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Introduction 

This research paper will attempt to critically evaluate the advantages ad disadvantages of peer reviewed assessment, using the Lesson Study Technique. A literature review of the concept of lesson study and peer reviewed marking. A lesson was planned in co-operation with a research partner and delivered under partner observation prior to an analysis of the effectiveness of the peer reviewed assessment strategy. Evidence gained in this analysis demonstrated pupil apprehension and discomfort with the strategy and further demonstrated pre-conceptions of a lack of validity in the peer feedback. By use of allowing pupils the choice of marking partners, it was attempted to alleviate pupil discomfort with the strategy during a second observed lesson, followed by further interview and analysis of any perception change given the change of implementation of the marking strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc33390283]Aim, focus and purpose of research

During the first Professional Teaching Experience (PTE1) placement, the author has observed, and used, a range of assessment for learning (AfL) techniques, AfL was of particular use, not only to assess the learning of the pupils but also to assess the effectiveness of the student teachers practice and if it aligned with personal perception of the lessons that had just been delivered. The AfL techniques used would vary according to suitability for a given lesson and also to provide some variation for pupils and maintain interest. The methods used to collate this data can also be used to facilitate further learning. When the author uses such techniques as revision questions or low stakes quizzes, to carry out AfL the method of marking has raised issue, the pupils have on occasion raised concern with having a peer mark their answers. Therefore, this research will focus on a lesson study on a revision session that concluded with revision questions and a peer assessed marking strategy.

[bookmark: _Toc33390284]Research Context

PTE1 took place in a South Wales comprehensive school, the school is an English medium, mixed sex school, educating 1100 pupils across years 7 to 11. The school appears to be located within a reasonably affluent area and this would seem to be confirmed by a Free School Meals (FSM) rate of 6.3% (Welsh Government, 2019). During conversations it was found that both my research partner and the student teacher have had similar experiences with peer assessed marking and would collaborate on the research project using this as a subject. The student teachers chosen class is a mixed ability year 7 class that is approaching the end of a topic on electrical circuits. The research partner has a similar year 7 class that was approaching the same point in the year 7 science scheme of work. 
Our research questions would therefore be based around the advantages and disadvantages of peer reviewed assessment, specifically when used as part of AfL techniques through the medium of a lesson study as prescribed by UWTSD.
For the chosen classes this would take the form of a revision session taught by the research partner after which a semi-structured interview would be conducted with a selection of pupils. From the information garnered during the interview, the revision session, and its marking strategy will be altered to ascertain if any improvements can be made.
[bookmark: _Toc33390285]Literature Review

Har et al, (2019) suggests that a lesson study is a collaborative professional development technique first developed in Japan. The process involves educators working together in the design of a specific lesson to meet the needs of pupils, the effectiveness of the lesson is then critically analysed in follow up. It is this “colloquium” that sets lesson study apart from other development techniques. Har et al further finds that the majority of staff work took place after the lesson delivery and as such analysis of the lesson study and the data it generates is far more important to the effectiveness of the process than the planning prior to delivery. 
Gardner (2006, p. 39) refers to lesson study as research lessons, and suggests that these are not stand alone lessons but are part of an ongoing process involving a group of teachers that can last up to three years and that critical to the success of the process, is the analysis of not only the successful aspects of the object lesson, but also the failures. The cycle may be completed with the delivery of the lessons learned to a wider group of teachers, including some from out-with the originating educational institution.
Kadroon and Inprasitha (2013, p. 103) whilst investigating lesson study and Open Approach, which is the fostering of creative thinking by the use of problem solving (Hohda, 2001, p. 1), found that during the introduction of lesson study to Thailand, that it fostered the beginnings of a cultural change in educational philosophy, from one of a teacher led pedagogy and that professional development is a lone journey coinciding with short episodes of assistive courses, to one where the professional development of the school staff is a group effort and that staff can learn from each other by honest and critical reflection on their pedagogy’s. This would seem to align with Stigler and Hieberts (2000, p. 4)  where they find that the pedagogy’s in use are generic in keeping with the culture of that area and changes to these pedagogy’s may not be readily accepted until they have proved their effectiveness.
It could be suggested that the time requirements to properly complete the full lesson study process would be prohibitive. Multiple teachers, having multiple meetings, to plan and deliver/observe a low number of (possibly singular) lessons, and having further multiple meetings to analyse the lesson/s, could seem at first glance as an expensive and inefficient use of personnel. Dudley (2014, p. 6) accepts this and moreover makes the point that the time required for teachers to complete the lesson study cycle must be protected. 
This lesson study exercise will focus on peer assessment, Topping (2009, p. 20) finds that peer assessment is a method of both learning and assessment. The method has many advantages, first among which is the availability and immediacy of feedback that can be provided to the learners in comparison to that provided by teacher led feedback. Further, Topping also makes the point that a peer assessor can provide feedback in assessment that is at least as valid as that provided by a teacher given the restricted time a teacher has available to conduct such marking.
Carnell (2016, p. 1278) finds that the use of peer assessed marking can also be thought of as a stepping stone, where learners take ownership of their own performance among their peers and develop independence from the teacher in their own education, such independence is essential for students. Although Carnell focused research on undergraduate students, Donaldson (2015, p. 23) aspires to create lifelong learners and therefore any opportunities for independence in learning brought to the classroom can only aid in this.
However although Bijami and Kashef (2013, p. 92) citing Tsui and Ng (2000, p. 153) found similar advantages to peer reviewed assessment they also found clear evidence of disadvantages. Such that all students voiced a preference for teacher feedback over peer feedback, this was due to the students perception that only teacher feedback would have value, as they were the authority in the subject, rather than their peers, who could focus feedback on minor semantics, such as language and grammatical errors rather than the substance of a report. There was further evidence suggesting that any peer feedback provided was assumed by the students to include an element of bias, based primarily on the social dynamics within the classroom. Whether or not these elements are actually present within peer assessed feedback would seem almost irrelevant, as the perception that they would actually be present is what degrades the value of peer assessed feedback in the eyes of the students. Orsmund, et al (1996) suggests, that the perceived difference in the value of peer and teacher assessment could be partly due to a students personal confidence in providing feedback of value to their peers, possibly due to their own lack of understanding of the focus of an assignment, and the marking criteria that should be applied in the assessment. There would seem to be a definitive presupposition among students that any feedback and mark provided by a teacher is completely correct and they, as students, could not hope to meet that standard, whereas in reality, marking and therefore feedback is, in most written work cases, subjective and therefore susceptible to error and to some minor degree personal bias.
This would seem to suggest that the research partners initial assessment of student’s discomfort with peer assessed marking have merit, further the social element and its effect on students perception of peer assessment would appear worthy further investigation. 
This report shall use the lesson study methodology as prescribed by UWTSD (Morgan, 2019). As previously described, Lesson Study is the foremost professional development methodology originating in Japan and has been growing in popularity around the world (Takahashi and Yoshida, 2004, p. 436). It was introduced to the United Kingdom by Dudley in 2001 . The process of Lesson Study is “Job-embedded” (Shouffler, 2018, p. 25) , such that it is centred around the teachers normal students in a teachers normal classroom. Therefore, the use of those classes assigned to the student teachers as part of PTE1, would seem appropriate. As the subject of the research is being selected by the teacher it is a teacher-led research method (Shouffler 2014), using the observation opportunity of fellow teachers who will attempt to view the lesson from the perspective of a student, and its effects on their learning. The Lesson Study theory would normally gather a group of teachers to carry out the research with group sizes ranging from 6 to 10 (Shouffler, 2018, p. 54), though Dudley (2014, p. 1) comments that in extremis a pair of teachers will suffice.
The data collected during this research shall be observation, interview and reflection. Fujii (2016, p. 416) describes that the data collection is a prime purpose of the lesson planning process for a Lesson Study, and the method chosen should reflect the focus of the lesson study. In this research project, with the focus of the lesson study being the student’s attitude to and perspective on peer assessment, then the planning cycle will include the observation of the students before, during and after this phase of the lesson. The observation shall be conducted primarily by the non-delivering research partner, given that the focus of the delivering partner shall be otherwise engaged. The observing research partner will undertake this as a non-participant observer. Cooper, Lewis and Urquhart (2004) explain that a participant observer in education would be one who not only observes the actions within a lesson but also, can and should, react to those observations to guide the lesson and affect its outcome. By contrast, a non-participant observer is one which does not intentionally alter the actions of those observed and merely records those actions as they see them. Furthermore, given that the classes were briefed on the intention of the student teacher to carry out research during the lesson and also that the research partner was introduced at the beginning of the lesson, then a truly non-participant observation would seem impossible due to the Hawthorne effect, where the observed’s actions are altered purely by the knowledge that an observation is taking place
The observation format is shown in Appendix A and will focus on three students pre-selected to take part in the observation. The observation also takes notes of pupil engagement via the Leuven scale. The Leuven scale can be used as a measure of young children’s involvement and well-being within the classroom, first proposed by Laevers (1994), it is set on a scale of 1 to 5 for each and is assessed purely by observation, aiming to compare the engagement and interest of pupils and used in companion with the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS),  which shows the classroom environment has been properly provisioned (Laevers and Heylen, 2003). For the purposes of this research work, it will be used purely as a method of quantifying the pupil’s engagement and well-being during the lesson, and when peer assessment is carried out, as perceived by the observer. Examples of the scales and possible observations are shown in Appendices B & C.
The interview stage will be conducted as a semi-structured interview with a selection of three students from each lesson. Drever (1995) describes a semi structured interview as appropriate to small scale research such as this as, although it is a format that includes pre prepared questions, it does however allow latitude for the interviewer to add or remove questions and subjects as the opportunity arises and as appropriate . The pre-prepared questions are shown in Appendix D.
The reflection stage shall take place after the interview, and the research partners shall collate their evidence, to ascertain methods by which they may change the lesson to improve its effectiveness, in this particular research the peer assessed marking strategy, this is in accordance with the lesson study theory (Lewis and Hurd, 2011, p. 30).
The observation notes taken will attempt to provide both quantitative and qualitive data. Qualitative data is descriptive in nature and is open ended,  allowing respondents to iterate their true responses without limitation.  Quantitative data is where the researcher attempts to quantify the data numerically, in this case on the Leuven scale and as an order of precedence (Newman and Ridenour, 1998) .
The interviewees were selected as a range of abilities from those that returned the provided consent forms. The spread of abilities chosen for the interview stage will increase the opportunity to find an accurate reflection of the views of the class as a whole, this is particularly important, given the small sample size to be used in this research case (Somekh and Lewin, 2005) . As such the interviewees were selected by ability and one from each of approximately top, middle and bottom ability as per the relevant student teacher’s knowledge of them and following discussion with the regular class teacher. The interviewees shall be identified only as A1, A2 and A3 respectively for the first interview group and similarly as B1, B2 and B3 for the second interview set for the remainder of this report to ensure anonymity in accordance with BERA guidelines (BERA, 2019) .
There are ethical considerations that must be manged when conducting research with children and the school environment. With this in mind, this research shall follow the ethical standards laid down by UWTSD (UWTSD, 2017) , this includes submission of details of the research intentions as part of an application for ethical approval, as per UWTSD policy, this is shown in Appendix E. As part of these ethical considerations the research was conducted with the written consent of the parents/guardians of the pupils selected as well as the verbal consent of the pupils themselves where the pupils also had the option to withdraw from the research at any time. Further, it shall be conducted in accordance with the BERA guidelines (2019) such that the identity of the volunteer pupils and the information gathered shall be anonymised.  Any non-anonymised information shall also be stored in a secure way in accordance with UWTSD policy and be destroyed on completion of the module (UWTSD, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc33390286]Results and Analysis

Following the planning section of the lesson study process, the first lesson was delivered by the research partner. The lesson was delivered as planned to a class of 28 mixed ability year 7 pupils, as a revision lesson on electrical circuits with the author as the observer. The class was organised and clear on the expectations of the research partner and the lessons, they entered and self-prepared for the lesson start without incident, and after some minor encouragement all class members began the starter activity, thereby allowing the observer to identify the pre-selected participants in the study. The revision lesson progressed and by use of the Leuvan scale the participants A1 to A3 were assessed by the observer to show involvement scores of four, five and five respectively. The Leuven well-being score was assessed as four, four and four respectively. A1 and A2, seated together, were visibly engaged with the lesson and raised their hands to ask further questions on two occasions seeking clarification of a revision point. The task was completed early and an extension task was provided, this they tackled as a pair as the remainder of the class finished the main task. When the peer assessment phase began, the given instruction was to pass the paper to your right, A1 and A2 were observed to immediately swap papers with each other and discussed each other’s answers and rationale as the marking progressed. A3 was similarly engaged and asked questions on two occasions and although discussed the paper with a neighbour of choice was particularly noted to be observed covering their answers when the pupil sat next to them showed interest in their answers, it was further observed that when the peer assessment phase began, A3 made a deliberate effort to swap papers with a neighbour of preference rather than the pupil to their right, at the end of row as instructed, this pupil then had to swap with another across the classroom.
In interview, in reply to Q1, A1 made the comment of “Don’t mind, everyone makes mistakes” whereas A2 and A3 replied “don’t like other people knowing I messed up” and “don’t like it, people can make fun of me” . In amplification in Q2, A1 would seem to see the positives in peer assessment “I can get better from mistakes, not just mine”, A2 and A3 further showed their discomfort with the process in stating “if I get a low score, they might tell their friends and take the mick” and “prefer I kept my stuff to myself” their answer seem in keeping with observations, and would seem to show that there is genuine hesitance in sharing their work. It is notable that the pupil that was excluded from the paper swap by A3 was of the opposite gender. This general impression would seem to be reinforced replies to questions 3 to 6, e.g. “but prefer the teacher to tell me my mistakes” and  “no point, why can’t the teacher mark it”? This would seem to give a consistent impression of these pupils views on peer assessed marking, where some can see the learning opportunity available from theirs and other pupils work, however, their responses show a consistent preference to either not share their work with another or at the very least to choose whom to share their work with. Q7 gave the pupils an opportunity to grade their opinion on their perception of the usefulness of three types of assessment. The pupils ordered the assessment types as first teacher assessment, then self-assessment and graded peer assessment as the least useful. In justification of this, the pupils offered “the teacher can tell you how to work it out” whereas their “classmates cannot”. In terms of how comfortable the pupils felt with the differing marking strategies (Q8-9), the same order of preference was shown, and similar justification was given, such as “don’t mind the teacher knowing my mistakes, but not others”. The conclusion of the interview asked for any further comments, and of particular note were those that showed a preference to using peer assessed marking that was either choice or gender based. There was general agreement from all three interviewees in response to these comments. 
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There would seem to be a consensus of opinion from the pupils that although there may be some of the benefits to learning by the use of peer assessment, however, there was a definitive reluctance to share their work with their peers and in particular with members of the opposite gender, whom they perceived would use any errors they may made against them. It was of note that A3 made a deliberate effort to avoid this occurring during the lesson and this was also seen with pupils A1 and A2, who had made a deliberate choice to swap with each other. 
It could therefore be conjectured, that if pupils were aware that their work was to be peer assessed and were consequently apprehensive of what may occur, should a peer marker decide to abuse the opportunity, then this could have a negative effect on their work.
After discussion between the research partners, it was concluded that the change to the lesson study would be either to use self-assessment or to allow the pupils to select their peer assessment partner, It was agreed to allow the pupils to select their own marking partner and assess if this would be a less uncomfortable version of peer assessment than mandating the rotation of the pupils papers, which it was observed, they attempted to avoid doing irrespective of the instructions of the teacher.
[bookmark: _Toc33390288]Lesson 2 Reflection

The second lesson study was delivered to a further mixed ability year 7 class of 26 pupils, delivered by the author and observed by the research partner. The class quickly settled and engaged in a familiar starter task; the revision lesson was then commenced. B1-3 were assessed by the research partner as each showing involvement scores of  4 and wellbeing scores of 5, 5 and 4 respectively. Pupils B1 and B2 were both assessed as highly focused on the revision quiz task and although B1 sought a clarification from a peer, B2 sought a clarification from the author. Pupil B3 was assessed as quiet throughout the task, though was engaged and worked through without assistance, this is normal for this pupil. The revision quiz was completed, and the pupils were asked to pass their papers to a peer of their choice for marking, this was accepted and although the author expected there to be minor arrangements required to manage this, none were required. The remainder of the peer assessment was completed quietly.
The interview was arranged for during morning break, though B3 did not return to take part in the interview as they had exercised their option to withdraw, it was completed with B1 and B2 only. B1 replied to Q1 & 2 with reference to their concerns that another may not be able to read their writing and was therefor glad to pass the paper to a chosen friend to mark. With regards to another person’s work (Q 3-4), B1 made comment that they would “feel bad if I had to mark all their work wrong”. B2 only made comments insofar as to agree with B1.  Q5 brought comment that peer assessment removed “chances of cheating” as pupils could mark their own paper correct using self-assessment, irrespective of the actual case, B2 made comment that they did not see the point of such an action as they would “learn nothing that way”. In grading the three forms of assessment for usefulness (Q7-8) group B placed teacher assessment first but did not differentiate between peer and self-assessment, this would appear in contradiction to some previous statements, however they could give justification for placing teacher assessment ahead in such that a teacher can “explain how to fix errors” and “teachers seem to understand where I went wrong, my friends don’t”. Further, in grading the methods in terms of how comfortable they were with carrying them out, group B placed teacher and self-assessment jointly most comfortably and placed peer assessment firmly as the least comfortable strategy. In justification, they commented that “marking a low mark feels awkward”. In other comments it was clear that the pupils could see a benefit in peer assessed marking, in that they could gauge how they were performing based on the paper others had completed, however, this was outweighed by the perceived low quality of feedback they would receive from peer assessed marking.
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In discussion with the research partner after the second lesson study interview, it was concluded that there was a broad consensus among those pupils involved with this research that peer assessed marking was the least preferable of the three marking strategies. The pupils were concerned re the possibility of a pupil who marks their paper taking advantage of the opportunity to belittle them, this would seem to confirm the findings of Tsui and Ng (2000). Further, the pupils had little confidence in the feedback that may be obtained from a peer, this also seems to agree with that found in literature, particularly that of Orsmond,  Merry and Reiling (1996) and Topping (2009). For my future use of peer assessed marking, it would seem appropriate to allow pupils to choose their own marking partner, as this would seem to lessen the apprehension felt by pupils when using peer assessed marking. This should allow the pupils to still gain the benefits of peer assessed marking, such that they may be able to gauge their own performance against another in the class, and also to become more familiar with marking guide criteria, that they must meet in order to achieve marks in their own work in the future. 
[bookmark: _Toc33390290]Conclusion and Recommendations

This research has been carried out to ascertain the advantages and disadvantages of peer reviewed marking, within this remit and given the limited scope and scale of the research, it would be fair to state that the research has found evidence that supported both the hypothesis of the research partners and the concurred with the evidence found in literature.
The methods used were not however, sufficiently robust to state that the conclusions found are irrefutable. Should this research be repeated then several methods are available to increase the reliability of the data, first a larger sample would be used. The use of two sets of three students over a single iteration of the lesson study cycle provides data that is only marginally more valid than anecdotal evidence, this cycle should be repeated with a greater interview field. 
The comments provided by the interviewees made repeated reference to the perceived low value given to feedback and grading received from peers. To ascertain the validity of this it would be preferable for a teacher to cross check this feedback and marking, at least a proportional sample, to attempt to provide some reassurance that the grading and feedback is appropriate and accurate. Further, it would be beneficial to students to encourage them to write constructive feedback and provide guidance on methods to create this.
Comments from the interviewees made clear their discomfort with passing papers for grading to those outside their social circle or gender. In order to prevent pupils from withholding their less confident answers on work such as this it would seem a trivial change to allow pupils to choose their marking partner and therefore at least mitigate this discomfort.
Given the pastoral issues raised by some of the interviewees, such as a marker using the information gained through the process as a means to belittle the pupil, the teacher should at least be aware of where, within their class, this could possibly arise and should mitigate this with good classroom management and deal with any instances where they occur appropriately.
The advantages of peer reviewed marking, such as familiarisation with marking criteria and learning from the errors of your peers, could be clearly advocated in the lesson brief to pupils, this would ensure they draw the maximum from the learning opportunity as a whole.
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	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.

What I have done in this assignment.

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	- Make time to proof read.
	Multiple proof reads carried out to ensure grammatical errors removed.

	Targed/Target 2
	- Don't be afraid to contact the module lead if you are still not sure how to do it.

	Module lead contact details confirmed to assure contact possible if required

	Targed/Target 3
	- Also consult the module handbook
	Module handbook consulted and suggested report format followed


Table 1Targets table from ECAD 6008
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