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Purpose of Research

As an aspiring teacher striving to be the best version of myself, it is essential to engage oneself with contemporary research consistently. In doing so, you are setting yourself up for success to be able to produce your most effective teaching. By being up to date with literature you are able to utilise the current desired strategies/tools available to enhance teaching. This now is especially more important than ever with Donaldson’s (2015) new suggested curriculum due to be implemented in the very near future. The research area that therefore interested me and my partner was how co-creating a success criteria (SC) on a given topic or particular skill taught in a primary school in a foundation phase class can effect independent learning. In my current class, co constructing a SC is not used and so I was interested to research and find out what type of role it could play in my classroom. Could it have a positive or negative effect?  

Research Context

Both school’s identity, staff members and pupils will remain anonymous and confidential for protection reasons. The school’s will therefore be referred to as school A and school B.
School A is based in the South Wales area. School A currently has 342 pupils on the school roll aged between 3 and 11 years old, including 47 part-time nursery children. 8.5% of those pupils are entitled to have free school meals. A further 93% come from English-speaking homes, the remaining pupils are from minority ethnic groups. Around 10% of pupils have additional learning needs (ALN) and a small group have statements for special educational needs. School A has an average attendance of 95.7% and scored adequate overall according to their last Estyn inspection. 
School B is also based in the South Wales area. School B currently have 97 pupils on the school roll aged between 3 and 11 years old. 27.5% of those pupils are entitled to have free school meals which is well above the national average of 19%. The school majority come from English-speaking homes, very few are from an ethnic minority background. A further 29% have ALN, which is also above the national average of 25% but currently no pupils have a statement of special educational needs. School B has an average attendance of 95.1% and scored good overall according to their last Estyn inspection. 
Both myself and partner are teaching in a combined year 1 and 2 class with ages ranging between 5 and 7, with all children of mixed abilities. Our research project focus was discussed whilst in university where we contemplated various research ideas. However, this particular research area interested us the most, therefore, our research question is ‘How does co-constructing a SC effect independent learning?’.

Literature Review

My partner and I decided to investigate this field of research further to establish what has been discovered already. Black & Wiliam's (1998) identify the potential learning gains through the use of formative assessment strategies. The study acted as a catalyst for teachers to re-evaluate the assessment system as it only appeared to rely greatly on grades and ranking. It is generally accepted that Assessment for Learning (AfL) strategies are at the core of good learning and teaching practice in primary schools (Black & William, 1998; Read & Hurford, 2010). There are many approaches highlighted in this framework, including the use of self and peer assessment, formative feedback, and SC (Read & Hurford, 2010). Vast amounts of research have been conducted into AfL strategies, however, there is a concern surrounding how SC are actually used and perceived by teachers and their pupils (Black & William, 1998; Read & Hurford, 2010). 

Black & Wiliams (1998) place emphases on the importance of pupils to become proactive by taking responsibility in understanding how to move their learning forward through AfL. Additionally, The Assessment Reform Group (2002) (ARG) encourage the engagement with this process as it enables learners to think about their next steps in their learning. This in turn will promote greater learning autonomy (Crichton & McDaid, 2015). Earl (2003) further supports this statement and views pupils as the ‘critical connector’ between AfL and the learning process. He further states that any school using a strategy of AfL like SC, enables a pupil to take their learning forward independently. When AfL like a SC is operating in classrooms, not only can it act as a tool for teachers by highlighting the current stage of children on a given topic or skill, but can also be used routinely by pupils on their own to improve work by bridging the gap of previous knowledge and their developing understanding of a topic. Thus the role of the teacher becomes a facilitator allowing pupils to work independently (Glasson, 2009; Read & Hurford, 2010). This echoes Dann's (2002) view of ‘the dynamic relationship between teacher and pupil’. The model rejects the notion of a simple input/output model. The pupil must be actively engaging to take control and create the SC to drive their learning forward. 
Clarke's (2003) observation of current practice in schools, reveals teachers were giving their pupils the SC instead of asking children to generate them, therefore, demonstrates poor practice towards learner independence. Unfortunately, many barriers exist towards SC highlighted by Wells and Chang-Wells (1992), which argue that some teachers may avoid risk-taking in a perceived environment of pressurised curricular expectation. Alternatively, some may partially adopt AfL strategies like SC, rather than integrate it as a concrete element within their learning and teaching. Additionally, teachers may also believe that children are not capable to take the initiative and assume the role of independent learners. However, MacCallum, Hargreaves, and Gipps (2000) state that children as young as 7 conceptualised learning. Some were even able to describe various strategies and articulate their own thinking process. Pupils also linked learning strategies to new knowledge. Given the argument that children have proven they can engage at this level of thinking, Clarke (2008) argues that SC ‘must therefore be generated by pupils, or they have little meaning and less impact on learning’. Additionally, Clarke's (2003) interpretation of a SC is a process and in order to achieve a SC minimal support must be scaffolded for ‘progression in key concepts and skills’.
However, it is argued that a SC formed in the way Clarke (2003) suggests, typically reflects the teacher's notion of success. Clarke (2003 & 2008) research is valued, but there is still a concern surrounding pupil’s ability to generate a SC independently.
Opinions of Ward (2008) express that the use of a SC may inhibit creative thinking and can be argued by teachers that due to such a demanding curriculum will deter efforts focusing on becoming a facilitator to pupils by not using a SC. This is a cause for concern, however, the future of the new curriculum in Wales suggested by Donaldson (2015) encourages learning to be learner led and that AfL strategies like SC are an integral part to independent learning. 
A study produced by Read & Hurford (2010) identified issues from current literature with the application of a SC in the classroom. Having noted a theoretical shift from teacher-generated to pupil-generated SC, the authors were keen to explore how this could be achieved in practice. They developed a model and introduced it to a year 5 class. The study found that primary pupils can, as MacCallum, Hargreaves, and Gipps (2000) imply, engage in a process of identifying their own SC. Moreover, it was found that this occurred when the process was made more accessible and motivating through participatory approaches like hot-seating. Whilst it was evident pupils could generate their own SC, they found the SC to be more effective when the process of generating a SC was revisited regularly. For pupils that struggled to create a SC, scaffolding was essential. The teacher was pleasantly surprised by the motivation and engagement in the classroom towards learning when using the SC. 
A further small scale study by Crichton & McDaid (2015) researched in 2 secondary schools in Scotland. The purpose of the research was to investigate teachers and pupil’s opinions on SC in lessons. Findings showed that teachers and pupils could appreciate their value, however, pupils were frustrated by how they could help improve their learning.   
Methodology 
This research study will adopt a Lesson Study (LS) approach, suggested by Dudley (2011). LS research is originated from Japan in the 1870’s and is a specified form of action research centered within a classroom setting. Dudley’s (2011) LS model has become a fundamental tool for refining teacher practice through research lessons. It has now gained a reputation for enhancing teacher knowledge, both subject and pedagogical whilst improving pupil attainment levels (Dudley, 2001). Therefore, for this research study and through using the LS approach, we wanted to determine whether co constructing a SC can effect independent learning.      
Participants were pupils chosen from one large and one small primary school in the South-West of Wales. 27 pupils (14 males; 13 females) in a mixed year 1 & 2 class took part from school A, with 3 children (1 male; 2 females) selected as the focus group for interviews. 31 pupils in school B in a mixed year 1 & 2 class, only 4 pupils (1 male; 3 females) were selected to take part as a focus group. All pupils who participated in the study had parental consent and provided verbal consent demonstrating they were happy to take part in the study. The children selected from school A and B as the focus children were selected using the sampling method of (Koerber & McMichael, 2008). Participants were selected per setting based on ability, therefore, children were chosen from their lower, middle and higher attaining groups (Koerber & McMichael, 2008). This provided for maximum variation in the study (Koerber & McMichael, 2008). All participants were informed of their right to withdraw at any point. 
Observational notes recorded in the field were simply scribed onto a basic observation grid (see appendix 1). The observation grid was able to capture both the focus group and non-participant pupils.  Even though this was a user friendly method making it non-restrictive when recording data, it could have been vastly improved as it was a very general way of observing. The likes of a Leuven scale of involvement (2005), could have been adopted alongside the observation grid. This would have provided the basis for further detail when observing and analysing the children, when establishing the findings. Additionally, video and audio recording could have enhanced the basis further, for more observation depth as the recordings can be replayed.   
Both school A and school B selected children took part in open-ended semi-structured group interviews and focus group observations. These were the primary tools used to attain qualitative data to determine whether co constructing a SC could promote independent learning in primary school children. Open-ended, semi-structured group interviews and focus group observations were a preferred choice for various reasons. Group interviews are described as more natural in nature, and seen as less formal but more of a conversation, which is perceived to be more friendly by children (Lewis, 1992). Additionally, this style of approach is said to encourage children to be more forthcoming and talk with peers, potentially addressing outcomes that us as researchers are yet to consider (Lewis, 1992). This means we would be able to extract maximum findings. Open-ended, non-directive questions were vital to allow the pupils to answer without feeling pressure to conform to any preconceived notions of what they might feel to be an 'acceptable' answer, therefore, will allow pupils to develop their own viewpoints (Lewis, 1992; Crichton & McDaid, 2015). Contrastingly, using open-ended questions can lead to going off on a tangent away from relevant answers (Lewis, 1992; Crichton & McDaid, 2015). However, adopting these techniques to our study is said to increase the validity, as any pre-notions assumed by us to be important to the study will have been diminished, therefore, data collected is not restricted allowing for a more detailed analysis upon reflection using Brookfield’s (1995) model. However, when collecting qualitative data, validity may be argued as the researcher is not divorced from the data collection and will potentially analyse results with bias. 
Reflections of the study were processed through Brookfield’s (1995) reflective model. Brookfield’s (1995) model allowed us to analyse the research through different vantage points. The model contains 4 viewpoints and were described by Brookfield (1995) as the 4 lenses used by teachers to engage in critical reflection. The 4 lenses are; (1) the autobiographical lens, (2) the lens through pupil’s eyes, (3) then lens through colleague’s experiences and (4) lens through theoretical literature. These interconnecting lenses combine so that practitioners can use it to investigate assumptions of research, both previously or new for that frame of ‘how we best work’, without creating research bias. Brookfield’s (1995) model was chosen as a tool for our research by myself and partner, as we thought it to be the optimal way to analyse the quality of our findings. The model would combine our findings of pupil’s and teacher’s views whilst relating to the current theoretical literature. This engagement can allow for connections to be made between our study and the literature, thus discovering potential limitations or advantages which would contribute positively to our research.
Ethical Considerations 
Prior to any research being conducted, there were ethical guidelines that needed to be considered. Firstly, the study needed to gain approval from the Athrofa Ethics Committee. The study passed successfully. The necessary people will be informed of the study. A form will be provided to the headteacher to sign consent for our research project. Parents/Guardians will also be provided with a letter of information outlining the research project with consent to conform their children to the research project attached. Children do not have to participate which will be made clear in the form. We will verbally explain the rationale of the research topic to the children. Verbal consent attained from children will result in them participating in the research. The children will be made aware that they can withdraw at any point from the research project. To do so, the children can simply say they don’t want to participate anymore. Any information attained from the school including teachers, parents/guardians and children will be kept confidential and anonymous. A statement will be placed on the consent form indicating this will be the priority maintained throughout. All data collected will be stored in a safe place or on a laptop secured by a password. Whilst collecting data, we will always comply with GDPR and UWTSD data management policy. All electronic data will be stored anonymously with a unique identifying code e.g. (School A, Pupil 1). Data will be completely deleted from the laptop once the research has been concluded and submitted to the university. 

Lesson Study 1 Analysis 

On Wednesday the 20th of February I conducted research with my partner for our research project in my primary school. After greeting my partner and introducing them to the headteacher, class teacher and the children we began to have a brief conversation to make sure we were clear on our intentions for the observation lesson. During this time the children were on the carpet following their normal daily routine. As the teacher takes the register and dinner register, the children are working either independently or in their talk partners to complete the morning challenge that has been assigned to them. Upon completion, it was now time for me to take over and lead the lesson that we were going to be using as an observation for our research. Previously, the children had just begun a new topic of subtraction in Maths. I was aware that the children had been on the carpet for half an hour which is a very long time in foundation phase, especially for this class who are a very fussy and busy class that find it hard to concentrate already. At the beginning of the lesson I highlighted to them that we were going to be revisiting subtraction and informed them that we would only be on the carpet for a further 10 minutes to recap, address any misconceptions and to finally co construct our SC. This was my reasoning for choosing subtraction as a lesson. I felt that implementing a SC was a useful strategy to address the misconceptions shown in subtraction which can be achieved through a step by step manner. I began by asking the children what does subtraction mean? And does the number get bigger or smaller when we subtract? I then went on to modelling a sum taking away from 10, 20 and 100 using a numicon software number line on the interactive whiteboard. When modelling taking away from 100 we bridged and took away 2 digit numbers, for example, 100 – 35. I really wanted the children to think about how they could complete this sum and so I asked them challenging questions. Previously, we haven’t been taking away more than 9 from 10 or 20, so therefore, not bridging or taking away 2 digit numbers. This meant children had been counting backwards in single froggy jumps, but I wanted to see if the children could come up with ideas on how they could do their froggy jumps quicker and easier to successfully complete the sum. The children were excellent and using the numicon software number line on the interactive whiteboard, showed me that you could do a froggy jump of 10, 5, 2 or single jumps. This was exactly the answer I was hoping for. We then as a class completed a sum together to reinforce the understanding. After many behavioural issues and classroom management strategies used to keep the children focused on the task at hand, it was time to co construct our SC. The children needed some guidance to help start the SC, but were very much independent after that and took control of their own SC and learning. The SC consisted of; point 1 – find the bigger number of the sum for your starting point on the number line, point 2 – put the bigger number in your head, point 3 – decide what size froggy jumps to do and complete your jumps and point 4 – where did you land on your number line? Write in the final answer to complete the sum. It was now time to work so I allocated the children to their working groups. We had 2 focus groups, one working with me doing silver challenge and taking away from 20 and another group working on gold challenge taking away from 100 with the class teacher. There was a group working outdoors with the teaching assistant creating a number line out of chalk and physically acting out the froggy jumps. Lastly, the final group were working in the provisions, for example, a subtraction game on the computer.     
 
The children were very much able to achieve the lesson objective through using the SC that we had co constructed. Previously, when working on subtraction with the children there were some misconceptions that needed to be addressed and corrected for future learning. The main cause for concern was children trying to complete a sum mentally rather than showing all of their workings, for example, doing their froggy jumps on their number lines to get to the answer. This was a clear cause for concern as when the subtraction sum becomes harder as learning improves, such as bridging and taking away 2 digit numbers, the likelihood is the children will consistently get the answer wrong. However, with the SC setup as a tool to be used and with some repetition of referring to the SC, once children realised that it was helpful, their engagement levels and learning positively improved. Myself, the class teacher and partner were very pleased with this as any past worries about the children not understanding subtraction were beginning to be proven wrong. It was fascinating to watch how the children reacted to something we had created together to help enhance their learning. The children consistently looked at the SC, followed the steps independently to get to the correct answer, more self-confident to have a go alone and once the process was understood, the same method was being applied to other questions. Additionally, I personally did not feel like I was in demand as much by the children to help them complete their work. That for me is an achievement and a step in the right direction to showing that having a SC can aid the children to work independently, thus improving their learning and answering our research project question. We know this to be true from our first hand experience when observing and interviewing the select children afterwards (see Figure 1. below). 

Me: ‘Did you like using the checklist? What did you think of it?’

Children: ‘We really liked using it. It was excellent and really helped us and all of the children learn’

Me: ‘Did it help with your work? How? Why?’

Children: ‘Yes it helped with our work. We were always looking at it to follow the steps’

Me: ‘Did it help you to do the work on your own? How? Why?’

Children: ‘Yes it helped us to work on our own because we knew which steps to follow’

Me: ‘Could you do the work on your own without the teacher by using the SC?’

Children: ‘Yes. Once we were shown how we could use it we think we could work on our own without the teacher helping’

Me: ‘Did any of you think the SC didn’t help?’

Children: ‘No we didn’t think it wasn’t helpful, we really liked it’    

Figure 1. Displaying the interview questions and answers from the children in lesson observation 1.

Following this first experience, there was much that we had learned. After the lesson and confiding with my partner and interviewing the select children, we established that the lesson and the way the SC was implemented could be improved in multiple ways. The lesson was suitable for a SC as there was a clear step by step process that needed to be followed. However, one particular change could be modified for the lesson. The SC was co constructed on the carpet as a whole class experience. For next time, it will not be done as a whole class as not all pupils contributed. Therefore, not everyone was concentrating and will understand fully what the steps are on the SC and will not know how it can help them to work independently. Instead, the SC will be co-created when working in the focus groups so that all pupils contribute and tailor the SC to them. Co creating an effective SC as a whole class in KS2 is more realistic from past experiences, however, research would need to be conducted separately to this research project. At foundation phase level it is not suitable, as pupil’s ability to focus and contribute for long periods during carpet time is a rarity. As for the SC, it was constructed only on the class interactive whiteboard on active studio. It became evident that even though the SC was having a positive impact on children’s learning, simply only displaying it in one way in the classroom was not user friendly. The children suggested that each group and child in that group should have access to their own SC on a mini whiteboard. This would make it easier for children to use to complete their work rather than turning around or getting up all of the time to go and look at the class whiteboard to follow the necessary steps (see Figure 2. below).


Me: ‘Is there anything you would suggest to improve the SC?’

Children: ‘We really liked it, but next we can use it just in a group on whiteboard’s


Figure 2. Displaying the interview questions and answers from the children in lesson observation 1.

Lesson Study 2 Analysis

The following day on the 21st of February it was my research partners turn to deliver his lesson for our research project. Like myself, my partner was revisiting a lesson that had been taught before. The lesson focus was for the children to create their own comic strip about the red dragon which they had previously read in class. My partner started the lesson by revisiting the story book of the red dragon to refresh the children’s minds. Additionally, when recapping the story, my partner continued to ask challenging questions to the children to engage the entirety of the class. After carpet time had finished my partner and I selected a small group consisting of 4 children to work independently with us to co create a SC to aid them in completing their work. We directed the children to the library where we co created the SC and scribed it onto individual whiteboards.     

The children were able to achieve the lesson objectives through a similar manner to the first lesson observation. Through using the SC, the children were able to identify what point they were at with their work, and what point they needed to work on next. The children consistently looked at the SC, followed the steps independently, more self-confident to have a go alone and used their individual whiteboards as a checklist. Every time a step was achieved they either ticked it off or rubbed it out (see Figure 3. below).

Partner: ‘Did you like using the checklist? What did you think of it?’

Children: ‘Yes we liked using the checklist. It helped’

Partner: ‘Did it help with your work? How? Why?’

Children: ‘Yes it helped us find what we had to do next to finish our work’

Partner: ‘Did it help you to do the work on your own? How? Why?’

Children: ‘Yes it helped us work on our own because we knew what to do’

Partner: ‘Could you do the work on your own without the teacher by using the SC?’

Children: ‘Yes and No’

Partner: ‘Did any of you think the SC didn’t help?’

Children: ‘No’

Figure 3. Displaying the interview questions and answers from the children in lesson observation 2.

The lesson for observation 2 was perfectly suitable to a SC as there was a clear step by step process needed to be taken to complete the work. However, there was plenty to learn and improve upon from this experience for future teaching and research. Even though each child using the SC had their own, we could take it a step further and have it on a label stuck into their book. This would ensure they could revisit the SC of that particular skill the next time they were repeating a similar piece of work. More importantly seen in Figure 3 above, an answer of yes and no was given by the children when asked if they could complete the work without a teacher by using the SC. Upon asking the individual pupil why they think they could not complete the work independently, it was notified that it was not accessible as they could not read independently. This is an important point to consider for the future that it might not be accessible to all children as found in this second observation, due to not all children being able to read independently at that age. However, this pupil was able to produce a valid answer to advise us on how we can improve our research and make it accessible to all for next time (see Figure 4 below). The individual suggested that there should be visual aids such as drawings or pictures to help understand the SC so they can complete their work independently and successfully. Finally, I strongly believe that we could improve our research tools to collect better evidence by videoing or audio recording the children. This would allow us to revisit the observation again and again if needed when potentially pursuing further evidence if needed, or proving that the SC was useful to the children’s work and learning.


Partner: ‘Is there anything you would suggest to improve the SC?’

Children: ‘You could draw or use pictures to help follow the steps on the checklist’


Figure 4. Displaying the interview questions and answers from the children in lesson observation 2.

Discussion

The researched performed and investigated in this study does imply that pupils in a primary school, more specifically at a foundation phase age can engage and co construct a SC to help promote successful independent learning. This coincides with MacCallum, Hargreaves, and Gipps (2000) who also imply that primary aged children of 7, can independently engage with the process of generating a SC. Our findings suggest that children of a foundation phase are able to indulge in the thought process of how they can best learn. They were able to not only co construct the SC but utilise it effectively on their work. This was achieved by consistently checking the SC so that the necessary steps could be followed to complete the skill, they were able to identify at what point they were at with their work and what to do next, once the method of the skill was learned it was repeated and it also created more self-confidence as the children were more willing to have a go independently. The word independent is key at this age as from first-hand experience I have come to learn that children of this age are afraid of making mistakes and getting it wrong, therefore, reliant upon the teacher. The findings are further supported by an additional study published by (Read & Hurford, 2010). The publication of their article found that primary pupils can participate in the process of creating their own SC. More similarly to our study that was specifically looking at co creating a SC, they found that even though the children were capable of independently creating their own SC, it best occurred when the process of generating it was completed together. For children who struggled to help form the SC, scaffolding was described as a necessity. Furthermore, it was also made easier and accessible by motivation through participatory approaches like hot-seating. Read & Hurford, (2010) further found that the process of generating a SC was more effective when revisited regularly. These are factors that have been considered for future research by sticking a SC generated by the children into their books, along with approaches to participatory methods like hot-seating to make the SC process more appealing to the children. A further discovery from Read & Hurford, (2010) study which we established ourselves from our general observation of the class, was the teacher like ourselves were very pleasantly surprised by the work ethic, motivation and engagement levels shown by those in the class who don’t usually behave and work how they should in a classroom. Our study design relates to Clarke’s (2008) model which follows a process-led framework by identifying smaller steps in a SC. Whereas Read & Hurford (2010) study, pupils were asked to look more long term beyond a single lesson. Even though our lesson could go beyond a single lesson, the SC was only created for that single lesson/skill. The reason a lesson would be prolonged could be due to other factors like slow when working or external disruptions that cannot be accounted for. A belief of Clarke (2008) is the SC must be created by the children or it has little meaning or impact upon learning. Our study is in agreement with this statement and both studies implemented this style into their research which were found to be successful in answering their research questions. For my class, this could mean a new style adopted by teachers and pupils to learning independently. 

Conclusion 

[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, if myself or others were to continue or replicate this research study, I would be interested to do so or follow the findings of others. I have thoroughly enjoyed the process of analysing the findings and bettering my teaching practice. The findings of this study found that the co creation of a SC positively promoted independent learning in a mixed year 1 & 2 primary school. However, there are important aspects of this study that must be considered if any further research is to be carried out. Firstly, I don’t believe the findings of this study can be generalised for many reasons. The sample size chosen for the study was very small. Although from lesson study 1 (school A), there were 27 participants, only 3 of them were the target children and the pupil representing the lower ability group was absent on the day. The remaining 24 were included as non-participant observations. The sample from lesson study 2 (school B) was even smaller containing only of the 4 target children. Additionally, for the research to be considered reliable stricter control of variables within the study are needed, for example, consistency with grouping ability, gender equality and the same topic/skill taught. Moreover, the study will need to become a longitudinal study so that so that the SC can be implemented repeatedly and across all year groups. Only then by comparing the findings will a true reliability and relationship of the SC having a positive impact on promoting independent learning will be established. The method for recording the data is both a strength and limitation. The observation grid gave freedom to our write up of the observation as there was no restricting outline to follow, therefore, allowed room for un-expected outcomes to be recorded. However, a more detailed method like Leuven’s (2005) scale of involvement could be implemented combined with the observation grid, as it could give more depth to the research. 

Recommendations

In light of our research, there are possible solutions that can improve the research study when carrying the research forward either by ourselves or advice to others if they wish to do so. If the study was to be organised again I would look to do a long-term study rather than a short-term. I would do this as it will give a chance for the co creation of a SC to be truly seen as positively contributing to pupils working independently. As Read & Hurford (2010) identified, that the process of generating a SC was more effective when revisited regularly, therefore, performing a long-term study will allow for this to take place. Additionally, I would measure the effect of implementing co creating a SC across all years and ages within the primary school setting which provides for a bigger sample to gain a reliable reflection of whether the SC is an advantageous and applicable AfL strategy to be used towards promoting independent learning. Furthermore, I would have a group of pupils working on a particular topic or skill using the co-created SC and compare it to a group of pupils who do not have the SC. As a result, this could demonstrate the SC true potential to independent learning. A final outcome I would consider if the study were to be continued would be the method used to collect the data. Instead of hand writing the lesson observation and interview answers, I would also video and audio record the lesson observation and interviews for additional evidence and a more detailed analysis.  
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