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The location of my research was carried out in School X, a medium sized school in the county of Monmouthshire, South Wales. There are roughly 1,000 pupils (Estyn, 2014) enrolled at the school and the class that I decided to conduct my research on was a Year 10 GCSE History class that study the WJEC unit Depression, War and Recovery: Britain 1930-1951. All members of the class agreed to participate in the process which meant that the research covers the data of the whole class, which numbers the participants at 15 in total. The 15 participants contain 7 males and 8 females, there are no participants that are eligible for free school meals, no participants that have been highlighted as more able and talented and no participants that have an additional learning need. This is a ‘mixed ability’ class, so one can suggest that there will be a varying range of scores in the pre and post-tests. My research question is ‘the impact of teacher feedback on the scores of an exam-style question.’ The reason why I have chosen to research this question is because I wanted to try and measure how much of an impact my marking and feedback had on pupils’ responses to an exam-style question. I will be conducting my research on one style of question only, this is Q1 on the Depression, War and Recovery unit exam paper and is worth four marks.
	Unfortunately, extensive research has not been conducted on the impact of teacher feedback/marking but what little research that has been done I have decided to group into themes/categories which will be discussed in depth later in this essay. The first theme that emerges from the research is the importance of quality and meaningful feedback, the second theme is the debate on whether pupils should be provided with a mark or grade for their piece of work and the third theme covers the importance of allowing pupils time to reflect on the feedback that has been given to them by their teacher.
	The first theme that relates to my research question of measuring the impact of teacher feedback, is to discuss the quality of feedback that teachers give to their pupils. Marking is pivotal to the teaching profession, it can provide important feedback to pupils and help teachers identify pupil misunderstanding (Elliott, 2016). However, throughout the profession, the quality of marking and feedback, and the delivery of it differs from teacher to teacher. Feedback should not be provided for the sake of it, Didau (2014) states that you should only provide feedback for these 3 reasons; 1) to provide clarity 2) to get pupils to increase their effort and 3) to get pupils to increase their aspirations. This argument by Didau suggests that before providing feedback teachers should think more clearly about what they want to the pupil to get out of the feedback that is being provided and if it fits into these 3 categories. However, one of the weaknesses of Didau’s argument is that to provide clarity, it is not good enough to just provide the student with the answer or outright correct their misunderstanding. It would be better to provide a hint or a ‘recipe for future action’ (Wiliam, 2011) which will cause the student to think more deeply about the feedback which will lead to more learning and progress because they have solved the misunderstanding for themselves.
	It is possible for feedback and marking to have a negative effect on pupils, therefore the feedback one provides needs to be carefully considered because of the potentially damaging effects and counterproductivity that poor feedback could cause (Wiliam, 2011). In my last placement, the marking technique of ‘tick and flick’ was prevalent in some classes. This was justified because the Senior Leadership Team wanted to see evidence of red pen in pupils work. However, research suggests that ‘tick and flick’ marking is not beneficial (Elliott, 2016) this could be because ‘tick and flick’ marking provides no information whatsoever on how to improve. Furthermore, it could also have an even more damaging effect because students may start to believe that teacher feedback is uninformative when in fact it can be an extremely powerful tool. It is far better to prioritise the quality of marking over the quantity of marking (Elliott, 2016). Research suggests that a pupil will learn nothing from an exercise book that is fully marked, containing only ‘ticks and flicks’ or ‘good effort’ because it simply provides no useful information on how to improve (Fletcher-Wood 2017). A student will learn much more however, from an exercise book that is partially marked but contains well-constructed feedback from which they can learn and reflect on. Therefore, teachers should be reflecting on not how much they are marking, but how well they are marking.
	A teacher should never underestimate the power of feedback and the effects that it can have on a pupil, both positively and negatively. Dylan Wiliam argues that teacher feedback provides 8 outcomes for the pupil. Only 2 of the 8 outcomes will have a positive effect on the pupil whereas the other 6 will have a negative effect (Wiliam, 2011). This argument from Wiliam highlights how crucial it is to provide quality feedback because it is statistically likely that your feedback will cause a negative reaction. Therefore, all feedback that a teacher provides has to be carefully thought through to avoid these likely negative outcomes and achieve the elusive positive ones. Wiliam (2011) argues that feedback that already states that that the learner has reached their goal, may cause the learner to ease off and put in less effort. Therefore, one could suggest that when providing feedback, the teacher should refrain from informing the learner that they have reached their goal. However, it is also possible that informing the learner that they have reached their goal might continue to motivate them and even re-adjust their target to a higher and more ambitious one. 
	Some pupils tend to view feedback in a particularly negative way, some pupils believe that the more feedback you get, the worse your work is (Wiliam, 2011). It is extremely important to give high quality feedback in a situation where the learner has fallen short of their target. This is because it is statistically more likely to cause a negative effect on the pupil rather than a positive when providing feedback which states that the pupil’s piece of work has fallen short of their target (Wiliam, 2011). The three negative effects that could occur due to poor feedback when a pupil misses their target are; the pupil reduces their aspiration, decides the goal is too hard, or they ignore the feedback altogether. The only positive effect the feedback could have is that it may give the pupil a ‘wake-up call’ and they increase their effort (Wiliam, 2011). Wiliam’s argument on the potential effects that feedback could have, really do highlight the importance of high-quality marking and feedback. There are potentially more negative effects of feedback rather than positive, so it is so important to provide high quality feedback every time because of the damaging effects that poor feedback can have.
	The process of flicking through a pupil’s exercise book suggests that the vast majority of feedback that is provided by the teacher is either misunderstood or ignored (Didau, 2014). Therefore, it is more beneficial for teachers to provide feedback on how improve at the specific task (Hattie & Timperley, 2007), rather than generic feedback on the quality of the pupil’s exercise book. Providing feedback in the form of; Where am I going? How am I going? And where next? Can have an extremely powerful effect on learning if done correctly (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). To be effective, feedback needs to direct attention to what’s next, rather than focusing on how well or badly the student did (Wiliam, 2011). Therefore, a technique that teachers could use for marking is to provide short-term targets through WWW (What Went Well) and EBI (Even Better If) (Elliott, 2016). Another technique that could be used is to mark in a way that Feeds up (where am I going?), Feeds back (How am I going?), and Feeds Forward (Where next?).
	It would be fair to suggest that the more frequent the feedback, the more benefits and progression that the pupils would make. One study has shown that next lesson feedback has a positive impact, but the frequency and speed of marking hasn’t been studied in depth (Elliott, 2016). However, as I have discussed earlier referencing Wiliam’s (2011) argument, feedback can be damaging, so if pupils are frequently receiving bad feedback it would have an even greater effect than if their work was marked more sparsely. Other research has suggested that less feedback might better, if you delay feedback it may help long-term learning and in immediate feedback may degrade learning because students do not have the time to ponder and reflect on their learning (Soderstrom and Bjork, 2013). 
	The second theme that emerges from the literature is the discussion of whether students should be provided with a grade or mark alongside their feedback for their assessed piece, or if they should just be provided solely with comment feedback with no mark or grade on their work. Elliott (2016) argues that awarding grades may reduce the impact of marking. This is due to the tendency of students to firstly, fixate on the grade that they have received, secondly, turn to their neighbour to compare grades and then finally, they may briefly look at the feedback comments or ignore them outright. Wiliam (2011) supports the view of Elliott, Wiliam argues that comments become defunct as soon as you put a score alongside it. For summative pieces’ grades should not be given (Wiliam, 2011) this is because as Elliott has also mentioned, the feedback provided is only glanced upon. If a student has reached their target grade, then they will believe that they don’t need to read the feedback because they have already reached their target grade. Moreover, by providing grades it formally groups students in terms of abilities. This will have a knock-on effect in class because one pupil may believe that the more challenging work is only open to the pupils who had an ‘A’ grade in the last test and because he/she only had a ‘C’ in the most recent test then they may believe that that standard of work will always be too far and out of reach, when in fact if they just acted on the comment feedback provided and not focused on the grade, then they would (in time) be able to access the higher levels of work. 
Wiliam (2011) commented that a colleague of his only provides a grade on a paper if it is of an ‘A’ grade standard. This is an extremely effective way of marking because pupils are very eager to receive grades and results. If they know that they will only receive a grade when it is of an ‘A’ grade standard, then it is possible that some pupils will strive for excellence and work even harder and try and hit that ‘A’ grade so they can finally receive a mark on their paper. This technique of marking could prove to be effective in increasing pupils’ work ethic and motivation to do better in class. Furthermore, if the colleague of Wiliam mentioned, states that it is possible for every person in the class to obtain an A grade then this would add to the culture of the classroom. The learning environment that is implemented in the colleague of Wiliam’s is probably one of inclusivity and high aspirations. One can suggest that in his classroom he states that it is possible for everyone to achieve an A grade because in school is simply how you apply yourself and how hard you are willing to work (Didau, 2014) to achieve those targets. By only receiving a grade on your paper when your mark is ‘worthy’ of an A would motivate myself highly if I was in this situation, so I assume that it would motivate others also.
When providing no grade feedback it is crucial that even though the pupils do not have access to their marks/grade, the classroom teacher should still keep an up to date mark sheet to inform them of how well the pupils are doing and if they are making the necessary progress in order to achieve their target grade. As a classroom teacher it is not always possible to provide equal amounts of written feedback to every pupil in the class. There may be pieces of work that a teacher decides that needs more feedback because of a misunderstanding by the pupil and other pieces that only need a small amount of feedback because they had understood the concept fully. As mentioned above, some pupils believe that the more feedback they have, the worse their work is (Wiliam, 2011). To combat this and provide equality for every pupil the teacher marking should use the ‘3 question feedback’ technique. This is where you ask a pupil a question then leave a few lines and so on until every pupil has 3 questions to do with the piece of work that they have completed (Wiliam,2011). This seems to be an effective way of providing feedback due to the fact that every pupil is doing the same amount of work and there is consistency across the class.   
From the research it suggests that there are clear benefits to no grade/mark feedback and that all schools may benefit from incorporating this technique. A study by Smith & Gorard in 2005 implemented the technique of no grade feedback in a school in Wales and their findings went against the literature that is discussed above. They measured the impact of no grade feedback in one out four mixed ability year 7 classes. The class who received only comment feedback made less progress in English, Welsh, Maths and Science compared to the other 3 classes who were given comment and grade feedback. This is extremely surprising because of the arguments from Wiliam (2011) who state that the comments become ‘defunct’ when provided with a grade. This is clearly not the case in this study, and one could suggest that students do even better when they are given both feedback and a grade. Therefore, one can imply that no grade feedback had a negative effect on the class and had a damaging effect on the progress of the pupils (Smith & Gorard, 2005).
When Smith & Gorard carried out their research, they also interviewed the pupils about their school life and were careful not to lead them specifically to the fact that they had not been provided with their grades when their peers had been. However, many of the pupils, when interviewed brought up the fact that they had not been given their grades and they were extremely unhappy about it (Smith & Gorard, 2005). They also stated that the comment only feedback that they received was of poor quality and that they did not know how to act on it, they were also unhappy that when their parents asked how they were doing in a certain subject, they could not respond but they had not been given a level or a grade (Smith & Gorard).
The reason for the negative results of this study is extremely surprising. However, the reason that no grade had damaged the progress of pupils could have been down to the teacher that were part of the study. They may not have understood what they were meant to be doing and when the feedback comments provided by the teachers were inspected, they were on the whole poor. They only praised pupils (which one knows has little effect on progress) in their comments, so it is no surprise that the intervention had little effect (Smith & Gorard, 2005). Furthermore, as noted in the interview, the pupils did not know what to do with or understand the comments that were provided by their teacher which means that the pupils are extremely unlikely to make even a small amount of progress.
The study by Smith & Gorard provides an interesting insight into the research on no grade feedback, however it should not be used as a piece of literature that supports the need to give students grades alongside comment feedback. Even though providing the pupils with no grades seemed to have a damaging effect on the pupils it is because of the poor feedback from the teachers, not the fact that they did not have the grade. If the comment only feedback was of a high quality, and the pupils knew how to act on it then one can suggest that the findings would have been different and that the pupils would have made more progress from not having a grade as Wiliam and Elliott.       
	The final theme that emerges from the literature are the need for specific times to be set aside in class to allow pupils to reflect on the feedback that they have received. It is very unlikely that pupils will engage with and benefit from feedback if they are not given specific time to do so (Elliott, 2016). It is possible that some of the more able and hard-working pupils will respond to the feedback in their spare time but many of the middle and lower ability pupils in the class will ignore the feedback (Winstone, 2017). If only a small number of the class are engaging in the feedback then one must ask question the purpose of the teacher providing feedback, if it is only going to be ignored by most of the class. The teacher, therefore, cannot assume that just because they have provided feedback that it will always be engaged with, and learnt from.
	Providing students with specific time to reflect and engage with their feedback is commonly known in schools as D.I.R.T. time, this stands for dedicated improvement and reflection time. Some pupils find it difficult to engage with feedback so by providing them with dedicated time to reflect on their feedback is something that pupils value greatly (Elliott, 2016). By providing students with time in class will make a great impact on the learning and progress of all the class (Wiliam, 2011). Lower ability students will value D.I.R.T. time because during the lesson they will be provided instructions and be able to use the classroom teacher as scaffolding while responding to their feedback. Many lower and middle ability pupils would struggle to respond to their feedback individually, so by providing time during the lesson, will impact all pupils, regardless of ability in the class. 
	In order to maximise D.I.R.T. time and teacher feedback, it is crucial to ensure that all learners receive appropriate training in how to act on feedback and to not assume that they already know what is required of them during the D.I.R.T. session (Winstone, 2017). This suggests that it is important for teachers to have a clear goal of what they want the learners to achieve during D.I.R.T. time. As Winstone stresses, it is crucial that the teacher provides clear scaffolding and a success criteria to the pupils for the session, in order to maximise learning and progress made. Wiliam (2011), recommends a 3-question D.I.R.T. technique which I have mentioned above which ensures that all students complete the same amount of work and broaden their understanding on the topic that they are studying. This would be a beneficial way of conducting reflection time for students because the 3 questions should rectify any misconceptions and allow learning to take place. However, as Winstone has argued it is crucial that pupils are scaffolded and supported throughout reflection time, so it is important that when pupils are responding to the 3-question feedback that they know what they are doing and what they are trying to achieve. Moreover, teachers need to be aware of that just because the student may have responded to their feedback, it doesn’t necessarily mean that learning has taken place (Didau, 2015). Therefore, one stresses again the importance of scaffolding and modelling during reflection time and the vision of what the classroom teacher wants to get out of the D.I.R.T. time session.
	A case study at All Saints Roman Catholic School, York has explored the impact that D.I.R.T. time has had on the pupils and staff at the school. The school feels that the introduction of D.I.R.T. time has been a key change in the way it approaches feedback (Elliott, 2016). This is due to the fact that the school’s ethos is that the pupils should do as much work responding to their feedback as the teacher has marking their work (Elliott, 2016). The approach of the school is that it is better to mark fewer pieces of work but with a real focus on the ones that they do. The school is very much quality of quantity in regard to feedback because they are aware that there is absolutely no benefit of ‘tick and flick’ and praise marking and ‘red-penning’ work just for the sake of it. At the school, two pieces of work are marked every half term in depth where students then have the time to reflect and respond to the feedback in the classroom (Elliott, 2016). This is an extremely effective marking policy by the school because the staff and the pupils know that every piece of feedback they receive is meaningful and will help their learning and progress as a result. Moreover, with D.I.R.T. being central to the marking policy, pupils will change their outlook on feedback, they will want to engage with it because it is meaningful and helpful, because in some school feedback is looked upon negatively by the pupils because it doesn’t always help them and some believe that it is there for the sake of it (Wiliam, 2011). It is clear to see the benefits of limited, but extremely high-quality feedback and marking which is then provided with D.I.R.T. time for the pupils to reflect. The marking policy of All Saints in York is a policy that many other schools could incorporate and benefit from.
	The marking policy and marking style of School X can be seen in Appendix 1. This marking template is to be used for Year 10 pupils studying the WJEC unit Depression, War and Recovery 1930-1951. The feedback template contained in Appendix 1 is to be used for Q1 on the exam paper and this is the question that I have decided to focus my research on (which will be discussed in full later in the essay). As one can see from Appendix 1 it incorporates some of the concepts that Hattie and Timperley put forward. However, the meaning behind each heading is starkly different when comparing Hattie & Timperley’s meaning and School X’s. Firstly, when discussing the ‘feedback’ section contained in Appendix 1 for School X, the marking policy of the school is that in the ‘feedback’ section, teachers should highlight a positive about the pupil’s work. During my time at School X, this section was usually filled in with just a generic praise comment, as I have discussed earlier in the essay praise feedback is totally ineffective (Wiliam,2011) therefore, even though School X has incorporated some of Hattie & Timperely’s ideas the meaning behind it is different. Instead of just offering a generic praise comment in the ‘feedback’ section they should incorporate the meaning behind it as ‘how am I going’ (Hattie & Timperely, 2007) in order to give more effective feedback.
	Regarding the ‘feedforward’ section in Appendix 1, School X does incorporate Hattie & Timperely’s (2007) ideas more closely. School X’s meaning behind feedforward is what the pupil could have done better, and what they need to focus on in the future. This is extremely close to Hattie & Timperley’s (2007) meaning where they believe that feedforward should mean where the pupil needs to go next. Therefore, the feedforward section of School X’s marking policy is in line with current research and one can suggest that pupils will benefit from this way of marking. School X then provides pupils with a question that they need to respond to. These are seen in the bottom two boxes of Appendix 1. This is also an effective way of delivering feedback by School X because if coupled with D.I.R.T. time, pupils will have the opportunity to reflect and engage with their work and respond to their feed question. One of the negatives of School X’s marking policy however is that the boxes seen in Appendix 1, where feedback is delivered are extremely small. It would be more effective to increase them in size and possibly have 3 questions that pupils need to respond to in order for more learning and progress to be made (Wiliam, 2011).
	In order to explore my research question, I decided to implement the research methodology of pre-test, intervention, then post-test. This is due to a recommendation from the university that this would be the best way to explore my research area and thus provide a report. There are various positives and negatives to the pre-test, intervention, post-test style of research methodology which will be discussed in later depth below. In regard to my research question the pre-test was an exam style question taken from Q1 of the WJEC Unit Depression, War, and Recovery 1930-51 which looked at two differing sources on the Blitz and the attitudes of the British people toward them. The intervention was that after the participants had completed the question, they would continue with the syllabus, receive feedback from my myself and have D.I.R.T. time to reflect. They would then immediately complete the post-test which was again a Q1 exam style question taken from the same unit but instead of being on the Blitz again it was on Evacuation. The reason I decided to do this was that in WJEC GCSE History exams, the exam technique is much more important than subject knowledge. If one cannot transfer their subject knowledge, through the expected exam technique then they can have all the knowledge on the Unit but still score extremely poorly. Moreover, if one had given them the same question again (on the Blitz) then if the participants improved it could be put down to practice (Knapp, 2016), which was why the decision was made to have the questions on different topics.
	There are positives to the pre-test, intervention, post-test style of research methodology, and the reason why I have decided to implement is because it is an extremely simple research design. The results that I have gained can be calculated and analysed easily and the pre-test, intervention, post-test style of methodology is a good design for researchers who are still learning research methods and methodologies (Cranmer, 2018). As a researcher I fall into the category mentioned by Cranmer because this is my first action research project, and this is possibly the reason why the University has recommended this methodology for conducting one’s research, due to my inexperience and unfamiliarity with research.
	There are a few negatives/drawbacks that one must be wary of when they have chosen to use the pre-test, intervention, post-test, style of research methodology. The negatives can be grouped, and I will discuss them individually as history, regression to mean, and maturity of the participants. The meaning of the term ‘history’ is that pupils may improve on the post-test just down to practice and having the history of familiarity with the test (Knapp, 2016). I have tried to limit the effect of this limitation by having two differing questions on the pre and post-test, however because the exam technique will be familiar to the participants they may improve in their scores because they are used to the exam technique, not because of the effect that my feedback has had on them. This is an element that I have to be wary of because an improvement could be down to history, not because they have acted on the feedback that has been provided to them.
	The idea of regression to mean is that students who score at the extreme ends of the pre-test (highest and lowest) are more likely to achieve a score closer to the mean of the overall participants in their post-test (Cranmer, 2018). This is further supported by Marsden & Torgerson (2012) who argue that the highest scorers on the pre-test, tend to see their scores deteriorate in the post-test). During my action research, I will have to be extremely wary of this to make sure that the highest scorers in the pre-test aren’t disadvantaged just because of their high score. Therefore, when providing feedback to the top achievers in the class I will make sure that the feedback that they are provided with is the same and as motivating, if not more motivating than the other participants due to their automatic disadvantage. One needs to ensure that the feedback they are given is of the highest quality because as Wiliam (2011) argues, if one provides poor feedback because the participant has already hit their target, then they are more likely to regress and ‘take their foot of the gas’ because they believe that they already have what it takes. Furthermore, because of the regression to the mean concept, I need to be wary not to overestimate the impact of my feedback on a participant that has performed poorly in the pre-test but improved in the post-test. It may simply be down to the regression to mean, and I cannot assume that the improvement is down to my feedback alone.
	Another concept that one must be aware of is that of the natural maturity of the participants that the research is being conducted on. The participants are still of school age and therefore will be receiving lessons from other subjects through the school. Therefore, it is possible that the participants may learn something from another subject, which they then can transfer over to the subject where the research is taking place and thus improve their scores because of some outside influence (Cranmer, 2018). Moreover, because pupils become more mature and tend to increase in their educational abilities as they grow older one should be wary of the possibility that the participants may have done better in the post-test because of their increased level of maturity in comparison to the pre-test (Marsden and Torgerson, 2012). To avoid this one has ensured that there was only a period of three weeks between the pre-test and the post-test. Therefore, I believe that I have limited the impact of maturity on the results as much as possible.
	When carrying out action research it is crucial to ensure that the research is carried out in an ethical way. By following the BERA (2011) guidelines, I made sure that when carrying out my action research it was done in the most ethical way. Every participant was informed and understood what their role in the action research was. Every participant was also given the opportunity to withdraw from the study in confidence (of which none did) and knew how the research was going to be used and implemented. Moreover, all details of the participants had been kept in strict anonymity throughout the whole process. Unfortunately, due to time constraints and the end of my time at School X it was not possible to debrief the participants at the end of the research which BERA (2011) state is good practice. Moreover, one has produced an ethics form to ensure that ethically, best practice has been observed.
	My action research consisted of a pre-test, an intervention and then a post-test. The pre-test phase consisted of roughly two lessons where pupils first learnt about life during wartime for the British public, focusing on the Blitz in particular. After gaining the necessary knowledge in the lesson they then completed the pre-test question ‘What can be learnt from Sources B and C about the impact of the Blitz on London’. The described sources are available for viewing in Appendix 2. In order to aid the participants, I covered the mark scheme (which can be seen in Appendix 1) and exam technique with them orally and left the exam technique on the board to act as a success criteria for them while they were completing their question. In the actual exam students, should be spending roughly four minutes on this question, however I gave them six minutes. The mark scheme and exam technique that was used during the pre-test phase had been taken directly for the WJEC textbook on the unit (Evans & May, 2017), therefore one can suggest that this activity will be beneficial to the participants because they will be marked under the same conditions that I will be marking them from. This should hopefully lead to a greater level of familiarity for the pupils on how they will be assessed thus leading to the probability that they will perform better in the actual exam because they have an understanding of the exam technique needed.
	The intervention stage consisted of myself marking the participants pre-test responses to the question contained in the paragraph above. They had completed the pre-test question on 30/01/2019 and would not complete the post-test until 20/02/2019 which meant the time that passed between the two was twenty-one days or three weeks exactly. While I was working my way through the pupils’ pre-tests we continued with the syllabus and no further exam-style practice questions were completed by the participants. 
	     With the results of the pre-test questions marked it was as expected in regards to the wide range of responses to the question (the results of the pre-test are available and can be referred to in Appendix 3), however, the participants as a whole did not do as well as I expected, the mean value of the scores was only 2.067 (3 D.P.) /4. The reason why I was disappointed with the results is because this is the first question on the exam paper and the easiest. Moreover, I felt that by covering the mark scheme and the exam technique in class before they sat the test, I would end up seeing many high scores and full marks. Unfortunately, this was not the case, only Pupil M managed to score 4/4 and this is due to the fact that she is an extremely intelligent student who is excelling throughout every subject in school. The next two highest scores were achieved by Pupils N and H who both scored 3/4. The mode of the scores was only 2/4, whereas beforehand I would have anticipated this result as closer to 3/4. More worryingly, the lowest scorer was by Pupil B who had 0/4, I was not surprised by this because she has been struggling from the start of the course and is a cause for concern. The next two lowest scorers were Pupil J and Pupil O who both scored 1/4. Again, Pupil J has struggled accessing the History course due to her low level of literacy and writing struggles. Pupil O, however, came as a surprise because in classroom discussions he is orally very strong and seems to possess a high level of intelligence.
	After marking all the participants work, it was the same struggles and misunderstandings that were affecting the scores of most of the participants. Many of them had dealt with Source B and analysed it extremely well, discussed the impact (or lack of) impact that the Blitz was having on the morale of British people. However, their discussion of Source C was extremely limited and imbalanced in comparison to their discussion of Source B and they most participants only gained marks from their discussion of Source B and it was only a select few who managed to gain marks from their discussion of Source C. This could be down to the possibility that the participants had spent too much time discussing the first source and had not given themselves enough time to discuss the other before six minutes was up. To see such a plethora of imbalanced answers is quite disappointing for myself as a classroom teacher, I stressed on multiple occasions before the pre-test the importance of having a balanced argument because the mark scheme states the importance of a balanced answer and those that are not balanced will be penalised. Therefore, as a teacher I have clearly overestimated the effect of my classroom explanations to the participants. I cannot take for granted in future that because I explain a concept multiple times, and all the pupils claim to understand the message that it has been received. Due to the fact that many participants had been having the same struggles the feedback that I had provided had strictly focused on the need for a balanced answer (see Appendix 4). If students could ensure that they had two points for Source B and two points for Source C, they would see their scores soar and stand a good chance of achieving full marks.
	The formal intervention part of my action research was where the participants received their feedback from the template given in Appendix 1, and then had 15 minutes of D.I.R.T. time to reflect on my comments and then respond to the feed question in the feed response section. On reflection, my intervention could have been much more effective than it was, I limited the effect of my feedback by going against two crucial pieces of research. In the feed-forward section I simply provided praise feedback to some and accompanied every piece of feedback with a formal mark out of four. In regard to the praise comments that were provided in the feedback section, it was difficult to go against the policy of the school which stated that the comments in the feedback section had to contain a praise comment about the work. However, praise feedback is extremely ineffective (Elliott, 2016) and on reflection I believe that is quite likely that most of the participants briefly glanced at the praise-based feedback because it contained nothing that would benefit their work. Regarding the fact that I provided a grade to every pupil, I have concerns that it may have had a damaging effect. I disagree with the argument of Wiliam (2011), who states that my comments would automatically become defunct because I provided a grade but I am concerned that with Pupil B and J that it may have demotivated them and made them believe that gaining a good score may be out of their depth. Moreover, research suggests that by awarding Pupil M full marks, she may in fact lose sight of her target and become complacent (Wiliam, 2011). However, I do not think this is the case regarding Pupil M because nothing less than perfection will do for her and I believe that she will continue to achieve. 
	During the D.I.R.T. time intervention, the pupils had 15 minutes and during this time I monitored the room to check on the participants and had some in depth conversations with some. This resulted in Pupils B, E, F, G, I and J receiving oral feedback on top of their written feedback. On reflection, I should have done this for either every single pupil or none at all because by providing oral feedback to some it meant that the intervention was not the same for every participant and it may have put Pupils B,E,F,G,I and J at an advantage going into the post-test that immediately followed. However, it is possible that the oral feedback I provided alongside the written feedback did not actually have that much of an effect because as I have stated above, I stressed before the importance of a balanced argument in before the pre-test but still received many imbalanced arguments. Therefore, my oral feedback and instructions may not have had as much of an effect as once thought going into the post-test.
	After 15 minutes of D.I.R.T. time the participants, went into the post-test phase of my action research. I again went through the exam technique and mark scheme with them before giving them 6 minutes to answer the question. The question that the pupils answered was ‘’What can be learnt from sources A4 & A6 about the experiences of evacuees during WWII’’. For reference, the sources are available in Appendix 4.
	After marking the results of the post-test, the class average had improved from 2.067 (3d.p.), to 2.667, a percentage point increase of 18% (results available in Appendix 5). This suggests that my intervention had a positive effect on the class because of the improved average. Pupil M again scored 4/4 but was joined by Pupils F, G, and K who also scored full marks. Out of the 15 participants 5 improved greatly (>30%), 3 improved marginally, 6 saw no change in their score and only 1 decreased. Pupils E, F, and O saw the greatest improvement by improving their score by 50 percentage points. Pupils E & F received extra oral feedback and are extremely studious and hard-working. Winstone (2017), states that higher-ability students are more likely to engage and act on feedback, this could be one of the reasons why they improved so greatly. Not to discredit the achievement of pupil O who achieved an increase of 50 percentage points also but the reason for this is that he is an extremely capable pupil anyway, who never should have only scored 1/4, and therefore an improvement was definitely expected. However, a researcher has to be careful regarding this because research suggests that if participants score particularly low on the pre-test, then they will be favoured on the post-test (Knapp, 2016). This could be a limitation of my research because if I expected the Pupil to do better, then I may have subconsciously favoured him and provided him with a better score in the post-test than he actually deserved.
	The 6 participants that experienced no change to their scores were made up mainly of lower ability students, apart from Pupil M who again received 4/4 for her answer. By achieving highly again, Pupil M goes against the research which states that pupils who achieve highly in pre-test, tend to do worse in the post-test (Marsden and Torgerson, 2012). However, I am not surprised that this did not happen, Pupil M is extremely gifted and provided ‘model answers’ on both occasions so was always unlikely to regress to the mean (Cranmer, 2018). Winstone (2017), argues that lower ability pupils struggle to access feedback. This seems to be correct in the case of my action research because the pupils clearly did not act on the feedback provided which would have helped them improve their grade. Pupils B and J are the weakest in the class and they failed to improve their scores of 0 and 1 respectively. Pupil B has struggled throughout the whole course and even with extra oral feedback in which she claimed she was clear in what she needed to do in order to improve, she still failed to score a single mark. Therefore, I clearly need to provide a different D.I.R.T. sheet in order for the lower ability pupils to understand and benefit from the feedback that they receive. Pupil J also continued to perform poorly and on reflection, she may have benefitted from some modelling and an example answer so she could see what was required of her and the standard that she needed to meet.  
	  There was only one participant (Pupil H) who’s score decreased in the post-test and moved from 3/4 to 2/4. Therefore, one could suggest that the feedback he received was actually damaging and hindered his progress. This matches the research done by Wiliam (2011) who states that mathematically, feedback is more likely to have a damaging, rather than a positive effect if not done to the absolute highest quality. In that respect, to have only one participant out of fifteen decrease could be seen as a success. However, after speaking to other members of staff about the progress of Pupil H, it appears that he has started to regress in his other subjects as well. With this knowledge, it is possible that it was not the feedback that was the cause of his decrease in score but rather his attitude and dip in effort across the school. However, it is also possible that as Wiliam (2011) states, he received poor feedback which had a damaging effect on his progress which thus led to a decrease in his score.
	To conclude, the answer to my research question of ‘the impact of teacher feedback on an exam style question’ is that overall, the impact of teacher feedback seems to have had a positive impact. Eight out of the fifteen participants increased their pre-test scores which means that the majority of the class improved. The eight that improved however, were pupils that were of medium-high ability, therefore one can suggest that the intervention only benefitted pupils that were more able and could engage with the feedback and D.I.R.T. tasks that they were given. The seven that didn’t improve were made up of six participants that didn’t change and one who regressed. This isn’t surprising as studies have shown that that higher ability pupils are more likely to act on feedback than lower abilities (Winstone, 2017). Regardless of score it was clear that all pupils, whether they improved or not valued the time to reflect on their work and go over the feedback that they received. This again does not come as a surprise as research shows that pupils on the whole value D.I.R.T. activities (Elliott, 2016). 
	Regarding the weaker participants, in particular Pupils B & J. One can suggest on reflection, that this action research project and the way that it was piloted on this class unfortunately resulted in a process and enquiry project that they simply could not access. For future practice, there would need to be a way for these two pupils to access the intervention because the results show that they clearly could not. Pupil B wrote nothing for the first and second question.  It would take careful planning and differentiation of the intervention for Pupil B to be able to access the project and engage with the feedback provided. Therefore, one can conclude that the impact of feedback on lower ability pupils is minimal, simply due to the fact that lower ability pupils don’t have the capacity to engage with feedback the way that other pupils can (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In order for lower ability pupils to benefit from feedback, there needs to be a programme in place to help them with this. For future practice, I would make sure that I provide some ‘training’ for students on how to engage with feedback and use it to complete D.I.R.T. tasks. By providing this ‘training’ it would help the lower ability pupils access the feedback (Winstone, 2017) and reap the benefits that the other eight participants in the group had as well.
	There was a plethora of limitations to my action research project which I would develop and change for future development. There are three limitations that I would like to focus on which will be discussed below. The first limitation of my action research was that I provided a grade to the pupils for their pre-test piece of work. Wiliam (2011), argues that as soon as you provide a score alongside feedback, the feedback becomes defunct. This could be the reason why the scores of six participants didn’t change, they may have looked at the grade, been satisfied with it, and believed that no more effort was required of them. Moreover, those who received a grade lower than they expected may have been de-motivated and thought that they would never reach the higher grades so wouldn’t put the effort in. Therefore, on reflection for future classroom practice I would not provide a grade which would mean that hopefully students would focus on the comments and feedback more and thus be more likely to benefit from the feedback and improve in the post-test.
	Another limitation of my action research is the feedback template contained in Appendix 1. It may have perhaps been better to use a feedback model of WWW (what went well) and EBI (Even Better If), especially for the lower ability participants because it is more accessible and not as intimidating as the template contained in Appendix 1. By rectifying this, hopefully lower ability pupils like B & J will be able to access the feedback provided in the future and thus make an improvement and progress with the course.
	The final limitation I wish to discuss is the necessity for this action research to be conducted on more classes than just one. By conducting the research on more than one class, it would provide more scores and data to evaluate which would then give a better response and idea of how much of an impact teacher feedback had on exam-style question. By only conducting the research on one class it only gives you the impact the feedback had on participants aged between fourteen and fifteen. By measuring the impact on more classes and ones of different age one could then explore the possibility that the impact of teacher feedback could depend on age. Perhaps the older the pupils get the more they will be able to engage with feedback and benefit from it. However, this would have to be explored in a future research project.     
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Source B: A German radio report, 18
September 1940

The legend of British self-control and coolness
under fire is being destroyed. All reports from
London agree in stating that the people are
seized by fear — hair-raising fear. The 7 million
Londoners have completely lost their self-
control. They run aimlessly about the streets
and are victims of bombs and bursting shells.
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