Does the AfL Strategy of ‘Thumbs Up/Thumbs Down’ Provide an Accurate Representation of Pupils’ Understanding?

Aim, Focus and Purpose of the Research 
As AfL becomes more commonplace at schools throughout the country, I have been mindful to incorporate it as much as possible in my own professional practice. The issue that interested me was how reliable certain self-assessment strategies actually are. In my school, the preferred method for pupils to self-assess was the traffic light system whereby, on completing their work all pupils would draw in their books a spot in green (easy/ understood), orange (somewhat difficult/unclear) or red (very difficult/not understood) and write a comment to justify their colour choice. While this is quite a private method of self-assessment, the purpose of this research is to explore whether or not self-assessing publicly would provide a true reflection of pupils’ understanding.

Context 
My class is a year 5/6 split class made up of 22 children, 13 girls, 9 boys. All were present on the day of the research. The proportion of children eligible for free school meals in the school is 25%, in my class, however, the figure was above that average at 60%. Furthermore, 50% of the children in my class have experienced adverse childhood experiences. Children at the school recently completed a survey the results of which indicated that socio-economic factors were contributing to them feeling stressed and less confident. I discussed this with my partners as I questioned whether stress and lack of confidence may affect the pupils responding honestly to self-assessment questions that require a public response. With this in mind, we arrived at our research question: ‘Thumbs Up/ Thumbs Down’ provide an accurate representation of a pupils understanding?

Literature Review 
I read further around the research question focussing on the two areas that I had identified as valid for this research. Firstly, AfL and secondly, a factor that had become apparent to me during my teaching practice, the social aspects of primary school children having to signal their understanding in view of their peers.
Part of the ideology behind AfL is that it helps prevent lower attaining pupils from being left behind through their lack of understanding of the lesson. In years gone by, they would have been graded via summative assessment by which time it is too late to make changes to get them back on the right track. Black and Wiliam (1998) put forth the concept that by offering feedback throughout the task and posing meaningful questions which help the pupils to self-assess, reflect on their learning, and, for the teacher and pupil alike, to identify and correct misunderstandings earlier on. Hattie (2012) ascertains that questioning also increases pupil engagement. It also helps teachers to work more collaboratively with pupils developing the tools and problem solving skills to reach academic goals (or success criteria) (Hall & Burke, 2003). This has led to increased motivation among pupils as they take control of their own learning (Estyn, 2018).
AfL encourages pupils to consider their own understanding not only of their subject knowledge but also how they came to gain the knowledge: how they learn. Chen et al. (2017) published a study revealing that those students who had been asked to reflect on how they would best prepare for and exam outperformed those students who were not. A seemingly straightforward set of questions were put to the students regarding which resources they would use to prepare for an exam and why they thought these resources would be useful. These simple questions helped them to be more reflective on their own personal learning. As teachers, it is very difficult to provide tailor made education on an individual level for each student. By encouraging pupils to become more reflective, we are empowering them to self-regulate their learning. (Andrade and Brookhart, 2016)

As the focus of this study is a public display of understanding, I looked further into this by reading about self-esteem and social anxiety in primary school children. Just as public speaking can be nerve-inducing, so too could a public display of understanding be. Galla and Wood (2012) found that high emotional self-efficacy, the pupil’s belief in their own competency, allow the pupil to develop coping strategies which can then be translated to future experiences. This reduction on “the cognitive load placed on working memory… enables more processing resources to handle academic work” (Magelinskaitė et al, 2014). 

Going a step further, Studdard et al. (2003) suggests that one the benefits of developing an increased level of self-efficacy at an early age is that we as educators nurture future entrepreneurs. Bandura (1997) found that just as self-efficacy positively impacts academic achievement and motivation, so can it also have the effect, particularly on young children, of future goal orientation and their belief in their own capabilities of reaching targets.
This links with Donaldson’s (2015) core purpose of the Enterprising, Creative Contributor.

In contrast to the concept of raising self-efficacy as a means to improve attainment, is the Dunning-Kruger Effect. This refers to a study carried out (Kruger and Dunning, 1999) which indicated that students who were over-confident in their own abilities scored badly in tests although they themselves had estimated their scores to be much higher. This links back to the earlier points made about metacognition, as “Paradoxically, improving the skills of participants, and thus increasing their metacognitive competence, helped them recognize the limitations of their abilities” (Kruger and Dunning, 1999)

Through this reading, I have identified strong links between metacognition and self-efficacy. If pupils perceive themselves to lack the ability to complete a task – even if they do in fact possess the skills to complete it, there is there possibility that when they self-assess they will surmise that they do not fully understand or may feel anxiety about their ability to complete the following steps. This, in turn, can lead to a ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ – anxiety leads to lack of motivation which leads to lower academic attainment. In terms of how low self-efficacy may affect this study, in a public display of understanding, they may display thumbs up so as not to lose face and be judged by their peers or attract the attention of their teacher who may question them in front of the class.
This reading supported our research question and informed which aspects we would pay particular attention to during the observation and interview process.


Lesson Study Design 
I conducted a lesson study with two colleagues over three lessons. Lesson study is a method by which two or more teachers from the same cohort plan a lesson together with the aim to observe 3 case pupils (Dudley 2014). They plan how the research will take place, predicted outcomes and how they will assess the data. By carrying out this form of research, educators can come to a mutual understanding on effective practice as well as identifying areas of improvement. It has been stated that collaborative practice and reflection is one of the most powerful and impactful ways school leaders can improve educational outcomes (Robinson et al. 2009). In order to reach a conclusion that is as valid and useful as possible, the data collected was be triangulated, incorporating three different methods of collection: observation (structured, non-participant), focus group interview and reflection.

The first method of data collection will gather quantitative data from a classroom observation, providing an authentic context for data collection (Efron & Ravid, 2013). I will conduct a structured, non-participant observation using an observation schedule focussing on the specific phenomena for the purpose of my research. In accordance with the data I wish to collect, I will be observing verbal and expressive behaviour, and, to a certain extent, spatial relations and locations.
The benefit of observational research, while running the risk of being time consuming and costly, is that it is an invaluable way to collect data first-hand without becoming a participant observer. Also, the researcher does not have to rely on reports of the event or experience from another observer. This is important as the other observer may have unintentionally been biased in their account thus skewing the data you receive. That being said, a researcher must always remain mindful of how their own attitudes and expectations can affect their observation and aim to remain as subjective as possible throughout. They must not try to force links that aren’t there; causation does not imply correlation.

We were also aware of research indicating that “having more than one observer really does matter” (Ho and Kane, 2013), as this affords the opportunity to corroborate and further reflect on the observation as well as the possibility of the second observer picking up something that the first missed. A second observer also offers a second perspective which goes some way to overcome observer bias and expectation. On the negative side, one of the most infamous drawbacks of having more observers is the Hawthorne Effect – pupils my not behave naturally and may modify their behaviour as they aware of being observed.
As I will discuss later in this paper, I became aware of my own pre-conceived notions and expectations of behaviour prior to observation after being shown which of the participants was higher, middle, and lower attaining. This highlights Impression Formation Theory (Asch, 1952) which can be damaging to research as it can lead to observer bias.

For consistency, the lesson focus would be the same in each lesson study. We chose the area to be numeracy as we deemed student attainment to me easily measurable (there are rarely abstract answers). During each observation, the same format would be followed. Observations would take place throughout the lesson with regards to pupil’s engagement but most specifically directly before, during and after the thumbs up/thumbs down questions for understanding was posed. This is so that the observers could identify whether or not the pupils were engaged, whether or not they signalled, how they signalled, and whether or not the signal reflected their understanding e.g. if the pupil had signalled with thumbs up but had, in fact, answered incorrectly or not at all and vice versa. To maintain consistency and focus during the observation, both observers used the same method of recording data, a rubric of questions pertaining to the points above. 

The research was triangulated with a focus group interview directly after the lesson, following a set of pre-designed questions, so as to increase levels of precision in pupils recall (Cohen et al, 2018). This form of qualitative data collection complements the quantitative data from the observation. Just as the Hawthorne effect can be an issue in observation, so can interviewing in groups as people often behave differently Furthermore, children may be unwilling to provide an answer that they think may contradict an adult and will provide a socially desirable response instead. Even so, by asking questions that are not leading or loaded, the researcher can steer the data toward validity.  The interviewer must remain mindful of who they are interviewing and choose conventions appropriately. In this case, as the interviewees were children, we avoid using jargon, acronyms or initialisms. 
A benefit of the interview process is that, on identifying inconsistencies or vague responses, I will have the opportunity to probe for understanding. I will also be able to keep the children focussed on the point and can check for clarity at the end of the interview by summarising answers and checking that they meet with approval.
On conclusion of the interview, I met with my fellow researchers to systematically analyse the data. In his debrief, we may compare and label notes and other materials, discuss hunches, interpretations and ideas. For this reflection, we collaborated on a reflection model comprising of elements from Brookfield’s Lenses (Brookfield, 1998) and Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory (Kolb, 1984). We chose to cross reference the reflective models so as to both view the data from different perspectives with the Brookfield model but also gain greater depth of analysis and how we could use what we had learned in the following lesson study, perhaps by identifying certain variables that could be examined further. This form of analysis and planning during the reflection corroborated the Dudley model (Dudley, 2014). 


Ethical considerations 
There are certain ethical considerations with doing research in a classroom which are obtaining assent (from the child) and consent (from parents and school), before any research may take place. Furthermore, before the researcher may collect data from the subject, they must ensure that they have informed assent/consent from the subject. For that, the subject must be given information about the research itself. It is ethical to inform the subject of their right to withdraw as well as what the aim of the research is and how their data will be used. By being ethical, the researcher conforms to certain codes of practice which protect the subject. This could be in terms of the subject’s anonymity or confidentiality of their personal details. It also means that the researcher may avoid causing the subject distress or embarrassment by asking intrusive questions; or resentment by asking too many. Throughout the entire process, I have followed the guidelines set out by British Educational Research Association (BERA).

Lesson study results and analysis
Lesson Study 1
· Outline of lesson 
The first lesson for our research took place in a year 5 class (modal age of 10) with the lesson focus being numeracy. The lesson took place inside the classroom. Prior to the lesson beginning, the teacher brought the three participants outside the class to introduce us observers and then, once the pupils had re-entered the class, told us while case pupil was higher attaining (HA), which was middle (MA), and which was lower (LA). 
The teacher introduced the lesson and asked for pupils to raise hands to answer questions. Throughout the introduction, pupils seemed engaged and many were willing to raise their hands to offer answers. Of the case pupils, only 2 raised their hands to answer, the third – the LA pupil, requiring prompting. Following the introduction, all pupils were asked to signal their understanding of what they had to do in the task with thumbs up or thumbs down so that the teacher could address any issues should a pupil signal lack of understanding with thumbs down. Lesson goals were then achieved by working out and writing down the answers to 12 related division problems in their individual books. 

· Analysis of observation data 
All of the sample pupils signalled when prompted but with varying degrees of openness. Pupil A, the HA pupil, did not look around at any classmates before, during or after signalling two thumbs up above head height for all to see. Pupil B, the MA pupil, signalled with one hand close their chest and subtly looked at the other five pupils at the same table (It should be noted that pupil A was sitting at the same table as pupil B). Pupil C, the LA pupil, barely signalled at all, their thumb only just away from a fist, this pupil also looked around at a few others in the class and was sat alone at their table. Throughout the task none of the participants asked for support from the teacher, although the teacher was actively moving around the classroom, so it was not really necessary. Pupil A completed the task and an extension task. Pupil B completed the task. Pupil C did not complete the task.

· Analysis of interview data
During the interview process, the participants were asked a combination of several open-ended and closed questions. The participants all correctly defined the meaning of what was meant by thumbs up/thumbs down in an AfL context and said that they did not mind being asked to publicly signal levels of understanding. All said that they did not look around at their peers before or after signalling. As observers, we knew this not to be wholly true as both Pupils B and C had looked at how their peers were signalling. We probed further on this point, but they remained resolute in their responses. Since the participants were either not willing to admit – or hadn’t realised that they had looked around – it was not possible to use the interview to define their motives.
Throughout the interview, Pupil A was quickest to answer the questions with Pupils B and C often nodding or verbalising agreement. Pupil A also stated that they would not feel any shame or embarrassment if they could see that the rest of the class had signalled with thumbs up and they were the only one to not understand and signal with thumbs down because then they could get help from the teacher. In a later discussion with the class teacher, it was pointed out that Pupil A very rarely does not understand the work (Pupil A could even be considered MAT) so it was difficult to put Pupil A’s theory to the test as the occasion very rarely arose.

· Reflection
The research tools we as observers had used appeared to be sufficient but for the next lesson, it would be advisable to pose the question ‘thumbs up/thumbs down’ more than once. During our reflection we agreed that the question will be posed at the end of the lesson too as from this second show of self-assessment, the teacher could gain more understanding on how successful the lesson had been in terms of pupil attainment and, perhaps, confidence in their subject knowledge.
· Pose the question thumbs up/thumbs down twice

Lesson Study 2
· Outline of lesson 
The second lesson study observation took place in a year 1 class (modal age of 5), with a work group comprising of 8 pupils outside the classroom (in a designated area of the corridor). The lesson was cross-curricular numeracy and DCF – the focus being graphs. Once again, prior to the start of the lesson, the researchers were introduced and made sure that the pupils still gave their assent to participate, all agreed. Just as in the first lesson, the teacher introduced the task, during which the pupils all displayed engagement by maintaining visual focus on the teacher. None was asked to answer a question during the opening phase and pupils were not invited to raise hands to answer questions. Following the introduction, pupils were asked to signal with thumbs up/thumbs down to show that they understood. The pupils then all carried out the task individually. At the end of the task, the teacher asked them to show thumbs up/thumbs down once again. All signalled.

· Analysis of observation data 
When prompted, all of the pupils signalled with thumbs up/thumbs down. Both pupils D, the HA child, and F, the LA child, signalled with thumbs up both at the beginning and end of the task. The pupils signalled with both thumbs at head height with arms outstretched.
Pupil E, the MA child, also signalled consistently, this time with thumbs ‘in the middle.’ This signalled to the teacher that Pupil E somewhat understood the task but required further clarification. This pupil’s signals were also displayed at head height, but arms were not outstretched. This echoes the sentiment of the gesture: not completely sure, but not completely lost either. It was observed that none of the participants looked around at each other during the signalling process. Each participant completed the task.
Throughout the task, Pupils D and E requested support from the teacher. It was, however, observed that both were showing signs of being able to complete the task independently (they were suggesting the next steps to the teacher who would approve them). This raises questions around self-efficacy as both processed the knowledge but did not perceive themselves as capable of applying it without the teacher’s approval.
It was particularly interesting that even though Pupil F had signalled with thumbs up, they needed almost as much support from the teacher although they had not requested it. Pupil F signalled with thumbs up on both times of asking despite making mistakes (which was picked up on as the teacher moved around the table to facilitate). Pupil F seemingly displaying a growth mindset (Black and Wiliam, 1998), taking on board the teacher’s feedback and seeing it as an opportunity to improve rather than letting it dent confidence.

· Analysis of interview data
The same combination of open-ended and closed questions were posed during the second interview. This time, though, there was confusion over what thumbs up/thumbs down meant (by which I mean, what the teacher had aimed for it to mean). While Pupils D and F understood it as a method of displaying their understanding of the task, Pupil E understood it as a means of telling the teacher if they wanted to take part in the task or not. Before proceeding with the interview, the teacher’s meaning was clarified for pupil E. Each pupil said they were happy to show if they understood the lesson in front of their peers and that they thought it was helpful. Pupil D went as far as saying they felt excited about it as it meant a challenge was coming. The biggest contrast between the pupils in lesson study one and lesson study two was that the second group of case study pupils said that they would change their signals if they saw that the majority of the class had signalled differently to them. This was interesting as this group had not looked around at each other as the first group had. Furthermore, the evidence from our observation indicated that at least one member of the group would not change – Pupil E had indicated with thumbs in the middle even though every other member of the cohort displayed thumbs up. 

· Reflection
From this experience, we learned that the amount of scaffolding required by a pupil does not always reflect self-efficacy. Both Pupils D and E required the same amount of extra support from the teacher although Pupil D had displayed confidence in their ability to complete the task by signalling with thumbs up.
On reflection, we decided to make three changes to the format of our study for the final lesson:
· The task would be in the classroom and be a whole class activity.
· The pupils would be asked to signal with thumbs up/thumbs down on three occasions.
· The observers would not be informed beforehand of which attainment level the participants were categorised as.
The reasons for these changes were to observe whether or not pupils behave differently with more of their peers in proximity and to allow for pupils to show ‘where they’re at’ in the task to understand how best to proceed. The final change was made in accordance with a point made in section 4. of this paper: Explanation of Lesson Study Design. It is a step we took in order to overcome observer bias due to Impression Formation Theory (Asch, 1952). 

Lesson Study 3
· Outline of lesson 
For the third and final lesson study, we returned to Key Stage 2, this time in a year 5/6 split class (the modal age was still 10, as in lesson study 1). As mentioned above, the focus remained on numeracy, working out area. This time the teacher introduced the two observers to the entire class and asked those who had volunteered to take part in the study to raise their hands. The observers were made aware of the three randomly chosen participants from those who had given their assent (and whose parents had given consent), but the observers were not told of their attainment levels. 
As the teacher introduced the lesson, all pupils seemed engaged and responded with thumbs up/thumbs down following the introduction. The pupils achieved the lesson goals by answering questions on individual worksheets. They were permitted to confer with others at their own table. Halfway through the task the teacher checked in with the entire class, addressing any common issues with examples on the whiteboard, and then asked them again to signal their understanding. Pupils continued the task and at the end of the session the teacher asked the entire class to signal one last time. All participated.
 
· Analysis of observation data
 (For the purpose of clarity, I will mention in this section pupil attainment levels even though the observers were not aware of them at this point of the process). 
Pupil G, the HA pupil, signalled on each of the three occasions with thumbs us up. Pupils G’s signals were made with one hand at chest height (although, not so as to signal covertly as Pupil B had in Lesson Study 1). Throughout the lesson, Pupil G did not ask for support from the teacher, raised their hand to answer questions when posed by the teacher and completed the task.
Pupil H, the MA pupil, also responded on all three occasions with thumbs up however, Pupil H’s signals were at head height with arm outstretched (signal made with one hand). Pupil H paused throughout the task and required reassurance from the teacher before they would continue. This again highlighted issues around self-efficacy as Pupil H was, in fact, demonstrating their ability to answer questions independently and correctly and completing the task. 
Pupil J, the LA pupil, did not signal on each occasion of asking. Pupil J signalled with a thumb up close to their chest (covert signal) on the first occasion, did not signal on the second occasion (although making eye contact with the teacher) and signalled again with a thumb up, close to their chest (covert signal) on the third occasion. The teacher took the lack of signal on the second occasion to mean that the pupil may have been struggling but did not want their peers to know and so went over afterwards to check in. This hunch proved to be correct as Pupil J was unsure of how to proceed with the task (although it is not possible to say with certainty that Pupil J did not respond because they did not want their peers to know). Pupil J did not complete the task (answered approximately half of the questions), but of those questions answered, all were correct.

· Analysis of interview data
We used the same combination of open-ended and closed interview questions as we had previously. Each of the three participants we equally vocal. They all agreed that they thought it was a good idea for the teacher to ask them to display thumbs up/thumbs down so that they could get help if they needed it. They each said that they would not change their signal after seeing that a peer had signalled differently. At this point, judging the atmosphere to be calm and friendly, the interviewer probed the point of why Pupil J did not signal on the second occasion. Pupil J responded that they didn’t really understand but they didn’t want the teacher to ask them about it in front of the class. To conclude the interview, the participants were asked to offer alternatives to the thumbs up/thumbs down technique. Pupil H suggested that pupils could display an emoji on the desk so that the teacher may notice it without the entire class being alerted.

· Reflection
On reflection, we thought It was a positive sign that Pupil J didn’t just show a thumbs up signal so as to avoid the teacher’s attention. I believe this shows the pupil’s level of trust in the teacher that they can read the signals of the pupil. During the reflection, we also discussed whether or not the participants’ attainment levels came as a surprise after the observation. It did not, the HA child was more engaged, answered questions with more confidence and frequency and required no scaffolding or reassurance from the teacher. This compounded the theory that higher levels of self-efficacy impact on a pupils’ motivation and academic attainment (Galla and Wood 2012).


Discussion of Research in Relation to Relevant Literature
Throughout this research, those pupils with higher levels of self-efficacy displayed higher attainment levels and motivation to complete the tasks in front of them, this compounds research by Galla and Wood (2012). As the pupils perceived themselves as possessing the ability and skillset to complete the tasks, they were relieved of any anxiety about the task. This meant the cognitive load was reduced on working memory and they were instead able to focus solely on the task, thus making academic gains that those with lower levels of self-efficacy were not (Magelinskaitė et al, 2014). Even on the occasions when they were unsure of how to proceed, their growth mindset meant that they still had a belief that they could reach their targets after reflection or guidance from the teacher (Studdard et al. 2003).
Particularly with Key Stage 2 children, we observed a tendency to ‘follow the pack’ and conform (Asch, 1952). This was apparent in both the observation and interview processes. Although they said they were not influenced by each other, some of the participants did not answer in the interview until their cohorts had, which we identified as a downfall to the interview process (Efron and Ravid, 2013). 
With regards to the research process itself, the three-step approach to lesson study (Dudley, 2014) added far more clarity and depth to the research than we would obtained if we had stopped after the second observation. Secondly, having more than one observer in a lesson proved crucial as during the reflection process, minor details of the participants behaviour missed by one was often observed by the other (Ho and Kane, 2013) which meant we were able to adapt the following lesson accordingly. 

1. Conclusion 
I had introduced the class to the thumbs up/thumbs down strategy in the weeks leading up to the research so that they were reasonably familiar with it. Because of this I was able to identify a slight drop in pupil participation in both my questioning during the introduction and their signalling of understanding. I put this down to the pupils being aware of my two fellow researchers in the room observing. 
I believe that the research lessons themselves were executed well but the method for gathering data could be improved. Since AfL is supposed to be formative assessment rather than summative (Black and Wiliam, 1998), it seemed contradictory to the concept to use the AfL strategy only at the beginning or end (therefore, summative assessment) of the lesson as in Lesson Studies 1 and 2. However, posing the question halfway through the third lesson provided some very interesting and useful data that we were able to follow up on during the interview process. The answer from the interview strongly indicated that self-efficacy and social awareness does have an effect on pupils’ willingness to publicly display knowledge and understanding (Bandura, 1997). 
Public perception raises another issue in the validity of data collection: the interview was undertaken with all three participants together. If their being socially aware affected their responses in class, so too could they in the interview. Indeed, when we compared data from the observation with that of the interview, we noticed discrepancies between what the participants did and what the participants later said when asked whether or not they had observed their peers’ responses (they said that they hadn’t but we observed that they had). Since we had concrete visual evidence of the truth, this did not cause an issue, but it did mean that pupils may not have been wholly truthful when asked how they felt about this AfL strategy and their peers being able to see their responses. It is possible that pupils’ self-efficacy levels caused a further limitation to the study, since only 8 out of 22 pupils assented and returned the consent forms, it is quite possible that this skewed the results. It is likely that pupils with low levels of self-efficacy would have chosen not to take part in the research so as not to draw attention to themselves.
In terms of comparing data between the phases, if we were to make a generalisation, it would be that there is a difference in signalling between Foundation Phase and Key Stage 2 pupils. As pupils grow more self- and socially aware, their desire to publicly display their levels of understanding, and run the perceived risk being judged by their peers, of slowly diminishes. Contrastingly, Foundation Phase pupils seem less concerned about peer judgement.
Despite the mixed results, I will not banish this particular strategy from my AfL repertoire completely, but I will make a mental note of how pupils signalled using it, or whether they signalled at all have at all. This is because in part of this study, the signal was conspicuous by its absence – the fact that the pupil refused to signal was, in fact, an indicator that they did not understand. This research has alerted me to the complexities of what I had considered to be a straightforward strategy and, in turn, has made me reflect upon other areas of my professional practice.


2. Recommendations 
If I did lesson study research again, I would select even numbers of girls and boys so that both genders were represented evenly. The results of this study have shown the boys to be slightly less responsive and confident. This could be because they represent only 22.2% of the sample. 
I would further alter the variables for example, use a sample from the same cohort but with a different subject focus for each data collection, or, take data from the same age range but different cohorts on the same subject focus, perhaps this could indicate whether self-efficacy influences responses.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Data could be further triangulated by incorporating elements of the School Anxiety Scale – Teacher Report (SAS-TR) questionnaire developed by Lyneham et al. (2008). By having prior knowledge of children’s anxiety levels, this could go some way to aid our understanding (and even the pupils’ own understanding) of why pupils respond, or not, to certain strategies, particularly in Key Stage 2. Which links to the final recommendation, more focus could be placed on the differences between responses from Foundation Phase and Key Stage 2 as that was where the most marked contrast lay in this study. 
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