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1. The relationship between the examiners and the 'submission' of practice.

1.1 We believe that it is axiomatic that the team of examiners (internal and external) must experience the live practice submitted for the degree of PhD. Practice, not the documentation/recording of practice, is that which is to be assessed. To accept otherwise is to downgrade the status and integrity of the work.

1.2 No fundamental regulatory distinction should be made between a 'traditional' PhD and one involving practice; the submission as a whole (practice events and written material) should be considered.

1.3 Where practicable, there should be more than one external examiner for PaR PhDs.

1.4 In some cases, where multiple practice events form part of a submission, if the examiners are satisfied with the levels of access to practice they are afforded, it may not be a necessary condition of the assessment that they are given access to all the manifestations of practice. Such circumstances would be agreed in advance (see 1.5). In such cases, it is expected that documentation of practice will form an integral part of the submission (see 3)

1.5 We recommend, as good practice, the provision of the PhD candidate with an opportunity formally to negotiate the precise ingredients of a PaR PhD submission. A supervisory team might be constituted of the supervisor(s), of a Chair and one external member to the team (assuming a minimum of 2 in the team). This panel would negotiate and agree (on behalf of the Department/Faculty/University Board of Graduate Studies) details of the proposed submission with the candidate. Issues of length, format, word-length, and status might then be resolved and agreed. The institution needs to know at the outset that it can provide the facilities required and agreed, and that it is comfortable that the award is possible on the basis of the outcomes proposed.

1.6 This process might be initiated by documentation supplied by the candidate for upgrade/transfer and the shape of the future study could be agreed at transfer or shortly after successful transfer to full PhD status.

1.7 Examiners should be made aware of this agreement upon appointment, and any subsequent adjustments to it.

1.8 In constructing the agreement with the student at this stage, and the examiners when appointed, it should be overtly agreed by all parties what elements of practice are to be directly experienced by the examining team (and, if applicable, what practice events will not be directly experienced).

1.9 The agreement over the nature of the submission reached (1.5) might include provision for submission in the case of events that prevent an external examiner witnessing a practice component. Strategies for dealing with the inherent risks of an event-based thesis should be considered on a case-by-case basis. It is not considered ordinarily acceptable for a recording of a practice event to substitute for that practice event.

1.10 Though the agreement of the future structure of study and submission at this stage may not be binding, the levels of support the institution might be able to offer to adjusted forms of submission may be limited, and candidates should be apprised of potential restrictions (financial or otherwise) that may arise as a result of deviations from an agreed structure. Candidates should nonetheless have the freedom to pursue tangents to their research, and changes of direction or in the nature of their submission (written/practice balance, for example). Candidates may need to submit revised proposals to the appropriate body or committee to affirm the details of a revised project if I felt it had changed significantly from what was agreed (1.5). Thus, reversion to a traditional thesis, or the addition of a practical dimension may be possible subject to a justification acceptable to the appropriate panel.

2.) This section considers the status of documentation of practice (including the recording of practice events) which is not integral to the thesis (i.e. documentation which is recommended or required of practice that is inaccessible to examiners, but which in itself is not intended as articulate or exemplary of that practice).

2.1 We believe that such documentation has little status as part of the overall submission (although it may be referred to in discussion amongst themselves by the examiners - to refresh the memory for example). We recognize that a PhD has a long shelf life and should be accessible to future scholars. In this case, such documentation is essential and therefore warrants precise rubrics. We suggest that such documentation forms an essential appendix to the submission but should not be used for examination purposes.

2.2 In the case of a life event or unforeseeable circumstances preventing an external examiner from witnessing a practice event, this documentation should have no status as assessable, or be deemed as a substitute for that live practice event. In some cases, the potential use of documentation may have been agreed in advance (1.9).

3.) The status of documentation (of practice, including recording of practice events) which is integral to the thesis.

3.1 All such documentation is assessable and contributes to the final degree.

3.2 Insights in respect of 'substantial contributions' or 'new knowledge' are often evident in the documented process as much as in live practice, and might indeed be best be articulated in that format. Depending on the nature of the research, documentation (of practice) that is integral to the thesis may not be a required element of submission.

4. The status of notes taken by an external examiner at or subsequent to practice events.

4.1 There should be no formal contact between an external examiner and a candidate on the occasion of a practice event that forms part of the thesis submission, other than contact outlined as part of that submission (see 6.2).

4.2 External examiners attending practice events will not offer comment to the candidate or the candidate’s supervisor(s) following the experience of a practice event.

4.3 The ICO notes that institutions have five months from the date of request to supply candidates with requested data, even if that request comes before the release of results. Examiners’ notes are not exempt from release under a subject access request. This obligation is upon the institution where the candidate is registered, or any other institution where ‘personal data’ may be stored on that candidate. Should information not be stored within institutional frameworks, the institution has no right or obligation to access or request that material from an individual in order to fulfil any data access request. Information held by examiners is personal to them until submitted to the institution, when it may then be deemed ‘personal data’ under the institution’s obligations to the candidate. (Legal advice to unions, for example, during the 2006 dispute, included the safe assessment of material whilst maintaining assessment results in a format uncapturable by the institutions). Institutions are recommended to consider the conditions (including timing) under which examiners are required to submit examiners’ comments.

5. Recommendations of referral or resubmission of practice.

5.1 Submission of practice is equivalent to the submission of written argument. Practice might need to be re-submitted if that is the considered view of the examiners. The terms of that re-submission should be as clearly articulated and recorded as for a wholly written submission. HEIs/ departments may wish to consider an appropriate re-submission fee in the case of practice.

5.2 Examiners should consider the practice event(s) in relation to the written submission and how the two have been framed as complementary or in dialogue by the candidate. Practice that is not wholly successful as a discreet unit may nonetheless succeed within the parameters of the enquiry undertaken.

5.3 Examiners attending an assessed practice event which is a part of a final submission, but presented in advance of the completed submission, should pass on no judgement about the success of that practice event to either candidate or supervisor(s). Such judgement would be isolated from the examiner’s experience of the total submission. It would be the responsibility of the internal supervising team to discuss the success of the practice event with the candidate.

6. The status of any contact, incidental or arranged, between examiners and candidate (or the regulation to disallow such contact) including viva voces and the proximity of such contact to practice.

6.1 The regulations regarding contact between examiners and candidate should be no more restricting or liberal than those governing ‘traditional’ PhD arrangements.

6.2 Protocols should be established that define the nature of contact between candidate and examiner(s) at events of the submission of practice. 4.2 and 5.1 (above) propose certain protocols. In certain circumstances, it may be pertinent to permit the examiner to ask questions of the candidate following the submission of practice, in a format that would be considered as part of that element of submission. This would not be envisaged as an opportunity for the examiner to pass comment, nor for the candidate to ask questions of the examiner. This opportunity might be, for example, for factual clarification or the instancing of technical errors. Provision for this kind of contact might be outlined in the agreed plans for submission (see 1.5).

6.3 Contact between candidate and examiner that is captured within the practice event, or crucial to its experience, should be unrestricted. This might include participatory audience activities, the utilisation of the subject (examiner) within the practice, or the direct experience of the examiner of sensory elements of the practice event, as controlled by the candidate. Such contact should operate within the appropriate ethical frameworks.

6.4 No formative feedback should be available to the candidate from the examiner(s) subsequent to and in relation to a practice event, regardless of whether the practice event is a manifestation of ‘process’ or an instance of ‘product’.

7.) Criteria for judging originality, impact, ‘contributions to knowledge’, or alternative judgements of value pertinent to doctoral level work.

7.1 PaR PhDs should meet the established generic criteria of ‘making a contribution to knowledge’ or ‘affording substantial new insights’. This might include material that is deemed ‘publishable’ in traditional modes of dissemination of knowledge, or modes of dissemination cognate to the practice form; professional performance, professional-context presentation, professional-context workshop, consultation as knowledge-transfer.
