 2010). Increased involve-
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ment in learning strategies and self-assessment will contribute to students’ understanding
of what to learn, as well as how and what they should focus on in assessment situations
(Sandvik et al. 2021). The English subject curriculum emphasises students who are actively
involved in their own learning processes through assessing their own competence and
reflecting on their own development (Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training
2020). For the teacher, this entails facilitating involvement and the desire to learn by em-
ploying various strategies and resources to develop students’ skills (Norwegian Directorate
for Education and Training 2020). However, it has been shown that the learning processes
in English are constrained by national tests and exams, which could cause a backwash
effect where the English subject curriculum goals are downgraded in favour of the national
assessment regulations (Sandvik and Buland 2013). This can lead to many teachers being
more concerned with preparing students for the various tests and exams than they are with
ensuring good learning processes in the subject that contribute to developing students’
intercultural understanding, communication and identity development.

Oral competence has proven hard to assess, which relates both to the reliability of the
grades given in the final exam and the feedback that is given to students (Bøhn 2016; Dobson
2009). Moreover, oral assessment has most often been thought of as summative rather than
formative in its form (Dobson 2009). With the turn to communicative competence in the
English classroom, assessment became more focused towards meaning-oriented language
in context (Chvala and Graedler 2010).

In this study, we sought to explore students’ perceptions of involvement in the as-
sessment practice of oral competence. The Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages (CEFR) has greatly influenced the English subject curriculum in Norway,
with its communicative approach and focus on objectives and content rather than spe-
cific teaching methods (Simensen 2011). Its aim is to enhance mutual enrichment and
understanding, facilitate communication and interaction, and facilitate greater convergence
in learning and teaching languages across Europe; thus, it has an overall focus on the
communicative competence of the language learner, with a focus on both oral production
and oral interaction (Council of Europe 2001).

The purpose of this study was to explore how involvement in the assessment practice
of oral competence in upper secondary schools is experienced by looking at this phe-
nomenon through students’ perspectives. Thus, the overarching research question for this
study is the following: How do students in upper secondary schools in Norway perceive
their involvement in the assessment practice of oral competence in English? We limited the
scope of the study by addressing the following research questions:

1. How do students participate in the assessment practice and what are their attitudes
towards this?

2. How do students understand learning goals and assessment criteria defined in the
subject syllabus and also developed by the teacher?

2. Previous Research

The potential benefits of formative assessment are widely recognised and supported
by a vast amount of research on the area (Black and Wiliam 1998, 2018; Schildkamp et al.
2020). More specifically, when it comes to student involvement in the assessment practice,
previous research has shown that how students feel about involvement is conditioned by
how AfL practices are implemented in the classroom (Leitch et al. 2007; DeLuca et al.
2018). Moreover, the teacher is considered to be the most important factor when students
consider their participation and engagement in learning. Furthermore, students who are
engaged in setting goals, monitoring and evaluating performance, and selecting rewards
have proven to have greater positive effects on achievement compared to when these are
just controlled by the teacher (Hattie 2009). Student involvement in assessment is a tool
that can encourage student confidence, and this is especially beneficial for low-performing
students (Stiggins and Chappuis 2005).
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Research on student involvement has shown positive effects, such as professional
growth and development, consciousness of goal attainment (metacognitive development),
and critical thinking, and must also be seen as a basis for adapted teaching (Andrade
and Brookhart 2019; Papanthymou and Darra 2019). Moreover, how students feel about
involvement has been shown to be conditioned by how Assessment for Learning is im-
plemented in the classroom, and the teacher is, in this regard, the most important factor
when students consider their participation and engagement in learning (Leitch et al. 2007).
Wiliam and Thompson (2008) identified five key strategies conceptualising formative as-
sessment. These strategies each adhere to the processes of learning, and there are different
activities that can be used to pursue each of these in the classroom: While the teacher is
responsible for clarifying goals and criteria for the students, the learner and their peers
are responsible for understanding and sharing these. Similarly, in the next two stages, the
teacher needs to engineer discussions and learning tasks and provide feedback, while the
learners need to be active and use each other as resources, as well as being responsible of
their own learning. In other words, both the teacher and the students need to be active
throughout the assessment process.

Several studies have examined formative assessment practices in general, with a focus
on students and/or teachers in English as a second language (ESL) classrooms. Havnes
et al. (2012) found that feedback practices are, to a certain extent, subject-related. Moreover,
their study showed that students are, to a lesser degree, involved in their English classes
compared to Norwegian classes. Burner (2016) provided insight into how students and
teachers perceived formative assessment of writing in English. The study showed that
there are contradictions in terms of how they respond to formative assessment and that
students experience limited involvement in assessment practices. Other studies have
shown that students who are aware of the learning goals also perceive feedback as more
useful (Vattøy and Smith 2019). Furthermore, author showed that feedback in English
needs to be followed by more formative assessment practices, which entails an emphasis
on reflection when working with learning goals and assessment criteria, and in assessment
situations. In addition, their study draws attention to the importance of increased student
involvement in the subject.

Vattøy and Smith (2019) sought to highlight the relationship between students’ and
teachers’ perceptions and practices regarding perceptions of feedback. More specifically,
the study looked at external goal orientation, self-regulation, self-efficacy, and EFL teach-
ing. The results indicated that students do not find teachers’ feedback useful, and that
knowledge of the learning goals and self-regulation are necessary for this feedback to be
useful. Similarly, Gamlem and Smith (2013) showed that students find feedback useful, but
this is also dependent on the teacher’s practice of providing time and opportunity to revise
their work. Moreover, students find it challenging to provide feedback to peers, as they are
often too nice to one another. Thus, working on feedback skills and criteria is important.

These findings are also supported by Van Der Kleij and Adie (2020), who investigated
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of oral feedback in the classroom practice in English (as
a first language) and mathematics. The study found that there are diverging perceptions of
feedback between students and the teacher, which are context-, subject-, and individual-
dependent. While the teacher indicated that her feedback in English went beyond corrective
information, the students mostly perceived the feedback as corrective. This can have
important implications for students’ learning outcomes. When feedback is not perceived
as planned by the teacher, it is unlikely that it will have the intended effects of supporting
students’ learning (Van Der Kleij and Adie 2020).
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There are a few studies on the assessment of oral competence in the Norwegian context
(Svenkerud et al. 2012). Bøhn (2016) provided an important contribution to the field of
oral skills and assessment in his examination of rating processes and outcomes in an oral
English exam. Bøhn (2015) provided a better understanding of teachers’ understanding
of the constructs to be tested and revealed the problematic side of not having a common
rating scale on the national level. Furthermore, Bøhn and Hansen (2017) showed that
teachers are oriented towards intelligibility when assessing English pronunciation while
disagreeing on the importance of nativeness. Moreover, in his study on assessing content,
Bøhn (2018) found that teachers have a general conception of the content dimension, and
that they are more concerned with skills and processes than with specific subject matter.

3. Theoretical Foundations

The term communicative competence can be defined differently depending on how
one chooses to classify its components. CEFR sees communicative competence to be com-
posed of three components: linguistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic competences (Council
of Europe 2001). Similarly, Bachman and Palmer (1996) saw communicative competence as
being composed of five components: language knowledge, topical knowledge, personal
characteristics, strategic competence, and affective factors. While this is a model designed
for language testing, it nevertheless offers a valuable perspective on communicative compe-
tence, because the model is relevant to how students use communication strategies in oral
competence. Bøhn (2016) stated that this model takes a cognitive perspective on language
ability, as the construct is something residing in the individual. Oral competence can be
seen to be composed of language knowledge, topical knowledge, and strategic competence,
and these components are linked together.

Previous research has also shown that teachers want to implement language learning
strategies, but feel that their knowledge on this is too limited (Haukås 2012). Haukås
(2012) further stated that the main obstacle to implementing language learning strategies
successfully in the classroom is a lack of student involvement.

Bachman and Palmer (1996) identified important aeras of metacognitive strategy use:
model, goal setting, assessment, and planning. These strategies are relevant for language
teachers to use in teaching as they help learners to be aware of own learning process, and
Anderson’s (2002) model of metacognition has a pedagogical approach and illustrates how
teachers can work with each of the following areas to enhance students’ metacognitive
skills. The model illustrates how teachers can prepare and plan for learning, how they
can help students to select and us learning strategies, monitor strategy use, orchestrate
various strategies, and evaluate strategy use and learning (Anderson 2002, p. 2). The
first component highlights the students’ role and how students need to think through
what they want to accomplish and how they can accomplish this in relation to a specific
learning goal (Anderson 2002). The teacher’s role is also of significance, as they can make
the learning goal(s) explicit and guide students in setting their own goals, underscoring the
importance of student involvement. The second component encompasses students being
explicitly taught different strategies and when to use them. The goal is for the students to
be conscious about their choices throughout their learning processes. The third component
highlights how monitoring strategy use will lead to increased ability to reach learning
goals. The fourth component underlines the importance of being able to use more than one
strategy and know when to use them. This ability is what distinguishes strong and weak
second language learners. The final component highlights students’ ability to evaluate the
effectiveness of what they are doing.

4. Materials and Methods

This study was conducted in an urban upper secondary school situated in a medium-
sized city in Norway with first-year students (aged 16 years). The reason for targeting these
students was based on the limited research on the assessment of oral competence in English
in upper secondary schools in Norway (Bøhn 2016; Svenkerud et al. 2012). In addition, this
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first year in upper secondary schools is the last year where English is a mandatory subject,
which means that there is both a time pressure in regard to the curriculum and a pressure
on performance, as the students will receive their final grade in the subject at the end of
the year. This school was recruited as they were part of an ongoing research project on
assessment and were, therefore, open to participate in this study as well. The project was
approved for data collection by the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD).

This study employed both quantitative and qualitative methods with an explanatory
sequential mixed-method design (Creswell 2014), see Table 1. The intention of the explana-
tory sequential mixed-method design is to use the qualitative data to further explain and
explore the initial quantitative findings (Creswell 2014). By using this approach, the data
are also triangulated. The purpose of triangulation is to view reality from different angles,
which, in turn, may provide a more correct and complex picture (Postholm and Jacobsen
2018). This will also strengthen the material, as the findings are based on more than one
source and are, therefore, more representative of a real-world context.

Table 1. Overview of the methods and participants.

Phase Method Sample Focus

1 Survey n = 116 Overview and tendencies
2 Focus group interview n = 8 (divided on two interviews) In-depth, personal experiences

According to Creswell (2013), in order to conduct a valid phenomenological inter-
view, researchers need to ensure that participants have experienced the same phenomena.
Involvement and assessment of oral competence are phenomena that students regularly
encounter in their daily life in school. Moreover, participants went to the same school.
In addition, the participants in the interviews were strategically selected based on two
criteria: the students’ achievement level and an equal distribution of gender. In order to
do this, the teachers selected students who matched these criteria, and the students were
then asked whether they were interested in participating in the interviews. One group
consisted of students at a medium achievement level, while the other consisted of students
at a high level. The reason for this choice was twofold: (1) students at different levels might
have contrasting experiences and opinions and (2) students might be more comfortable to
discuss their opinions when they are in a group of like-minded participants. Both groups
consisted of two boys and two girls.

4.1. Survey

The purpose of the survey was to obtain a statistical description of the population
(Ringdal 2013, p. 190; Creswell 2014). As little research has been conducted on the assess-
ment of oral competence and involvement in Norway, a quantitative approach formed
the basis of the data collection by providing an overview of the general tendencies in this
area of research. Based on the research literature on the assessment of oral competence in
English and student involvement, we theorised five concepts: Participation in assessment,
understanding of oral skills, understanding of goals and assessment criteria, language
awareness, and learning outcomes. Participation in assessment focused on aspects related
to how students viewed their own participation in the assessment practice. This was
specifically linked to how students viewed participation in their own language develop-
ment, decisions surrounding assessment methods, and communication. Understanding of
goals and assessment criteria encompassed items that were related to the students’ reported
understanding of goals and assessment criteria, how goals and assessment criteria were
communicated by the teacher, and the students’ involvement in developing and discussing
them. Language awareness encompassed items that were used as an indication of applying
learning strategies. This included whether the students knew how to approach a task in
order to succeed as well as their own awareness of developing oral competence. Learning
outcome encompassed items that looked at how students felt they benefitted from various
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assessment methods. The statements asked students to evaluate to what degree they felt
that assessment by the teacher, self-assessment, peer assessment, working with feedback,
and grades from the teacher helped them develop their oral skills. Apart from the back-
ground variables (gender, class, grade interval, and a list of assessment criteria), all items
were at the ordinal level and a five-point Likert scale was used, ranging from 1 = totally
disagree to 5 = totally agree. The questionnaire was made available to the students on a
digital platform.

4.2. Focus Group Interviews

Following the explanatory mixed-method design described by Creswell (2014), the
semi-structured focus group interviews were conducted after we had analysed the material
from the quantitative data collection. The interview participants were suggested by their
teachers, based on the given criteria, and asked if they were willing to participate further in
the study. The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. The students were given
fictive names.

4.3. Limitations of the Research Design

There are, however, some concerns with employing such a method. In an explanatory
mixed-method design, the accuracy of the findings may be affected by how the quantitative
data are followed up. How a researcher chooses to proceed with qualitative data collection
needs to be carefully thought through, as there is a risk of overlooking important issues
that come to affect the overall validity (Creswell 2014). For example, by focusing too much
on a specific finding from the quantitative data, there is a risk of overlooking other issues
that might need to be further examined. We thoroughly analysed the quantitative data to
ensure that all aspects of the material were accounted for. Another limitation is that the
findings may be invalidated by using different samples and by the sample size in each
phase (Creswell 2014). Both of the phases in this study were built on the same selection of
students, and this selection was based on voluntary participation.

5. Analysis and Results

Student survey data were analysed through descriptive statistics (Creswell 2014).
Descriptive statistics were used to provide contextual information on participants and
general response trends. The qualitative data were analysed using the hermeneutic phe-
nomenological approach described by van Manen (1990). This process reduced the data
material, as it highlighted the most essential elements. The analysis of the quantitative data
resulted in three main topics that we saw as important to examine further in the interviews:
(1) participation and attitudes, (2) assessment practice, and (3) language awareness. The
quantitative and qualitative findings are presented together and are structured according
to the research questions as follows: students’ participation and attitudes towards involve-
ment, understanding of oral competence, understanding of learning goals and assessment
criteria, and view of learning outcome. Table 2 below summarises the main findings from
both the quantitative and qualitative data analyses.
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Table 2. Main findings from the surveys and interviews.

Research Question Survey Findings Interview Findings

Participation and attitudes

• Low participation in decision
making and discussions

• Self- and peer assessment rarely
used

• Reported awareness of own
development is high

• Varying experiences among the
students

• Self-assessment seen as beneficial
but also of limited understanding

• Wish for more involvement

Understanding of learning goals and
assessment criteria

• Own understanding of goals and
assessment criteria perceived
as high

• Low participation in developing
goals and criteria

• Differences between what the
students and the teachers regard as
important

• Active use of learning strategies
• Criteria seen as logical to

understand

View of being involved

• Assessment by the teacher is seen as
the most important

• Peer assessment has the least value
in terms of learning outcomes

• Uncertainty concerning feedback
• Wish for more specific feedback and

setting goals together with the
teacher

• Varying experiences with feedback
• Self-assessment seen as both

difficult and useful
• Wish for more involvement in the

feedback practice

5.1. Students’ Participation and Attitudes towards Involvement

Table 3 shows the students’ views on participation and dialogue in class. The four
items were differentiated in that they were separated in active involvement of the individual
student (Q14 and Q15) and involvement in the class as a whole (Q16 and Q17). The findings
on involvement of the individual student show that close to half of the students reported
that they are not actively involved in deciding tasks and assessment methods. 48.3% and
45.7% of the students answered almost never or not often, respectively.

Table 3. Students’ views on participation and dialogue in class.

Totally
Disagree

Partly
Disagree Both Partly

Agree
Totally
Agree Mean SD Skew. Kurt.

Q14: I am actively involved in
deciding on the tasks which help me
develop my oral English skills.

22.4% 25.9% 30.2% 19.0% 2.6% 2.53 1.115 0.123 −0.939

Q15: I am actively involved in
deciding on the assessment methods
which help me develop my oral
English skills.

19.0% 26.7% 37.9% 13.8% 2.6% 2.54 1.033 0.099 −0.583

Q16: We discuss oral assessment
methods (e.g., presentations, group
discussions, etc.) together in class.

13.8% 18.1% 35.3% 24.1% 8.6% 2.96 1.153 −0.123 −0.694

Q17: We often have conversations in
class about good ways to develop
oral skills in English.

17.2% 31.9% 28.4% 17.2% 5.2% 2.61 1.117 0.284 −667

This is also reflected in how the whole class is involved in discussing oral assessment
methods and conversations about developing oral competence. The mean scores show
that the students were relatively more involved in discussing oral assessment scores, as
M = 2.96. Furthermore, the mean scores also show that the students were relatively more
positive towards how the whole class is involved compared to how the individual student
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is involved. The standard deviation (SD) shows that the distribution is relatively similar
across the items.

These findings were further explored in the focus group interviews, which showed that
students had different experiences. Some of the students were familiar with participating
in making decisions on the assessment methods, as they used anonymous voting in class.
By doing this, the whole class was included in deciding what type of assessment method
they were going to use. The students stated that they were pleased with this and liked
being included in these decisions. One student, Anna, pointed out that some students
found presentations in class uncomfortable, but by being part of deciding the assessment
method, the class often ended up with using videos or group discussions instead:

Anna: I like to be part of making the decisions this way because we’ve never
ended up with having presentations in front of the whole class. Most students
want to use videos or conversations in small groups because otherwise you feel a
pressure to perform in front of the whole class. It’s a bit uncomfortable sometimes.
For many at least. (A1)

Other students stated that they wanted to be more involved in deciding the assessment
methods in their class. Similar to Anna, they pointed to students who were uncomfortable
with the pressure of speaking English in front of the class and that they wished for other
types of assessment than whole-class presentations. The students further stated that the
teachers reviewed the most common mistakes in class, but this did not involve any further
dialogue.

5.2. Self-Assessment and Roles in Assessment

Table 4 below shows the differences in how students participate in self- and peer
assessment. The majority of the students reported that they rarely or almost never used
self- and peer assessment (50% and 75%, respectively). Although the scores for both
self-assessment and peer assessment were low, the students were more likely to use self-
assessment, as the mean scores show that peer assessment scored considerably lower,
M = 1.91, compared to self-assessment, M = 2.53. Additionally, the skewness for peer
assessment was significantly more right-skewed than that for self-assessment, meaning
that the distribution was clustered to the left side of the scale.

Table 4. Students’ participation in self- and peer assessment.

Item Almost
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very

Often Mean SD Skew. Kurt.

Q22: How often do you assess
your own oral English skills? 24.1% 25.9% 27.6% 17.2% 5.2% 2.53 1.183 0.269 −0.864

Q23: How often do you assess
a peer’s oral English skills? 42.2% 32.8% 18.1% 6.0% 0.9% 1.91 0.960 0.853 0.046

In the interviews, the students clearly stated that peer assessment had not been used
in their English classes. This could indicate that the students who reported on this in the
surveys were thinking about past experiences, either from lower secondary school or other
subjects when answering this question in the survey. When asked about self-assessment
in the interviews, the participants stated that they had not used this in their English
classes. However, they were used to this way of working both from lower secondary school
and in other subjects and seemed to have a clear understanding of what they perceived
this to be. The students described this as taking part in assessing their own work and
provided examples of both correcting their own texts and having a conversation with the
teacher. They highlighted the need to argue for their choices as an important feature of
self-assessment:

Casper: Assessing yourself [ . . . ] In a conversation with the teacher, for instance.
Then you can argue why you think this and that should affect your grade. (B1)
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It did, however, become apparent that the students’ understanding of self-assessment
was limited in some areas, which is illustrated in the following quote:

Bea: [ . . . ] we had this conversation with the teacher when we were going to
receive our grade, [and the teacher] asked us what we thought and what we
thought about what grade we deserved sort of, but that was it. (A3)

There is, in other words, a certain limitation to how students think about self-assessment.
The students’ understanding of their own role in assessment was a topic that was high-
lighted throughout the interviews. The students shed light on this from a number of
different perspectives and showed that they generally had a lack of awareness of their own
role in the learning process and how this affected their learning outcome. When asked
about whether they found grades useful and whether they had any discussions about the
grade they were given, Casper in group B stated the following:

Casper: No, but we should have. It’s a lot in English which is two-sided. There
are a lot of things you can say, which are correct, that the teacher corrects. So, I
think you should get the opportunity to defend yourself. (B2)

As the extract shows, Casper expressed a wish to be more involved when the grade is
set and a chance to defend himself. While the other students in the group also agreed with
this, one student, Camilla, pointed out that the teacher had, in fact, discussed this with
her after an assignment. While the students expressed a wish to be more involved in the
assessment given by the teacher and clearly saw the benefit of this, they also saw it as the
teacher’s responsibility to actually initiate this method of assessment. Similarly, when the
participants in group B were asked about how they prepared before an oral assignment,
one participant stated the following:

Camilla: It is what it is. The teachers are supposed to have taught us what we
need to know before the test, kind of.

Emma: That’s actually true [ . . . ] (B3)

What these extracts show is that there is a conflicting view on how students view their
own involvement. On the one hand, they express a wish to be more involved, for example,
in reviewing feedback, while on the other, there is a lack of responsibility concerning their
own role in the assessment practice.

5.3. Awareness of Language Learning

As an indication of applying learning strategies, the students were asked whether
they knew how to approach a task in order to succeed as well as whether they were aware
of their own development of oral competence. The analysis showed only small differences,
which was expected, as the two items are closely related, see Table 5. The majority of the
students either partly or totally agreed with the two statements. This can be seen as an
indication of having awareness concerning language learning strategies.

Table 5. Students’ reported language awareness.

Item Totally
Disagree

Partly
Disagree Both Partly

Agree
Totally
Agree Mean SD Skew. Kurt.

Q7: I know how to approach a task
in order to succeed. 1.7% 11.2% 25.0% 44.0% 18.1% 3.66 0.961 −0.512 −0.161

Q8: I am aware of my own
development of oral skills in
English.

2.6% 9.5% 30.2% 37.9% 19.8% 3.63 0.992 −0.448 −0.157

The interviews provided further insight into this. The participants in group A talked
about specific learning skills when asked about how they worked with oral language.
Anna mentioned that she used the feedback from her teacher consciously; the feedback
was valuable for her further development. Another student, Brage, used the assessment
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criteria to evaluate what level he was at in order to know what he needed to work on. The
participants in group B had a more abstract approach to working with oral competence:

Erik: [ . . . ] Like, I can’t conjugate a verb in English for example, but I know what
to say in a certain sentence because I know it sounds right.

Camilla: Yeah, like there’s a difference between a verb you’re going to conjugate
or like a sentence you’re supposed to say, because then you might be able to
conjugate that word because it sounds right because . . . That’s how it’s supposed
to be. (B5)

The students reported a subconscious knowledge about the language where they
have a feeling of what is correct English. When asked about this more specifically, Casper
stated that he picked it up from movies, games, and in everyday life without further need to
practice the language (B6). The students in both groups did, however, employ different
strategies when they worked specifically with an oral assignment, such as presentations or
group conversations. Several of the students wrote a script or used keywords—depending
on what type of assessment they were having. Practicing difficult words or sentences was
also mentioned, and the participants also stated that they were able to find synonyms or
other ways of expressing themselves if they forgot the words they were going to use.

5.4. Understanding of Learning Goals and Assessment Criteria

Table 6 shows the students’ reported understanding of learning goals and assessment
criteria, how goals and criteria are communicated by the teacher, and the students’ involve-
ment in developing and discussing these. The students reported their own understanding
of learning goals as good, M = 3.28. Additionally, 44% of the students partly or totally
agreed that they understood the goal of the assessment and what they were meant to
learn from it. Moreover, students agreed with the statement that the learning goals and
assessment criteria were clearly communicated by the teacher, with a mean score of 3.47. In
contrast, when asked about how they participated themselves in developing and discussing
these goals and criteria, the analysis showed M = 2.68 and M = 2.95, respectively, which is
lower than their perceived understanding.

Table 6. Students’ understanding and involvement in developing learning goals and assessment criteria.

Item Totally
Disagree

Partly
Disagree Both Partly

Agree
Totally
Agree Mean SD Skew. Kurt.

Q18. I have a clear understanding
of the aim of the assessment and
what I am meant to learn from it

6.0% 15.5% 34.5% 31.9% 12.1% 3.28 1.062 −0.283 −0.405

Q19. Learning aims and criteria
are clearly communicated by the
teacher

1.7% 16.4% 31.0% 34.5% 16.4% 3.47 1.008 −0.187 −0.664

Q20. I participate in developing
learning aims and assessment
criteria

15.5% 27.6% 35.3% 16.4% 5.2% 2.68 1.084 0.168 −0.547

Q21: We discuss assessment
criteria in class 11.2% 25.0% 29.3% 26.7% 7.8% 2.95 1.133 −0.043 −0.813

The focus group interviews provided further insight into this topic. The students
commented that they did not discuss learning goals or assessment criteria in class, but that
this was provided to them by the teacher. It was also stated that the assessment criteria
were made available on the learning platform, but not used actively by the students. The
students stated that the criteria were logical, so they did not necessarily see the point of
going into further detail in class. However, one student in group A, Brage, expressed
uncertainty about the assessment criteria when they received feedback from the teacher:

Brage: It doesn’t really seem like we almost . . . It doesn’t really seem like we are
assessed by that either. Uhm, because, at least when we get our feedback, we
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get a small text on Canvas1 as it is called, a comment . . . and the criteria form
isn’t there and it doesn’t say where we are, if we scored middle, high, or low. We
don’t get . . . So, it doesn’t seem like we are assessed by the criteria form either.

Researcher: It is perhaps a bit difficult to see that connection?

Brage and Bea: Yeah. (A9)

The other students pointed out that they were satisfied with the feedback they received
from the teachers, but they too felt that the feedback could be more specific in terms of
highlighting whether they achieved a high, medium, or low grade. In general, the students
in group A were more concerned with features of language, such as pronunciation, fluency,
and grammar, and were more critical of the focus on content in their assessments. The
students’ focus on language features is interesting when compared to how they described
their teacher’s focus in their English classes and assessments:

Bea: We have had one oral assessment, at least we did, but then we didn’t get
feedback on how we spoke, we only got feedback on the content and stuff. It’s
hard to improve when like we don’t know what went well and things like that.
(A5)

The students also called for a greater focus on explicit teaching of language features in
English:

Anna: And then there’s this analysis of short stories and these kinds of things,
instead of grammar and things like that which we had before.

Brage: So, it’s not this . . . We haven’t had a lot of oral things either which are
based on how you actually speak English. It’s more your content [ . . . ] but, like
I haven’t felt that I’ve become better to write or speak English by learning this
than if I had learnt about something that had been more English-based sort of.

Ask: I agree with them. A bit more English and a bit less about these other things.
(A7)

Although the students saw the learning goals and/or assessment criteria as logical
and easy to understand when presented by the teacher, it did not necessarily transfer to
their understanding of the feedback they receive after an assignment. This can be seen
in light of the students’ reported understanding of the aim of the assessment and what
to learn, which showed a mean score of 3.28. Although the students in general felt that
they have a good understanding of what is expected, this shows that there is still a level of
uncertainty concerning the feedback they are given.

Furthermore, the students expressed that they did not set personal learning goals for
developing their oral competence. The students in group A agreed that it was difficult
to set learning goals for themselves without the assistance of the teacher. Bea stated the
following:

Bea: It would have been nice if we had a conversation with the teacher where we
sat down and talked and like yeah, what do you think went well, I think perhaps
you can work more on this and that [ . . . ] (A11)

The students also requested more specific feedback, as they thought it was challenging
to know what they needed to work on. This could be related to how the students are
involved, as there is an uncertainty concerning the feedback given. This was shown
by Bea’s call for more explicit goals to aim for in her language learning. The students’
perceptions of the teacher’s feedback practice will be further elaborated on in the following
chapter.

5.5. Perception of Learning Outcomes

In the survey, the students were asked to take a stance regarding their learning
outcome when faced with different assessment methods. This included assessment by the
teacher, self-assessment, peer assessment, working with feedback, and grades, see Table 7.
These findings were further explored in the interviews. In particular, the interviews focused
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on students’ perceptions of the feedback practice and self-assessment in relation to their
involvement.

Table 7. Students’ perceived learning outcomes from assessment by the teacher.

Item Totally
Disagree

Partly
Disagree Both Partly

Agree
Totally
Agree Mean SD Skew. Kurt.

Q9: I develop my oral English
skills well when the teacher
assesses me.

6.0% 14.7% 34.5% 33.6% 11.2% 3.29 1.047 −0.337 −0.323

Q12: Working with feedback from
the teacher helps me improve my
oral English skills.

3.4% 6.0% 34.5% 37.9% 18.1% 3.61 0.967 −0.500 0.252

Q13: Grades from the teacher help
me improve my oral English skills. 6.9% 17.2% 33.6% 26.7% 15.5% 3.27 1.130 −0.177 −0.635

As expected, the students felt that they benefitted the most from their teacher’s
assessment and working with feedback, as these items showed M = 3.29 and M = 3.61,
respectively. The use of grades was also perceived as important for their learning outcomes,
M = 3.27. These aspects of assessment comprise both a passive and an active role for the
student.

Although the quantitative analysis shows that students benefitted the most from
the teacher’s feedback, the interviews revealed varying experiences with the perceived
usefulness of the feedback. Anna in group A highlighted the importance of receiving
feedback from the teacher, while also underscoring how she worked with it:

Anna: I take into account what the teacher tells me after those presentations we’ve
had, so I have always got feedback on what I can do differently or something, so
I have tried to take that and think about it for next time. But it is very important
that we get that feedback, but I feel our English teacher has been quite good to
help us. (A12)

Other students pointed out that the feedback from the teacher could be difficult to
understand and saw it as irrelevant to their learning. It is interesting to note that while
some participants in group A claimed that there was too much focus on content, some
participants in group B stated that the feedback was not helpful when it had a corrective
function (such as grammatical correction). This tendency for the medium-performing
students to focus more on language features is also apparent, to a certain extent, in other
areas, such as the students’ understanding of oral competence and their understanding
of learning goals and assessment criteria. The uncertainty that some students experience
concerning what they are learning is expressed in the following quote:

Bea: We have had one oral assessment, at least we did, but then we didn’t get
feedback on how we spoke, we only got feedback on the content and stuff. It’s
hard to improve when like we don’t know what went well and things like that.
(A5)

This student seeks more guidance on her development of language features rather than
the content. How the feedback is understood seems related to the students’ understanding
of oral competence. Interestingly, the quantitative findings also show that students rated
the learning outcome from grades positively. The majority of the students were either
neutral or agreed to the statement that grades helped them develop their oral competence.

The analysis of the interviews showed some differences between the medium- and
high-performing groups. While both groups talked about the importance of feedback in
addition to grades, the medium-performing students in group A highlighted how grades
helped their motivation and their understanding:

Ask: It shows you how good you have been really. So, then you can improve if
you . . . even if you get a bad grade. Try to do it a bit better.
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Brage: [ . . . ] So it’s hard to know when it’s feedback without a grade where
you’re at [ . . . ]

Anna: I also feel that the grade might motivate you to do well in the subject [ . . . ]
(A13)

These findings also need to be seen in relation to how the students perceive their
involvement in the feedback practice. While an important indicator of the students’ level,
grades are not seen as enough on their own but as a valuable addition to feedback. The
students also requested to be more involved as to reach a common understanding with the
teacher:

Brage: I feel that grades help me improve, but not the way we’ve been given the
assessment, the way we got it. For example, when we got the overall achievement
grade2 now, we were just told the final grade, but we didn’t go through the criteria
in each of the grades. (A14)

It is evident that it is the feedback and the dialogue with the teacher that are considered
useful for the student’s further development, not the grade itself.

This is further reflected in the students’ perceptions of the learning outcome from
self-assessment, see Table 8. The students were positive towards the potential learning
outcome of self-assessment; however, as shown in Section 5.1, this was rarely used in
English classes. The majority of the students rated the learning outcome of peer assessment
as either neutral or negative.3 The findings show that 37% of the students partly or totally
agreed that they develop their oral skills well when assessing themselves.

Table 8. Students’ perceived learning outcomes from self- and peer assessment.

Item Totally
Disagree

Partly
Disagree Both Partly

Agree
Totally
Agree Mean SD Skew. Kurt.

Q10: I develop my oral skills well
when I assess myself. 3.4% 19.0% 40.5% 31.0% 6.0% 3.17 0.926 −0.151 −0.265

Q11: I develop my oral skills in
English well when peers
assess me.

12.1% 29.3% 35.3% 18.1% 5.2% 2.75 1.054 0.156 −0.502

As shown earlier in the findings, the students stated in the interviews that they had
not used self-assessment in their English classes. The students did, however, express a
wish to participate more in their own assessment practice through self-assessment and
dialogue, as they perceived this to enhance their learning outcome:

Brage: I’m thinking at least if you have an oral conversation with your teacher
and then you assess together, that maybe you learn more. Yes, of course, the
teacher is guaranteed to know more than you, that’s obvious. So, if you go
through it together and then the teacher points out that you have to do this and
this and this, then you’re much more aware of it than if you get a comment on
the learning platform. And then you can also argue, but why isn’t this the way to
do it, and yeah . . . It’s perhaps more specific feedback.

Bea: Yes, the teacher doesn’t know for sure what you have focused on, so it might
be good to say . . . Talk with the teacher about it.

: Yes, so you can make that clear?

Bea: Yes.

Ask: I think you get a good outcome from that. Doing that. (A15)

The students have a clear understanding of the potential benefits of being more
involved this way. At the same time, the findings from Section 5.1 need to be kept in mind,
as the students reported little use of self-assessment and this type of dialogue in their
English classes. Self-assessment was also seen as difficult because the students were afraid
to assess themselves too highly. This was explained with the risk of seeming selfish and the
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potential downfall of not achieving the grade they thought they would get. At the same
time, the students expressed that they had a good understanding of what level they were
at and appreciated the opportunity to argue for why they deserved a particular grade. One
student in group B pointed to the importance of the final product when self-assessing:

Casper: The process might not have that much to say if the final product perhaps
isn’t that good. Like, it doesn’t really matter how much you worked if you get a
3.4 You got a 3 for a reason, sort of. So, I don’t think we should think about our
own assessment in terms of ‘I have worked hard on this’, it should . . . How good
you have been when it counted. Yeah. (B7)

In this case, the process is not seen as that useful if the effort is not reflected in the final
product. This is noteworthy, as students do not necessarily see how the working process is
part of the overall learning outcome.

To summarise, the survey findings showed that students are, to a low degree, involved
in decisions concerning involvement, self-assessment, and in developing learning goals
and assessment criteria. The interviews showed that there are varying experiences with
involvement among the students. Overall, the students wish to be more involved, while
there is also some uncertainty about how they are involved at the present point. Self-
assessment is seen as useful, but also difficult to do alone. Some students expressed an
uncertainty concerning assessment criteria and what they are learning in English. They
clearly see the learning potential in being more involved in the assessment practice.

6. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine how students in upper secondary school
perceive their involvement in the assessment practice of oral competence in English. First,
we discuss how student involvement is a key component in developing students’ under-
standing of learning goals, assessment criteria, and feedback practices. Second, we discuss
the implications for student involvement in assessment.

6.1. Student Involvement as a Key to Understanding
6.1.1. Understanding the Intended Learning Goals and Assessment Criteria

Understanding the learning goals and assessment criteria is central for students to
know where they are going in the learning process, and students themselves are key agents
in this (Wiliam and Thompson 2008). The survey findings showed that, in general, the
students reported that they have a good understanding of the learning goals of oral English
classes and that these are communicated well by the teacher. This was confirmed in the
interview findings. At the same time, the findings also showed that students were involved
in developing and discussing these goals and criteria to a small degree. This may, in turn,
affect their understanding of the feedback, as the explicit articulation of assessment criteria
is not enough on its own to develop a shared understanding between the teacher and the
students (Rust et al. 2003).

Although the students reported their understanding of learning goals and assessment
criteria as good, the lack of involvement concerning this was reflected in the interview
findings. Students stated that the assessment criteria are made available on the learning
platform, but that these are not actively used by the students themselves. Similarly, author
found that these goals and criteria are highlighted in English classes to varying degrees
Norwegian classrooms. These classroom dialogues have implications for creating a shared
understanding between the students and the teacher. Moreover, the present study showed
that some students were under the impression that they were not really judged by the
assessment criteria, while others felt that they would benefit from knowing more about
what level they were at and requested more specific feedback.

In order for students to develop their understanding of learning goals and assessment
criteria, they need to be active in this part of the process (Wiliam and Thompson 2008;
Sadler 1989). The fact that the students reported their understanding of goals and criteria as
good, while also expressing uncertainty concerning this, suggests that there is a discrepancy
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between what the students believe to be the goal and what the teacher actually assesses
them by. The discrepancy found in the present study does not mean that students do not
know what criteria they are assessed by, but it might signify that they, to some degree, are
unaware of how the criteria are assessed and which criteria are emphasised. Furthermore,
it was evident from the findings of the present study that the students experienced an
uncertainty regarding what they are actually assessed by when they received their feedback
from the teacher, and this came to affect their perceived usefulness of it. This is in line with
previous research in the field, which has shown varying experiences with the perceived
usefulness of feedback (Burner 2016; Havnes et al. 2012; Vattøy and Smith 2019). Based on
the findings of the present study, it is not possible to state whether the students’ uncertainty
concerning the assessment criteria and the feedback is due to the students’ understanding
of these or if it is due to unclarity in the teachers’ communication. However, as has been
shown, developing a shared understanding between students and teachers about the goals
and criteria is central.

Furthermore, the students saw it as difficult to set personal learning goals for develop-
ing their oral competence without the assistance of the teacher. Again, this underscores the
necessity of socialisation processes in assessment. Hopfenbeck (2014) highlighted that the
teacher can ease students’ understanding by explaining the expectations and modelling
the finished product. Wiliam and Thompson (2008) also supported this perspective, as
they hold that the teacher’s objective is to clarify the learning goals and criteria for success
as one of five key strategies conceptualising formative assessment. At the same time,
the students need to be involved in understanding and sharing these goals and criteria
(Wiliam and Thompson 2008). As the students of the present study score relatively low
on student involvement, and involvement in developing learning goals and assessment
criteria specifically, there is a possibility that the students’ understanding could be higher if
they were more involved in constructing these goals and criteria. This argument becomes
more apparent when reviewing the feedback practices and the students’ perceptions of
involvement in this aspect of assessment.

6.1.2. The Need for Dialogue in the Assessment Practice

Effective feedback needs to reduce the discrepancy between students’ current under-
standing and the desired goal (Hattie and Timperley 2007). The survey findings showed
that the students believed they benefitted the most from their teacher’s feedback. At the
same time, the interviews revealed varying experiences with the perceived usefulness of
the feedback and an uncertainty among the students concerning what they were learning
in their English classes. Similar differences were found in the study of Havnes et al. (2012),
who found significant variations between how teachers and students perceived feedback—
while the teachers perceived their own feedback as useful, the students complained about
the lack of usefulness of the feedback. This is interesting, as the students in the present study
also expressed this view to some extent. While several students pointed to the usefulness
of the feedback, it was also apparent that others considered the feedback irrelevant.

The perceived usefulness of the feedback also needs to be seen in relation to the
students’ wish for more personal communication with the teacher regarding the focus of
the feedback. As has been made clear, the students did not always understand the purpose
of the feedback given by their teachers, and this has been seen in connection with the
students’ involvement of goals and criteria. In particular, the students highlighted that
the feedback they received regarding oral competence focused more on content than oral
language features, which made it hard to understand how to improve their language skills.
Burner (2016) also found that students complained about the features of feedback, such as
correction of local text errors. Burner (2016) further suggested that this gap of perceived
usefulness of feedback can be traced back to conservative assessment practices and lack of
time to practice AfL.

Similarly, the need for more dialogue with the teacher was expressed in relation to
grades. The findings showed that students perceived grades as useful for their learning, but
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they underscored the importance of accompanying feedback and dialogue with the teacher.
As the interview findings showed, the students highlighted how personal communication
with the teacher could help them understand both the grades and the feedback better,
as well as be able to defend their choices. Thus, grades were not seen as enough on
their own, but as part of the overall feedback. Similarly, Havnes et al. (2012) found that
students appreciated personal communication with the teacher about their own learning.
Importantly, the authors point out that written feedback is not enough on its own, as this
presupposes that the students understand the feedback and are able to use it in their own
learning. This point of view is interesting in light of the present study, as the students
stated that they did not always understand the purpose of the feedback and requested
more communication to enhance their understanding.

The wish for more personal communication with the teacher is closely related to
self-assessment. Wiliam and Thompson (2008) held that self-assessment is an important
part of the formative assessment practice, as learners should be in charge of their own
learning. Though rarely used, the students felt positively towards the potential learning
outcomes of self-assessment, but highlighted the need to be in dialogue with the teacher.
Self-assessment was seen as challenging to do on their own, as the students found it difficult
to know what they needed to work more on. Therefore, they saw it as beneficial to be in
dialogue with their teacher after an oral assessment to discuss what they needed to improve
on further. Black and Jones (2006) found that self-assessment requires an understanding
of the learning goals and quality, and the learner needs to see where they are in relation
to this. As discussed earlier, the students in this study did not always see the connection
between the focus of the feedback and goals and criteria, which can be seen as a possible
explanation for why they find it hard to assess themselves.

6.1.3. Strengthening Student Involvement

Student involvement is a significant factor for successfully implementing language
learning strategies (Haukås 2012). Strategic competence is seen as a key component for the
language learner’s overall communicative competence, as it mediates language knowledge
and topical knowledge (Bachman and Palmer 1996). The findings of the present study
showed an overall high level of reflection among the students, but also revealed variations
within this. The majority of the students reported that they were aware of their own
language development and knew how to approach a given task in English. This was also
reflected in the interview findings, where the students reported on employing different
cognitive and metacognitive language learning strategies in various oral assessment sit-
uations. According to Anderson (2002), students need to be taught learning strategies
explicitly in order for them to be effective. The students in the present study reported
on making conscious choices in the learning process of oral competence, such as writing
scripts, practicing, and finding alternative ways of expressing themselves, which signifies
that they are aware of how they employ these strategies. Moreover, the ability to orches-
trate various strategies is a distinctive factor between strong and weak second language
learners (Anderson 2002). The present research did not find any such distinction between
the students, but it nevertheless underlines the importance of developing this ability.

Previous research has found that the learning processes in English are still controlled
by the teacher and that student autonomy and self-organised learning remain a challenge
(Sandvik and Buland 2013). The findings of the present study show that students appreci-
ate being involved and that they have a wish for being more involved in the assessment
practice in English than they are currently. The present study did not investigate what the
teacher actually does in the classroom to involve students, but the findings nevertheless
indicated that there is a potential for including the students more in various aspects of the
assessment practice.

Although the students reported their self-reflection as good, the findings also showed
that many students did not recognise the position that higher-order thinking skills have
in English. In contrast, previous research has shown that teachers are more concerned
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with skills and processes than subject-specific matters when assessing, and higher-order
thinking skills have a central position here (Bøhn 2018). In addition, research has also
shown that teachers’ knowledge about language learning strategies affects how this is
taught in the classroom (Haukås 2012). This raises the question of how students understand
strategic competence as such, and how this is part of their learning processes in English.

Furthermore, metacognition is closely related to self-assessment (Wiliam 2011). Stu-
dents who use self-assessment develop their metacognitive strategies, which, in turn, is
central for becoming self-regulated. This is also recognised by Wiliam and Thompson
(2008), who underscore the importance of activating students as owners of their own
learning as the fifth strategy conceptualising formative assessment. The survey showed
that approximately half of the students used self-assessment sometimes or more often, while
the interview findings indicated that there was a misconception among some of the stu-
dents about what self-assessment actually entailed and how they were involved in this.
Being able to evaluate strategy use and learning is a key component in metacognition
and underscores the importance of reflection throughout the learning process (Anderson
2002). According to Haukås (2012), the lack of student involvement is considered to be the
greatest obstacle for using these teaching strategies successfully. The students need to be
involved in trying out different strategies and evaluating their own language learning, as
this is beneficial for their learning outcomes (Haukås 2012).

This discrepancy between the students and teachers also needs to be seen in relation
to the students’ perceived understanding of oral competence, which revealed that students
tend to focus on the linguistic features of language. This focus can be seen in connection
with Vattøy and Smith (2019), who showed that students need to know the learning
goals and be able to self-regulate in order for them to perceive the teachers’ feedback as
useful. As several of the students do not fully recognise the significance of the content
construct in their work, this also has an effect on their perceived usefulness of the feedback.
Moreover, Van Der Kleij and Adie (2020) suggested that talking about the purpose of
feedback could contribute to students recognising and engaging with it. This was also
confirmed by the students in the present study, who stated a wish to be more involved in the
assessment practice—especially regarding feedback and self-assessment. The usefulness of
the feedback can, therefore, be traced back to the students’ understanding of the subject,
in addition to their understanding of the learning goals and ability to self-regulate, as
stated by Vattøy and Smith (2019). This clearly shows how the different components of
oral competence are connected and depend on one another (Bachman and Palmer 1996).

Moreover, the findings suggested that some students had a conflicting view of their
own role in the assessment practice. While the students spoke of the need to be more
involved in making decisions concerning assessment and to communicate more with the
teacher, they also saw it as the teacher’s responsibility to use and initiate this assessment
method. Similarly, Burner (2016) revealed a rather simplistic understanding of what
student involvement meant to lower secondary students and claimed that this highlighted
the importance of talking about the whys and hows of assessment with students. It is
noteworthy that the same tendency was present among the Vg1 students in the present
study and could suggest that students need to be made more explicitly aware of their
own role and develop a more comprehensive understanding of what self-assessment and
involvement entail.

In this chapter, we discussed how students perceive their involvement in the assess-
ment practice in relation to goals and assessment criteria and how they are involved in
the feedback practice. These aspects of involvement have potential consequences for how
students perceive their understanding of oral competence and their perceived learning
outcome. These findings underscore the importance of developing a shared understanding
of what is assessed and why in oral English classes, which can be enhanced by increased
student involvement.
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7. Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

It was our intention to let the student voice be heard in this study. This choice can
be seen as a strength of the study, but also a weakness. The research methods employed
in this study complement one another by shedding light on both the overall tendencies
and personal experiences of the phenomenon. However, solely assessing the students’
perspective does come with its limitations, as it means that the teachers’ side of the story is
not heard—nor is there a neutral perspective of what actually happens in the classroom. It
did, however, let us explore the student perspective in detail, which has provided valuable
insight into how students themselves perceive their involvement. It is our belief that,
regardless of what happens in the classroom and the good intentions of the teacher, how
students experience the assessment practice is essential. Another limitation of this study is
the limited generalizability of the findings because this is a case study of one particular
school that was requited in the research project.

Our study suggests that student involvement in teaching and assessment practices
in English as a second language classes should be given more attention. Calling for a
responsive pedagogy in schools (Smith et al. 2016), the explicit intention of the teacher
is to make learners believe in their own competence and ability to successfully complete
assignments and meet challenges, to strengthen students’ self-efficacy, and to increase their
overall self-concept.

Further research could, therefore, be focused on exploring the learning aspects de-
tailed in this paper from different points of view, for instance by using a method such as
observation, as this will provide a fuller understanding of how students are involved in up-
per secondary school. Moreover, more quantitative research in this field could also help to
better understand the causal links between the different elements of student involvement.
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Notes
1 Learning platform.
2 The half-year grade given at the end of the autumn term.
3 Since the findings indicate that peer assessment had not been used among the students, this will not be discussed further. It is,

however, interesting to note this finding.
4 The Norwegian grading system goes from 1 to 6, where 1 is a fail and 6 is the highest achievable grade.
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