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Research: Can success criteria be used by learners to create targets to improve as part of self-assessment?  

	
	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi'i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.
 
What I have done in this assignment.

	Targed/Target 1
	Ensure you synthesise and reflect - you have done this in a few places but in other places it could be further extended.


	I have tried to synthesise and reflect on lesson study one and 2. For example, by making comparisons.

	Targed/Target 2
	You should revise your referencing technique as you are not including page refs. for every direct quote.
	I have tried to include page references for direct quotes and revised the Havard Referencing Guide.

	Targed/Target 3
	Revise your use of the apostrophe as you are inconsistent in your use. 
Please proofread your work as I am sure you would have corrected these prior to submission.
	I have tried to seek advice and support from student services about proof reading skills.




Due to working in a school where over 40% of learners are considered MAT (More able and talented) in regard to national averages, I wanted my research question to explore how MAT learners engage with Assessment for Learning (AFL) strategies (Welsh Government, 2010) and to what effect.  Though there is much educational debate about what constitutes a ‘more able’ learner (Wallace et al 2004), this research will draw on Estyns’ guidance that MAT learners are those who are “more able across the curriculum and those who show particular ability or aptitude in one or more specific areas” (2018, p1).  

AFL, a type of formative assessment, is widely promoted and used throughout my placement school. Evidence is visible from learning walks, policy documents and observations.  The purpose of this research is to explore whether MAT learners can use success criteria, whether given to them or co-constructed, to create specific, attainable and relevant targets as part of self-assessment. 

Research will take place in two schools, both located in a suburb of Cardiff. Lesson Study 1 school is a one form entry, whereas lesson study 2 is three form entry.  In lesson study 2, the school is a curriculum pioneer school for Wales’ new curriculum; Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015).  As a curriculum pioneer school, they will play an important role in helping other schools implement and develop the new curriculum (Welsh Gov., 2015).  Both have been awarded ‘green’ standard by the national categorisation policy (Welsh Gov., 2019).  Although the two schools have a very different demographic in terms of number of pupils enrolled with free school meals (Appendix 13), our research question could be applied to and explored in both settings. 

Our research question is: Can success criteria be used by learners to create targets to improve as part of self-assessment?  The research partners discussed ability grouping and the use of the corresponding AFL strategies in their different contexts and decided they would make a good source of exploration and comparison.  In both year 5 classes, learners are seated according to ability grouping so observing their engagement and use of success criteria to create targets during the lesson is likely to be achievable.  In lesson study 2 learners often co-construct success criteria with their peers and teacher and carry out self-assessment in purple pen.  Learners are fairly used to creating targets as they do this at the start of every term and in other lessons where appropriate.

Success criteria and creating targets as part of self-assessment have been identified as instrumental tools in AFL (WAG 2010, Sadler 1998, Hattie 2009; 2012, Donaldson 2015). Black and Wiliam (1998) stipulated that the successful implementation of formative assessment could improve learners’ outcomes as learners would have a greater understanding of how to improve their own work.  Therefore, this research will be informed by surrounding literature on AFL and MAT learners.  

Evidence suggests that the key to challenging learners is creating next steps beyond their current Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygostky 1978, WAG 2010).  In this context the ZPD can be understood as the difference between what the learner can achieve alone and what they could potentially achieve with the scaffolding of a more knowledgeable other (MKO) or collaborative work (Vgotsky 1978, Schmidt 2009).   Research proposes that learners can only achieve these next steps if they understand the intention and what they need to do to fulfil it (WAG 2010).  WAG (2010) proposes that for self-assessment to be successful, learners need to be engaged with constructing the success criteria.  However effective self-assessment is not a skill learners can necessarily achieve without modelled behaviours or strategies from a more knowledge other (Vgostsky 1978, WAG 2010, WG 2013). 

However, AFL strategies, such as sharing success criteria, have not escaped scrutiny (Torrance 2007, Didau 2014).  Torrance warns that sharing success criteria with learners can create a transparency that actually removes any level of challenge and can foster ‘criteria compliance’ (2007, p282).  This is particularly interesting in relation to MAT learners as teachers seek to set challenges to keep stretching and engaging them.  Interestingly WAG (2010) note that success criteria is often most beneficial for lower ability learners.  This brings into question how effective sharing success criteria with MAT learners is.  If Black and Wiliam (1998) praise AFL for closing the attainment gap and WAG (2010, p28) proposes that “research in assessment for learning usually shows the most significant gains for the learners with low basic skills”, then it begs the question: what are the ramifications for MAT learners?  Does sharing success criteria remove the level of challenge that MAT learners need to stretch beyond their ZPD or can success criteria be used by MAT learners to identify how to stretch themselves beyond their ZPD?

Research reports that around 20% of learners are considered MAT and thus, require additional opportunities to extend themselves across the curriculum or in a specific area (Wallace et al 2004, Estyn 2018).  However, on inspection only a few schools in Wales are providing sufficient opportunities for their MAT learners to achieve their potential (Estyn 2011, 2018, NACE 2019).  Estyn found that in schools where MAT learners were excelling a key factor is that they “know what to do to improve their work and develop a keen sense of responsibility for progressing their own learning” (2018, p3).  The report explains that “in highly-effective schools, assessment for learning strategies contribute exceptionally well to helping pupils to know how well they are doing, what they need to improve and how to do this” (Estyn, 2018, p19).  It stresses that teachers need to create high quality opportunities for learners to take part in self-assessment (Estyn 2011, 2018).  Despite reporting that assessment strategies, such as setting targets, are highly effective, the report does concede that assessment strategies aren’t necessarily being used effectively or consistently across schools in Wales (Estyn 2011, 2018).

Research also suggests that much educational debate is around helping disadvantaged or lower achieving pupils, often leaving the educational well-being of MAT learners neglected (Nace 2019, Heller-Sahlgren 2018, Bui et al 2014).  It is widely recognised that the body of research on MAT learners isn’t yet sufficient (Nace 2019, Heller-Sahlgren 2018, Plucker and Callahan 2014).  However, what has been identified is that enriched learning in combination with independent tasks prove most suitable to MAT learners (Heller-Sahlgren 2018).  Heller-Sahlgren (2018) proposes that what works well for MAT learners sits in opposition to teacher led teaching styles that suit most learners.  However, due to a lack of research Heller-Sahlgren (2018) asserts that research is yet to present definites about what environments or provisions work and what effect differential growth in ability has over time (Lohman and Korb 2006).  Heller-Sahlgren (2018) suggests that research of MAT learners is so difficult because they are likely to succeed across a range of strategies and thus, it is difficult to ascertain which techniques help them to exceed most.  Thus, Heller-Sahlgren (2018) recommends randomised controlled experiments as one way to test students across a range of strategies.

This research has employed lesson study (Dudley 2015) as its methodology.  This is a form of action research which incorporates teaching, observation, interviews and reflection.  Lesson study is a model of action research that encourages classroom observation as a part of collaborative approach to developing professional learning and teaching (Bracken 2019, Warwick et el 2016, Cajkler 2015, Dudley 2015).  Teachers work together, focusing on the need and learning of real pupils to try to solve teaching and learning based problems that are affecting pupil progress (Fernandes and Yoshida 2004).  This is supported by further research that find collaborative observations that support creative reflection an essential part of what makes great teaching (Coe et al, 2014).  Lesson study allows professionals to hone into specific students and how certain methods of teaching practice can impact their learning.  As suggested by Dudley (2015), three key study pupils will be selected.  For the purpose of this research, they will be three MAT learners.

The methods of data collection used include reflection, observation and semi-structured interviews. Dudley (2015) stipulates that interviews add great value to research as pupils’ voice is key to understanding the learner’s interaction with the research.  The research will use the triangulation of observation, interviews and reflection to increase the validity of the research in order to make comparisons as advised by Cohen and Manion (2011).  Semi-structured interviews allow the researcher to collect qualitative data by building rapport and using open-ended questions (Cohen et al 2018, Bell and Waters 2018).  This method is appropriate for this research as it offers some scaffolding to younger learners, while remaining flexible enough for the researcher to follow-up on an interviewees point with spontaneous questions where appropriate (Cohen et al 2018, Bell and Waters 2018).  Although there is the potential that young learners will say what they think you want to hear, thus calling into question the validity of the data, the risk of this will be minimised by assuring learners they will not face any repercussions or rewards from answers as there is no right or wrong answer (Cohen et al 2018, Bell and Waters 2018).  The interviews will be audio recorded to allow the researchers to concentrate on the learners rather than consistently taking notes.  The research closely considered the potential disadvantages of interviews.  For example, learners can feel at unease in unfamiliar environments and it is important to consider the impact of delay in conducting interviews long after the lesson study (Cohen et al, 2011).  For this reason, the interviews were conducted straight after the lesson study in an environment familiar to the learners.

The researchers created an observation schedule that will be used when observing each other.  The Leuven scale of involvement (Laevers, 1994) has been chosen to measure learners’ engagement with the success criteria during the lesson as it provides a consistent framework of measurement across the research.  Once the learners have created their targets, the researchers will assess whether their targets are specific, attainable and relevant.  The learners will write their targets on a self-assessment form created for the lesson study (Appendix 5 and 11).   Cohen et al (2011) propose that observation can add value to research due to the opportunity to take notes as a non-participant.  The researchers have chosen to use a reflection model (Appendix 3 and 9) that incorporates Brookfield’s four lenses (1998) and Gibbs’ six-point model of reflection (1988) that has built on Kolb’s initial learning cycle (1984).  Brookfield’s’ four lenses (1998); students' eyes, colleagues’ eyes, theories and post-experiences directly correlate with the research method.  For example, students’ eyes are key during the student interviews, colleagues’ eyes are essential in peer feedback, theories will inform the literature review and post experiences will inform the reflection stage.  

During lesson study 2 all learners will create possible success criteria as part of a ‘Think, Pair, Share’ (WAG, 2010) activity.  I have chosen this method as research supports that learners will usually “produce better quality success criteria when working collaboratively” (WAG, 2010, p28).  Furthermore, it offers the MAT learners the opportunity to work independently (Nace 2019 and Heller-Sahlrgren 2018).  By having to think critically about which success criteria may be appropriate for the task, it reduces the risk of ‘criteria compliance’ but still actively involves the learners in their construction (WAG 2010, Estyn 2018).  Despite taking the necessary steps to increase validity, there are some complications in educational research (Broekhempa and Hout-Wollers 2007) that still apply here and will be considered further in the analysis and recommendation section.

As lesson study research is largely conducted in the classroom, ethical considerations are paramount to protect the participants and also ensure the validity of the research (Blackburn 2018, David et al 2001).  To ensure this the research project followed both BERA guidelines (2018) and the Universities’ Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice (2017-20).  In line with UWTSD Code of Practice (2017-20) an ethics form was submitted and approved by an ethics committee before any research was conducted.  The ethics from considered the methodology, location, risks to intended participants, consent, confidentiality and data collection.  This research also considered the UNCRC guidelines (1989) and Every Child Matters (Gov.co.uk, 2003) documentation due to the age of the participants.  In particular, article 12 and 13 corresponding to a child’s right to express themselves and have their views considered were pertinent in this research (UNCRC, 1989).  Informed consent was gained by parents and learners were informed of the project and their rights to give or withdraw assent at any point (Appendix 14). 

To consider the results and analysis from both lesson studies, we will first address the participants’ engagement with the teaching input using the Leuven Scale (Laevers, 1994), before considering their engagement with the success criteria and whether they were able to create specific, relevant and attainable targets.  Finally, I will analyse the interviews to draw a better understanding of the learners’ engagement with the lesson, success criteria and targets.  I arrived well ahead of the lesson to actively take part in the mornings circle time and ‘Helpwr Heddiw’.  Laevers (1994) highlights that learners’ involvement in a lesson is co-dependent on their wellbeing, therefore I wanted to build rapport with the learners in advance of the lesson study so they felt at ease with my presence in the classroom.  This was particularly important in my partners’ placement school where many children faced socio-economic hardship and thus, further unsettling their environment could have affected their ability to take part in the lesson (American Physiological Association, 2017). 

The lesson objective was for learners to expand sentences using an adjective, when, where, why and how, (Appendix 1).  Learners were given the opportunity to choose which level of challenge they wanted to access from bronze, silver or gold, (Appendix 2).  All three participants were very quick to independently choose ‘gold’ which was the most challenging level of work.  This suggests that the learners effectively engaged with the lesson objectives which is in line with Estyns’ (2018) report that suggests it essential that learners initially know how well they are doing.  By choosing the gold standard work without need for affirmation from a MKO, it suggests learners feel confident that they are able to achieve the highest level of work.  On balance, their confidence in choosing the gold standard challenge conversely may suggest they didn’t actually find it challenging enough.  They did not require any teacher support throughout the production of the task and one of the participants didn’t ask any peers for help.  The learners also didn’t independently use any devices or books to access a thesaurus.  From this one could question whether learners were actually stretched during the production of the task.  Cowley (2019) reflects that task differentiation is not necessarily the answer to supporting MAT learners, suggesting that in action differentiation such as change of language, may be more effective.  However, this can be difficult during whole class input.

As I observed the lesson study, all three participants displayed the characteristics of MAT learners.  In particular child 3 was able to spot spelling errors in their own work, and went on to correct those errors independently without any prompt, (Appendix 6).  According to the Leuven scale for Engagement, one participant scored level 5 ‘Extremely High’ during teaching input, while the other two scored level 4 ‘High’ (Laevers, 1994).  The level 5 participant smiled obviously throughout and raised her hand with enthusiasm at any given opportunity, laughing with glee at her own examples.  The other two learners didn’t show any sign of unease or distraction, but were not as outwardly jubilant about the task (Appendix 6).

During the production of the work, learner 1 and 2 openly shared ideas and laughed over their ideas.  However, learner 3 quietly worked on their task not seeking support from their peers or teacher.  Nonetheless, learner 3 did not show any unease and remained focussed on their work throughout.  Although their engagement level with the main task was fairly easy to observe, with all scoring no lower than level 4 throughout the lesson.  Observing their engagement with success criteria was far more challenging.  Although in lesson study 2 the researcher gave learners the ability to co-construct success criteria with their peers using ‘Think, Pair, Share’ (WAG, 2010), in lesson study one the researcher chose to give the MAT learners pre-made success criteria after the teaching input.  All learners made no obvious reference to the success criteria during the production of their task.  However, some research suggests that this isn’t necessarily because learners are not using the success criteria.  Heller-Sahlgren (2018) explains that MAT learners can quickly transfer knowledge to their working memory.  Thus, it is potentially inappropriate for the researcher to look for MAT learners to keep referring to the success criteria as representative of their engagement with it, as they may not require educational features “such a memorisation, repetition and drill” (Heller-Sahlgren, 2018, p23).

Before the end of the lesson, all three participants were given time to create their targets underneath the success criteria.  All participants appeared to consult their work and the success criteria to create targets.  However, during this time was where I saw learners show the most hesitation and signs of confusion.  Learners did not display the same confidence and pride in the targets they had created, that they had with the descriptive sentence they had produced.  For example, child 1 and 2 who appeared to enjoy sharing their ideas and sentences during the main task did not seek to share their targets with such eagerness, (Appendix 6).  

During the interview, child 2 seemed particularly overexcited and was perhaps most likely to say what she thought she should say.  For example, my research partner commented that her excitable behaviour was unusual.  This is indicative of the Hawthorne Effect (Cohen et al, 2007).  Her excitement and eagerness to answer questions might suggest the process was actually over stimulating for her.  Child 2, for example, said she had referred to the success criteria during the task.  However, this was not visible from observation, but the learner said she had memorised the success criteria and didn’t need to refer to the paper in order to use them.  This is in line with Heller-Sahlgreen’s (2018) findings that MAT learners can access information in their working memory with ease, but this makes it very difficult to observe or qualify. 

However, when asked what they used when creating targets all participants said they looked through today’s work.  Child 1 and child 2 also consulted previous work and targets.   However, only child 3 said they used success criteria to create targets.  Child 3 said success criteria allowed her to check whether she had missed anything when checking her own work.  All three participants said they didn’t discuss their targets with their peers, which is contrast to child 1 and child 2s working style during the main task.  Child 1 and child 2 also recognised that these are targets they had used before suggesting they were not specific to today’s work, (Appendix 4).

In conclusion, all three learners had clearly achieved the lesson goals and this was evident in their written work.  To improve the lesson, the teacher could have modified the gold level challenge after all three MAT learners had shown they could successfully and independently achieve the GOLD level challenge during the input session where learners wrote practice sentences on their whiteboards.  Having noticed that the task was very quickly accessible to the learners, the teacher could have provided a word mat with vocabulary known to be unfamiliar to them for them to research and include in their sentences.  The teacher could consult NACE blog posts with suggestions on how to challenge MAT learners, (Lowe, 2019).   As researchers, this experience highlighted that it can be difficult to presume or measure a MAT learners' engagement because they can work so independently.  The fact they struggled most with creating specific, attainable and relevant targets aligns with Estyns’ (2011, 2018) findings that the use of assessment for learners in itself does not mean learners will be able to exploit them to their full potential.

My research partner arrived in time for registration and ‘Helpwr Heddiw’ to help the learners feel at ease before the lesson study.  The observer sat amongst the MAT learners, which was easily arranged as the class sit in ability grouping.  Interestingly two out of the three learners achieved level 5 on Leuven scale for engagement during the input and the other one was level 4 which mirrors that of lesson study one, (Appendix 6 and 12).  Both lessons used differentiated tasks in the input and all learners went for red which is the hardest and equivalent to gold in lesson study 1.  The teaching researcher asked all learners to display on their fingers how confident they felt with the topic of the lesson, ‘speech marks’, and all three of the observed MAT learners showed 10 for completely confident.  However, despite self assessing themselves at 10, child 2 still made punctuation errors during the input task.  Cowley (2019) reports learners feeling like they’re not learning anything new can lead to frustration in MAT learners.  Thus, after seeing learners self-assess themselves 10 out of 10, I needed to get them onto the main task as quickly as possible so they could access challenge to reduce the likelihood of disengagement.  However, using a visible form of self assessment, such as showing how confident you feel on your fingers isn’t necessarily reliable or an honest reflection of a learner’s true self assessment.  For example, learners may feel pressure to show high performance in front of their peers (Saavedra & Kwun, 1993, Gavin et al. 2015).  This could be especially true of MAT learners who are used to being seen as very competent by their peers.  Therefore, this method of assessment for learning needs be triangulated by observation and effective questioning by the teacher to increase validity.  Child 2 and 3 scored highly in the Leuven scale in their interaction with the success criteria as they co constructed in collaboration with their peers.  Their ability to construct success criteria independently suggests they had a good understanding of the use of punctuation in practice; including speech marks.  Child 1 did not show much engagement with constructing the success criteria, however we can only speculate on likely causes.  For example, as a MAT learner they may have felt apathy towards the task as it was too easy or regardless of the task, may not be the kind of person who is willing to share ideas with peers who are more confident and dominant.  The latter would also be hard to decipher from a group interview.  On the other hand child 3 often remarks “I don’t know what to do?” despite being able to achieve all tasks and self-assessing themselves as 10 out of 10 in confidence with success criteria.  This is typical of their behaviour across all lessons despite being a MAT learner.  Research has found that MAT learners can suffer from perfectionism which could be a reason for the students' anxiety towards making sure their work is perfect and needing constant praise in order to proceed (Olsson et al, 2020).  In this instance the challenge for the teacher moving forward is to set challenges which stretch the learner but that are not unrealistic and contribute to a perfectionist environment (Olsson et al, 2020).

During the interview, all three learners expressed that creating targets was difficult.  All sought advice from the teacher and were prompted to think about where else speech marks could be helpful in different contexts.  For example in poetry or story writing, (Appendix 11).  Interestingly, in the interview child 1 also commented that they had memorised the success criteria so didn’t need to visibly keep referring to it throughout.  This mirrors what child 2 said during the interview in lesson study one, (Appendix 4 and 10).  This once again raises the difficulty of observing MAT learners as they may not seek obvious support due to their abilities to work independently and easily access their working memory (Heller-Sahlgren 2018).  

It is noticeable that all the MAT learners show high levels of engagement during input and production, but struggled with creating their own targets to improve.  Most learners suggested that this was because they had achieved the success criteria and couldn’t think about what else they needed to do.  This signals that to further support learners in their independent creation of specific, attainable and relevant targets, teachers need to support them to develop their critical thinking and problem-solving skills (Wallace et al 2004, Successful Futures 2015, WG 2013).

This research fits into the current body of research that highlights the difficulties in making conclusive findings in educational research.  In this instance MAT learners and self-assessment (Heller-Sahlgren 2018, Gavin et al 2015, Broekhempa and Hout-Wollers 2007).   As outlined earlier Estyn proposed where AFL strategies are employed successfully learners “know how well they are doing, where they need to improve and how to do this” (2018, p19).  

In both lesson studies all learners chose the hardest level of work available.  This suggests learners are aware of their abilities and know how well they doing in relation to what level of task to choose.  However, what is unclear is whether learners can identify where they need to improve and how to do this.  From the targets learners created (Appendix 5 and 11) some learners were able to identify where to improve and some were able to identify how to do this, but significantly none of the target sheets show an understanding of how to do both.  For example, in response to lesson study one all learners were able to create three targets. However, only two of those could be considered specific; namely to add more adjectives and to add more adverbs, (Appendix 5).  

The others were generalised and not specific to the sentence structure practised in the lesson.  For example, to use better handwriting and give better answers, (Appendix 5).   Therefore it is debatable whether the targets are attainable. For example, although a learner may say they need to use more adjectives the target does not explain which adjectives they may use or in which type of work.  Using the term adjective also does not necessitate their understanding of them or how they function in a text.   Welsh Gov (2013) highlights a key strand of AFL is a learner's ability to develop their own learning.  However, setting a generalised target that is neither specific nor attainable suggests an inability for learners to develop their own learning independently at this stage.

In lesson study two, not all learners were able to construct three targets.  One learner just wrote ‘to practice these skills in storytelling’, (Appendix 11).  This approach is very different from that of the learners in lesson study one.  Whereas in lesson study one learners gave generalised remarks on what they need to improve, the targets in lesson study two seemed to focus on how to do this.  For example, the targets in lesson study two don’t specify what skill they intend to use in the other piece of work and are thus not specific or attainable.  Research suggests that without sufficient modelling learners will not necessarily be able to create specific, attainable and relevant targets (WG 2010, WAG 2013).  

In the recommendations, it will be considered how better modelling and a wider understanding of the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (WG 2008) could assist learners in creating more productive targets as part of self-assessment.  Nonetheless, these ambiguous findings could be deemed characteristic of educational research due to the complexity and variants of educational settings (Broekhempa and Houe-Wollers 2007).

In conclusion, the methodology of lesson study as a form of action research proved an insightful opportunity for continued professional development for both researchers.  Both researchers found this collaborative method offered an invaluable teaching and learning experience that could be used to hone in on  an issue relevant to each context (Bracken 2019, Warwick et el 2016, Cajkler 2015, Dudley 2015).  Lesson study proved a rich tool for continued professional development (Grundy and Robison 2004, Sachs 2007).  It can be tweaked and re-visited according to the needs of the learners and educators and offers space for productive reflection (Sachs 2007, Grundy and Robinson 2004).  The triangulation of observation, reflection and interviews offers researchers a wide range of valuable data to analyse.  However, each element offered its own strengths and limitations.  For example, observations allowed the researcher to capture the case pupils’ reactions at different points in the lesson (Dudley 2015).  Moreover what has been identified above is that MAT learners may be particularly challenging to observe as they tend to be able to work more independently and often from memory (Heller-sahlgren 2018).  Similarly, although interviews do offer an important opportunity to gain insight into pupil perspective (Dudley 2015), both the validity of interviews and observations can be challenged by the potential for learners to experience the ‘Hawthorne Effect’ as described by Cohen et al who warn that “the presence of the researcher alters the situation” (2007, p189).

The use of success criteria and targets had been piloted in both classes before the research was conducted as they are both forms of AFL that are promoted and used widely throughout the schools.  In the future I would like to carry the positive elements of these approaches across to my next placement school.  For example, collaborative peer and self-assessment and scheduled pupil improvement time.  However my conclusion was that there is definitely room for improvement in the future.  In response to the upcoming recommendations, I would be keen to take part in another lesson study, to see to what extent if at any; the following recommendations impact my teaching practice and consequentially on the experience of the learners.  The biggest area this research has brought to light is the importance of effective modelling of targets and the potential use of the Literacy and Numeracy Framework, to assist teachers and learners alike to understand and develop their targets.  This would be the quickest change that I could make and that I personally believe would have the biggest impact.  However, in the long to term I intend to develop the learners independent problem solving and critical thinking skills to reduce the need for extensive teacher scaffolding.

The research created valuable discussion around MAT learners, AFL and how they might be able to support each other.  Welsh Government (2013) suggests that sharing the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (2008) is one way in which to support learners creating targets.  I would argue this could be particularly effective with MAT learners as they would be able to look ahead for progression.  Creating targets was the element of the research where the learners experienced most difficulty.  The LNF would aid them to see the context in which they’re working and working on problem solving skills may allow MAT learners to notice how they could use these skills cross curricularly.  In the targets they created learners only suggested using the skill in other literacy-based skills, such as poetry and story writing.  Whereas the LNF could aid them in developing thoughts about how to apply and develop their skills across the curriculum.  

The scaffolding of this ability is vital though, and WG (2013) suggest peer assessment can act as a gateway to better self-assessment skills.  Thus, using a variety of AFL strategies, such as tickled pink and green for growth (WAG 2010) to develop peer-assessment could lead to develop the necessary critical thinking skills to develop themselves (Wallace et al 2004, Successful Futures 2015, WG 2013).  However, in my approach to supporting MAT learners I must remain open to techniques outside of AFL.  Research warns of the potentially reductive effect of monocausual analysis in which the belief that one approach can solve a problem leads to the ignorance of other potentially productive solutions (Broekhempa and Hout-Wollers 2007).  This research will be used to inform the researchers’ future teaching practice and provide a starting point in which to develop their teaching of MAT learners and AFL strategies as part of self-assessment.
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