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Introduction
Internationally, as adolescent learners move into higher stakes assessments their influence on selection and interpretation of assessment declines, despite their increasing capacity for self-regulated learning. Adolescents yearn for more choices, input and control over their lives as they enter an intense period of identity formation and social awareness (Berninger, 2015; Poskitt, 2011). Crucial to their understanding of self (distinctiveness from and connection with others) is accurate information and feedback, on academic, social, personal and physical performance. Information and feedback come from multiple sources: self, peers, family, school and wider society, but it is not static. From a socio-cultural learning theory perspective, learning (and identity) is thought to be situated within a dynamic cultural context (e.g. Bayne, 2013; Zimmerman, 2000); a large component of which is the classroom. 
Central to the classroom learning process is the learner, who in ideal circumstances realizes their agentic role and has the means to actively influence processes and outcomes (Roth, Tobin & Zimmerman, 2002; Sharp, 2014). Self-reflection and self-assessment are pivotal factors in agentic and self-regulated learning, enhanced through classroom environments in which teachers’ model ‘metatalk’, “language that supports students’ metacognitive functioning in the classroom, that is, language that organizes, foreshadows, summarizes or connects classroom activities and content” (Leinhardt & Steele, 2005, p.92). Explicit teacher modelling helps students ‘learning to learn’ and assess (formative assessment). Teachers support students’ ‘learning to learn’ by encouraging them to take greater responsibility for their own learning through goal setting, monitoring learning as it happens and evaluating results through self-checking and peer review (Hipkins, 2015).  Any formative assessment that is not self-assessment involves communication (Sadler, 1998). Communication between teacher and learner “is not between equals, so the nature of the inequality needs to be recognised” (Sadler, 1998, p.80).  Although teachers bring superior knowledge, expertise, attitudes, and evaluative expertise to making judgments and feedback, of critical importance is “its accessibility to the learner (as a communication), its catalytic and coaching value and its ability to inspire confidence and hope” (Sadler, 1998, p.84). A possible pathway to reduce power imbalances is the use of triads (student, peers, teacher) or cogens (Bayne, 2013; Sharp, 2014). Thus it is ironic, indeed unjust, when adolescents have increasing skills towards, and profound needs to, understanding and differentiating self  (Berninger, 2015; Dotterer & Lowe, 2011; Pendergast & Bahr, 2010), to actively influencing their personal world, that education systems impose higher stakes assessments in which students have minimal direct input. 
This paper explores these notions in relation to New Zealand’s National Standards, central to which are overall teacher judgments (OTJs) in which teachers aggregate data from a range of formal and informal sources to judge students’ achievement in reading, writing and mathematics in relation to prescribed National Standards. Although the system respects teachers’ professionalism and validity of classroom assessments (Poskitt & Mitchell, 2012), it has omitted official input of learners particularly at the overall judgment phase. To that end it is argued that the OTJs system needs to be transformed to JOLT (Judgments of Overall Learner and Teacher) talk (deliberations).  The paper is structured to firstly provide the reader with an understanding of the New Zealand (NZ) educational context with particular consideration of the New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) and related Ministry of Education statements on assessment and lifelong learning. The National Standards policy is described with a particular focus on some emerging trends for adolescent learners and underlying injustice.  A number of possible explanations are explored, particularly in relation to issues of student performance, self-regulated learning, student voice, active student participation in and control over their learning. Potential solutions are explored, with JOLT argued to be a key means of valuing adolescents and creating a more just educational assessment system; with implications internationally for greater direct involvement of students in high stakes assessments. 
Background of New Zealand educational system 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The compulsory sector of the New Zealand educational system is based on a decentralised educational governance model whereby schools have flexibility to interpret national requirements according to local community needs and preferences whilst being legally obligated to abide by statutory demands (related to government policies and priorities, strategic goals, curriculum statements, expectations of student achievement as well as principles and codes of conduct, administrative requirements in planning and reporting). Student achievement is measured nationally through National Standards (from Year 1 through to end of Year 8), and more formally in the senior secondary school (Years 11 to 13) through the National Certificate of Educational Achievement (NCEA).  National Standards are assessed in three areas only: reading, writing and mathematics.  Standards are broadly defined in relation to the New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) and are based on overall teacher judgments (OTJs) in relation to those standards.  Teachers draw on a wide range of data to make their judgments and report results as ‘well above’, ‘above’, ‘at standard’, ‘below’ or ‘well below’ standard for the school Year level of each student. Teachers are required to report twice yearly to parents/caregivers on progress of students against the National Standards, and at the end of the year the school reports student results to the Ministry of Education.  For senior secondary students there are three levels of attainment in NCEA (Levels 1-3), with most students who achieve Level 3 eligible to enrol at University, providing they have sufficient literacy and numeracy credits. This paper focuses on the National Standards, with a particular emphasis on Year (Grade) 7-8 (aged around 11-13 years).
New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) and Overall Teacher Judgments (OTJs)
The vision for education in the New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) is stated as “young people who will be confident, connected, actively involved, lifelong learners” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p.7). The process of learning is given as much priority in the document as the content of learning. Indeed, in a statement describing one of its eight principles, ‘learning to learn’ it is stipulated the, “curriculum encourages all students to reflect on their own learning processes and to learn how to learn” (p.9). Implicit here are skills in reflection and student knowledge about learning.  To this end, infused through the NZC are key competencies: thinking; using language, symbols and texts; managing self; relating to others; participating and contributing, with the intention that such competencies are embedded in all learning areas and at all levels of the curriculum.  One means of fostering students’ thinking, active participation in and contribution to learning is for teachers to: 
look for opportunities to involve students directly in decisions relating to their own learning (emphasis added).  This [involvement] encourages them to see what they are doing as relevant, and to take greater ownership of their learning (Ministry of Education, 2007, p. 34).  
Furthermore, the Ministry of Education (2007, p. 38) argue, 
“with appropriate teacher guidance and feedback, all students should develop strategies for self-monitoring and collaborative evaluation of their performance… [and] might involve students examining and discussing various kinds of evidence, making judgments about their progress, and setting further goals (emphasis added).  
This view is supported by research arguing that students’ learning is significantly influenced by how they are assessed (Black & William, 2006; Crooks, 1988). Later in the NZC document the MOE (2007, p.39) contend,
the primary purpose of assessment is to improve students’ learning and teachers’ teaching as both student and teacher respond to the information that it provides (emphasis added). 
Finally, they state, 
effective assessment… involves students; they discuss, clarify and reflect on their goals, strategies and progress with their teachers, their parents and one another. This develops students’ capacity for self and peer assessment, which lead in turn to increased self-direction” (Ministry of Education, 2007, p.40). 
Evident in these NZC extracts is the MOE view that students ought to be integrally involved in judgment and decision making about their learning and assessment. Such arguments for fostering active student participation in, and responsibility for, their learning are well grounded in the international literature firstly on self-regulated learning (e.g. Schunk & Zimmerman, 1998) secondly, student voice literature (e.g. Sands, Guzman, Stevens & Boggs, 2007) and thirdly, the needs of adolescent learners (e.g. Pendergast & Bahr, 2010); topics discussed more fully later in this paper. Yet these views about student involvement become ambiguous three years later in MOE statements about OTJs:
An overall teacher judgment (OTJ) involves drawing on and applying the evidence gathered up to a particular point in time, in order to make an overall judgment about a student’s progress and achievement… 
A range of approaches is necessary in order to compile a comprehensive picture of the areas of progress, areas requiring attention and what a student’s unique progress looks like. Using a range of approaches also allows the student to participate throughout the assessment process, building their assessment capability…Teachers need to bring together a range of evidence in order to form an overall teacher judgment [emphasis added] (Ministry of Education, 2010, p.1)
Thus, students’ achievement in relation to National Standards (NS) is determined on the basis of overall teacher judgment (OTJs), in which a range of data and evidence of students’ progress and achievement to a particular point in time is considered and teachers make a judgment in relation to relevant Year level NS descriptors and exemplars. Although the MOE encourage teachers to “observe and converse with students to find out what they know, understand and can do” (Ministry of Education, 2010, p.1), it is teachers who make the final judgment not teachers and students. The student is ‘shut out’ at the climax of the judgment and decision making process by virtue of the nomenclature (OTJs) and responsibility given for overall teacher judgment. Not only does this exclusion jeopardise valid judgments, it unwittingly undermines self-regulated learning, student voice and justice. These critical aspects are returned to later in the paper.
National Standards Trend Data
Schools are required to report student National Standards achievement data annually to the Ministry of Education.  The MOE use the data in various ways (e.g. to inform progress against national strategic goals, ascertain priority learners and schools to whom to target additional resources, inform educational priorities and for system level formative assessment purposes (e.g. Poskitt, 2016a; Poskitt 2016b), and some sceptics believe for politically charged accountability purposes (e.g. Thrupp, 2014).  Recently released national data provide the reader with insights into variable achievement trends across the Year groups, especially in Years 7 and 8. 
Table 1: Percentage of students achieving ‘at’ or ‘above’ the National Standard by year level (2013-2014).  Source: https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/schooling/national-standards/National_Standards
	Year (Grade) Level
	Reading
	Mathematics
	Writing

	
	2013
	2014
	2013
	2014
	2013
	2014

	After 1 Year
	65.00%
	64.58%
	84.57%
	84.75%
	76.26%
	75.22%

	After 2 Years
	79.95%
	79.06%
	78.70%
	78.98%
	75.24%
	75.13%

	After 3 Years
	82.45%
	82.36%
	73.90%
	74.03%
	71.54%
	71.70%

	End of Yr 4
	82.87%
	83.10%
	76.72%
	76.93%
	72.35%
	73.16%

	End of Yr 5
	80.53%
	80.76%
	72.02%
	73.22%
	68.19%
	68.73%

	End of Yr 6
	82.13%
	83.07%
	75.35%
	76.14%
	70.55%
	71.79%

	End of Yr 7
	74.12%
	74.75%
	65.60%
	66.67%
	62.75%
	64.37%

	End of Yr 8
	77.29%
	77.64%
	68.90%
	69.21%
	66.98%
	68.10%



For ease of reader interpretation, the data from end of Year 4 to end of Year 8 have been displayed in Figure 1. 

Although Years 7 and 8 students perform better in reading than students after one year of school, in comparison with all other year groups, fewer Years 7 and 8 students achieve at or above National Standards in reading, mathematics and writing. From a statistical perspective one might argue that all year groups could be expected to perform at similar percentages in each curriculum area, but Table 1 shows this is clearly not the case for national data. There are likely to be multiple factors influencing these trends, such as: 
· the reliability and validity of teacher judgments (as well as the appropriateness of the data on which they have made judgments – NS had only been fully implemented for two years), 
· content and alignment of the curriculum (level four of the curriculum may be proportionately more cognitively demanding and possibly perceived by students to be less relevant to their everyday lives), 
· pedagogical content knowledge (primary-trained teachers may be at the upper limits of their curriculum knowledge by Years 7 and 8), 
· classroom practice, 
· primary teacher preparation and professional learning in aggregating assessment information (the MOE has recently released the PaCT (Progress and Consistency Tool) to support teachers in making valid judgments; and offered workshops to guide teachers in making OTJs), 
· moderation of OTJs, 
· appropriateness of NS expectations (the MOE had commissioned research work on learning progressions that was incomplete due to political imperatives to implement NS in a compressed timeline, refer Poskitt, 2016),  
· student related factors, and
· influence of assessment processes on student achievement. 
There are also concerns about inequitable performance of students with a Māori or Pacific heritage, and boys performing less well, especially in writing. Each of these factors warrants a separate research article – only Years 7-8 adolescent student achievement disparities and related factors are considered here, since minimal research has investigated this particular inequity.
“Early adolescence is a time when many youth experience declines in academic achievement” (Dotterer &Lowe, 2011, p.1656), partly due to decreasing connection with adults and increasing affiliation with peers, growing awareness of  others and their relative competencies, changing interests and transition to different school settings. Typically students enter larger schools, with greater subject, sporting, and cultural choices resulting in social and learning interactions with  greater numbers of students and teachers and fewer ‘closer networks’, at a time when they may be socially and emotionally vulnerable, unsure of their own identity or themselves as learners. One means of understanding themselves as a separate entity and as a self-determining learner is through knowledge of self-regulated learning (SRL).   
Self-regulated learning
Zimmerman (2000) defined self-regulation in terms of: self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actions which are adjusted in order to attain personal goals. Three related phases of forethought, performance and self-reflection are argued by Zimmerman (2000) as components of a cyclical loop, influenced by personal, behavioural and environmental factors to be in a dynamic state. The value of such a theory for teachers and students is the belief that instruction and intervention in the SR process may positively influence students’ learning trajectory and dispositions. To that end, instruction and guidance prior to learning, i.e. ‘forethought’ in relation to goal-setting, planning and general organisation for learning is important.  Once organised for learning, teacher and student attention is needed towards aspects that occur during learning such as self-control and self-monitoring to not only keep on task but to cognitively attend to task requirements. Finally, once the learning task or performance is near completion to reflect on processes, content and product, to effectively self-evaluate. Cleary (2015, p.4) posits, “many of the struggles that individuals experience often can be traced to deficits in regulatory processes embedded within one or more phases.” This is why Effeney, Carroll and Bahr (2013) in their research with adolescent males focused on scaffolded support in relation to executive function (EF).  They likened EF to a conductor that “controls, organizes, and directs cognitive activity, emotional responses and behaviour” (Effeney et al., 2013, p.774). Important to adolescent success therefore, is explicit coaching on “goal-setting, planning, cognitive flexibility, attentional control, inhibition of impulses, performance monitoring and the use of feedback”, (Effeney et al., 2013, p.774) whilst being mindful of developmental neurological EF maturity into adulthood. 
‘Learning to learn and self-assess’
Assisting students in learning to learn is the fundamental purpose of schooling, although it is more often implicit than explicit. Hipkins (2015) urges teachers to be deliberate in directing student attention to critical aspects of learning content and processes as they occur in the classroom. Relevant here is the concept of ‘metatalk’. 
Metatalk is a language that supports students’ metacognitive functioning in the classroom – that is, language that organizes, foreshadows, summarizes, or connects classroom activities and content… (Leinhardt & Steele, 2005, p.92). 
Not only is it important to recognize and optimise moments for metatalk, but for teachers to create opportunities for students to engage with and apply such cognitive strategies. Hipkins (2015, p.viii) argues teachers need to help grow student assessment capability through “active involvement in their own assessment sense making and decision making;” a view consistent with earlier cited statements in the NZC. Cueing and directing student attention to learning processes is essential to developing SRL and student assessment capability, but it does require depth of subject knowledge, understanding of pedagogical processes and assessment on the part of the teacher (Hipkins, 2015). Accurate information is critical as individuals use data to adjust their thinking, perceptions, respond to emotions and group processes, which in turn affect their function and volition to reach goals. Although successful learners effectively use internal and external feedback to modify their learning, younger and struggling learners need these processes and strategies made explicit and to have opportunities to apply them, with guidance, in their learning (Absolum, Flockton, Hattie, Hipkins & Reid, 2009).  Indeed Cleary (2015, p.6) states, “teaching adolescents how to self-generate their own feedback is instrumental in promoting healthy levels of independent functioning and adaptation.”  Such skills are pivotal for academic and life success. Hipkins (2015, p.45) muses about, “interesting parallels between practices such as restorative conversations for addressing behavioural issues and co-constructed approaches to tackling learning and assessment challenges.” 
Importance of social and emotional learning for adolescents
Student success in school and beyond is determined as much by social skills, values and behaviour traits as achievement performance. Interestingly, “academic achievement, even as measured by test scores, improves when students’ social, emotional, moral and physical development have been fully supported” (Lounsbury, 2015, p.16). Essentially schools are social places, particularly for adolescents, where social and emotional learning are of critical importance for improving young people’s academic performance and lifelong learning (Berninger, 2015; Smith & Moore, 2012; Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg & Walberg, 2007). Positive social behaviour in classrooms is linked to positive intellectual outcomes, and students without such skills usually perform less well.  There are five components to social and emotional learning (SEL): self and social awareness, responsible decision making, self and relationship management; all of which need to be fostered in adolescence to enhance students’ capacities to “integrate thinking, feeling and behaving to achieve important life tasks” (Zins et al., 2007, p.194). The similarities to New Zealand Curriculum’s key competencies are very strong (thinking; self-management; relating to others; using language, symbols and texts; participating and contributing). 
The importance of social relationships for young people within and beyond the school setting is evident in ecological systems perspectives (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). In ideal conditions, such as classrooms with teachers who foster positive relational interactions and multimodal activities to cater for different learning types and interests result in productive use of instructional time and affective student engagement. The classroom context is an important predictor of school engagement especially in relation to instructional quality, socio-emotional climate and student-teacher relationship quality. “Students will be more engaged when classroom contexts meet their needs for relatedness, which is likely to occur in classrooms where teachers and peers create a caring and supportive environment” (Dotterer & Lowe, 2011, p.1651).
Peer assessment and agency in decision making
How might this broader conceptualisation of education be incorporated into assessment? Building from a strong base of self-regulated learning and self-assessment, expansion to peer assessment integrates social elements that appeal to adolescents, especially those from collectivist cultural backgrounds, but also provide another frame of reference from which students can gauge the gap between their current and ideal performance, and examples of what their learning might look like – assessment for learning (Black & Wiliam, 2006; Sadler, 1989). These interactions, with appropriate teacher scaffolding and questioning, can deepen student reflection and responsibility for their learning, whereby skills developed in peer assessment may contribute towards lifelong learning (Meletiadon, 2012; Sadler, 1989). However, as Hipkins (2015) argues, rather than abdicating teachers’ of responsibility, deeper levels of self and peer assessment require greater involvement of teachers.  The process of learning in self and peer assessment (PA) necessitates teachers training students with co-constructed criteria (and associated success criteria) so that they have a shared understanding of the nature, purposes and requirements of PA (Meletiadon, 2012). Not only does involvement in the co-construction of criteria and assessment processes fosters students’ sense of agency in education, but it actually treats them with respect. “The United Nations (UN) Convention on the Rights of the Child (Article 12, 1989) states: children should not be treated as silent subjects of our concern, but as people with their own views and feelings which should be taken seriously” (Sharp, 2014, p.349).  
Core to positive relationships is equal opportunities to contribute and participate in interactions and decision making. When young people are permitted, indeed encouraged, to contribute it builds their sense of agency, social confidence and life skills. Sharp (2014, p.352) proposes a schema of supporting constructs for young person’s perspective of self as an agent. The schema is comprised of four categories: positive relationships, agentic feelings, individual perception and thoughts, and culture and context. Each of the categories has related supporting factors, for example, in positive relationships factors include, “scaffolding, encouragement, role  models, social capital, joint decisions, personal dialogue” and under individual perceptions and thoughts, “critical reflection, deadlines and rewards, seeing the impact of own action, planning and organisation, being heard and valued” (emphasis added, p.352). Implicit here is in the embedded interaction between self and others in learning. Being heard and valued promotes students’ “sense of belonging and their motivation to act increases” (Sharp, 2014, p.354), building positive relationships. More positive relationships mean more social capital as informal feedback and conversations help scaffold skills.  Adolescent’s reflective capacity (‘zone of reflective capacity’) expands when they have opportunities to collaborate with others over extended periods of time. If such discussions lead to concrete actions (whether academically or socially) then “seeing the impact of their own actions change something in their direct environment is likely to reinforce a sense of being an agent and having control” (Sharp, 2014, p.355). Thus, a way to increase adolescents’ sense of agency is to involve them in collaborative opportunities to problem-solve, make and implement joint decisions (in learning and assessment). Indeed, Bourke and Loveridge (2014, p.159) argue, “participatory initiatives may foster individuals who are socially conscious with social justice and collectivist sensibilities”, and thereby with solidarity, highlight and possibly counter injustices. Therefore the importance of incorporating social elements and awareness of social justice issues needs to be realized when teaching adolescents (Ellerbock & Kiefer, 2014; Smith & Moore, 2012). 
Collective or peer tutoring/assessment with the same gender or age group gives students licence to explain concepts in different ways from teachers (with emphasis on the ‘critical linking bit’ that helped them ‘click’). Moreover addressing social, emotional and cognitive development of adolescents enhances their switching between dependence on and independence from adults (Berninger, 2015). Expanding the role and the power of collaborative student interactions is the notion of ‘cogenerative dialogues’ – “carefully orchestrated discussions that involve a variety of stakeholders” (Bayne, 2013, p.369). Initially students require guidance and scaffolding in the operational requirements, purposes and roles played within cogens. Typically comprised of about six participants, based on principles of respect, equality (all having opportunities to contribute to discussions, negotiate outcomes), contribution (educative function), and accountability with an expectation of improvement and action.  Bayne (2013, p.372-373) refers to these principles as authenticity requirements (ontological, educative, and catalytic authenticity). 
Within cogens, participants engage in critical reflection by making meaning of shared experiences through polysemic (multiple ways of understanding) and polyphonic (multiple ways of listening, that is, radical listening) opportunities, generate agreed upon measures to address concerns through a developed sense of solidarity and ultimately set out to catalyse change at the individual and collective levels (Bayne, 2013, p.371). 

Young people come to realize they are capable of going beyond reacting to their environment, to shaping it; and thereby understanding that agency relates to ‘self’ and ‘other’. In other words, they transform their beliefs from an external to an internal locus of control. Furthermore, Bayne (2013) argues that successful cogen encounters create ripple effects of positive emotional energy, building a sense of belonging and solidarity, inspiring students to action and stronger identities. This is how there is a dialectical relationship between agency and structure, for through the creation of opportunities for metatalk and meaningful dialogue, teachers enhance students’ capacities for SEL as well as assessment and learning (Bayne, 2013; Hipkins, 2015).     
 Student voice and social justice issues
Student voice literature argues that including and responding to student views enriches and authenticates education (e.g. Mansfield, 2014). Moreover, there are deeper goals of student empowerment and social justice in that those who are affected by decisions have a right to voice their views, and in doing so, can make the world a better place. 
At the most basic level, student voice efforts result in development of civic habits essential to democracy, while engaging students at higher levels results in curricular improvements and strengthens teacher-student relationships. (Mansfield, 2014, p.399, citing Fielding, 2001, 2004; Mitra, 2006, 2008; Mitra & Gross, 2009; Sands et al., 2007). 
Listening to student perspectives, especially those who are under-represented, marginalised or simply those to whose voices educators do not want to hear, is not only respecting human rights and social justice, but also a means to enhance student agency, increase student achievement, foster lifelong learning and active citizenship. Democratic educators are professionally obligated to provide all students with the resources, skills and knowledge to learn to their full potential, to draw on their talents and strengths and to “create a learning environment that promotes critical thinking and supports agency for social change” (Nieto & Bode, 2007, p.11).  
In the social environment of the classroom students learn about legitimacy of authority and fundamental principles of social justice (Molinari, Speltini & Passini, 2013): access, equity, rights and participation.  Adolescent students are acutely sensitive to the ways teachers communicate in the classroom (with compassionate warmth or professional distance; to whom they direct questions and patiently repeat (or not) instructions; who has the right to speak and when; how respectfully they respond), the frequency and speed of assistance offered to particular students, distribution of their instructional time, access to desired resources, equipment or activities; and response to adolescent spontaneity or impulsivity). Underpinning all of these interactions is students’ perceptions of fairness – the larger the discrepancy between what students perceive to be fair and what actually occurs, determines the level of felt injustice and negative impact on cognitive and social outcomes (Molinari, et al., 2013).  The sense of being fairly treated by their teacher is associated with adolescent “competence and motivation, positive attitudes towards institutions and authorities and group cooperative skills” (Molinari et al., 2013, p.61), while perceptions of unfair treatment have detrimental effects on student motivation, engagement and achievement. Ellis and France (2012, p.115) maintain the voices of the vulnerable or problematic are not heard, and by “not listening we ignore what young people tell us, we miss opportunities, not only to understand the complexity of their relationships… but also how to…be effective in changing outcomes”. Most young people understand assessment is usually associated with judgments based on formal assessment tools and by informal professional observations, “the professional gaze that can influence judgments” (Ellis & France, 2012, p.116). Furthermore, young people displaying ‘problem learning or behaviour’ often come under closer scrutiny by professionals, often resulting in interventions or withdrawal from class, yet with minimal input by the student (Ellis & France, 2012). Initially when students’ views are sought they may not be able to express emotions or thoughts appropriately (since they are not used to being listened to), fear being misinterpreted, and may become resistant or withdrawn to avoid further assessment and injustice. 
Conclusion
It could be argued that social justice in education requires redressing imbalances of power and restoring or promoting students’ individual and collective agency. Chapman, Hobble and Alvarado (2011) suggest that social justice education is a means to cultivate student voice, “to incorporate their personal stories within the context of the curriculum…to express themselves as individuals, community members and even global citizens” (p.540). They recommend structuring adolescent learning around personal, social and political importance, or more simply, around “me, my community and the world”.  Sequencing inquiry and research learning in three phases in which the first is about affirmation, the second solidarity and the third about critique enables students to understand they have worthwhile knowledge, skills and power to shape their own lives and influence others (Chapman et al., 2011).  
In a similar vein, higher stakes assessments could be transformed from the  traditional imbalance of power – the student being the producer of products to be judged by powerful professionals; and the higher the stakes, often the greater the distance between the student and the judger (supposedly in the interests of reliability, consistency, and objectivity). Instead students could be more officially affirmed in their role as learning and assessment partners with teachers, invited into greater solidarity with all learners and assessors, and finally to critique the whole learning and assessment process/product.  Fundamentally learning and assessment is about empowering the learner to become agentic, enabling them to frame, choose and execute actions towards desired goals (Bandura, 2008), so educators need to respect, seek out, listen, and take seriously the views of young people (UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, Article 12, 1989). This means young people have a right to access, equal participation in judgments and decision making arising from assessments; even more so the higher the stakes may be from the assessments.
In New Zealand’s case with NS, it ought not to be only teachers’ overall teacher judgments (OTJs) but learner input as well, in other words, JOLT (judgments [from] overall learner and teacher talk.  With apprenticeship models and mentoring situations it is the expert (or experienced) guiding the novice towards expertise; so too with assessment, it is essentially the master learner (teacher) guiding the novice learner towards becoming another (equal, equivalent) expert. Belief in mentoring and empowering learners to become lifelong learners needs to be authenticated throughout the learning and assessment process right through to overall judgments on their learning. JOLT could ensure application of fundamental social justice principles of equitable access, shared rights and participation for learner and teacher; a key means of valuing adolescents and creating a more just educational assessment system in high stakes assessment not only in New Zealand but also internationally. 
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