  Draft Assignment
How could we improve independence in extended writing for more able and talented pupils in Year 1 and 2?

Introduction- 168 words
“Learning is not the product of teaching. Learning is the product of the activity of learners.”
-John Holt (unknown; learning revolution.com).
This study took place in a small school within the Swansea Valley. Honeydew Primary School is in a mixed area which contributes to a relatively high level of free school meals (27 % e-FSM) compared to the national average (?%). Having established robust additional learning needs support and catch up programmes that are reflective of the level of free school meals, and ALN %, Honeydew Primary is  making the performance of more able and talented children a priority. The aim of this study is to identify steps and or strategies that help more- able and talented children fulfil their potential in extended writing with a greater degree of independence. 
Historically learners in this class have felt that being successful was to finish first. However, the objective of this study is to change this mind set towards one of quality and extension of ideas in the writing process.

Research Context- 305 words
The context for this research is based on both local and national priorities. The Minister for Education raised the profile of Literacy in his keynote address ‘Raising Standards in Schools’ (2009). Since then the Welsh Government (WG) have made the National Literacy Framework (2012) statutory and relaunched key documents within the National Literacy and Numeracy Programme- A Strategic Action Plan (2016) and Developing Literacy and Numeracy Skills (2016). All of which are designed to guide best practice of effective teaching, assessment, recording and reporting of literacy.
Locally literacy was highlighted as a priority for Honeydew Primary in their last Estyn report and two recommendations were made.
“R1 raise standards of literacy, particularly extended writing and handwriting across the curriculum;   
R2 provide learning experiences that meet the needs and abilities of all pupils consistently”
            Estyn (2012)
These recommendations were translated into the current School Improvement Plan (SIP) as ‘Priority 1 To raise standards in extended writing in English.’ Honeydew Primary SIP (2017) 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Data from the Foundation Phase Indicator and Key Stage 2 Core Subject Indicator reveal that whilst attainment is generally sound, results at the higher levels are significantly below national averages. A   minority of pupils achieved outcome 6 for Language, Literacy and Communication in Foundation Phase and only a few pupils achieved Level 5 for Literacy in Key Stage 2. Honeydew Primary Evaluation Report (September 2017)
Three key documents specific to Honeydew Primary have highlighted literacy and the extension of literacy skills of more able and talented children as an area for development, and this is the major influencing factor for the choice of research study. As Johnson (2007) states,
‘’We need to do things differently, and to do it better, if we are to prepare young people for a world in which what is known to be true changes… through education of transferrable skills.’’ 
Literature Review- 987 words
Within the context of raising independence in extended writing, the researcher felt it pertinent to explore issues of motivation and mindset. Dweck (2006 cited in Clarke, 2008: pg 18) defines motivation as;
…” not only the desire to achieve, but also the love of learning, the love of challenge and the ability to thrive on obstacles…’
Dweck (2012) developed the idea of fixed mind set and growth mind set. Someone with a fixed mind set is characterised by the fact they will only do tasks that they know in advance they will be able to complete successfully. Those with a growth mind set will not only try things that they find difficult, but thrive on the challenge. During the extended writing process the researcher aims to encourage learners to work with growth mindset, in order for them to appreciate the learning opportunities in trial and error, (Didau, 2016) and undertake these tasks willingly. 
With the right mindset (Dweck, 2012) learners demand challenge. The WG (2008) states that “an activity should provide sufﬁcient stimulus and challenge to engage children’s interest and involvement.” Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi (1990, cited in Fisher et al., 2017; Hattie and Zierer, 2018) agrees that a perfect balance between skill and challenge enables a child to fall into a state of flow. “Flow” being a state where they are ‘’cognitively engaged’’ (Fisher et al., 2017:136). The balance between skill and challenge is a fine one that if misjudged can result in boredom or frustration and demotivation, (Fisher et al., 2017; Hattie and Zierer, 2018). Vygotsky (1978; cited in Koshy, 2002) referred to this as the zone of proximal development and Professor Laevers (1993, cited in WG 2008) used the term ‘involvement’ to describe the deep concentration that children demonstrate when they are engrossed in an activity that interests them and is suitably challenging. If the learners are to be motivated to complete an extended writing task there must be a carefully selected level of challenge for them to demonstrate engagement. In addition to challenge, it is suggested that there should be clarity of learning objectives and a suitable monitoring system for each learner to self- assess against if the learner is to ….” Strive for challenge and not merely ‘doing your best’”, (Hattie and Zierer,2018: 61). In other words aim for excellence and mastery. 
At the core of the Foundation Phase (FP) is the belief that children’s interests, development and learning should be paramount, (WG, 2008). Clarke (2008) supports this centralization of the learner and suggests using learners own words for success criteria to give a greater sense of ownership, resultant in feelings of motivation. These afore mentioned contributory factors of increasing feelings of motivation, also enhance feelings of empowerment, another core concept of the FP (WAG, 2008). Donaldson (2015) highlights empowerment as important in curriculum design to enable confident engagement with life’s challenges, by ambitious individuals with high expectations free from artificial limits, self-imposed or otherwise. The researcher wants to empower the learners to contribute to their own learning journey in setting challenging but attainable goals and having high expectations of themselves to deliver, in the case of this study, high quality extended writing. A sense of ownership and empowerment is also encouraged if teachers,
‘‘ … create space for students to pose questions, wrestle with complex issues, clarify thinking, speculate, probe, disagree and resolve problems & reach consensus” 
(Fisher et al., 2017:77)
That is employ a dialogic approach (Fisher et al., 2017) where learners are able to activate prior knowledge and find the answers if not within themselves, then between peers thus creating greater learner independence.
Learners cannot work without purpose they need a goal to direct their tasks, (Koshy, 2002: Fisher et al., 2017). Creativity can work within boundaries, whilst too much freedom can hamper creativity. (Didau, 2016). To facilitate a learners creativity Didau, (2016) suggests furnishing learners with skills before facilitating exploration and experimentation, then providing appropriate challenge to 
“force children to use trial and error, think of alternative solutions and grasp new ways of thinking by learning from those errors.” 
(Didau, 2016;355)
After reading this, the researcher began to formulate the idea of a child friendly checklist that guided the learner towards completing the extended writing task successfully, yet facilitated creativity by allowing the learner to make their own choices. 
Estyn (2009) has found that in many schools more- able and talented children are often given a greater volume of work to do rather than more challenging work. Fisher et al., (2017) and Hattie and Zierer, (2018) both agree this would not motivate a more- able and talented learner to fulfill their potential and demonstrate their mastery. Koshy (2002) suggests that in addition to challenge, interest and meaningful context more able and talented learners respond positively to higher levels of learner involvement. Such as contributing to targets or goals and the opportunity to review their work and improve it.
The literature has identified key contributory factors that the researcher must consider when answering the main question. There must be consideration of mindset which has a direct influence on motivation (Dweck, 2012) of the learner, they must have self- belief. The level of challenge is important to provide suitable motivation and opportunities for learning, (Fisher et al., 2017; Hattie and Zierer, 2018; Professor Laevers, 1993 cited in WG 2008) in extended writing tasks. Children need a level of support in order to learn the necessary skills and then be able to work independently, however too much support can hamper creativity (Robinson (2011) cited in Didau, 2016). There is a fine balance required in order for the learner to achieve ‘flow’ (Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, cited in Fisher et al., 2017) and be engaged in a learning challenge, namely an extended writing task. Specifically for more able and talented learners they want to contribute to their learning objectives and have the opportunity to improve their work, (Koshy, 2002).

Lesson Study Design- 1052 words
As the opening quote says …”. Learning is the product of the activity of learners,” (Holt). To understand this activity better, and the learners underlying motivations, the researcher used action research. Qualitative data was generated by performing semi- structured interviews and making semi-structured observational notes, whilst incerts and national data raw scores  provided the majority  of the quantitative data.
The researcher used observation, as it is part of the recommended pedagogy of the Foundation Phase as set out by the WG (2008), which means that; 
“ If observations are undertaken frequently and as part of the children’s session/day then the children will become accustomed to practitioners observing and will continue with their play/activities, resulting in less disruption”
WAG (2008; pg ?)
The researcher wanted to maintain the status quo of the normal learning context, to give a more authentic representation of true behaviours, (Burgess,1982 cited in Bell 2010). Robson (2002, cited in Cohen et al, 2011) warns that the presence of observers can alter participant’s behavior and therefore affect validity and reliability of data collected. The researcher chose observation rather than survey in order to focus on the process of extended writing on multiple occasions for an extended period of time,(Cohen, 2011), although it is worth noting that care must be taken not to see behaviours that support a hypothesis more readily than those that don’t, (Bell, 2010).  The observations took the form of semi- structured observations to keep the notes as focused as possible and to make analysis of the data clearer once all the data was collated. The researcher took on the role of participant observer, to collect qualitative data that supported or contradicted the independence of a participant’s learning. As a participant observer the researcher had a rapour with participants and understood the educational background of each learner which DeMunk and Sobo (1998; cited in Cohen et al 2011) refer to as ‘backstage culture’. As a participant observer the researcher had to balance participation with detachment, that allowed for critical analysis and observation to occur, (Merriam, 1998, cited in Cohen, 2011). Being a participant observer is accepted in WG (2008) guidelines as suitable practice. Semi- structured observations were used to collect data. This meant that observations made on multiple occasions were comparable, including observations made by non-participant observers. The researcher recognized that there was a risk of observations being biased and influenced by perception, as the observer would have already formulated hypothesis and objectives and would be looking for evidence to support these, (Bell, 2010). As a means of reducing bias, two additional non-participant observers completed semi-structured observations, as recommended by Denscombe (2007). They were asked to record some qualitative data, but also quantitive aspects, such as the number of interactions each member of the group had with the researcher in the role of the teacher, as an indicator of learner independence. 
As previously mentioned, observations are open to perception, interpretation and bias and the researcher acknowledges how easily these can influence data collected in this way, (Bell, 2010). As highlighted by Denscombe 2007; Bell, 2008; Fink (2009) and Greig et al (2013);  it is recommended as good practice to gather data from multiple sources (triangulation) to improve the richness, reliability and validity of evidence based inferences and interpretations. Smith (1996, cited in Braun and Clarke, 2013) warns that triangulation does not improve accuracy, rather provides a more complete story to strengthen analytic claims. Ussher (1999, cited in Braun and Clarke, 2013) uses the metaphor of a jigsaw to describe the corroboration of data to provide insight and understanding. With this in mind the researcher performed interviews with the focus group as well as participant and non- participant observations.
After the first observation and initial reflection and analysis, the researcher wanted to gain a deeper understanding of the participant’s opinions and motivations in relation to (extended) writing and success criteria. To this end a semi- structured interview was conducted with learners to capture the “texture of reality” Stenhouse (1979; cited in Wellington 2008), their feelings about both aspects.
As with observation, there is a social aspect to this form of data generation, Kvale (1996; cited in Cohen 2011) where “interviewers and interviewees co construct the interview” Walford (2001; cited in Bell 2010;pg 161) and clarity of perspective is achieved through two- way communication, Laing (1967; cited in Cohen 2011). The researcher used interviews in conjunction with observations to validate observations and provide deeper understanding of the motivations of participants’, Kerlinger (1970; cited in Cohen 2011).

Quantitive data was obtained from Incerts. Whilst this data is reliant upon teacher perception, it is made as robust as possible. A learners ability is assessed by one teacher having previously had work standardized amongst multiple teachers and aligned with test scores such as the Salford reading test and National Test scores where available. Work is then scrutinised at end of key stage moderation to ensure that teachers within the cluster agree with the class teacher’s assessment.
The focus group were chosen as representative of more- able and talented due to particularly high Salford reading test scores. This is used as an indication of a child’s reading age in relation to their chronological age. A particularly high result indicated that a child was particularly talented in this area, and so should be included in the study. Additional quantitative data was taken from Incerts, This is a data tracking system that relies on teacher judgement of a child’s performance against national standards, and is widely accepted within primary education as a data generator. At the end of Key Stage this data is verified externally as well as internally to ensure the reliability of judgements. For the purpose of this study, more able and talented (MAT) children in Year 1 were those graded as Outcome 4.5 and above in the reading or writing aspect of Language, Literacy and Communication (LLC). In Year 2 the children chosen were assessed as currently an Outcome 5 with a view to ending the academic year as an Outcome 6, in the reading and or writing areas of LLC. A significant difference between the two sources of quantitative data is that the Salford test scores are parametric data and Incerts data would be considered to be non-parametric (Cohen et al., 2011). Both sources of data are used as respected measures of ability and progress within normal school life.

Ethical Considerations 276 words
BERA guidelines (2011) represent the principles of best ethical practice. In line with these guidelines, children identified as participants will give their assent to participating, at all stages and be allowed to withdraw this assent at any time, without any negative consequences. BERA (2011) advises researchers to be compliant with Articles 3 and 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989). These Articles centralize the importance of the best interests of the child and pupil voice, that is the child being able to express their opinion freely and their fully informed assent, (UN, 1989). The researcher prepared a script to use with each child (see appendix ?) and provided laminated traffic light symbols which the children could use to communicate their assent or with drawl of assent if they became shy. The head teacher of the school has given consent for this research study to take place within the setting of Honeydew Primary and written consent was gained from parents via a letter of explanation and consent form, (see appendix ?).
Using the BERA & UWTSD code in conjunction with the EWC Code of Professional Practice, all precautions will be taken to ensure that no emotional distress or physical harm shall come to the child participants, nor that any personal or organisationally sensitive data or information be disclosed. Participants will be fully informed as to the nature of the research and may withdraw their assent at any time, without negative consequences. Honeydew Primary has an up to date Safeguarding Policy that clearly states procedures and measures to be taken if there are any safeguarding concerns, these will also be adhered to.

Lesson Study 1578 words
During the first lesson study (LS1) the children were given Besty’s success criteria, that told them what the researcher wanted them to do. This is contrary to recommendations by the Welsh Government (WG) (2008) who recommend that learning should be child led in the Foundation Phase. However success criteria that are specific motivate a learner to fulfill a goal and progress their learning, (Bandura,1997; Locke and Latham,1990; cited in Hattie et al 2017). The researcher waited to be asked before offering any explanation as to the purpose of success criteria. Three of the participant learners were curious as to their purpose and asked the researcher to read and explain the success criteria. This was despite having the ability to read the information for themselves in two of the instances. The researcher did not refuse to have any input if requested as it is recognized that, 
“what a child can achieve with assistance today, a child will be able to achieve independently tomorrow.” 
Lev Vygotsky (1896–1934) as cited in Learning & Teaching Pedagogy, WAG (2008; p ?)
During LS1 the researcher was surprised when learners began ticking off success criteria autonomously and how motivational they found this process. Participant J stated “I like seeing what you’ve ticked and I’ve ticked.” (see appendix?) and Participant M identified the opportunity to use gaps in success criteria to ….”improve work next time.” (see appendix?). The five out of seven learners (see appendix ?) had begun to evaluate and reflect upon their own work, (Claxton, 2002; cited in Clarke, 2008). It was originally intended, that the criteria, should be ticked off once the writing was completed, by the researcher, however learners were not prevented from using the success criteria in their preferred way.
Four out of seven of the learners were seen to read their work back to themselves, the rest needed reminding that it was acceptable to do this and make changes if needed. The level of support required by the learners was generally quite low in the majority of cases. Those asking for input from the researcher were looking for reassurance that they were doing the right thing, and needed low level input such as; questioning to prompt thought (three out of seven) a reminder about punctuation (two of the seven) a tricky spelling (one out of seven). Vygotsky (1896–1934) and Didau (2016) acknowledge that to promote independent learning a level of support is needed during the process.. Only one of the seven learners was able to receive the success criteria and write. Upon reflection this indicated learners felt the need to be right first time or avoid failure in order to enable them to feel clever, Dweck (2012). Conversely two that were very confident, or were of a growth mind set (Dweck, 2012), were found to have not followed the success criteria as closely as they should have done resulting in inaccurate pieces of writing. 
In LS1 the researcher acted as a participant observer. Whilst no extensive notes could be taken during the activity, the considerations detailed on the observation schedule were in enough detail to allow what was captured to be reflected upon, (see appendix ?). Post observation the researcher completed an interview with the seven children of the focus group. This was done to ascertain their personal views and seek clarity of their feelings and understanding of the extended writing task, (Youngman, 1982; cited in Bell 2010). The participants were asked if they liked having help from the teacher. Three out of seven confirmed that they preferred help. This supported what the researcher had observed, that these participants wanted to avoid failure and had tendencies towards a fixed mindset (Dweck, 2012). Three very confidently denied that they liked help from the teacher, this was contrary to what had been observed when they had listened in to the explanation of Besty’s success criteria and the questions they had asked of the teacher. Only one of the seven children had genuinely worked independently without input from the teacher. Their reasoning for this denial was summed up nicely by Participant M,
 “No, because I want everyone to see I tried my best! Not somebody else’s work.”
(see appendix ? pg?)
The researcher was disappointed to discover in the post observation interview, that despite the learners ability to write, and the fact they found it easy, the learners had a strong association of writing with work and so didn’t choose to practice their writing skills in free choice. This underlined the importance of the researcher setting a weekly written independent challenge, to encourage the learners to practice their skills, as this is a key part of the learning process as described by Didau (2016).
Before Lesson study two (LS2) the researcher allowed learners time to plan their writing and contribute to the creation of Besty’s success criteria. This was in contrast to the success criteria of LS1. Five of the seven participants when interviewed had stated that they “like to decide what to do together.” (see appendix ? pg ?), supporting what the researcher had read about involvement being a motivating factor, (Clarke, 2008; Fisher et al, 2017). The focus group all planned their writing using the story map structure, innovating ideas as they went. The focus group also decided on three success criteria that would help them write the build- up section of the story and the researcher contributed a fourth. This collaborative approach to formulating success criteria  allowed “learners to teach and learn from each other,” (Fisher et al, 2017). The researcher also provided space for the learner to tick off the criteria as they felt they had completed it, as well as the teacher.
There were two significant changes for the second lesson study. Firstly it took place in the session before lunch, as opposed to being the first session of the day. Secondly the lesson study took place in the presence of the researcher as a participant observer and two non- participant observers. In contrast to LS1, the learners behaved far less independently and engagement fluctuated greatly. Six of the seven children needed support with how to start this section of writing. This was double the number in LS1. Nearly all of the participants embodied the Hawthorne effect, in the initial negative impact on their behavior. Support was given, through questioning to prompt thought and in one instance modelling on the board. The researcher provided the expertise to make the learner feel reassured in moving forward, (Hattie & Zierer, 2018). Engagement of the children also fluctuated greatly over the duration of the observation (see appendix ?) Once the learners actually settled into their writing they were all judged to be engaged by the two non- participant observers. However two learners became disengaged when the researcher reminded them to refer to their plan. The researcher judged participant A to be reaching unacceptable levels of distress so reminded them that they did not have to continue participating in this session. Participant D demonstrated lack of engagement by continually asking how long it was until lunch. The second lesson study highlighted to the researcher the importance of insider knowledge (??) in the case of Participant E. One of the non-participant observers had complimented their extended writing and skills of innovation, however the researcher identified from the non-particpant observers comments that this child had not been particularly talented, rather had copied aspects of their peer’s story map that had been open next to them. As a result of the impact of the Hawthorne effect, the researcher had concerns about the validity of some aspects of the results. To this end, the researcher performed an additional lesson study and postponed the interview. 
The third lesson study (LS3) was much more comparable to LS1, in terms of engagement, quantity and quality of work produced. All referred back to their story map to maintain the structure of the story. As the researcher anticipated the observations supported the theory that with more familiarity of the process of using success criteria, children begin to work more independently. Participant E stated that success criteria gave them ideas whilst Participant M declared that it was quicker to read the success criteria than wait for the teacher (see appendix?). In addition to this the children also began to read back their own work as one of the methods of self- evaluation/ checking. Participants were observed working in the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky), or flow, (Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, cited in Fisher et al., 2017; Hattie and Zierer, 2018)), thus demonstrating engaged behaviour. 
In contrast to LS1 the learners read back their work independently, without reminders, to check the flow of their story and make adjustments. One of the seven participants struggled to engage with the writing initially but once participant Z had discussed their ideas they were able start writing and required minimal input after that. Two participants that didn’t use the success criteria said that they had “…my own ideas!” (see appendix ? pg?). Five out of the seven participants were however, observed reading the success criteria and ticking off elements as they were completed. Participant J liked success criteria because 
“ if not have success criteria it would be much harder! With success criteria I can tick it off and the teacher can tick it off…” 
(see appendix ? pg?)
Instead of the researcher doing the “talking and telling” (Clarke, 2008) the children had begun to work more independently and discuss the success criteria amongst themselves. 


Discussion- 540 words
The lesson studies conducted confirmed some of the researcher’s prior assumptions. One of which was that the participants broadly agreed that they liked having Besty’s success criteria, (see appendix ?). Clarke (2008) promotes the theory that success criteria are beneficial by empowering the learner to be in control of their own learning and measure their performance against ‘success’.  Surprisingly this promoted motivation amongst the group to be involved in the creation of the success criteria. Interestingly ALL learners expressed their desire to be involved in creating success criteria (see appendix?). Hargreaves (2004, cited in Clarke 2008) highlighted this as a way that learners raise levels of meta-cognition. The control or sense of empowerment that this provided was observed by the researcher to be motivational, Koshy (2002) points out that this is particularly the case for MAT learners.
At different stages of the writing process nearly all participants requested or needed a degree of support. The relatively low level support required was in line with Didau’s (2016) description of teaching stages, necessary to promote independent learning; i.e explanation, modelling, scaffolding and practise. This could also be interpreted as being a confidence/ fixed mindset issue as described by Dweck (2012).
Unexpectedly there was a profoundly negative impact on writing in the second session of the day as opposed to the normal first session and of the Hawthorne effect on the learners’ behavior.  The researcher had assumed that because the learners knew their non-participant observers and had previously experienced success criteria, that this would minimize their reaction to observation, (Lave and Kvale, 1995, cited in Cohen et al 2011).
The over-riding benefits  of the semi- structured observations taken were that they were in real-life settings and the researcher was able to construct and test theories in practice, (Greig et al, 2009). The process was dynamic yet provided enough flexibility for the participants needs to be met, whilst providing useful data for post observation analysis. The detrimental aspects of the semi-structured observations were the inclusion of two non- participant observers, observing at a different time of day to normal and the resulting Hawthorne effect.
The semi-structured interviews conducted provided the researcher with the opportunity to capture personal interpretations of contextual experiences, (Holloway, 1997, cited in Greig et al, 2009). It facilitated a depth of understanding by being able to seek clarification of a statement or enquire after a reason. (Lincoln and Gruba, 1985; Silverman, 1993; both cited in Cohen et al, 2011). In the first interview, the researcher spoke to the whole group. This was done to make the group feel at ease and to promote a conversational feel to the interview process. Whilst all participants were equally talkative and took turns to speak, the researcher noted a slight inclination to copy the opinions of friends. The second interviews were done with pairs of learners, so as to keep the atmosphere more natural yet counteract the influence of friends opinions. The researcher recognizes the fact that the participants saw her as an authority figure, and could have said what they thought the researcher wanted to hear. Having said that the children spoke confidently and in the majority of cases honestly, as what they expressed in the interview mostly correlated with what had been observed.
Conclusion- 825 words
This small scale research study focused on ‘how to improve independence in extended writing for MAT pupils in Yr 1 and 2. The primary sources of quantitive data were Incerts, National Test Scores and or Salford reading age scores. The validity of scores is strengthened by these tests taking place in a controlled environment. The situation is able to be replicated and produces a neutral result unaffected by values of the administrator, (Denscombe, 2007; Bell, 2010; Cohen et al, 2011). However qualitative data gives contextual knowledge that provides for more authentic and deeper reflection than figures alone. As Cohen et al (2011) direct the researcher recognizes that at every stage of the research study the objective has been to minimize invalidity of data presented. For this reason the researcher planned for triangulation of data using qualitative and quantitative sources of data and multiple observers. 
The researcher recognizes that just as validity is reliant on accurate and full representation of data, so is the reliability. If the reliability of qualitative data is to be high then the authenticity must be maintained and kept as free from bias, values and preconceived ideas as possible. Quantitative data also needs to be objective, neutral and verified to provide  robust and reliable data. This is to allow for true reflection and evaluation of data and the resultant presentation of evidence to support or disprove a theory.
This initial small scale study demonstrated that in this Year 1, 2 class, amongst these MAT participants, success criteria and the practice of using them facilitated the children in applying what they had learned, helping them to develop good learning habits and hone specific skills as identified by Fisher et al.(2017). However the findings suggest that success criteria alone will not automatically induce independent learning. To keep learning moving forward (???) participants needed guided instruction to varying degrees. Focussed questioning was necessary to provide the opportunity for participants to extend their ideas and elevate their learning, with as much or as little support as the individual needed, (Fisher et al 2017). The researcher at times also had to check for the degree of understanding- or misconception through probing, focussed questions. (Fisher et al.,2017), e.g. Participant J re; punctuation (see appendix ?). Modelling was also required in an effort to provide guidance through the same thought process as the expert. (Iacoboni et al, 2005; Fisher et al, 2009; Fisher et al., 2017). Ultimately a combination of instruction, questioning, modelling and success criteria resulted in the participants using the skills learnt to write confidently and remain more engaged during the session, in a state of flow according to Fisher et al (2016). This combination appeared to, ‘‘facilitate intrinsic motivation.’’ (Fisher et al.,2017:55). Intrinsically motivated children are more tenacious in their attitude to a challenge and demonstrate a growth mindset (Dweck, 2012). 
Success criteria will continue to be used in the Year 1, 2 class for literacy and the researcher intends to develop Besty’s Success Criteria across the curriculum to facilitate increased independence in all tasks. For those groups whose reading ability doesn’t support the use of written success criteria alone, the researcher will record success criteria to increase accessibility to all groups of learners. As Science co-ordinator and part of the Literacy partnership, and member of the Senior Leadership Team the researcher will promote the benefits of success criteria more widely throughout the school and across the curriculum.
The opening quotes states that
“Learning is not the product of teaching. Learning is the product of the activity of learners.”
-John Holt (unknown).
At the beginning of the research this quote seemed appropriate, however upon reflection the researcher feels that there are three words missing from the quote, when considering the title ‘…improving independence in extended writing for more able and talented pupils in Year 1 and 2.’ 
The researcher has found from this small scale study that a multi-faceted approach to increasing independence in extended writing is the most appropriate one and feels that the quote should read
“Learning is not JUST the product of teaching. Learning is the product of the activity of learners AND teaching”
If there was the opportunity to repeat this research study the researcher would seek to generate more quantitative data by providing the facility to tally interactions with teacher as an indicator of level of support needed. The researcher would look to tally conversations between participants to provide an indication of the level of peer support utilized, in comparison, or addition to teacher support. The number of times participants read back their work would be of interest to the researcher next time, in an effort to establish the impact this has on flow and quality of writing. Finally, the researcher would design a way to tally fluctuations in apparent engagement for discussion with the participant during the interview, as a way of comparing the researcher’s perception of level of activity in relation to the participant’s explanation e.g. thinking time.
Recommendations- 279 words
In light of the constraints of this small scale research study, completed over a relatively short period of time the researcher intends to continue using success criteria as part of a multi- faceted approach to increasing learner independence within Year 1, 2, and on a broader scale through subject co-ordinator roles. This will included broadening the application of success criteria to other subjects, e.g. science. The researcher recognises the benefits of dialogic teaching and learning (Fisher et al, 2016) and the positive impact that this has on feelings of motivation and empowerment within groups of learners, as well as the  meta cognition benefits of evaluating and reflecting upon the learners own work and the teacher reflecting and evaluating ways to promote development amongst the class. The researcher is also keen to develop a culture of growth mind-set and encourage the children to have ambitious targets; I want! I will! I can!
However, further research is required to gain a fuller representation of the impact of success criteria on other groups of learners, not just MAT. In line with exploring this aspect, it is important to evaluate the need to differentiate success criteria, or provide an ultimate goal where differentiation occurs by outcome. In light of this research and reading completed the researcher is of the opinion that exploring ways of instilling growth mind-set as a whole class attitude to learning. Validity and reliability of the findings presented would be achieved by conducting a much larger scale study over a much longer period of time. In this way the impact of the generic use of success criteria, across all areas of the curriculum, can be judged, relative to all learners.
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