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PART B.i

In this Scheme of Work, I decided to focus on a year nine Writing Assessment. It included different lessons focusing on features of language, such as, metaphors, personification, and pathetic phallacy. The Scheme of Work was aimed at learners who are achieving a high level 6, to a low level 7 with regards to the Programme of Study for English (Learning.gov.wales, 2018). This particular lesson, for the Microteach, focused more on metaphors and similes. During this lesson plan I attempted to follow theorists such as Coe et al, Lemov, and Willingham to enhance my lesson plan and apply the knowledge of these theorists to create a better lesson.
	After revisiting my Microteach, I realised there was a lack in Curriculum Cymreig and Digital Competence Framework. Even after displaying the date in welsh on the PowerPoint slide, I noticed the lack of welsh literature used in my lesson and Scheme of Work. According to the Learning website for the Welsh Government, the use of Curriculum Cymreig in English lessons allows the learners to use personal anecdotes and experiences to engage more with the welsh texts. By allowing these personal additions to the lessons, it provides the learners with ‘rich and entertaining subject matter’ (Learning.gov.wales, 2018). Furthermore, the Digital Competence Framework (DCF) is put into place to allow learners the opportunity to engage with computer technology within a Scheme of Work. I also noticed the lack of this within my own Scheme of Work, noticing that the only digital framework the learners could have engaged with was the digital timers that were placed on the interactive whiteboard. This also was the only Numeracy framework that was incorporated into my lesson. The lack of the DCF only suggests to me the importance of incorporating it into my future lessons due to it being a significant part of learners understanding citizenship, communication, and researching within English lessons, amongst other important factors (Learning.gov.wales, 2018).
	Coe et al, hold no direct theoretical standpoint however, throughout their work they show aspects of social constructivism (Coe et al., 2014). They focus on the ‘Quality of Instruction’ (p.2), when teaching as they say that effective teaching secures a lesson’s objective (Coe et al., 2014). I used this technique when involving the class in a class discussion around the word “Sun”. I asked the class for different adjectives to describe the sun and wrote them on the whiteboard so all learners could see. When the learners seemed to understand the task by answering “hot” and “bright” I further prompted for more ambitious vocabulary and therefore effectively asking for more from the learners to achieve better results. Coe et al further explores the different scaffolding techniques that can be implemented in the lesson, enforcing the idea that this can introduce a new, achievable learning (Coe et al., 2014). This was implemented into the lesson through the use of the PowerPoint within the lesson to define similes and metaphors. After the definitions were read out to the class, two examples of each were then read out by a learner. These examples allow the learner to understand more clearly the definitions through scaffolding the examples as Coe et al suggested would be much more effective for learning (Coe et al., 2014, p.2). Later in the work Coe et al explores Classroom Management’s effect on `What Makes Great Teaching’ (p.3). They clarify that if the rules are given clearly at the beginning of the lesson, it is crucial to enforce them consistently (Coe et al., 2014, p.3). This was shown in my lesson as I asked the learners to copy down the definitions from the board so they could look back at them at a later date. After instruction was given, I noticed through circulating the classroom that two learners were not following instruction. I enforced this instruction by singling the learners out and asking them again, specifically, to write down the definitions on the board, to which the learners complied. Through Coe et al exploring the different ways to create a better teacher, I found many useful techniques as the text showed the effective and ineffective pedagogical practices. However, the review is lacking in research and therefore can be argued to limit effectiveness as the majority of the content can be seen as subjective to the reader.

	 Doug Lemov uses different techniques to explore the best way of teaching. His first technique is the `No opt out` technique (Lemov, 2011). This technique recognises that a learner may get things wrong and helps the learner to understand the correct answer. The process is to basically get it wrong the first time, and then to get it right. The format I used in my lesson was that a learner got the wrong answer for a question on whether the sentence was a metaphor or a simile; I then asked the class if anyone agreed with this learner and the majority said no, to which I asked for the correct answer and informed the learner of the correct answer. The learner then would realise that it is necessary to try to get the right answer next time rather than not try (Lemov, 2011). This will create a more active role for the learner in later lessons, however it takes away the learners ability to see the reason behind the correct answer. Another approach Lemov surveyed was the `Right is Right’ technique. This technique creates a higher standard for the class and does not allow the learner to be falsely correct (Lemov, 2011). One way in which I implemented this technique was in the starter and class discussion of describing the sun. After hearing the class shout out adjectives I heard one learner shout out “space” which is a noun. Due to me asking for adjectives at the beginning of the task, I informed the learner that had I asked for nouns then “space” would have been great, but then further asked if he could change his answer to an adjective instead. This complies with Lemov’s part 2 of his second technique where he explains how crucial it is to get the correct answer for the right question and for teachers to not accept certain answers if they answer different, similar questions (Lemov, 2011). A criticism of this approach is that it does not allow for me, as a teacher to gauge if all learners have understood the concept. This is due to the possibility of embarrassing certain learners into silence, as if they get the wrong answer, they may not feel comfortable enough to ask for help. 

	Willingham questions how to improve a student’s memory, (Willingham, 2009) through a constructivist theory, in the form of cues and other memory stimuli. In the lesson, I would argue that I implemented examples of this with a PowerPoint presentation. In the presentation, I presented the definition of a simile and a metaphor, with examples of each so the learner can have a greater understanding of the definition. This links in with Willingham as he states that memory is improved when the teacher devotes attention to the matter, such as me, as a teacher, devoting attention to the examples of similes and metaphors, (Willingham, 2009). This also links in with his Willingham’s emphasis on cues in learning (Willingham, 2009). The examples of the metaphors and similes assures the learners that they are completing the task correctly, as a model answer is presented on the board. The example cues remind the learners of what is needed to create a simile and a metaphor ensuring the information from the board at least stay in their short term memory before converting it into their long term memory. This theory was applied further by activating the learner’s prior knowledge of adjectives. In the starter of the lesson, the learners were asked to give adjectives of the sun. By asking the learners to retrieve this knowledge from their memory, I used Willingham’s emphasis on devoting the learners’ attention to language terminology to help them advance, as they were told adjectives could be used to form similes and metaphors. This further links with Willingham suggesting that learners should ‘overlearn’ the knowledge (Willingham, 2009) by retrieving the prior knowledge. However, this theory could be argued to contain flaws. The fact that Willingham suggests that some cues can be considered ‘poor’, the theory can be seen as subjective. What one person considers to be a constructive cue, another learner may not understand the cue and therefore, would not benefit from it.
	To conclude, the Microteach uses many different theories, whether it be constructivist or social constructivist, to support the ideas of the lesson. Coe et al ensures scaffolding takes place, with successful questioning; Lemov enforces 100% correctness, with a no opting out option; and Willingham allows for examples and cues to engage the learner appropriately with the lesson.

PART B.ii 
In this evaluation of my Microteach, I will be exploring the different QTS standards (Welsh Government, 2009) used to enhance my Microteach, along with the standards I could have used to improve it. I will be reflecting on my time in my first placement school (School X), and the experiences I have gained; whether they would have helped to develop my Microteach, or I already implemented techniques seen in School X, in my Microteach. The evaluation will include the starter aspect of my lesson, the actual PowerPoint display used, the main task and resources, and the homework set. Each aspect of the lesson will be evaluated in terms of whether it meets certain QTS standards; certain critics and theories it may have been influenced by or could be adapted to; and how it compares and contrasts with experiences gained through placement in School X.

The start of the Microteach involved a class discussion exploring the different adjectives that could be used to describe the sun. My experience at School X has shown me that if I was to explain to the learners that this task was activating their prior knowledge, they may have realised that they already knew this and may have contributed more. I have noticed that the learners need to know exactly why they are doing certain tasks, as they are more likely to involve themselves in the class discussion. Perhaps, instead of starting straight away with a class discussion I would have taken Lemov’s approach in beginning the lesson with a ‘Do Now’, (Lemov, 2014). Lemov states that a Do Now, is something that begins a lesson and settles the class before they do any tasks. It can be through prior knowledge, or through something they will be learning this lesson. The ‘Do Now’ allows the teacher time to get organised and allows the learners to be occupied from the start of the lesson whilst waiting for other learners to arrive. This was shown to me in my School X’s observations as most teachers asked the learners to complete a task whilst the teacher took a register of the learners. This starter I used, however, links with the QTS standards, S2.1Ci, which states a teacher should have an excellent understanding of the National Curriculum (Welsh Government, 2009), which is shown in the starter as the main aim was to allow the learners to express their knowledge of adjectives and different parts of speech. In all, the starter of the lesson, may not have been the first thing I would have done in the lesson, as I would have implemented Lemov’s ideas to settle the class (Lemov, 2014), however, I would keep the main idea of this starter as I believe it is within the QTS standards of allowing the learners to gain sufficient knowledge (Welsh Government, 2009). 

	Furthermore, the feedback sessions of the Microteach could have been argued to be less informative as they should have been. After my first lesson teaching in School X, I was informed that I completed the feedback sessions too quickly. It became clear that the feedback sessions are vital to the learners to absorb the knowledge given to them by either me, as a teacher, or another learner. It may have been feasible to have incorporated a ‘Pose, Pause, Pounce, Bounce’ feedback session, in which the learner is given a question to think about, and then different learners answer and ‘bounce’ the question across the room to others. This method was first introduced to me through School X, however, it has links to Bloom’s Taxonomy model (Bloom and Engelhart, 1956), as the learners are developing their own ideas as a class. This method would have enhanced my lesson as the learners would have been more involved with the lesson, and been able to have gained a wider knowledge with more ideas from other learners.

	The PowerPoint presentation served an important role in the learning of the lesson. This is due to the examples and definitions being on the board for the learners to read and understand. One thing I noticed in all the lessons I observed in School X, was that the PowerPoints used enforced the rights that the learners were entitled to. On the majority of the slides, in a text bubble, there was a right from the UNCRC from Unicef (UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1990).  The different rights allowed the learner to understand why they were entitled to an education and that they had the right to better themselves as people of society. It also gave more responsibility to the learners, as they realised that they had more potential if they were reminded of the rights they had. I believe that if my PowerPoint incorporated the rights of the child, then the learners may have engaged more as they realised that the lesson was created to be beneficial for them. Alongside the rights, School X also implements Donaldson widely in their teaching (Donaldson, 2015). School X regularly reminds the learners what is expected of them in society and what the teachers are aiming to guide the learners into doing. Donaldson explores how a learner should be ambitious and a capable learner, alongside an ethical and informed citizen, (Donaldson, 2015). School X reminds the learners of this by incorporating the four purposes into the lessons and regularly relates the lessons to them, either involving the whole lesson or having the four purposes on the PowerPoint. This further shows to me the ways in which I could have enhanced my Microteach, as my PowerPoint did not set high expectations for the learners, where School X does and regularly shows how effective it is for learning. Furthermore, even though my PowerPoint presentation did have correct definitions and examples on there, it has become apparent to me that by showing the learner the high expectations that the teachers have of them, they are more likely to perform, and engage better. 

	Using the online timer in my Microteach lesson has shown a competence for technology. This technique of a digital timer could be argued to be better than just telling the learners a timeframe for them to complete their work. They can visually see the timer counting down and it can be seen as an exciting competition to be finished before the alarm sounds. It further shows ability to abide by the QTS standards, 2.5, (Welsh Government, 2009), as it states a teacher should have good knowledge of ICT, as shown through the use of the online timer. I could further have improved my lesson by incorporating the ICT into the actual learning of the learners, as I have seen in School X. They have incorporated audio books into the English lessons for the learners to get a greater understanding of the novel and understand a wider range of literature; through the use of ICT and audiobooks.

	The main task of the Microteach included a resource sheet for each individual learner. In the class was an ALN learner who was hard of hearing. Therefore, on the sheet there was the definitions of a simile and a metaphor, in case of the learner finding it difficult to hear the definitions from me. When I set the task, I walked over to the ALN learner and asked her if she understood the task and spent some time with her to acknowledge that she did understand the task. As seen in School X, there are many different teaching assistants for different ALN learners; it may have been easier for the learner in my lesson, if they had a specific teaching assistant to help them with their learning. This is a strong point of my lesson as it correlates with the QTS standard S2.2.i, in saying the teacher must include all learners (Welsh Government, 2009), as I did in the lesson and preparing the resources. In School X, I noticed many teachers print off the slides of a PowerPoint presentation for ALN learners, whether they have a hearing disability, or a reading disability. This has a positive effect for the learner as they are able to take the presentation home with them and learn at their own pace rather than trying to maintain their learning with other more capable learners.
	However, the worksheet can be argued to have been too easy for some of the learners. In this respect, it may have been more beneficial to have differentiated the task for MAT learners, as the time given was too long for some learners. As Willingham states that a learner should push themselves an extra 20% more than what they are doing (Willingham, 2009), the task that was set for the learners did not seem to do that. This therefore, does not show a perfectly differentiated task as the more capable learners were not stretched or challenged. Observations from School X have shown that teachers implement a “Stretch and Challenge” task for most of the tasks set in their lesson. In the starter tasks the teachers would highlight the task they would like all the learners to complete, and then for those who complete quickly, there would be a stretching and challenging task in a purple box on the board. This more challenging task would be fed back to the class in a class discussion so more learners could benefit. This technique would correspond more with the QTS standards, S3.1.1, as it states that a teacher should set challenging tasks for the learners, (Welsh Government, 2009). If I were to do this Microteach again, I would certainly implement this technique as I feel it benefits the majority of learners throughout the lesson.
	
	Furthermore, the homework for the Microteach was to be for the learners to create their own metaphors and similes based on the words given to them on the sheet. However, due to the worksheet being too easy for some learners, they completed the homework in lesson rather than at home. It is stated that children who complete work independently at home are more likely to transfer cooperative and productive skills into their schoolwork, (Gallimore and Tharp, 1991). This therefore, shows negative connotations of the Microteach as it is claimed that most learners work more effectively when work is given for them to complete at home. Therefore, by only half of the learners receiving homework, it can be argued that some learners did not gain as much potential learning as they could have if I had given them sufficient homework to complete. By completing this part of the Microteach, and successfully providing homework for all learners to complete independently, it would have been compatible with the QTS standards S3.3.12, which states all trainee teachers must be able to provide homework for learners to engage with productively and progress with. In School X, I have observed a teacher give all the homework tasks at the beginning of the year and allow the learners to complete whichever they please over the course of the year. This has been proven effective as learners have engaged with this and have become excited about which homework they can pick to complete. The deadlines for the homework are given at the beginning of the year, having different deadlines every two weeks. In the Microteach, I would now change the homework to be something challenging yet engaging for the learners and allow a choice of different homework to complete and hopefully allow more progress to be made throughout lessons.
	
	To conclude, the Microteach contained many beneficial elements such as, the starter, which activated prior knowledge; the definitions and examples in the PowerPoint presentation, and the effective differentiation for the ALN learner. However, there are certain parts of the Microteach that I could have changed to correspond more with QTS standards such as, the differentiation towards the MAT learners, and the effectiveness of the online timer. Furthermore, the Microteach did hold some effectiveness when looking at QTS standards and I did notice a few parallels between my Microteach and the observations in School X. However, School X has helped me to gain a wider knowledge and has helped me progress as a trainee teacher and will continue to advise me, as it has done with regards to my Microteach.
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