Research question: How does the use of a multiple-choice starter effect pupil engagement during a lesson?
		
	Target
	What I have done in this assignment.

	Target 1
	Take care you use only credible sources. 
	Review sources to check they are from academic backgrounds and hold substantial weight within literature
Use of multiple sources for concreting evidence in the text 
Using a variety of source materials



[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction and Research context
There is a great deal of discussion on the purpose of a starter, however it is largely agreed that they should engage and pique students’ interest while activating prior knowledge around the topic they are about to be introduced to (Williams, 2016). The core purpose for starter activities should be “to excite and inspire all learners to learn and include challenging tasks and opportunities for child-led assessment strategies” (Estyn, 2017). This follows the constructivists beliefs from Piaget and Vygotsky, suggesting that the cementing of knowledge into long-term memory is a physical process driven by the actions of the learner (Lourenço, 2012).
Within the first Professional Teaching Experience (PTE1) placement school, my partner and I have become fluent in the use of starter activities as they are a part of the school’s master lesson template. Already, numerous starter activities have been trialled and tested within my own teaching from differentiated questions for students to answer in their textbooks to creating a list of as many relevant words, phrases or ideas linked to the lessons’ topic. 
The biggest challenge faced during lesson planning was to ensure every child is involved from the very start of a lesson. Combing through various strategies bared fruit to the question ‘How does the use of a multiple-choice starter effect pupil engagement during a lesson?’. Over 2 lessons, we used peer observations, interviews with select students post-lesson, and discussions on the data in order to answer this question. 

Reviewing the literature
Considering student engagement, the glossary of education reform states engagement is the degree of which students are attentive, interested, and show curiosity about the work (Great Schools Partnership, 2018). Engagement can be broken down into three categories of emotional, behavioural, and cognitive engagement. Emotional readiness relates to the ability of shutting out the rest of the student’s day and having trust in the teacher to deliver a safe learning environment. Behavioural engagement is the student sitting ready with equipment to hand: Good behaviour is not always a sign of cognitive involvement but provides a teacher with the means to continue delivering a lesson without cause for concern. Cognitive engagement is the factor to look for wherein the student will not only be interested in the work (emotional) and complete the work diligently (behavioural) but will continue to work through additional tasks and set extensions (Fredricks, 2014). We seek to answer if a multiple-choice question starter activity has any bearing on the student’s engagement for the remainder of a lesson.
Starter activities are widely supported as they provide structure and organisation to the little time present in a lesson. Research by Geoff Petty and John Hattie support the idea that the first ten minutes of a lesson are the pinnacle of importance and should be structured 3-part: use of an image to show what is to be learned in the lesson, showing learning intentions that are focused on what will be learned, use questioning to activate prior knowledge (Petty, 2014) and (Hattie, 2010). 
There are few who suggest that the starter activity has ‘had its day’ and is only used during an observation lesson as it takes up valuable time to plan otherwise used for marking and altering lesson planning based on the students work (Beadle, 2010). The four-part structure of a lesson is then called into question due to its limitations of perusing a students’ idea around the topic as strict adherence to the lesson plan stifles on-topic discussions. It is within our own practices if we choose to blindly follow a set plan or adapt our situation to encourage learning by use of a students’ experience where there is value added (Didau, 2011) (Beadle, 2010). Ultimately, there is insurmountable evidence surrounding the benefits of a start activity. As such, further research was needed to yield an understanding of what makes a good starter activity: This allowed for us to decide what type of starter could form the foundation of our question.
It is suggested that the success of a starter is not as simple as checking to see if a student answered a question correctly, more so, it was successful should it meet several criteria: “pupils engage fully in the learning, there is a sense of pace, pupils spend the majority of the time on task, and there is an appropriate level of challenge allowing for pupils to make progress in their learning.” (DfES, 2004). Using multiple choice-based questioning as a starter can readily be used due to its ability to comply with the above requirements, if they are considered by the teacher during their lesson planning. Multiple choice questioning was an attractive idea due to its flexibility when constructing questions, its ability to test higher order thinking and for time restraints can easily be accomplished well within 10 minutes (the maximum recommended time for a starter activity) (Brame, 2013) (Chadwick, 2020). Moreover, the question then becomes: how is the starter presented? As with anything, the skies the limit. The use of technology in the classroom supports the pedagogical principle of cross-curriculum responsibilities as students need ‘to be able to participate successfully and confidently in the modern world’ (Welsh Government, 2019).
Various software and applications such as iSpring, Kahoot! and Quizizz allow for the creation of a multiple-choice quiz where you are in total control of the questions and answers. Students can access these via their mobiles, while working in a computer room, or co-operating as a group with the teacher guiding through the quiz. Alternatively, questions can be shown as part of a PowerPoint while the students then answer simply by raising a hand while the teacher asks who thinks the answer is “A”, “B”, and so on. This latter method fits our needs, is simple and effective, and remains within the confines of a ‘no phone’ policy in place at the school.
Whilst the research suggests the importance of a starter and the need a teacher has for one, it is important to understand the thoughts of the students around them. This insight will come from a brief interview with select students after each observed lesson. It is a useful insight to have when planning lessons as to how the students want to learn, and what makes for a truly engaging lesson. Including students into the lesson planning can elicit total class engagement as they have had an impact on their learning environment where they can be collaborative contributors and create a bespoke and unique learning experience (Diffenbaugh, 2014). 
We seek to use the starter activities answers give an understanding of the knowledge of the class. This will influence the teaching strategies employed during the lesson. It informs whether previous material needs to be covered for a second time, or if deeper knowledge can be understood and learning progress (DfES, 2004). This data is more easily captured using technology, but notes can easily be made during between each question for the teacher to adapt their lesson.

The lesson study design 	
In its briefest terms, a lesson study is a three-pronged system of teacher-led research to improve students’ learning. This cyclic lesson study model has been employed within the United Kingdom, after originating in Japan, with Peter Dudley pioneering the introduction in the U.K. circa 2011 (Wood et al., 2016). It is comprised of: planning, observation, and reflection (Tdtrust, 2018). 
During a three-year investigation of Japanese education, Lewis (2000) found that Japanese teachers were able to successfully shift their approach to teaching science from “teaching as telling” to “teaching for understanding” through intense studying and sharing during a lesson study. Meanwhile, the teacher observation project funded by the education endowment fund found feedback from teachers in the vein of there being no time within their teaching timetable to complete such studies and that there is little evidence to show better pupil results linked to an increased number of observations (Huntington Research School, 2017). Fortunately, time has been allocated to conduct our research in the fullest to see first-hand the benefits of lesson studies in action. 
We shall be using the Brookfield method of four lenses to ensure critical reflections and continuity between the research(ers) (Brookfield, 2017): autobiographical, students’ eye, colleagues experiences, theoretical literature reflection (appendix 1a, b and c). Raw data from a classroom combined with research and literature creates a comprehensive environment to develop or improve a teaching technique or area of focus (Dudley, n.d.) (Cunningham, 2017). In order to be successful, the study should involve at least 2 teachers (ideally a member of the senior leadership team), with the impact on teacher improvement increasing with each repetition (Dudley, 2011).
The planning stage is crucial. It involves deciding on a specific area for development within the teaching practice to enhance students’ learning. Once the specific research question has been agreed upon, the lesson planning can begin as a joint effort.  Each activity should be planned directly linking to the research question. Predictions on how students will react to each activity should be made as well as deciding on how this is assessed to prove or disprove these predictions (Tdtrust, 2018). For our research to be successful, the greatest volume of data is to be collected. This is done by means of peer-observations focusing on answering set parameters or observation schedules (appendix 2a), a short 5-minute interview with select students after the lesson asking pre-agreed questions (appendix 2b) and ending with a discussion collating findings and comparing with literature. 
While quantity of data may be high, the quality may be questioned for several reasons. There is already a change in the learning environment with having an additional person in the room. Observer bias and expectation may cloud what is really happening, while focused data gathering may cause for useful evidence to be missed (Cohen, et al. 2018).  In order to generate reliable observational data, an overt non-participant role will be undertaken by the observer as the mere presence of an observer increased productivity at the Hawthorne electrical works, Chicago. This is known as the ‘Hawthorne effect’ (Cherry, 2018). This is the biggest issue as we are trying to measure engagement, which may inherently be increased due to the presence of an observer as opposed to the style of starter employed.
Once planning has finished, observation is next. Observation can be defined as the systematic process of recording the behavioural patterns of people, objects and occurrences (Greenfield and Greener, 2016). Whilst learning cannot be seen, proxies for learning can be seen and there is the danger of making links that do not exist due to personal bias or expectation (Didau, 2015). Select pupils will be the focus for data gathering during the lesson and be a part of the interview once the lesson concludes. Due to the snapshot of information gathered within a lesson, the pupil selection is vital when considering the research question at hand. The pupils chosen may therefore need to belong to certain categories, for example those with English as an additional language (EAL) or high-ability learners (Watson-Davis, 2017) (Dudley, 2011). We have chosen a cross-section of ability to give the widest range of information, however, the limitation is only one data set from each of these perspectives. 
Succeeding the lesson, comes reflection. During the interviews, there are three approaches to take. Use of structured, semi-structured, or non-structured questioning. The types of question are then considered: open versus closed questions. Structured interviews can be rigid with little room for detailed information gathering but can be standardised so that each participant over the lesson study is met with the same question. Unstructured interviews allow for open ended questioning, deeper knowledge probing generating more qualitive data. 
The downfall is the structure is uncontrolled and the questioning may take unknown twists and turns, deviating from the original purpose. This may generate data that although may be of interest, has little purpose in answering the research question.
Using a semi-structured style allows for set questions to be asked, space to be allowed for additional notes - should non-scripted questions be asked - while still generating focused qualitative data. Use of both closed questioning allows for focus to remain on topic whilst open questions allow for this further probing of knowledge and extraction of detailed data.
It’s important to have booked time immediately afterwards to discuss and question the data (Tdtrust, 2018). It may be useful to have a moderator to keep focus on student and teacher learning instead of drifting towards a teaching feedback session and to aid when questioning data fidelity (Dudley, 2011). Targets evolved from this discussion will impact the planning of the next lesson. Once reflection is finished, the cycle can start again from planning to observation to reflection, where the observation is now done by another member of the lesson study group.

Ethical considerations
Before any educational research could begin, an ethics committee needed to approve the research question, data collection methods, and intended use of published data. The University of St. David supplied an ethics form template based upon BERA guidelines. This was completed separately and submitted to the ethics committee for review to ensure suitability. The committee consisted of a group of individuals with sound understanding of research ethics.
This job of the committee is to ensure that data gathered, used and shared is used in an ethical manner, which means the rights of and values of individuals are not threated by the research (BERA, 2018) (Cohen et al, 2017). 
Upon approval, consent letters (appendix 3a), proposed interview questions, and observation schedules were sent out to the chosen students to ensure informed consent was given before considering them for participation of the study as well as ensuring they are aware of their right to withdraw at any point.

Lesson study 1: Results and analysis 
Immediately as the students enter the classroom the first question is on the board along with four possible answers. This is to set the tone for the class showing that it is a place of learning whilst engaging them cognitively (DfES, 2018). Using the observation schedule, notes were taken during the lesson whilst I sat in the corner of the classroom, following the definition of an overt non-participating observer: This data is captured in the appendix 4.a.1. D. Battell would read aloud the question, pause for approximately ten seconds, then asked students to raise their hands as he asked the class if they thought the answer was “A”, then “B”, etc. – this had every child answering the questions. Of the three selected students chosen to be observed and interviewed, two of them had 1 question wrong whilst the third student had each question correct. 
For the first two questions, the students could keep their eyes open and sit comfortably as they would for any lesson. For the final question, they were asked to keep their eyes closed, heads upon their desk, and raise their hands in the same manner while D. Battell would call out the answer “A”, “B”, and so on. This was to mitigate any copying of answers as he had found there was a delay in answering and some head turning to see who had answered and when. This strategy had been discussed beforehand based on the predictions that the class would follow a herd, group or, more colloquially known, mob mentality (Lee, 2018). It was during this third question where more students had the question wrong, including student 1 and 3.
During the main activities and demonstrations, each student seemed attentive, using eye-contact and offering answers to questions, whilst maintaining an outward smile and seemingly positive disposition. These are both attributes of emotional and behavioural engagement.
Cognitive engagement was rife within these students, especially with student 1, who asked to proceed onto the additional tasks on the worksheet. The observed evidence suggests that every student within the class showed to be emotionally, behaviourally, and cognitively engaged. 
It is important to note that while the teacher had not asked for silence, the class made very little sound whilst completing tasks and was commented on during the student interviews. Many believe a quiet classroom is a cultivated environment in which students are on task and learning (Paton, 2018). As previously reviewed, learning is in visible and this idea of a quiet classroom meaning each student is learning has been widely challenged while acknowledging silence has its place (Catapano, n.d.)  Without ‘helicopter teaching’, it would be impossible to tell if students are readily continuing with work or staring into deep space: Giving each child full attention can’t be done. Other students need support and help to guide them through work whilst helicopter teaching fosters an unrealistic air of security that would follow the child through life. Students aren’t offered the opportunity to fail and learn from this, rather they ‘nudge the student’ along the correct path that does not create autonomous students (Foster, 2008).
During the student interviews that instantly followed the lesson, the student’s feedback on the starter was concurrently positive: they ‘loved it’. Discussing the two circumstances of eyes open and eyes closed, again there was a concurrent feedback where the eyes closed option was favoured. It removed pressure when they are unable to see others answers and have their own be seen, removing any copying from one another or potential embarrassment due to failure.
Discussing the tasks and demonstrations yielded unexpected answers. Each student found the tasks to be quite difficult. Student 1 and 2 were able to say they felt confident in being able to answer the questions concerning the topic of dividing fractions while student 3 responded they ‘didn’t get it’. This is where the student’s commentary on the ‘eerie quietness of the classroom arose. The three agreed that it was an unusual environment that originated from certain members of the class being absent. Students 1 and 2 who were able to work through the exercise preferred the low-level to no noise whilst student 3, who couldn’t understand the topic, relished noise. As suggested by student 3, and in Diaz and Rajasekaran, noise allows for questions to be asked in confidence as it may hide a ‘stupid question’ and allows for peer-to-peer communication and collaboration reducing demand as there is only one teacher and possibly thirty students to help. The evidence of two polar opinions re-enforces the need to involve students in lesson planning to ensure that different learning environments evolve throughout an academic year to provide an opportunity to each learner in the classroom to engage in a topic through a medium they prefer. 
Throughout the discussion between myself and D. Battell, we summarised our notes (appendix 4.c.1) and 4.c.2) and found that each student showed resilience to difficult tasks, showed engagement throughout the lesson, and the eyes closed method was superior to eyes open for the aforementioned reasons. Taking into consideration what has been learned, planning for the subsequent lesson must include some method of mitigating students copying one another to understand its true impact on classroom engagement. 

Lesson study 2: Results and analysis 
Planning for the second lesson study the method of having students illustrating answers to multiple-choice questions moved away from the use of hands up to the use of whiteboards. The variables of showing a multiple-choice question and 4 possible answers remained the same, as did the observer behaviour. 
The start of this lesson is reserved for fifteen minutes of quiet reading as per school policy for key stage 3 during the last lesson of the day. Immediately following the silent reading, the question and four possible answers were show on the screen. 
I would follow a similar plan of reading the question out from the board at the front of the classroom then allow for ten seconds of thinking time before they would reveal their answers collectively. Unfortunately, this did not have whole class engagement (appendix 4.a.2: student 1). It did show a varied score in correct answers as there had to be an instant reveal of an answer, negating any time to change answers. This is not fool-proof and there may have still been some co-operation between those sat two to a table however, this was a truer reflection of whole class knowledge using this method.
Before any tasks had begun, student 1 had already shown disengagement to the reading with constant talking and during the explanation of the main task followed by student 1 asking for repetition of information. While all three students showed active listening skills, only students 2 and 3 showed constant emotional, behavioural and cognitive engagement. Student 1 showed partial behavioural and emotional engagement only during explanation of the main task (appendix 4.a.2). This was discussed during the student interview. 
Only students 1 and 3 were available for interview at the end of the lesson. As seen in appendix 4.d.1 and 4.d.2, student 1’s mood moved from negative to positive in relation to the fifteen minutes of reading to the starter task respectively, while student 3 maintained a positive attitude to the lesson from the start. Although student 3 enjoyed the starter activity, both students fed back that they engage greater in starters concerning chemical equations and math-based starters where cognition is required, and an answer presented. This was explored more, and the reasoning is to be able to have ‘something to show for their activities’. Further evidence of Diffenbaughs theory that student engagement is increased when they are a part of the lesson planning process and choose how they learn. The whiteboard starter shows live knowledge which is useful for a teacher to plan or adapt the lesson (Williams, 2016) but there is no recording of that knowledge anywhere, and thus the point of the exercise somewhat lost on the students and so their motivation dwindles. This did not seem to be a problem during the first lesson study. 
Further probing into student engagement during the lesson, the most enjoyable part was agreed to be the pracitcal aspect of the science lesson because its not really ‘work’ or is ‘better than normal’. This suggest that while having evidence of work and learning is important, the way students learn is how to ensure engagement. Unlike the previous lesson study, this lesson was much more vocal with student collaboration during paired work with answers readily offered. This evidence supports the theory from Diaz and Rajasekaran that although silence has its place, have peer-teaching is more effective as students are more readily accepting of knowledge and criticism from their peers and feel more confident to approach a friend with a ‘stupid’ question rather than ask a teacher while the whole class is silent.
During the second discussion session between myself and D. Battell, we found that while both students enjoy science as a discipline, the reading is not well-received by all and neither was the starter activity, there was only slight copying noticed during the starter, and there was continued engagement throughout the main tasks. All tasks were completed safely will the correct results, they each learned something or were able to recall something from the lesson. Learnings from this lesson study would impact the third lesson by re-visiting the use of hands up to answer questions while students’ eyes are closed and heads upon their desks. This is based on a majority of four students enjoying a multiple-choice starter out of the five interviewed and supported by almost whole class engagement during the two lessons. 

Discussion of findings and overall conclusion
Comparing the two lesson studies it is difficult to understand truly how the multiple-choice starter activity effected student’s engagement during the lesson. Many seemed to be engaged and ready for the lesson when the starter was presented ready before the class entered the room supporting the findings in Williams (2016). However, there are many issues with trying to use the gathered evidence to honestly answer the set research question from what was gathered to how it was gathered: There are questions surrounding the validity (accuracy), reliability, size of the sample, and use of student interviews.
Simplifying validity in to two categories of internal and external, we can ensure as far as is reasonably practicable that the research study data is sound and is collected using measures that are best suited to answering the research question (Barnow, 2010) (Jhangiani, Chiang and Price, 2014). Internal validity refers to the whether the effects observed during the observation are due to some manipulation of the independent variable and not some other factor. Internal validity can be affected by subject sample size, maturity, time allowed for data collection and more (McLeod, 2003) (Jhangiani, Chiang and Price, 2014). As previously mentioned, we used Brookfield’s four interconnecting lenses as it lends itself to ensuring that the research data is a true representative sample of reality: It is done by collecting data from a variety of sources and drawing comparisons to check for commonality across the board. External validity refers to the extent in which our research is applicable to other environments, and findings can be said to be invalid because they are unable to be applied to contexts outside of those wherein the research took place due to, but not exhaustively, descriptive explicitness of the research topic, the effect of time, data collection methods, and the effect of the research environment  (Seliger and Shohamy, 1989). For example, should the practitioners be volunteers in this study while randomly selected elsewhere, then external validity would be compromised due to this key difference (Barnow, 2010). Our external validity is here improved by including as many key details within the raw data around the learning environment, students, and even times of data collection to allow for transparency when this research is used or compared with by others researching this topic. For instance, lesson study 1 occurred at 12:20 on a Tuesday, whilst lesson 2 occurred after lunch at 13:50. All students concerned were of the ages 12-13 years old during a maths lesson and then a science lesson both of which, were ‘mixed ability’ and not sorted into ‘set’.
Creating high quality research not only comes from validity of data but from reliability or consistency of a measure. The reliability is how well results can be reproduced under the same research conditions (Middleton, 2019). As with validity, the internal and external reliability of the research methods should be scrutinized to ensure their quality. There are three distinct models to use for this: Test-retest, Interrater, Internal consistency (Jhangiani, Chiang and Price, 2014). (Middleton, 2019). The test-retest model us the use of a measure on an individual or group of people at any one point in time then repeated later using the same individual or group. This is only useful where the construct being measure if consistent over time. Mood or engagement is inherently variable and will change over time, ergo is not relevant for our purpose. The interrater model looks more towards the data gatherer. Different observers will have various cues to information they deem pertinent. Several different observers reviewing the same lesson, focusing on the same topic such as aggression in students, may categorise aggression by different levels of extremity leading to wildly different results when compared. Structured focus via the observation schedule (appendix 2.1) looks to standardise the focus for each and any observer should this topic be further researched; the same approach can be undertaken to further improve or disprove the data’s reliability in this context. The Internal consistency model is best described using the example of comparing data sets. Should a questionnaire be created and completed by a number e.g. ten participants, the resulting data should be split into two halves and compared. The comparative data should be similar, and thus can be considered reliable. This method is used in part during the discussion and reflection of the lesson studies between my-self and research partner. There can only be slight comparison of observed behaviour as one of us will be teaching during each lesson, while the student interview data collected (template attached - appendix 2.b) and students work or exercise books can be discussed, supported or contradicted by relevant literature to determine reliability. The data gathered within the described context can be said to hold validity and reliability. 
Furthermore, comes the issue of the sample size. Three students were chosen to represent the low, middle, and high ability present with the classes. Direct attention on a greater number within the cohort would have diluted the focus and vital evidence would have been missed as suggested by (Vasileiou et al., 2018). Notes were taken and have been used on the overall emotional, behavioural and cognitive engagement of the class. This allowed for a practical approach yielding enough quantity and quality data for us to use.

The use of student interviews is also cause for concern.  Often defined as a qualitative research technique, they are not without their flaws. Should the interviewer(s) and interviewee(s) have a good relationship, it is easier for more in-depth discussion and offering of answers with easy to record answers directly from the students on their thoughts and feelings (Boyce and Neale, 2006). Meanwhile, the interviewer may be biased, create an unfriendly atmosphere, can be time-consuming, and may result in falsehoods from the interviewee(s) either intentionally or unintentionally (Kvale, 1994) (Plas, 1996). This is where the validity and reliability are again questioned. Using the Brookfield method of four lenses, the interrater and internal consistency methods are used to compare and scrutinise the data before applying it to answering the posed research question.
Reflecting on all we have found, ultimately, we concluded there is no single ‘perfect’ starter activity, and should it be found, its constant repetition would surely be its downfall. Context is key. In some scenarios multiple choice is exactly what’s needed as only short answers are required. Alternatively, there will be a need for a different style of questioning to engage the students and illustrate the complexity of their current understanding of the topic about to be undertaken.
When discussing the effectiveness of a multiple-choice starter in the context of student engagement, or lack thereof (appendix 4.d.1 and 4.d.2), the purpose of a starter is then, again, questioned. There needs to be an element for both student and teacher. Something to engage the students so they are motivated to work and want to show knowledge, pride, and enthusiasm (Gershon, 2011) while also informing the teacher of what is already known so they may plan or adapt the direction of the learning (Williams, 2016).  It could be suggested from this research that the starter has no bearing on student’s engagement during the remainder of a lesson and instead comes from how involved students are with planning their learning in terms of how they learn as suggested by Didau and by Fredricks as well as providing the right style of learning environment for the students be it silent or ‘noisy’ where collaboration and on-topic discussion  is promoted  as suggested by Catapano alongside  Rajasekaran.
Each student is unique and will learn in their own way.  Informed planning from understanding the learner in front of you and collaboration with each student allows for us to become better educators. These are sound concepts and will be carried forward through my subsequent teaching practices.

Recommendations
Further to presenting this research, I recommend that further data be collected to ensure reliability of the data in the set context by myself and D. Battell, to allow for a great many of the variables to remain constant. Focus would now be around evolving the hands-up with heads-down, eyes-closed method for multiple-choice question answering. Greater samples should be considered of possibly five students to improve on data collected in both a qualitative and quantitative means. 
Scott Clarke	ECAD7004/C	1904729

Externally to the research, student involvement should be considered during the next lesson study planning and any subsequent lesson planning for lessons. Sharing of the above findings should not be limited to  myself and research partner but with all teachers – student or long-term serving in the profession – as it reduces pressure trying to think and deliver lessons if the students have had an input to the learning, creating an environment where they are already engaged emotionally, behaviourally, and cognitively.    The use of alternative starter activities should be considered, and a catalogue created of the ‘best’ ones for set contexts: this will need to be based on the information gathered during the activity useful to the teacher, while ensuring total class engagement.  Such contexts would be where short answers and rote understanding are needed to a longer answer developing key terminology, or simply to build on weaker areas such as in numeracy and literacy skills in general.
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