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1
Introduction 

There are several overlapping themes in contemporary and classic philosophy of education, student learning and educational development literatures, relating to the educational advantages and pedagogic strategies for developing independence and autonomy in learners in higher education (HE).  
My aims in this paper are:

♦
to briefly review  and clarify the theoretical and philosophical meaning and justification for 
autonomy in learning;

♦
to introduce the concept of 'autonomous learning zones'.

I am approaching this topic principally as an HE teacher (now turned academic developer and HE researcher) who has been committed to the goal of promoting learner autonomy, and has attempted the design and implementation of learning environments that enable learners to develop the capacity for autonomy, and to exercise autonomy over a range of aspects of their learning (e.g., Brook et al., 1991; Hughes, 2001; Hughes et al., 2001).  This paper, and the project which it is a contribution towards, marks a step toward turning my implicit ‘theory in use’ into an espoused theory of what autonomy in learning means for learners and what implications for learning and teaching strategy and practice this has for HE teachers. 

Throughout the paper, I am favouring the term ‘autonomy’ over ‘independence’. ‘Independent study’ as a term has become on the one hand associated with the idea of a solitary student (Tait and Knight, 1995), but also suffers from vastly different interpretations and misconceptions in the practitioner realm, where it may be used interchangeable with other terms like ‘distance learning’, ‘resource-based learning’ and ‘self-directed study’ (Gilham, 1995), all of which may actually occur in very dependent learning environments.  The root meaning of ‘autonomy’ on the other hand, is self-government (Mele, 1995) and while not precluding individualism, it implies choice or agency that is likely to involve social aspects – a relational autonomy (Mackenzie and Stoljar, 2000).  I find this latter view conceptually tighter, and therefore more helpful, in my analysis.

2 
From Rational Autonomy to Relational Autonomy

Autonomy has been a central feature of the philosophy of education literature over the past forty years.  It is not my intention in this paper to review this in depth, but I want to briefly highlight the classic conception of rational and personal autonomy as a key goal of liberal education.  I will then bring forward a new way of looking at autonomy, drawn from feminist philosophy as a criticism of individualist and rationalist perspectives, which provides a useful approach for exploring the development of autonomy in learners in HE institutions.

Two major interpretations of autonomy have emerged within the philosophy of education literature: rational autonomy and personal autonomy. The former emphasises the development of rational thought, while the latter focuses on the development of self-awareness. 

Rational autonomy (Allen, 1992; Wringe, 1997; Winch, 1999) is a product of Enlightenment thinking.  At its heart is the notion that people should be free to determine their own beliefs and practices, and as such education should not attempt to authoritatively present these.  This does not mean that learners can not be taught, rather teachers should help learners develop critical thinking and analysis skills so that they can arrive at their beliefs rationally, and contribute to the further development of knowledge and understanding.  Bridges (1997, p155) has argued that the dominant body of literature around autonomy in education has focused on curriculum content, rather than on the learning and teaching methods.  Thus this tradition would see some familiarity with the fundamentals of human knowledge, for example science and philosophy, as a condition for personal autonomy.  Ironically, this element of the discussion has led to a prescriptive approach in education: dictating what learners should and shouldn’t know.  

Allen (1992, p48) defines personal autonomy as: “a matter of emotional maturity, self reliance and moral integrity: respectively not being so emotionally dependent on another that one cannot decide anything for oneself; the ability and will to organise oneself and one’s life and not to rely on others to provide for oneself; and the ability and will to be resolute and stand by one’s convictions.”  Attributes of personal autonomy might include self-awareness, self-evaluation or reflection.  As Bridges (1997, p157) puts it: “…we have to reflect both on the character of our inner motives and impulses and on the ways in which these may have been shaped and formed by external influences and power structures.”  This latter point leads us to one of the major criticisms of the promotion of autonomy as a goal of education, that it neglects the social realm.  The quote from Allen above does present a picture of an autonomous learner as one who is deliberately trying to isolate herself from the influence of others, whereas Bridges’ comments suggest part of self-knowledge comes from understanding how our selves are influenced, shaped and possibly dominated by others, and by structural factors.  

This perception of autonomy as isolationist and rational has led some to reject it outright.  For example, a communitarian perspective (MacIntyre, 1981) may be concerned that the development of autonomy would lead to a preponderence of individuals asserting their own will or desire over the social good. Postmodernists would challenge our ability to be rational and objective (Bloland, 1995).  Some feminists are concerned that ‘autonomous man’ has become an idealised construct (Mackenzie and Stoljar, 2000) – supporting independence over other values, in particular those relating to interdependence, seeing people as atomistic individuals rather than social creatures, and suggesting that social practices and relationships may threaten or compromise autonomy.

With these criticisms in mind, a newer version of autonomy is emerging, in which we: “conceive autonomy in interpersonal rather than intrapersonal terms.” (Smith,1997, p. 127).  Feminist philosophers have coigned the term ‘relational autonomy’ (Mackenzie and Stoljar, 2000).  This perspective recognises that people are both internally and socially differentiated, and has led to analyses that explore  “…the ways in which socialization and social relationships impede or enhance an agent’s capacities for autonomy” (ibid., p22).  In particular, the relational approach suggests that the development and expression of autonomy may be impeded by oppressive social factors at three interrelated levels: firstly the formation of desires, beliefs and emotional attitudes; secondly, the development of competencies and capacities for autonomy (e.g. self-reflection); and finally a person’s ability to make autonomous choices.

The notion of relational autonomy is a helpful one to bring to the study of the development of autonomy in HE learners. Firstly it allows us to acknowledge that learning and personal development is not just an individual process, but is something that takes place in combination with other learners and teachers, and is influenced by learners’ relationships outside of HE.  Secondly, it suggests that it will be important to examine how the social norms, institutions and practices of HE may oppress or encourage autonomy.

3 Autonomy and student learning

Independence and autonomy have been a feature of theories of student learning in both humanistic and constructivist traditions. Humanists see learning as the quest for the discovery of personal meaning within, while constructivists see learning as personal meaning making through the individual construction of knowledge.  While constructivism is clearly the more accepted and hence hegemonic discourse in research into HE learning at the moment, the humanistic approach has played a key part in inspiring and justifying pedagogic approaches aimed at maximising learner autonomy, so in the context of this paper it deserves consideration.  There are also some signs of convergence between these approaches, at least in terms of their implications for pedagogy, for example in work on self-regulation, and on problem-based learning and in the day to day practice of HE teachers.

Boud (1981) has described Carl Rogers as the single most important figure in the emergence of self-directed learning, principally through the impact of Freedom to Learn (Rogers, 1969) and its subsequent editions (Rogers, 1983; Rogers and Freiburg, 1994).  The humanistic tradition sees education as the route to personal growth and self-actualisation, with learning being the discovery of personal meaning, driven by intrinsic motivation (Decarvalo, 1991).  It aspires for learners to continue learning in a self-directed manner throughout life; a clear influence on what policy makers now term lifelong learning. It can also be seen to have done important work in developing understanding of the affective domain in learning.  Rogers is particularly noted for proposing a facilitative approach to teaching, which is not just a set of instructional tactics, but also aims to create a learning environment where learners and tutors show empathy and positive regard for each other (1969).  The key aspect for this approach is to create a space for the learner to make most of the decisions regarding their learning.  As Rogers puts it (1969) when a student: “…chooses [their] own direction, helps to discover [their] own learning resources, formulates [their] own problems, decides [their] own course of action, lives with the consequences of each of these choices, then significant learning is maximised”.  To summarise, a humanistic view sees the maximisation of autonomy in learning, and the process of self-actualisation as the key to the maximisation of learning, with particular importance attached to the development of intrinsic motivation to learn. With its emphasis on the development of the self, it clearly echoes some of the liberal tradition outlined above, however the lack of importance humanists attach to curriculum marks Rogers’ facilitative approach as a clear precursor to more constructivist based approaches, for example ‘process-oriented instruction’ (see below).

The term constructivism covers a range of traditions, including cognitive contructivism which emphasises the individual aspect in learning, and social constructivism which places more emphasis on the social role in learning (Tynjälä, 1999).  Common to the variety of perspectives is the view that learning occurs through the individual, internal construction of knowledge, with new knowledge being integrated into, or changing, existing knowledge structures.  This is seen to occur either through individual interaction with the outside world (cognitive approach) or through social interaction with the outside world (social perspective) (Prosser and Trigwell, 1999). In rejecting the notion that knowledge is passively received, the learner rather than the teacher adopts the central role in the learning process. As Tynjälä (1999: 365) puts it: “Teaching is not transmitting of knowledge but helping students to actively construct knowledge by assigning them tasks that enhance this process”.  

One way of implementing this has been termed ‘process-oriented instruction’, where the teacher attempts to develop thinking, self-regulation and domain-specific knowledge in an integrated and interactive way (Volet et al., 1995).  While this approach retains the centrality of the teacher as expert, in a Vygotskian sense, and therefore could not be said to be purely autonomous learning, it has highlighted the fact that for learners to act, think and learn autonomously, there are certain strategic and procedural forms of knowledge that they require. These would include, for example, personal goal-setting, self-evaluation and reflection – areas of knowledge that traditional HE has frequently failed either to ‘teach’, or offered environments within which they can be learned.  By making these factors an integrated part of the learning and teaching approach, process-oriented instruction is in considerable alignment with the view that developing autonomy in learners is a gradual process, in which learners will need enabling support and frequent formative feedback.
Developing learner’s self-regulatory capacity can therefore be seen as playing a key part in moving towards autonomy as a whole. Schunk and Ertmer (2000: 631) in reviewing the field state that:

“Self-regulation (or self-regulated learning) refers to self-generated thoughts, feelings and actions, that are planned and systematically adapted as needed to one’s learning and motivation…[it] comprises such processes as setting goals for learning, attending to and concentrating on instruction, using effective strategies to organize, and rehearse information to be remembered, establishing a productive work environment, using resources effectively, seeking assistance when needed, holding positive belief’s about one’s capabilities, the value of learning, the factors influencing learning, and the anticipated outcome of actions, and experiencing pride and satisfaction with one’s efforts.”

Boekaerts (1996) argues that the learning process of self-regulated learners is inherently constructive and suggests that self-regulation requires learners to deploy both cognitive regulatory strategies (e.g. goal setting, action planning) and motivational regulatory strategies (e.g. mental representation of behavioural intention, maintaining action plan in the face of obstacles), together with intertwined cognitive and motivational aspects of domain-specific knowledge and goals.  Boekaerts also points out that if a teacher is steering and guiding the learning process, then learners do not have much need for self-regulatory skills. The implication of this point is that providing learners with more autonomy will create a space where self-regulatory skills will be required, and hence also provide the opportunity to develop them further.  Clearly the problem for this is that not all learners may have the relevant prior-knowledge to be self-regulating.  The danger here is of what Vermunt and Verloop (1999) have termed destructive friction, a learning situation that may actually cause a decrease in learning or thinking skills because existing learning and thinking skills may not be called upon, or potential skills are not developed.  In Vermunt and Verloop’s typology, destructive friction is likely to emerge where teacher regulation of learning is loose and student regulation of learning is low, and conversely, where student self-regulation is high and teacher regulation is strong.  They propose a process-oriented form of instruction where there is shared regulation of learning between teachers and students as being the environment most likely to produce congruence, or constructive friction in learning.  
The importance of reflection as a metacognitive process in learning has also been developed  through the work of Kolb (1984) and his experiential learning model, and Schön’s (1983, 1987) work on the ‘reflective practitioner’.  Both of these models have become influential in the design of learning and teaching environments in HE (for example: Brockbank and McGill (1998), Healey and Jenkins (2000), Harrison et al. (2003)).

Overall, within the constructivist approach, the emphasis on personal meaning making and the recognition of the centrality of a learner’s previous experiences, knowledge, beliefs, conceptions and misconceptions in knowledge construction, strongly imply a pedagogical approach that puts the learner at the centre.  

4 Teaching for autonomy in learning

So far I have outlined and acknowledged the development of autonomy in learners as a goal of HE.  I then illustrtated how a range of perspectives and developments in the student learning literature see providing students with at least some autonomy in learning as a way of enhancing that learning.  In this section I will provide a brief overview of a range of approaches that might help to develop autonomy in learners, before considering some structural and cultural factors of HE systems that may militate against it.

The important thing to note here is that the development of autonomy in learners is a process, not a one-off event (Tait and Knight, 1995).  Autonomous learning cannot mean the complete withdrawal of tutor support, as not all learners entering HE will already possess the knowledge, skills and qualities to be able to deal with that autonomy.  Neither can it mean the continuation of traditional, highly teacher-regulated learning environments which simply don’t give any space for the skills associated with autonomy to be deployed.  As McNair (1997: 3) puts it: 

“…individuals enter higher education with very diverse levels of personal autonomy, and many of the educational processes which they have experienced in the past have not encouraged it.  If ways of learning adopted in earlier stages … are carried forward unchallenged into HE, there is a danger that individuals will become less, rather than more, autonomous…”

What is needed then is a coherent learning and teaching strategy for the development of autonomy in learners from entry to exit.  

Clearly some of the student learning literature reviewed in the previous section has implications for pedagogy.  Similarly, a wealth of educational development and more teaching practitioner oriented literature has devised strategies, techniques and methods for developing autonomy and independence in learners (e.g., Gibbs, 1992; Baume, 1994;  Magin et al., 1993; Tait and Knight, 1996).

The following summarises the characteristics of autonomous learners that emerge from this literature:

· self-awareness & reflection;

· intrinsically motivated;

· the ability to plan and manage own learning – being in control of learning environment;

· institutional awareness –understanding requirements and procedures (knowing how ‘the system’ operates);

· ability to formulate own questions;

· possessing the research and information skills necessary to pursue a line of enquiry;

· interdependence – the ability to work well with peers, and to recognise when appropriate support and guidance from tutors and peers will be helpful

· critical thinking;

· discipline & subject awareness – knowing how knowledge has been and is created in your subject area.

To achieve success in developing and exhibiting these characteristics, students need to be presented with autonomous learning opportunities, and support in the development of the necessary cognitive, metacognitive and affective strategies to be successful.  Amongst the tools, methods and approaches that a tutor or programme  team might utilise to provide these opprtunities are:

(
clear induction and guidance regarding institutional structures, guidelines and regulations so 
as to demystify the academy;

· skills training and support;

· provision of opportunities for negotiated learning, for example through the use of learning agreements or contracts;
· project-based learning;

· problem-based learning;
· stand-alone independent study modules;

· provision of opportunities for self-assessment or self-evaluation;

· provision of opportunities for group work and peer evaluation;

· learning and assessment through learning journals or diaries to stimulate reflection;

· provision of learning and assessment opportunities designed to stimulate and assess critical thinking.

Within the context of HE it is also important to consider the notion of level.  It seems sensible to consider a staged approach to the development of autonomy, which sees a gradual transition from, in Vermunt and Verloop’s (1999) terms low to high levels of student regulation, and stronger to looser teacher regulation of learning as a student progresses through a programme of study. In reality this means that most of the time the regulation of learning is shared by teachers and learners, and so we move a lot closer to relational rather than individual autonomy.  A three-stage strategy for developing autonomy in HE learners, developed as part of another project (Hughes, 2003) is appended to this paper.

5
Constraints on Developing Autonomy in Learning

I have already identified one constraint on the development of autonomy in student learning – the presence or absence of well developed self-regulatory skills in the learner.  However, this should be able to be overcome with a combination of a suitable learning and teaching strategy and an orientation towards learning on the part of the student.  What I want to briefly consider here are some of the structural, institutional and cultural factors, characteristic of HE systems, that may limit the potential both for HE teachers’ to design and implement autonomous learning opportunities, and for HE learners to genuinely exercise autonomy, even where such opportunities are offered. As outlined in section two, this sort of analysis is fundamental to a relational approach to autonomy.
With other colleagues (Brook et al., 1994), I have discussed two levels of constraints, institutional systems and peer pressure, that were experienced by tutors and students in the operation of an entry level independent study (IS) scheme at Lancaster University.  One of the institutional factors that to some degree limited the potential for autonomy in learning was the standard university requirement that students study three subjects in their first year.  This meant that those students selecting IS as one of these, were simultaneously studying two traditional disciplines or subjects in a largely traditional teaching environment.  This raised some issues about the regulation of learning – for example while the nature of IS assignments were determined by students and tutors together and deadlines were negotiated, those in other subjects had formally structured workloads and deadlines imposed.  This meant that for some learners still in the early stages of developing their self-regulatory strategies, it was easy to postpone IS work in favour of the externally regulated pressures in other subjects.  A further issue that emerged was peer pressure, which acted both on IS tutors and students. The lack of a formal syllabus, limited class contact time and lack of examinations were some of the factors that led to some staff and students in other departments to consider IS a soft option.  This led to some IS students feeling that their achievements were undervalued by their peers (as it wasn’t a ‘proper’ subject), and in some cases were being discouraged from continuing with IS by staff in other departments.  

A further structural factor that can limit the development of autonomy relates to certain characteristics of the behavioural outcomes-based approach now prevalent in HE, as for example required by the quality assurance (QA) framework for HE in the UK.  Ecclestone (2000) has introduced the term ‘procedural autonomy’ to describe the more limited forms of autonomy that may be open to learners and teachers where, for example, the QA system, subject benchmarks and qualifications frameworks require specified rules, approved intended learning outcomes and published assessment criteria. In particular, Ecclestone feels that there is a danger in this environment of autonomy, if it an intended goal and outcome, being driven more by external motivation and regulation, and therefore becoming “an imposed ‘technical empowerment’ … [where] lack of any critical engagement with rules and their rationale can therefore turn autonomy in outcome-based assessment systems into what critics regard as a ‘technology’ of self-surveillance.” (ibid.: 36).  She does though recognise that even this limited form of autonomy may act as a pre-requisite for more sophisticated forms of personal autonomy.  I find myself less pessimistic about the opportunities for developing autonomy that may be created within this required (at least in the UK) system – but to do so requires acknowledging and looking for ways to overcome its potentially limiting factors.
A third and final factor that I want to consider here is the role of disciplinary cultures.  Becher and Trowler (2001) have shown how academics are socialised into disciplinary cultures.  While professional academics may have sufficient power and agency to construct their own identities and contribute to the construction of their academic and disciplinary cultures or ‘communities of practice’ (Lave and Wenger, 1991), students, particularly undergraduate students, are likely to be weak agents in the HE power/knowledge framework.  In this sense academic disciplines quite literally discipline learners, through imposing and regulating, either tacitly or explicitly, rules and codes for performance.  Becher and Trowler (2001) have shown how different academic disciplines have distinct approaches to learning and teaching.  This may amount to cultural requirements for learners to avoid writing in the first person in disciplines that lay claims to objectivity, through to standard ‘recipes’ for completing, say, laboratory work or essay construction.  The implication of this cultural factor for the development of autonomy in learners, is that learners must either be aware of these tacit cultural assumptions and voluntarily work within them, or be given the freedom to transgress without penalty – I would say that neither of these situations are widespread in HE at the moment.

The factors that I’ve introduced in this section are indicative rather than exhaustive of some structural institutional and cultural barriers that need to be overcome if HE teachers are to provide spaces for autonomy in learning, and if students are to be free to develop or adopt autonomy in their learning.  In this sense autonomy in learning can be conceived as an act of resistance, and to succeed, its actors (both teachers and students) need to be conscious of the power/knowledge framework and systems that they are operating within.  The creation of ‘Autonomous Learning Zones’ may provide one way of achieving this.
6
Autonomous Learning Zones

De Corte (2000) has suggested that research into learning should be driven by four questions:

· what is to be learned? (theory of expertise)

· what kind of learning processes are necessary? (theory of acquisistion)

· what are appropriate instructional methods and environments to elicit and maintain these processes? (theory of intervention)

· what types of assessment instruments are required to evaluate the degree of attainment of intended goals? (theory of assessment).

Here, I put forward the notion of ‘Autonomous Learning Zones’ (ALZ) principally as a theory of intervention, in that it is conceived as an action that HE teachers can take to provide an environment, as part of a formal HE programme of study, within which learners can exercise more autonomy over their learning, and practice and develop the skills and capacities associated with autonomous learning. 

The term has its origin in the concept of the ‘Temporary Autonomous Zone’ proposed by the anarchist Hakim Bey (1985/91).  These zones are conceived as ephemeral spaces of liberatory activity that acts both as a resistance to existing hierarchies, traditions and institutions and as a demonstration of alternative practice.  Examples might include festivals, housing co-operatives, peace camps or growing your own food.  As a political strategy it has a resonance with Colin Ward’s Anarchy in Action (1982) – you don’t wait for the overthrow of an oppressive system before developing and practicing liberatory alternatives, you create spaces for them to happen in the here and now.  
In this sense an ‘Autonomous Learning Zone’ is any space (learning environment), large or small, that is created with the specific intention of enabling autonomy in learning.  They may be established by students, but are more likely to be created by teachers.  They are created with a consciousness of the power/knowledge structures they are operating within, and of the individual capabilities of the people within them.  They are likely to see intellectual work as destabilising rather than reinforcing established conventions (c.f. Popkewitz, 1997).  They are likely to be ‘undisciplined’ rather than disciplined.  
An ALZ could operate at the scale of an entire faculty or programme of study (e.g. ‘School of Independent Studies’, Lancaster University, UK; ‘Independent Study’, University of Waterloo, Canada).  Or it might be a module within a programme, or a negotiated assignment within an otherwise conventional module.  Approaches will vary depending on political reality and preponderance for risk-taking.  Isolated ALZs will have initial power in enhancing learning through providing a space for developing self-regulatory strategies that can also be applied in more traditional learning environments.  While the ultimate aspiration may be for a learner’s entire programme of study to be an ALZ, a more feasible, but still valid approach, would be the strategic deployment of ALZs throughout a programme of study.
The concept reflects the work that I have been doing with students and colleagues over the past fifteen years, both in a School of Independent Studies (1998-1993) and in a more conventional department and programmes of study (Environmental Studies and Geography, 1993-2002).  However, a lot of work needs to be done in terms of examining both the power/knowledge structures that teachers need to engage with and resist in order to establish ALZs, and also how students’ experience ALZs, and what impact these learning environments may have on their learning.  These questions will be carried forward with empirical work in the remainder of this project, and through this the concept will be developed and refined.
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APPENDIX – Outline strategy for developing autonomy in learners
.

a) Stage One – ‘Capacity Building’

We start with the recognition that most learners arrive in HE having previously experienced predominantly dependent learning environments, i.e. ones where syllabus, approach, learning hours etc. has been very much laid out for them.  While there is some attraction to the notion of suddenly exposing such students to high levels of independence, this would really amount to a ‘sink or swim’ strategy, with the ‘sinkers’ being those that drop out from an institution.  Instead it needs to be recognised that students need to go through a process of ‘capacity building.’  The key elements of such an approach at this stage might be:

· induction and integration to the institution and to learning;

· skills training workshops integrated into the programme of study (but perhaps as a stand alone module);

· provision of a diversity of assessment tasks within a programme as a whole such that a range of skills must be utilised and developed.

However it is also necessary to give students a taste of independence, even at an early stage, otherwise the culture of dependence on tutors has not been challenged.  Thus this stage also needs to:

· begin to establish a culture of reflection and self-evaluation, for example through the use of self-evaluation sheets & learning journals (progress files might also be key in this if used effectively);

· stimulate learners to discover learning materials for themselves, therefore avoiding too heavy a reliance on pre-prepared resource packs, basic texts and guided reading lists;

· provide early and regular opportunities for negotiated learning, for example through being able to negotiate the topic for one assessment within a module.

All of this should be conducted within a challenging, but relatively safe learning environment, such that mistakes are a part of the learning process, not the thing that brings that process to an abrupt end through failure.

b) Stage Two – ‘Letting Go of Control’

At stage two, the tutor needs to relinquish more responsibility to the student, and thus needs to let go of some of the security that comes with their control of the learning situation.  The balance between freedom and structure is key.  Some elements of this approach might be:

· an overall reduction in emphasis on an instructor/tutor led approach in all learning & teaching events;

· training in more advanced information and research skills;

· more opportunity for flexibility, choice and negotiation in learning;

· the opportunity for more substantial independent pieces of work e.g. mini projects;

· mapping out the nature of the subject or discipline being studied such that a student develops an awareness of how their own work might be positioned within or beyond these.

c) Stage Three – Freedom to Learn

At this stage:

· much/most assessment should contain elements of negotiation;

· learning materials should be predominantly identified by the student, and assessment should be designed in such a way as to facilitate this;

· there should be greater negotiation of subject content, for example students might be involved in drawing up elements of a class schedule;

· students should produce at least one significant piece of independent work;

· students should be encouraged to challenge assumptions about the nature and boundaries of the subject or discipline that they are studying

In reality these stages are a continuum, and not all students will progress along it at the same rate.  A key to the success of the strategy though, should be that there are elements of stage three at entry level one, and elements of exit level at stage one.  Thus even in a supportive process of skill development students must be given a taste of control or freedom, otherwise they can never be expected to suddenly cope ‘on their own’ at a later stage. Similarly, the final stage of (relative) freedom must still have carefully designed structures of tutor support and guidance in place.
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