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Introduction
The placement school in which I conducted my research, which I will refer to throughout as School X, ensuring that anonymity is ensured following BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2018).  School X is an English-medium mixed comprehensive school in the South Wales valleys.  It has 1,134 pupils whose ages range from 11 - 16, those of which 16.9% are in receipt of free school meals.  Whilst looking at benchmarking, which compares the performance of schools with similar levels of pupils in receipt of free school meals (FSM), It is more than clear to see that School X has higher attainment levels than many other schools in a similar position to this one, where free school meals are concerned.  School X is currently in the green category according to the National School Categorization system, which is evidence that the school is in need of little guidance or support to improve, this is comparable to the performance of other schools (Welsh Government, 2013).  At present School X is a ‘professional learning pioneer school’ working with the Welsh Government in development of a paradigm of professional learning (Estyn, 2017).
In my research I  have chosen to look at Assessment for Learning (AfL), as I agree with the Department of Education and Science and the Welsh Office that, “promoting childrens learning is the principal aim of schools.  Assessment lies at the heart of this process” (DES/WO, 1988). In relation to Assessment for Learning I have decided to focus more specifically and conduct research on the use of success criteria and level descriptors given to pupils as an assessment for learning tool.  I have chosen this area of focus due to the school implementing this strategy and from my own personal educational experience of never being given a success criteria to complete work.  Pre and post testing will be carried out to measure to what extent the use of a teacher made success criteria and a collaborative success criteria affects pupils learning in Religious Education, this will be based on the outcomes of action-based research within the classroom environment.  Within this study I employed a year 9 mixed ability class of 28 pupils which were present with the researcher for three teaching sessions per fortnight.  Six of the pupils within this class were identified with additional learning needs (ALN).  Throughout this paper, the class will have the pseudonym of Class Y, ensuring BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2018).
Literature review 
To undertake research on the area of assessment for learning (AfL) it is important to realise that it is a topic that has been debated amongst scholars for a number of years.  The main idea behind AfL is to know where pupils currently are in their learning, where they need to be in their learning and how pupils are going to achieve this end.   The main issue with AfL, is not if it impacts the pupils as there is sufficient evidence to say that it does so, but whether teachers are implementing it correctly for maximum impact.  Didau (2014), suggested that individual assessment for learning strategies are useful to pupils learning, but raised the point as to whether a teacher can truly know what has been learnt.  There is a great body of literature that tells us that performance and learning are two distinctly different things.  However, as a teacher we cannot see learning, we can only see the performance of pupils.  As performance can be affected by external factors this is not a certain way of garnering whether pupils have learnt what is needed.  Working on the premise set by Kirschner, Sweller & Clark (2006), the testing of pupils learning would have to be conducted at a later date to ensure learning has been retained, “If nothing has changed in long term memory, nothing has been learned” (pg 77).  This has led me to consider whether you can truly assess the learning of a topic if the test is conducted relatively soon after the topic has finished or during the teaching of the topic.  Although assessment for learning is effective for testing what pupils have learnt of the topic to date, this does not guarantee that the information learnt will be present at a later date.
Before delving deeper into the research behind the use of success criteria in AfL, I initially chose to conduct a study with the use of a success criteria which is suggested in school policy and without a success criteria whatsoever.  However, after reading the literature I understood that it is not whether a success criteria is a conducive strategy but how the success criteria is developed and implemented, is the real issue as to what has most impact on effective pupil learning.  Therefore with this literature in mind I chose to conduct research which focuses on the use of a collaborative success criteria compared to a teacher constructed success criteria of school policy to assess continuous pupil learning.  However, this type of assessment for learning strategy cannot be held in its own esteem without taking into account the link to other strategies.  A piece of work with a success criteria cannot be undertaken without marking of the said work to be completed, to understand the impact of the criteria on pupils work.  Feedback is an essential part of this type of strategy for pupils learning, as constructive feedback is said to promote learning.  This is also true in reverse, feedback cannot be given without establishing a success criteria (McCullum, D 2015).  It is somewhat apparent that you cannot test pupil learning when looking at these two forms of AfL independently, Sadler (1989).  The use of success criteria is also a form of scaffolding as it permits differentiation, pupils can gain the level of help that is individually needed.  It is important however, to keep in mind that these other strategies come with their own advantages and limitations.  This had led me to question whether you can independently test one AfL strategy without looking at the impact of other forms of AfL on each other.  
The success criteria is at its most effective when paired with constructive feedback, this enables the teacher to comprehend what each pupil has learnt to see if there are any gaps in knowledge from lessons taught so far.  Constructive feedback permits the pupil to fully appreciate where their learning is currently at and what improvements can be made to their work.    “If there is use of a success criteria, it is only useful to both pupil and teacher if the teacher marks the work with that focus in mind.  Feedback given to pupils should be related to this criteria, whether you are using levels or written feedback” (Sutton, R).  It is easier to achieve when you know what success looks like opposed to trying to achieve when you do not know what is expected from the set piece of work.  However, feedback needs to be constructed and implemented correctly, otherwise it is of no use in improvement of pupils learning.  
Along with the success criteria a level descriptor is given, so that pupils are aware of what level they are currently achieving and what they need to include to attain a higher level.  According to Sharrock (2019), feedback that indicated why a pupil was given a specific level and what they could do to attain a higher level was thought of as beneficial by learners. On the other hand, Weaver (2006) suggested that feedback only has an impact on learning if pupils value the feedback given. When leveling a pupils work, Thorndike (1913) claimed that grades could encumber learning, Sadler (1989) agreed with this stating that a level is not classed as feedback, he believed that it could only be classed as feedback if it is used to close the gap.  Butler (1988) supported this view stating that giving pupils their attainment level through feedback can have a negative effect on their learning due to pupils ignoring constructive feedback and concentrating more on the level they attained. Pupils knowing their level and also knowing other pupils levels may lead to labeling and stereotyping by pupils.  This is not conducive to effective learning.  This type of stereotyping may also include the teacher, as they may look at previous levels to see where the child was working when they were last assessed, this could lead to the teacher being biased as the pupil may not be freshly assessed by the teacher each time there is an assessment.  This may have an adverse affect on learning as pupils may perform below their capabilities after being given a level and could believe that they are limited in what they can achieve in future lessons “receiving low grades...gave repeated confirmation of personal value rather than help in making progress” (Gardner, 2006 pg 73).
There are numerous advantages of the use of success criteria and level descriptors as a form of assessment for learning.  It enables the teacher to monitor what pupils have learnt and if there are any misconceptions throughout the lesson or the topic so far.  As pupils have the success criteria it means that they are aware of what needs to be included in their work and what levels their work will be marked against, this also allows the teacher continuity in their assessment marking, as they are able to evaluate each piece of work with the same criteria in mind and using the same level descriptors.  “If the level number is to be used as part of the description of a childs learning, and shared occasionally with both parents and children, it is vital that the criteria are understood and applied consistently” (Sutton, R.  2006 pg 54).  Level descriptors can also be referred to as criterion-referenced assessment which is a succinct written description of what students are expected to know and be able to do at a specific stage of their education (great schools partnership, 2014), according to Sutton (2006) this is currently the model and will be for the imminent future.  This is indicative of success criteria and level descriptors given as a form of AfL, pupils are continuously aware of what success looks like so that they can achieve their potential not only in each piece of work but throughout their academic journey.  Using this form of AfL provides the teacher with information on previous attainment levels and current attainment levels, which demonstrates the pupils progress throughout the course of the topic and eventually the course of the year.  Through this form of assessment teachers can also learn how effective their teaching is and through self reflection adapt their lessons so that pupils are receiving the best possible learning experience.  Success criteria is not only useful as an assessment for learning strategy by aiding pupils in learning improvement, it is an effective way of helping pupils to understand what is expected of them from summative assessments such as exams used at key stage 4, by using formative assessment.  Taras (2005) stated that formative assessment is summative assessment which includes constructive feedback, which is used by the pupil for learning.  It could be suggested that if students are doing well in formative assessment they will do well in summative assessments, as they are taught a specific skill set to be able to complete a written task to the best of their ability.  Carless (2006) agreed with Taras (2005) stating that formative assessment is a tool that can be used in aiding summative assessment.  Once feedback has been given pupils are able to transform their learning by understanding what is expected of them, both forms of assessment are linked to each other and can help to aid future learning.
However, production of success criteria where teacher involvement is concerned can have an adverse affect on the outcomes, when does helping pupils and showing them what to do become doing it for them.  If the teacher has designed the success criteria with no pupil input, pupils are less likely to engage and fully understand what is expected of them.  However if the pupils and teachers collaborate to invent the criteria for specific assessments, pupils are taking control of their own learning.  Therefore the pupils are achieving with the aid of the teacher rather than the teacher doing it for them, this enhances the pupil skills set.  Burke (2002) identified that success is the main motivator for all, Barrett, L (2019), agreed with this and suggests that setting goals with your pupils instead of for your pupils, improves both their intrinsic motivation, encourages growth mindset and aids pupils in developing skills that would be beneficial to them later in life, which may eventually lead to wanting to learn in order to succeed.    
Generating a success criteria is not about tracking improvement but helping to bring about improvement.  Is it possible for pupils to improve if they do not have an input on the success criteria of their work.  It could be suggested that success criteria allows pupils to keep track of how much work they have completed and how much is left to be done within the allocated time.  Pupils know the expectations of the teacher.  Pupils can start to evaluate against the criteria.  Confidently work with others as all pupil share the same success criteria.  Pupils progress is accelerated when a success criteria is implemented as they are able to judge the quality of work they have produced and how they can improve their work. Teachers also benefit from a success criteria as marking is less superficial as it focuses on specific areas that are already set.  The need for individual pupil targets decreases as pupils and teachers alike become more focused on meeting the success criteria.  This something that I had observed whilst conducting my research in School X, even in the short period of time whilst being there the head of department gave me access to pupils books so that I could see that this was more than evident. 
By using a success criteria you have to be extremely careful in being as specific as possible with the language used.  As differing interpretations of success criteria from pupils can constitute a major variable in the assessment process.  Even though all pupils have the same success criteria, how pupils view certain words differently can have a major impact on how they perform during the assessment.  Working in collaboration with pupils to build a success criteria engages pupils in their learning and enables them to work with the teacher to decide what success looks like.
One of the main issues with success criteria as suggested by Wragg (2001 pg 16) is that “pupils who are assessed too often could lose interest and motivation.”  If this form of AfL is continuous do pupils become uninterested in what is written on the success criteria, this would have a negative impact on learning. Some pupils show no interest in using the success criteria or level descriptors as a form of assistance in their learning.  On the contrary it could be suggested that pupils tend to work harder if they know they are going to be assessed, even though this form of assessment is formative, pupils tend to associate the word assessment with obtaining a good grade or level regardless of whether it is used to improve their learning.
Lower attainers are more reliant on teachers, the use of a success criteria encourages more independent learning, as what each pupil needs to achieve is set out in front of them before the assessment is undertaken “success can now be achieved even by the weakest children” (PMB, 2007 pg 12).  This is also encouraging for all learners as even high achievers can gain a higher level of knowledge and understanding when they know what success looks like, this is demonstrated to pupils with the success criteria and level descriptors.  Pupils can see the criteria of what they need to include within their answers to attain a level from the level descriptor provided with the assessment criteria.  By way of using level descriptors frequently it allows pupils to be aware of what is expected and reverse the stigma, instead of pupils viewing these levels as a way of the teacher assessing their intelligence they are using them as a learning tool.  I
Asking pupils to create a success criteria allows them to engage with and take responsibility for their own learning.  Discussing success criteria can deepen understanding and strengthen skills.  However it has been suggested that the time to talk about success criteria is after pupils have undertaken a task.  This is a preventative measure of ensuring that pupils do not follow the required steps without internalizing thought processes of what they need to do to achieve.  This also allows pupils to learn through their mistakes and to know what strategies to use in order to refrain from future mistakes, therefore showing improvement.  Pupils can use level descriptors without the success criteria to see what level they are currently working at and set targets for themselves on how they are going to improve.  
AfL helps learners understand what excellence looks like and how they can develop their own work to reach that level.  This makes knowledge and understanding more visible to the learner (john Hattie).  This can be done through the use of success criteria as pupils are fully aware of what they need to succeed in the assessment set.
School Policy and practice
I have witnessed during my first placement at School X the implementation of criterion referenced assessment, otherwise known as success criteria and level descriptors as a an assessment for learning strategy within the Religious Studies department throughout all key stages.  Within the scheme of work for the Religious Studies department, success criteria is a strategy that the department has put into practice throughout each topic taught.  Each teacher uses the same task and success criteria within each topic, allowing for continuity throughout each class and year group.  However, it is the teachers that devise the success criteria, pupils have no collaborative input on what the success criteria will be for assessment within each topic.   Within the year 9 scheme of work (SoW) there were four assessments throughout the topic of heroes of the Holocaust, as the topic was quite vast, this was to ensure that continuous learning was effective.  It would seem that even though School X has implemented success criteria like literature has suggested, the school has not implemented this form of assessment for learning in a way that is most effective and beneficial to pupils learning as suggested by contrasting literature.  If pupils worked collaboratively with the teacher to build a success criteria then pupils learning may be greatly impacted. Sutton (2006), suggested that for pupils to have the best learning experience they needed to be involved with creating a specific criteria for each assessment. Maki (2010) agrees with this as he states that “assessment is viewed as part of an integrated, collaborative learning experience” (Maki, 2010 pg 4).  If there is no collaboration then the strategy is not currently working at its most beneficial for student learning.  Upon speaking with staff, it became evident that one of the main reasons the department did not collaborate on success criteria with pupils was due to time constraints of having to deliver the curriculum.  It was suggested that it would take a considerable amount of the lesson to co create a success criteria for pupils to work to, that is why School X implemented a teacher made success criteria. Even though this links to current literature concerning the use of a success criteria to improve pupil learning, it is not implemented to its most effective where pupil learning is concerned.  Creating a success criteria is part of the learning process, pupils need to aid the teacher in providing information on what success looks like to achieve the most effective learning for the pupils.    
Methodology and ethics
Research was undertaken using a quantitative approach to study the impact of success criteria on pupils learning as a whole, without studying specific variables.  In order to do this, convenience sampling for data collection was used. Convenience sampling allows the teacher to collect data as a researcher from the class she already teaches, data can be collected in a manner in which is convenient for the teacher with little disruption to the pupils.  This type of sampling method is somewhat easier to use than other sampling methods, as it is cost effective and time saving as data can be gathered in a short period of time. Adversely this type of sampling has low external validity as it is difficult to acquire generalized conclusions from the research as it is possibly a biased sample to start with, this research repeated with random pupils may garner a different result.  This suggests that the general population of the school or on a larger scale, other comprehensive schools in Wales, may gain different results to Class Y that was used in the convenience sampling in this research.
Although there are numerous types of research that can be undertaken, for this study to be carried out action research was chosen as a methodology.  Action research “refers to a discipline inquiry done by the teacher with the intent that the research will inform and change…practices in the future” (Ferrance, E 2000).  This type of research enables the class teacher and sometimes the department, to look at the implementation of an assessment for learning strategy in which they can gather data and reflect on whether the strategy would work or is working for their classes within their current school.  This allows the teacher to evaluate what change they can bring about that will have the most positive impact on their students learning and what strategies may not be successful within their classroom environment.  Action research is of great benefit not only to the pupils but to the teacher also, as both are on a continuous journey in search of knowledge through learning and professional development.  Action research is a great tool of experimenting with new ideas in practice, as a means of increasing knowledge regarding learning and teaching (Kemmis & McTaggart 1988).
This method of research must take into account fitness for purpose (Sutton 2006) this principle requires teachers to be clear as to why they are assessing and therefore find the most appropriate technique to fullfil said purpose.  If the teacher is not clear as to what outcome is desired from the assessment then the assessment in itself is of no use.  This is also applicable to the learner, if the learner is unsure of why the assessment is being undertaken then they cannot effectively learn as there is no understanding of what is desired.  This links closely to the subject of validity, this is where the assessment delivers information that you intended to find out, in this case whether effective learning has taken place.  If there is no validity in the assessment then surely there is no point in assessing to begin with (Edenborough, 2005), this would pertain to using a level descriptor without a success criteria or feedback, as giving a pupil a level does not infer whether they have learnt what is needed from the lessons taught.  Validity could also be called into question as the researcher may not have implemented the research correctly “some of what passes for action research today is not action research at all but merely a species of field experimentation (Kemmis 2007, pg 176).  Cain (2001) agreed with this, inferring that this is still continuing today and that teachers are not implementing action research correctly.  Another negative to this type of research would be the reliability of testing.  There are so many outside influences that can affect the test, if the test had been undertaken at a different day or time period different results may have ensued.  This may be seen if the same test was repeated a number of times on the same pupils, it is possible that the outcomes may be different.  
Action research that is conducted by the class teacher may affect the end result as pupils have a familiarity with the teacher and may not be as eager to demonstrate what they have learnt.  However, If the research was undertaken by a different researcher other than the teacher, it is possible that this would impact the final result as pupils would be more eager to achieve as they are not in their comfort zone with their class teacher.  This raises similar issues to that of pre and post testing, pre testing is helpful for measuring students current knowledge, learning and skills at the time of the lesson.  Adversely this may not be show accurately due to the familiarity with the class teacher, pupils may be too comfortable to demonstrate what they have learnt.
The reason in which I chose pre and post testing as a methodology is because it is an easy way to conduct action research, as it is easily implemented during regular contact time with the pupils, and can be easily marked and analyzed.  Pre and post testing as described by Campbell & Stanley (1963) Is that it is a measurement process on a group or individual where the inauguration of an experimental change is added and then measured after the implementation has occurred.
However, like most methodology it has its advantages and disadvantages, the main advantage of pre and post testing is “its ability to measure change…to assess the impact of an intervention” (Kumar, R 2014 pg 137).  On the other hand the main limitation to this methodology is that it does not establish which variables are responsible for change it only measures change in its entirety (Kumar,R 2014). 
Ethics plays a vital role in that of educational research as it ensures protection of the participants of the study. In doing your research project by Judith Bell, Denscombe 2010 stated that, “the usual standard of ethics must be observed: permissions obtained, confidentiality maintained, identities protected.” I ensured that this was completed by submitting an ethics proposal to my university before undertaking the research project.  I maintained confidentiality and protected the identities of those involved by assuring a pseudonym was used for both the class and school.  I ensured that all pupils were aware of what my research entailed and asked for written permission to use the data that I collected, explaining to them that they could withdraw from the research at any given point.  Before commencing my research I reiterated what pupils had already been told and again explained to them that they could withdraw their consent if they wished to at whatever point they felt necessary.
There are some limitations to the use of ethics in educational research.  As the researcher you have to gain consent from pupils before undertaking the research.  This can have an adverse effect as it can cause a bias before starting the research, this could affect your knowledge of what pupils know and what they think the desired result should be.  Some pupils may wish to please the teacher due to their relationship that has been built over time.  Due to ethical issues of research, pupils must be aware of their participation in the study and that they can withdraw consent at any given time.  This can pose a problem due to the relationship between the teacher and pupils, every pupil could decide to withdraw consent because of a familiarity they have with the teacher.  If this happened every occasion the researcher was to conduct research the data would be useless, as it would not be allowed to be used under BERA guidelines as consent had been withdrawn.  However, if an external researcher was to conduct the research, pupils may be less likely to withdraw their consent. 
Another ethical issue that could be raised as that of the teacher being the researcher, how can the teacher be the researcher when even though they are similar they both have different priorities.  The goal of educational research is to understand, whereas the main goal of teaching is to help pupils learn. If a pupil is to ask a question of the assessment given, as a teacher it is your position to help the pupil to learn.  However as a researcher, by helping the pupil you could be adversely affecting the pupils attainment level and therefore the end result.  “Extingencies of teaching created a tension with the practice of research” (Wong, 1995 pg 25).  There which lies a moral dilemma of which role you will decide to follow whilst carrying out the research through assessment, do you follow fairness and aid the pupil with their issue, thus possibly impacting your results.  Or it could be suggested that you create unfairness in the classroom by not giving pupils help that is usually accessible to them, this could impact on their learning due to a change in their learning environment.  Therein lies the dilemma that Wong (1995) raised, you either take on the role of the teacher or the researcher, this could have adverse effects on the pupils in the research by upsetting the status quo of the classroom.
Evaluation 
Whilst conducting my research I initially planned for the pre and post tests to take four lessons to complete, with a number of lessons in between so that the tests were not consecutive to one another. The topic pupils were covering during the pre and post tests were heroes of the Holocaust, the topic was kept the same throughout both tests.  However, whilst undertaking the research I found that during the pre test lesson, pupils were continuously asking what should be included within their written piece of work.  Pupils were unsure and not comfortable with committing themselves in what they were writing, this led to low level class disruption as pupils were questioning each other as to what they should include within their answers.  Pupils were also continuously questioning myself, about what should be included despite the success criteria being in front of them.  This links closely to the possibility that pupils have been assessed too much using this strategy as suggested by Wragg (2001).  I too believe that this was due to the continuous use of a teacher created success criteria that led to disinterest and off task behaviors, which meant that most pupils did not implement it efficiently in their learning and some pupils did not make reference to it whatsoever. I cannot comprehend another reason as to why so many pupils would choose to overlook this aid in learning.  Or could it be as suggested by (Gardner 2006), that the pupils who did not want to use the success criteria did not want to do so due to previous low grades and that this has affected their personal value and therefore impacts upon their motivation as suggested by Barrett (2019).  Overall this disinterest led to the work needing to be carried out over three lessons instead of the two lessons I initially planned for, this was inclusive of pupils having dedicated improvement and reflection time (DIRT).  Even though this AfL strategy should be indicative of pupils learning, it may have also had a negative impact indirectly on pupils learning, as it meant that one extra lesson was taken away from a timetable that already has time constraints.  I was informed of these time constraints by a member of the Religious Education department whilst on placement at School X.  This led me to believe that the school does not implement the success criteria with collaboration fully into the department due to the time constraints of covering everything within the time allocated.
During the pre test it was evident to myself, that ALN pupils were struggling with the task given due to being unsure of what was expected of them in presentation or content of work, despite the success criteria being available for them to use. This is contrary to what was suggested by PMB (2007) as the weakest children found it increasingly difficult to achieve success despite the criteria being readily available.   This could infer that Weeden, Winter & Broadfoot (2002) were right to suggest that the criteria should be explicitly shared.  This success criteria was not discussed as a class, pupils had no input on what success looks like, it was merely on the table as a learning aid that there were accustomed to. There were very few pupils who were able to address and complete the task to a high standard through the use of the success criteria.  This too could be indicative of what Wragg (2001) has suggested.  These pupils were the higher ability pupils that understood the use of the success criteria as an aid in completing the task and impacting their learning. It could be said that Burke (2002) had a valid point when saying that success is the main motivator.  However, I do not believe that it is the main motivator for all, due to the fact that the success criteria and level descriptors were available to all pupils and the majority of pupils ignored what they were given and used their own individual ideas, as to what the success criteria for this task should look like.  Some pupils did not understand what was expected of them by the teacher, this may have been due to the individual pupils understanding of the language used within the assessment or a number of other extenuating circumstances, such as the overuse of a teacher made success criteria among other factors. Upon receiving feedback for the pre test task some pupils were extremely unhappy as they did not understand why they had received a lower level than what they were expecting, this reinforces what Thorndike (1913) and Butler (1988) said about level descriptors having a negative effect, as pupils did not look at the feedback, only the level which they had attained.  Although this may have been due to the pupil having their own success criteria that differs from the one the teacher provided. “They played a game of guessing what the assessor wanted largely because the criteria were not shared explicitly with them” (Weeden, Winter & Broadfoot, 2002 pg 83).  This could be relative to the fact that, as a class we did not go through the success criteria which could indicate that pupils were not willing to read the criteria given before starting their task.  If this had been implemented the research may have garnered different results.  Whilst conducting the pre test, the majority of pupils within the class completed the task except for two ALN pupils, despite being continuously prompted to stay on task.  Upon marking the written task, which was marked by myself, using the departments level descriptors, I found that the majority of the results were extremely low.  Three pupils in the class obtained a level 5, three pupils did not meet the criteria for a level 3 (one pupil completed the task the other two did not), these pupils had additional learning needs (ALN) and the rest of the class (twenty two pupils) gained a level 4.  This is far below the level of what pupils in this class should be attaining through their learning as they are altogether a bright class.  This suggests to me that this could be due to the teacher setting goals for the pupils, which in turn would affect intrinsic motivation as suggested by Barrett (2019). The other factor that may have affected the results of this test could be previous low levels attained which affects personal value (Gardner, 2006) this in turn could affect pupils not wanting to learn, hence the results of the pre test.

For the post test, research was undertaken using criterion-referenced assessment of school policy and pupil teacher collaboration, in order to make the success criteria for the task pupils were to undertake.  For the opening part of the first post test lesson, the pupils discussed as a class, with the aid of myself what they thought a successful piece of writing for the task they were to undertake would look like and what would need to be included to achieve success, therefore producing our collaborative success criteria.  After completion, I used the printer in the classroom to print the success criteria, so that pupils could use it independently.  This was used in conjunction with departmental level descriptors so that pupils could see for themselves, what they would need to include, what level they are currently working at and what would need to be included to achieve a higher level of the marking criteria.  This gives pupils independence in their learning and enables them to understand what should be included to achieve success, this also eliminates the lack of understanding due to language, as discussion as a class would enable better understanding .  This would encourage a specific skill set in pupils which would be beneficial, as pupils will have developed the skills of being able to use their own success criteria for future learning and assessment.  On the second lesson of my research, pupils settled quickly and upon reading through the success criteria and level descriptors pupils undertook the task with little to no talking from the start of the assessment.  Nearly all pupils stayed on task, with the exception of two of the ALN pupils and the written task was completed within the allotted two lesson time frame that I had allocated for my post test, pupils also had time for DIRT at the beginning of another lesson so that they could reflect to improve their own learning.  I chose to conduct my research in this way due to influential school and departmental policy regarding the use of level descriptors and success criteria, however, after reading literature surrounding this form of AfL I opted for a teacher pupil collaborative success criteria which is not currently used within School X.  Using a success criteria created by pupils with the aid of the teacher greatly improved the way in which pupils constructed their arguments, what they chose to include and a greater use of prior knowledge learned within the topic.  After conducting the post test where a collaborative success criteria was used along with departmental level descriptors that were printed out for all pupils so that they could be stuck into their books, the results improved drastically.  Six pupils obtained a level 7, eight pupils gained a level 6, six pupils gained a level 5, five pupils gained a level 4 and three pupils who did not meet the criteria for a level 3, these pupils had additional learning needs.  The below graph demonstrates the level attained by pupils before the AfL strategy was implemented and the level attained after the said strategy was put in place.  It is quite clear to see how much the use of success criteria has influenced their learning and enabled them to know what success looks like.  Only two out of those pupils did not improve with a collaborated success criteria compared to a teacher made success criteria, I believe that this could be due to the pupils additional learning needs that impact their learning regardless.  





Conclusions 
The aim of this assessment for learning research was to look at whether the use of a success criteria has an impact on pupils learning in Religious Education.  Upon reading literature it became apparent to myself, that even though a success criteria would aid pupils in learning, a teacher pupil collaborative success criteria has a greater impact on pupil learning.  The findings, of this research project have shown that the use of co constructed success criteria does in fact impact pupils learning.  Conversely an issue has arisen whilst reading literature and conducting this research that was not addressed within the confines of this study that I believe would require further investigation.  Black & Williams (1998), suggested that research undertaken always raises more questions that would justify more research in that specific area.  This coincides with the teacher as well as the pupil being on a continuous journey of learning and self reflection.           
My initial thought before conducting this research was that giving pupils such a detailed success criteria with the added help of level descriptors was a way of merely telling pupils what to include in their answer.  However, after conducting this research I have come to realize that, to enable pupils to succeed they need to know what is being asked of them.   I feel that my research on the assessment for learning strategy I used was successful.  It demonstrated to me that the use of a success criteria and level descriptors to complete a written task is paramount, this may only be true of pupils within School X as it has not been tested on pupils from other schools.  From evaluating the results of my research I was astounded at the improvement in learning from the pre test, the use of a teacher made success criteria and the post test, the use of a co constructed success criteria. As suggested by Clark (2012), I would ensure that the success criteria was produced in collaboration between myself and the students, before the written task was set. Allowing pupils to develop a success criteria gives them more control over their learning which will lead to more effective learning. “Success criteria must be generated by pupils to have maximum impact” (Clarke, 2012 pg 93)
   Limitations and future development
After concluding this research it is important for future researchers to account for the limitations of this study as well as recommended future development.  Firstly, it is difficult to assess the long term impact on pupils learning using the success criteria, whether collaboratively or teacher created.  It is also difficult to determine whether pupils learning was improved due to the other AfL strategies associated with use of success criteria or the success criteria itself.  Furthermore, it is difficult to assess the impact on learners using convenience sampling and during such a short period of time (Bell, 2005), therefore the research may have benefited from a longer time scale in order to test the strategy, to observe if there would have been differing results. This would enhance reliability as to whether the measurement is consistent and improve validity, as to whether a test measures what it intended to measure.  This would have to be conducted over a longer period of time and with an extension of participant size and a variant in the sampling used.
I found that literature could also be seen as a limitation as there were numerous literatures agreeing with the use of a success criteria but none to say that it was not impactful in some way.  The only variances within literature where the use of success criteria was concerned, was whether it has greater impact as a teacher made resource or whether collaboratively made with pupils.  I would very much like to conduct further research to understand how much of an impact a success criteria has compared to when one is not implemented.
Upon completion of this research it occurred to me that there may be a flaw within my method, this is due to the constructive feedback given after the post test.  This makes me ponder whether it was the constructive feedback that increased pupils learning or whether it was the use of the success criteria. As a result this has led me to query the effect the other forms of AfL have on learning through the use of a success criteria.  I believe that these AfL strategies need to be researched independently before further research can be undertaken as to whether they in themselves, have an impact on the use of success criteria.  I believe that it would be beneficial to myself and pupils to conduct research using success criteria without the use of level descriptors.  If Class Y or pupils in School X were not familiar with using level descriptors in their learning, it may cause a stigma and have a negative impact on pupils self esteem and learning therefore this test may only be applicable to pupils from School X.    
As a result of my research project, I would implement collaborative success criteria but not the use of level descriptors into my future lessons, this is due to witnessing myself that a level to a pupil is of great importance regardless of what feedback is given.  I believe that this is counter productive to effective learning.  This research will not only encourage me to participate in continued action research in this area but will improve my future practice and as a result impact pupils learning in a positive way.  However, as suggested by Black & Williams (1998) this research has left me with numerous questions and a  yearning to try to discover the answers, such as whether an AfL strategy, like a success criteria can be truly tested without other forms of AfL being taken into account or whether these forms of AfL are intertwined with each other.  Would the use of a success criteria without level descriptors have a more positive impact on pupil learning and finally as suggested by Kirschner, Sweller & Clark (2006) I would like to return to School X and use the same assessment, success criteria and level descriptors with Class Y to judge whether information from the time of my research has been retained in pupils long term memory.  I believe it is only then you can truly judge when a pupil has learned and whether the AfL strategy has been at its most effective.
My final thought on this research of AfL would be that, as long as success criteria is implemented correctly according to current literature, pupil learning will be improved and teachers reflective practice will be enhanced.  
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