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[bookmark: _GoBack]Research Assessment – Source analysis intervention 

	The research for this assessment was undertaken at a secondary school known in this research as school X in February 2019. To contextualise background of the school X, it practices through the medium of English, has approximately 1,214 pupils according to data from 2018 and has a higher than average percentage of pupils eligible for FSM (Free School Meals) which stands at 24.8% (My Local School, 2018). The results of the intervention were recorded from a year 9 top set class, who were able to develop and extend their answers based on feedback and work provided during the intervention. The class has 33 pupils and as this is a top set class containing a high number of MAT (More Able and Talented) pupils, the tasks and resources were based on stretch the pupils and allow them to work independently in order to see progress in their own source analysis. 
	Undertaking an intervention and research question based on developing weaknesses in source analysis seemed a natural progression with this particular class. This is due to this class sitting an assessment in December following work on ‘the middle passage’ as part of the slave trade scheme of work. The assessment contained two source analysis questions and the intervention would be based on the results and weaknesses of the class from the assessment. GCSE level skills such as source analysis are introduced in KS3 schemes of work and assessments in the department in order to ready pupils for the demands of KS4 history and to provide challenge of young historians. Source based work is often missing from KS3 schemes of work, resulting in poor analytical skills by the time pupils reach year 9 where evidential work begins to become prominent before KS4 (Smith, 2001). I also personally enjoy teaching source analysis and I had seen improvement in the class throughout the term and I was eager to continue with their development of this key historical skill, particularly as a number of these pupils are on the eve of entering GCSE history. In order to test the analytical skills of the pupils specifically, the sources provided for the pupils in the post-testing of the intervention were based on a topic that the pupils had recently studied. Phil Smith says that, “Planning for prior knowledge to feed evidential understanding is crucial.”(Smith, 2001, p11), arguing that the sources selected for analysis should be based on a topic where the contextual and subject knowledge is firm and pupils can understand the content of the source well.


Literature Review
	Since the introduction of primary sources and source analysis in secondary schools, there has been a wealth of literature written regarding the use of primary sources and its importance, strategies to successfully use primary sources and problems that arise when using primary sources in the classroom. It is interesting to see that written work regarding primary sources in the 1970’s (Krug, 1970) resemble issues and problems that are still being written about by modern scholars today. Although throughout the modern literature, a number of explanations and solutions are mentioned to a number of these continuing issues. Throughout the literature, consisting of books, journals and other articles, there have been three areas of interest and concern that have stood out and will be discussed. These areas of concern can be linked between a number of scholars and the work they have undertaken, which on occasion also suggests strategies to overcome these issues and address problems that arise whilst teaching primary sources and evidential work. The three areas of concern that are highlighted in this short review are: firstly, the absence of source analysis in KS3 curriculums in some schools and the misconception of primary sources as a result; secondly, the correct using of prior knowledge as contextual information which allows pupils to fully access primary sources and reach reasonable conclusions; and thirdly, the challenge of making source analysis tasks more engaging and intriguing for pupils, where they see the benefit and purpose of source analysis. These issues will be explored and there will be explanations where possible as to how the literature influenced this research project and any of the issues mentioned. 
	The first area of concern, which is the absence of source analysis in KS3 curriculums and the misconception of primary sources as a result, is directly addressed by the “History with Welsh National Curriculum” document (Welsh Government, 2008) which states that source analysis and interpretations of history are a key skill that needs to be taught during KS3 (Welsh Government, 2008). Importantly, the document directly states that pupils should be able to, “Apply their historical knowledge to analyse and evaluate interpretations…and begin to assess why some historians are more valid than others.” (Welsh Government, 2018, p. 14). Although KS3 curriculums vary, the evidence suggests that if the Welsh Governments work points out the importance of source analyse and interpretation of sources, then these key historical skills should be included in all Welsh curriculums. 
	Although source analysis and evidential work is predominantly seen as a KS4 skill, there are scholars that have supported the introduction of source analysis at KS3 (Smith, 2001; Counsell, 2000; LeCocq, 2000) prior to the Welsh Governments document (2008). Phil Smith (2001) in particular is vocal about the matter, stating that source analysis is often left out of KS3 schemes of work, resulting in pupils becoming confused and misunderstood when they do encounter evidential work and ultimately having underdeveloped source analysis skills by the time they reach the end of KS3 (Smith, 2001). There are huge benefits for pupils at the end of KS3 if they have been exposed to source analysis and source based tasks throughout KS3. Source analysis is a difficult skill that needs to be accumulated over a long period of time, so that the prior knowledge of the sources can be learned but also so the skill of analysing and evaluating a source can be developed (Counsell, 2000). 
	By introducing source analysis in year 7, there is optimal chance to begin to develop analytical skills and writing structures, that will vastly benefit pupils by the end of KS3 (Counsell, 2000). Sources also allow for discussions and debates to begin (Krug, 1970), which form the basis of history as a subject and this is being missed out at KS3 where source analysis is being neglected for other tasks. It is also worth pointing out that although the a large number of schools do implement source analysis in KS3, even in year 7, it is done so to the extent that primary sources are becoming misunderstood for being pieces of text that need explaining rather than analysing and evaluating (Barton, 2005). If source based work is going to be introduced to year 7, it needs to be wholeheartedly and properly done so in order for there to be benefits for the pupils. Therefore, in order for pupils to fully develop their analytical skills ready for KS4, should they choose to study history at GCSE level, it is vital that the basic analytical skills are implemented as soon as KS3 begins. This is an initiative that the school this research project was undertaken in also believed in (Appendix 1), exposing all KS3 pupils to various degrees of analytical skill, resulting in this research being able to take place. 
	Therefore, scholars have commented on the absence of source analysis from KS3 curriculums and identified it as a real issue that can have knock-on effects to the learning of pupils and this specific historical skills. As a result, there are two highlighted misconceptions, particularly in KS3 and mostly at year 7, that stem from the issue of an absence of analytical work or very little work in the way of source analysis. Firstly, the misconception that primary sources are always better than secondary sources. Secondly, the issue of ‘bias’ and how it is used and interpreted, particularly in lower KS3 but also upper KS3. 	
	The greatest misconception that pupils arrive at is that all primary sources are more valuable that secondary sources of information. This is perhaps because they think that primary sources are always more reliable, as they were written or created at the time, it would make sense for them to be more reliable than secondary sources (Barton, 2005). However, it is important to point out to pupils, or do so using examples as was done in this research project intervention, that a number of sources both primary and secondary should be consulted in order to properly develop ones historical understanding of a topic (Barton, 2005). This was an issue at the beginning of this intervention, so the work of Barton (2005) was influential in providing the pupils involved that with the knowing that reliability and usefulness is only judged once a source has been fully analysed, not just because it is a primary or secondary source. 
	Another issue that arises as a result of very little or improper source analysis intervention in KS3 is the problem of overusing or misunderstanding the term ‘bias’. ‘Bias’ is a key term relating to source analysis, which can be used effectively when pupils in year 7 begin source analysis. When analysing sources, pupils must comment on the usefulness and reliability of sources, where naturally there is an element of ‘bias’ (Lang, 1993). However, ‘bias’ as a term can be used in the wrong way and can be used without explanation. Smith (2001) argues that there needs to be a move away from low-level historical thinking, particularly when it comes to source analysis (Smith, 2001). As a result, pupils often have the words for analysis in their writing, but do not have the skills to explain what they are saying e.g. ‘bias’, but not explaining why it is or how (Smith, 2001). There needs to be a move away from overusing the word ‘bias’, as it can be argued that it devalues the words meaning in an analytical sense and limits the pupils evaluation skills (LeCocq, 2000). LeCocq (2000) agrees with the work of Smith (2001) that an overuse in the term ‘bias’ means than it becomes frowned upon by teachers, academics and historians. There needs to be a more meaningful way of analysis and evaluation in source analysis. The overuse of the term ‘bias’ was also evident during the research project, so during the intervention, there were tasks to help broaden the vocabulary used by pupils during their analysis, followed by explanations as to what the term used meant and why it was used. One of the key features of the intervention was to improve the way pupils analysed the purpose and reliability of the source, so this was useful in developing the pupils to used better terms than ‘bias’, such as ‘exaggerated’, ‘ill-informed’ or ‘subjective’, whilst understanding why they had used them.
	However, as mentioned, there is a place for the term ‘bias’ in source analysis in the classroom. Perhaps ‘bias’ as a term isn’t the problem, its defining what ‘bias’ means and understanding it (Lang, 1993). As after all, bias is what gives values to primary and secondary sources and allows them to be analysed and interpreted, because without bias, there would be no opinions or sources to evaluate (Lang, 1993). Sean Lang (1993) also warns against the overuse of the term ‘bias’, but disagrees with the fact that there should be a move away from its use and argues that it has continued value in analytical work. Lang argues that there is a confusing defining ‘bias’, particularly in schools. His argument outlines the fact that bias is important in sources, as it sets sources apart for analysis and evaluation, but also suggests that pupils are using bias in the wrong way (Lang, 1993). When pupils suggest that a source is ‘biased’, they automatically think that the source is fake, falsified or distortional, due to the fact that they have misunderstood why ‘biased’ means (Lang, 1993). Interestingly, Lang suggests that instead of moving away from using ‘bias’ as a written term, there needs to be more questions asked about why the source is biased and how? Rather than ignoring the term or using it in a ‘yes it’s biased’ or a ‘no it’s not biased’ answer (Lang, 1993). The work highlighted on ‘bias’ influenced the intervention undertaken in this research project due to the fact that there was an effort to develop the analysing of ‘purpose’ and ‘reliability’ of sources in pupils work. As a result, the intervention aimed at broadening pupils academic and analytical vocabulary, particularly when analysing the reliability of sources. 

	The second area of concern raised in the literature, the correct using of prior knowledge as contextual information which allows pupils to fully access primary sources and reach reasonable conclusions, seems basis and logical but can hinder pupils progress and confidence whilst tackling source analysis. 
	Smith (2001) is vocal in suggesting that, “Planning for prior knowledge to feed evidential understanding is crucial.” (Smith, 2001, p.11). In order for pupils to successfully analyse a document or any primary source, it is essential that their prior topical knowledge is at a good level (Anderson et al. (2006). Anderson et al. (2006) agrees with Smith (2001), whose findings showed that the depth of analysis and contextual understanding of the source was not the same when pupils were not comfortable with the topical knowledge involving the source. The understanding of the sources’ setting is vital to the impact it has on the pupils and their work (Krug, 1970), which has always been the case. Due to this, the sources used during the intervention undertaken in this report were all based upon a topic that the pupils had strong prior knowledge in. As a result, pupils were able to contextualise the content of the sources well and feel more comfortable when breaking down the sources. The issue of correctly selecting source that include prior topical knowledge can also be linked to the introduction of sources early in KS3 (Counsell, 2000). By introducing source analysis earlier into KS3 classrooms, there are more opportunities for sources to be integrated into schemes of work, which would not only pupils to identify the most important parts of the source that are needed for analysis i.e. purpose, reliability etc. but also allow them to use their own topical knowledge to evaluate the source (Counsell, 2000). Pupils will then begin to see the value of primary sources and how they link to what they have already learned, particularly as part of an enquiry (Counsell, 2000).
	Before the source analysis intervention begun, there was a short and meaningful recap of prior knowledge related to the topic that the sources would be based on. This was important and extremely worthwhile, as it helped to re-engage the pupils’ knowledge of the topic and build confidence towards tackling the provided source (Riley, 1999). Asking pupils to analyse a source they are unfamiliar with is a task itself sometimes, but to provide students with a source, which is not related to the content they have previous been learning, would be unfair and would damage their confidence. 
	As previously mentioned, in order to develop our historical understanding properly, there needs to be consultation and use of primary and secondary sources (Barton, 2005). Barton (2005) highlights an unusual issue regarding the use of primary sources as tools for building contextual knowledge. He argues that trying to build historical knowledge using primary sources is incorrect and insufficient, as primary sources should only be introduced as tasks when prior knowledge from secondary resources is secure (Barton, 2005). As a great depth of prior contextual knowledge allows for more meaningful analysis, resulting in better conclusions being drawn at the end (Pickles, 2010). 
	However, scholars such as Pickles (2010) who also believe that a secure amount of prior knowledge is needed in order to successfully analyse a source warn that prior knowledge must not be used to simply describe a source (Pickles, 2010). The prior knowledge that pupils should have prior to analysing the source should be used to extend their analysis and help them draw conclusions of the source, not hinder their analysis and lead them to simply describe the content of the source because they have the knowledge to do so (Pickles, 2010). Therefore, there needs to be a focus on teaching pupils to transfer what they know through analytical skills, rather than the analytical skills becoming a simple describing exercise. 
	In order for there to be improved judgements made in areas of analysis such as purpose and reliability, using sources from a topic where the pupils have sufficient prior knowledge is key. This allows pupils to discuss more points in further detail and extend answers due to the depth of contextual knowledge they have. Pupils feel more confident analysing sources where they understand the context of the source, which helps them avoid purely describing the content of the source, which is not full analysis. 

	The third and final area of concern is an area that teachers try to address throughout their lessons and career, the issue of engagement and intrigue. Source analysis, sometimes by perceived nature, can appear dry and boring to pupils, particularly in KS3. However, there a number of different ways to motivate and excite pupils for source analysis tasks. It is important that pupils understand the importance of source analysis and where it fits into history lessons, whilst also trying to create fresh tasks and activities that defy the stereotypical source analysis tasks. 
	The main purpose of primary sources are to engage pupils and to enhance pupils historical understanding of the past from different perspectives by giving them accounts from the time period in question (Barton, 2005). Primary sources shouldn’t be a bore for pupils or a cause of disinterest, they should be used with the knowledge of secondary information to piece together the past as real historians do. Musbach (2001) agrees that primary sources give pupils the power to discover and learn about people from another time, which is extremely positive for the pupils and helps to piece together the past (Musbach, 2001). 
	However, there are scholars (Musbach, 2001; Krug, 1970) that argue badly selected sources can demotivate pupils and ‘turn off’ interest, intrigue and motivation to complete the tasks (Musbach, 2001; Krug, 1970). Sources need to be accessible to the pupils, however, this does not mean they should not be challenging, but the pupils should not struggle to understand technical language etc. (Musbach, 2001).
	In order to avoid this sort of reaction from pupils in this intervention, resources were creative and varied to enthuse and engage the pupils.  Activities were designed in the shape of normal resource activities to make analysis more enjoyable and varied (Smith, 2001). In this intervention, a variety of starter tasks and main activities were used in order to try and achieve the desired outcome. After consulting Riley’s (1999) work based on layers of inference, inference grids were used to give specific ‘attention’ to ‘purpose’ and reliability when analysing a given source. Layers of inference allow complex sources to be broken down and evaluated, piece by piece, in a creative way that engages pupils (Riley, 1999). As a result, the different layers allow for different aspects of the source e.g the purpose of the source, to be broken down individually and visually (Riley, 1999). Inference grids also allow for questions to be asked of the source, as questions posed by the pupils can be useful in regards to what the source does and does not tell us. By using resources such as these, teachers are able to provide scaffolding to the pupils learning, allowing them to work independently, but not without instruction or guidance (Shemilt, 2003). However, Woolley (2003) warns that if we make resources more accessible by shortening them and leaving original content out of sources, we risk removing the natural ‘hook’ that sources provide (Woolley, 2003). The sources that are chosen for analysis need to be appropriate and accessible for the class they are set for, as cutting information out of sources can sometimes remove pieces of information that could actually be a pupils access point into analysing the source (Woolley, 2003). 


Department Policy and practice
The history department is fully committed to developing the historical skills of all pupils, particularly source analysis as it is a key historical skill that takes time to develop and improve throughout a scheme of work and over a period of time. The department implements source analysis work throughout its KS3 scheme of works in order to develop the skills needed for KS4 analysis. The Welsh Government curriculum for history (2008) regards “Interpretations of History” (Welsh Government, 2008, p.14) as a key skill in the history curriculum that KS3 learners should have access to. As a result of this, KS3 learners are able to access higher order historical skills between years 7 & 9 in preparation for GCSE standard history. Smith (2001) suggests that KS3 schemes of work often leave out any sort of evidential or source based work until either late in year 9 or do not include it at all (Smith, 2001). By doing so, pupils are not developing their skills and practice of source analysis until it is too late, resulting in pupils thinking less evidentially. 
During my time in the department before conducting the intervention for this piece of research, I underwent a lengthy conversation with the Head of Department to discuss the departmental policy regarding source analysis. When in conversation with the Head of Department, I was told that there was no direct written policy regarding source analysis, although source analysis is written into the KS3 & KS4 schemes of work and also mentioned in the DER (Departmental Evaluation Report) as being a key aspect of history (Appendix 1). The DER also clearly explains why historical skills such as source analysis are taught at KS3 (Appendix 1). 
The 2018 DER, which reviews the performance of the department, its strategies and progress throughout the academic year, gives reasoning for the inclusion of source analysis in KS3 and why it is important (Appendix 1). The report, which was created at the end of the academic year, emphasizes that extended writing tasks and assessments across KS3 are deliberately designed to aid progression and historical skills in anticipation of pupils continuing the subject at KS4 (Appendix 1). By doing this, KS3 pupils, particularly in year 9, are able to develop skills that will form an important part of their learning if they should take GCSE history. This benefits pupils because they are exposed to the skills that are needed at GCSE early and it helps to give them a head start. Source analysis also provides a challenge to the classes at KS3, particularly the top set classes who are pushed to provide answers which are balanced and well structured. 
Source analysis work is introduced initially in the year 8 scheme of work, where pupils use a CAP (Content; Origin; Purpose) analysis and begin learn and understand the process of breaking down a text source and identifying the positives and negatives of a given text. The year 8 scheme of work is based on the Tudor and early Stuart period, which allowed for opportunities to use and develop source analysis skills throughout the topic. 
Source analysis then continues into the year 9 scheme of work and introduces a new analytical technique that allows pupils to study an given source to a greater degree of depth and develop their answer further. Source analysis is more prominent in the year 9 scheme of work and forms the basis on the 2018 Christmas assessment, where two of the three questions were primary source extracts that needed analysing using specific analytical skills and their own knowledge of the topic. The year 9 scheme of work covers a number of topics, such as: The industrial revolution; The British Empire; Slavery; and The First World War. These topics are extremely popular and are very accessible in regards to the wealth of primary sources available, resulting in a variety of sources being analysed throughout the scheme of work. Pupils are introduced to a more developed form of source analysis, which is called COPR (Content; Origin; Purpose; Reliability) analysis. A number of different tasks are used over a number of lessons to ensure that the complexity of source analysis is understood and that pupils are able to build a balanced argument using their own knowledge and breakdown a source using COPR. Pupils must show the ability to extract information from the source, discuss the reliability of the source, use their own topical knowledge to give context to the source and make a judgement on whether the source is useful or not to historians. 







Methodology and Ethics
	According to BERA (British Educational Research Guidelines), “Educational researchers aim to extend knowledge and understanding in all areas of educational activity and from all perspective..”. (BERA, 2011, p. 4). Therefore, it is the role of teaching practitioners to carry out educational research in order to test methods, interventions and programs of learning. When carrying out research in school, it is important that there are ethical guidelines that need to be followed and it is important that they are in order to keep the research professional and for the intervention to provide conclusive results. BERA offer a set of guidelines that acknowledge the different philosophies, theories and methodologies that educational researchers undertake, in order to carry out ethically correct research projects and interventions (BERA, 2011). Therefore, the intervention within this research project was strictly based on the BERA ethical guidelines set out in their 2011 guidelines. The importance of the guidelines in educational research are clear, as there needs to be a caring and sensitive approach to participants, where there is concent to take part in the intervention and there is also an open door policy for those we may wish to not take part in the research or remove themselves during the research (BERA, 2011). All research, results and data are strictly confidential and participants are kept strictly anonymous (BERA, 2011).
	The chosen methodology for the research undertaken in this intervention was based on the One-Group Pretest-posttest design, which is designed so that results from pretesting can be directly compared with the posttest result after a short intervention has been introduced to try and increase the performance of pupils in a specific area of study (Cranmer, 2019; Knapp, 2016). Cranmer (2019) best describes the test design, as he writes that there are two distinct design features to the testing: all participants are treated the same under exactly the same conditions and that there is a variable that is tested before and after the intervention is completed (Cranmer, 2019). This type of testing design was perfectly suited to the intervention undertaken in this research project. Firstly, it is a quick and easy way to gather data and collect results from the intervention that is put into place by the researcher. Secondly, it is participant friendly, as participants are able to remove themselves during the intervention if they choose. Thirdly, because the data collected at the start of the intervention in pretesting can be easily compared and calculated against the posttest results at the end of the intervention. The test design was very well suited for a research project topic such as source analysis, as pre and post testing analysis could be marked using the same mark scheme, adding to the validity of the posttest result. The difference between the first test and second test are calculated when the intervention is completed to indicate whether participants have improved, remained the same or decreased in score. 
	However, there are scholars who believe that there are a number of limitations that significantly affect the reliability of the One-Group pretest-posttest design too the extend that the test design does not accurately represent potential improvements made by participants. There are a number of threats to the validity and outcome of the interventions which can cause problems with the reliability of the posttesting in particular (Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Togerson, 2012; Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003). Test results can be affected by threats such as: the history effect; the Hawthorn effect; maturation of the brain and body, the impacts of pretest results or previous testing; and the RTM phenomenon (Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Torgerson, 2012). 
However, some of these issues have been limited in this intervention due to the length of the intervention. A shorter intervention meant that the ‘history effect’ in particular was limited, which is one of the biggest issues. The ‘history effect’ is where events or experiences outside the intervention may impact the changes between pretesting and posttesting (Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Togerson, 2012). The ‘maturation’ factor can also be limited due to a shorter intervention. ‘Maturation’ occurs naturally and its effects mean that over a period of time, the brain and body of the participant will develop and mature, which could affect the test results (Marsden & Togerson, 2012). Although this is natural, as mentioned, it can be limited as long as the length of the intervention is over a long period of time. The intervention in this project was short, helping to avoid this potential issue. There is also another potential issue that is known as ‘the RTM phenomenon’ (Marsdon & Togerson, 2012). This can be an issue because participants that have higher test scores, i.e. in the pretest, are on average more likely to have lower results than what they began with in the pretest scores (Marsden & Togerson, 2012). 
Therefore, the pretest-posttest design model has a number of areas of issues. However, the design is ideal for a small scale research project and intervention such as this. The design model is easy and comfortable to use as an educational researcher and due to the short period of time that was available for the intervention to take place, it was an effective way of gathering data and introducing a short intervention (Knapp, 2016). This research project was designed with the purpose to see whether results would increase or decrease over a short period of time where an intervention was put into place, not necessarily to find out specifically what the main cause for improvements was, which could be done more accurately by testing more than one class of participants for example (Knapp, 2016). The test design is not perfect and without flaws and issues, however, it is effective at collecting data during short interventions such as in this research project. 


Evaluation
	In this section of the report, there will be a full evaluation of the sequence of lessons that were undertaken in this intervention. There will be explanations why a number of tasks and resources were used in this short two lesson intervention and how their practice was underpinned by the relevant literature that influenced the decisions made during the intervention lessons. The decision was made for the intervention to only be placed over two lessons due to timetabling issues, a lack of time for a lengthy intervention and to keep the pupils engaged and limit the potential issues that can occur during lengthy research interventions (Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Togerson, 2012). The intervention length was also made shorter due to the fact that the pre-diagnostic scores for the pretest source analysis were taken from the Christmas assessment that the class participating in the intervention had recently undertaken. There was another added benefit doing this, as the mark scheme used for the assessment could also be used for the posttest source analysis, adding consistency to the marking of the tests which can positively impact the reliability of the marking. Using the pretest scores from the recently assessment was a valid option for the intervention, due to the fact that the subject knowledge in the intervention and posttesting was the same as the assessment. The subject knowledge was based on the middle passage during the Transatlantic Slave Trade. This decision was made to benefit the pupils and allow them to enter the intervention with a solid amount of subject specific prior knowledge. As a number of scholars correctly pointed out in the literature underpinning this decision, providing pupils with sources and source based tasks that build on their prior subject knowledge allows the pupils to access the content of the source better the quality of analysis will have more depth as the pupils are comfortable with the context and content of the source (Krug, 1970; Pickles, 2010; Counsell, 2000; Anderson et al., 2006). It was hoped that this would also give pupils more confidence to tackle the analysis, due to their secure prior subject knowledge of the topic and after recapping key information (Riley, 1999).
	The sequence of lessons in the intervention began with a definition lesson. After reviewing and marking the Christmas assessment, it came to my attention that there were a 3 areas that this short intervention should specifically look to address and improve. The first area was the analysis regarding the purpose of a source. This was done well by some pupils, but the majority didn’t directly address the matter specifically or left it out. Analysing the purpose of the source also has an impact on how reliable the source is or isn’t, which was made clear to the pupils in order for them to see the link between analysing the purpose of a source and how it can affect reliability. The second area that needed addressing was the written structure of the answers. The majority of the assessments that were marked contained the full analysis of the source provided, however the structure of the written answer was often loose, unstructured and sometimes difficult to follow. This would be addressed by providing model answers for the pupils to see what success looked like, followed by providing suggested sentence starters for each part of the COPR analysis process (Shemilt, 2003). Finally, the third area of improvement that was identified for development was the variety of subject specific and analytical vocabulary. The pretest scores had conclusively shown that there was a lack of variety in the pupils academic vocabulary and source analysis specific language. There was an overuse and misuse of the term ‘bias’, as this was often the only word used during analysis of reliability and this needed addressing. Vocabulary issues and the overuse of the term ‘bias’ are common concern in literature, as pupils, particularly at KS3, seem to rush to use the work ‘bias’ without knowledge of what it means (Smith, 2001; Lang, 1993). The following piece will examine and explain the resources used during tasks over the two lessons. There will be explanations for the tasks, links with the relevant literature that inspired the tasks and a short evaluation regarding the effectiveness of the resource. 
	The first of the two lessons began with a COPR (Content, Origin, Purpose, Reliability) task, which was based on the ‘think, pair, share’ principle, where pupils would work together to try and come up with a definition for each of the COPR words that would allow any misconceptions of the terms to be identified. The intervention aimed to find the misconceptions of source analysis, particularly regarding the analysis of source purpose reliability. A starter task such as this was beneficial for the researcher and the pupils themselves, because a task where pupil voice and opinion is expressed can be important to understanding the level of understanding or misunderstanding that pupils have in relation to source analysis (Pickles, 2010). The aim of this task was for pupils to see what they already know, see if or where they were going wrong after recording a firm definition for each COPR word and learn from the task. As a result of this, it was also an opportunity, based on Mark Krug’s work (1970) and Musbach (2001), to highlight the importance of source analysis and how historians use these analytical terms to dig for evidence like a detective and how primary sources allow historians to view history from the perspective of people that were there (Krug, 1970; Musbach, 2001). The majority of the class could accurately define content, origin and reliability to an extent, but struggled to accurately record a clear definition for purpose. A definition was given for each word and was recorded by the class for future reference. The pupils also led their own learning, working together to list a number of questions coinciding with each of the COPR words. These would act as thought guidelines for pupils to use during the different stages of analysis. 
	The task that followed for the first part of the lesson was heavily based on Riley’s work on layers of inference (1999). Pupils were given an inference grid, with a short text source at the heart of the analysis. The layers of inference, working from inside the resource too out, required pupils to firstly analyse the purpose of the source, followed by analysing the reliability of the source, in order to show the pupils how these two areas of analysis influence and link to one another. This was specifically done because the analysis of the purpose and reliability of the source were areas of focus that needed to be improved. The decision to include an inference grid in the intervention was an easy one, due to the added benefits that can arise from using them as a resource. The added benefit of using layers of inference in a resource such as an inference grid is that pupils can continually add information and knowledge onto one-another in order to break down a source, allowing even the most complex sources to be analysed piece by piece (Riley, 1999). As mentioned, the extra benefit of this type of resource is that links can easily be drawn between the information that is lifted from the source. Having the ‘purpose of the source’ on the inside on the resource and the ‘reliability of the source’ on the outside of the source helps the [image: ]pupils to construct a well-structured answer. The pupils were also engaged by this resource, due to the fact that there is a structured resource for the analysis, rather than writing in paragraphs as they normally would for an analysis answer. Using activity sources in source analysis tasks and lessons can greatly            benefit engagement and interest in the task according to scholars (Smith, 2001; Riley, 1999). This had the desired effect, as pupils were keen to give their answers and opinions and also began to ask questions of the content of the source and what the source was not telling us. The rest of the lesson was used as a recap for the subject area, just for the pupils to feel secure in their subject knowledge. Figure 1: An inference grid used to help identify and improve purpose and reliability 

	The second lesson in the sequence of the intervention was taught the day after the first lesson, which was ideal for keeping the intervention short and also for the retention of information. Although this was a benefit to the pupils, it was not initially planned, but due to the amount of time permitted to undertake the intervention, this timeframe was the only one available in order to conduct the research with this class. This did, however, address issues regarding limitations of the pretest-posttest model, as the intervention was planned to be done within a week in order to avoid any outside interference and to keep the pupils engaged and interested (Smith, 2001; Riley, 1999; Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Togerson, 2012). The lesson began with a key word starter task, with the aim at opening pupils to more advanced and varied vocabulary. This was influenced by the literature published by Smith (2001) and Le Cocq (2000) suggesting that there needs to be more varied vocabulary during source analysis, with a particular focus on moving away from the term ‘bias’ (Smith, [image: ]2001; Le Cocq, 2000). Although one of the intentions was for the resource to help build a bank of analytical words for the pupils that are alternative to using ‘bias’, that was not its only use. ‘Bias’ was word included in the resource, which caused a discussion point. This was based on the work by Sean Lang (1993), who suggests that bias is a big part of history, particularly in source analysis, which cannot be avoided or ignored (Lang, 1993).            Figure 2: A starter activity used to develop analytical vocabulary 
Although pupils should vary and adapt their vocabulary, it is still important that they are aware of what ‘bias’ correctly means as an analytical term and that it can be used, however there needs to be caution when using it (Lang, 1993). The pupils reacted well to the task and benefitted greatly from it, as the task influenced discussion afterwards regarding other works that could also potentially be used and also why pupils would usually choose to use ‘bias’ and not something else in the first place. Figure 2: A starter task used to improve analytical vocabulary 

	Following on from this starter task, there was a short slideshow with examples of sentence starters and an shorten written example of how pupils should structure their answer in writing. It had been identified that within the class, there was no single way of analysis in terms of structuring the answer. Although this is common, some of the issues that needed addressing within pupils work could easily be affected by the structure of the answer that the pupils provided. A lot of the structure was spread out and scattered throughout the writing. For example, a number of pupils would begin by analysing the content of the source, then move onto why the source was unreliable, before coming back to state who the author was. To address this, the aim was for all pupils to use COPR analysis, firstly analysing the strengths of the content, followed by origin, purpose and reliability, before analysing the limitations of the source and what the source doesn’t tell us etc. Although pupils grasped the idea and a number of the pupils were already approaching analysing sources in this manner, it was a worthwhile idea. However, perhaps it could have been an idea to have given the pupils a short task that could have been completed, that could have consolidated the information from the slide show. This is something that would definitely be addressed if this intervention was done again, in order to improve pupils engagement and involvement to lead their own learning. 
	In the later part of the lesson, pupils were then handed a source which they should analyse in a period of time and this would act as the posttest piece that would be marked and compared to the results of the pretest. Pupils were given 20 minutes to complete the source, which was a generous amount of time for a single source, but was implemented with the purpose of ensuring that the pupils had more than enough time to analyse the source and come to a judgment at the end of the task. A timer was put on the projector so pupils could keep track of time, and all pupils present were happy to take part in the testing and consensually agreed that their results could be used in this research project, even though this was already done at the beginning of the intervention for ethic reasons (BERA, 2011). Out of the class of 33 pupils, 29 took part due to the absence of 4 pupils for one reason or another. The results of the posttest were kept confidential and all pupils marks are anonymous (BERA, 2011). The posttests were marked with the same mark scheme as the pretest answers and by the same marker, in order to have a consistent mark scheme to compare against. Below is a table of results, including the pretest mark of pupils 1 to 29, followed by the posttest mark of pupils 1 to 29, in order to directly see a comparison between the two marks. There will also be a column at the end of the table that will indicate whether the pupil has increased their mark, remained the same or decreased their mark from pretest to posttest. The marks for the analysis were out of 6 marks, with added emphasis on the marking of the three thinks there was a need for improvement for. Firstly, the analysis of the ‘purpose’ of the source and its effect on reliability. Secondly, on the written structure of the analysis. Thirdly, the need for improved analytical vocabulary, including the move away from using ‘bias’ or using it in its correct form. Below are the results.
	Participant 
	Pretest score (Christmas assessment)
	Posttest score (at the end of the intervention) 
	Change in marks between pretest and posttest

	1
	4 marks
	4 marks
	No change

	2
	5 marks
	4 marks 
	-1 mark

	3
	2 marks
	4 marks
	+2 marks

	4
	4 marks
	5 marks
	+1 mark

	5
	2 marks 
	4 marks 
	+2 marks

	6
	4 marks
	3 marks
	-1 mark

	7
	4 marks
	2 marks
	-2 marks

	8
	5 marks 
	5 marks
	No change 

	9
	5 marks 
	4 marks
	-1 mark

	10
	4 marks
	5 marks
	+1 mark

	11
	3 marks
	3 marks
	No change

	12
	4 marks 
	3 marks
	-1 mark

	13
	3 marks
	5 marks 
	+2 marks

	14
	4 marks
	3 marks
	-1 mark

	15
	3 marks 
	4 marks
	+1 mark

	16
	2 marks
	4 marks
	+2 marks

	17
	3 marks
	3 marks
	No change

	18
	5 marks
	5 marks
	No change

	19
	4 marks
	5 marks
	+1 mark

	20
	3 marks 
	3 marks
	No change

	21
	5 marks
	4 marks
	-1 mark

	22
	2 marks
	4 marks
	+2 marks

	23
	3 marks
	3 marks
	No change 

	24
	3 marks 
	4 marks
	+1 mark

	25
	4 marks
	3 marks
	-1 mark

	26
	4 marks 
	3 marks 
	-1 mark

	27
	3 marks
	4 marks
	+1 mark

	28
	4 marks
	3 marks
	-1 mark

	29
	4 marks
	4 marks
	No change 


Figure 3: A top of pretest and posttest results for all the participants, along with any changes in their marks.


Figure 4: A pie chart that represents any change in marks between the pretest results and posttest results.




Conclusion 
	In conclusion, there are a number of points that arise from the results of the evaluation, regarding the data collected in the pretest phase and the posttest phase of the intervention. This conclusion will be based on evidence put forward in the evaluation section and will suggest make a few suggestions in regards to future practice that is based on this area of research.
	It is clear from the result table above (figure 3) and the pie chart indicating any change in results (figure 4) that there was a great deal of success from the intervention, but there were also a number of pupils who achieved lower marks in the posttest than they did in the pretest. Out of a class of 29 pupils on the day of the posttest, the results show that 5 pupils improved their marks by two marks, 6 pupils improved their marks by one mark, 8 pupils achieved the same mark as in the pretest, 9 pupils dropped a mark from the pretest and only 1 pupil dropped two marks below their pretest mark. This can be seen in the table, figure 3, listing the results. 
As a result, this meant that 17% of pupils improved by two marks, which was the highest increase any pupil achieved. Followed by 21% of pupils improving their marks by one mark. Therefore, based on this data, 38% of pupils increased their score in the posttest by one or two marks from their scores in the pretest. This percentage of pupils improved their scores mainly due to their consistently sound analysis of the source in relation to the pretest, whilst also improving on their structure and analysis of the ‘purpose’ of the source. As stated in Riley’s work (1999), even the most complex of sources can be broken down when there is a structure in place and pupils are able to build their argument on the information they have stated before (Riley, 1999). These pupils also showed a greater varied of vocabulary, including ‘well-informed’, ‘exaggerated’ and ‘subjective’. This gave the analysis more purpose and progressed the pupils onwards to writing a more meaningful analysis of the source in question, rather than simply using the term ‘bias’ very loosely and moving on to the next part of the process (Smith, 2001; Le Cocq, 2000). 
There was no change for 28% of pupils, many of whom either achieved a pretest mark of three or four. These pupils were consistent in their analysis, where a number of them improved on the three areas highlighted as areas of issues. However, what stopped these pupils from achieving a higher marks were basic analytical areas, which they had managed to include in their pretest analysis but not in their posttest analysis. A suggestion to justify this happening may be that the added emphasis on the highlighted areas of interest may have taken the pupils’ attention away from some of the good things they had already been doing in their analysis. However, sustaining the mark that they had achieved in the pretest is not a failure and the pupils should be commended for their sustained and continued effort to keep up their standards.
However, pupils dropping one mark was the largest change of any mark changes from pretest analysis to posttest analysis. 9 pupils achieved a mark that was one mark lower than their prestest score, working out as 31% of pupils. Although, only 1 pupil dropped two marks off their pretest mark, working out at 3%. Although these statistics show that 34% of pupils achieved lower marks than in their pretest marks, which is 4% lower than 38% of the class improving their results by one or two marks, a number of the pupils that dropped marks had achieved some of the highest scoring marks during the pretest phase. All of the pupils who lowered their mark had either scored 5 or 4 marks in their pretest results. Therefore, on average, it is likely that a higher percentage of pupils would drop marks, particularly those pupils that scored the highest. This relates to the RTM phenomenon, where pupils who already achieve high results are often likely to score lower in posttesting, even though their mark may still be higher than many of the other participants (Marsden & Togerson, 2012). 
Overall, 38% of pupils increased their results, 28% of pupils scored the same amount of marks in their posttest as in their prestest and 34% of pupils scored lower marks in their posttest than in their pretest. 
Based on this research, if there were to be future recommendations for similar research in the area, there would be two simple recommendations. Firstly, to keep the pupils engaged, intrigued and interactive with a variety of engaging resources that pupils can get involved with a that are scaffolded for the pupils to lead their own learning (Krug, 1970; Musbach, 2001; Barton, 2005; Riley, 1999; Smith, 2001; Shemild, 2003). Secondly, to keep the intervention short and punchy. This not only keeps the pupils engaged and allows prior knowledge to be obtained better, but means that certain limitations to the reliability and validity of the testing can be avoided (Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Togerson, 2012).

Limitations and future development
	Although limitations to this type of research have been discussed, it is worth highlighting them once again in reference to future development. Ideally, the intervention would have been slightly longer, perhaps another full lesson before doing the posttest analysis. Therefore, the main limitation to the planned intervention was timing and timetabling, although this was beyond the powers of the researcher. Although, this did have a positive effect in limiting a number of issues, such as the ‘maturation effect’ and the ‘history effect’ that can affect the reliability of pre and posttest designs (Cranmer, 2019; Marsden & Togerson, 2012). These limitations must be avoided, as it would be inappropriate to give credit to an intervention that was successful if there are other credible explanations outside the intervention (Marsden & Togerson, 2012). Although the pretest-posttest design was ideal for this research, the design model is far from perfect and has a number of issues. Due to the duration of the intervention, it is not desired to find out what specifically affected the results in the posttest, but just to find out whether an intervention would have an effect on the posttest results. Something which Dimitrov (2003) says limits the reliability of the test design and the principle of research. Action research is a valuable teaching and learning tool that all teachers should participate in to continue to professionally develop and try to keep the teaching and learning process engaging and interesting. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1 – History DER for school X (Department Evaluation Report), 2018.











Change in marks from pretest result and posttest result 

Column1	
improved by 2 marks	improved by 1 mark	no change to marks	decreased by 1 mark	decreased by 2 marks	62	74	99	112	12	
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A painting by a crewman onboard a British slave ship, 1786.
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