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

	Targed/Target 1
	Try to be more critical when presenting multiple arguments
	I have ensured that I do not present an argument without evaluating it critically, and have attempted to make judgements on the reliability of sources. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Consider how your current practice will develop (even when currently effective)
	In my conclusion, I have discussed how my findings might develop my future teaching practice. 

	Targed/Target 3
	n/a
	n/a
























“How does displaying a model answer at the beginning of a lesson affect pupil participation?”

Introduction
     The importance of a research-based education system in Wales cannot be overstated. BERA, the centre of educational research in the UK, found strong evidence in a recent study to suggest that educators should be familiar with research in their phase specialism as well as research trends in education more broadly. Particularly relevant is the finding that in addition to engaging with research, “teachers and teacher educators need to be equipped to engage in enquiry-based practice…” (BERA, 2014). From this we can glean that merely being aware of educational research as a teacher is insufficient: one must be prepared to actively work in response to research. This exercise has been a productive first step towards this goal. Furthermore, the new curriculum in Wales specifically highlights the need for a teaching force with a “sound understanding of the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of teaching as well as the ‘what’.” (Donaldson, 2015). Clearly, there are levels of effective teaching inaccessible to those educators who possess excellent subject knowledge but operate without a deep understanding of learning and pedagogical theory.
Aim, focus and purpose of the research 
     The topic of modelling presented a particularly fertile research area as it appeared to be the default method of engaging with content at the GCSE level when constructing exam answers in School A. Pupils would attempt a question having already been introduced to the content, at which point the class teacher would present a model answer which the pupils used to improve their answers. This allowed the pupils an opportunity to test themselves authentically under exam conditions, while ensuring the content needed for revision is included in the answers after the fact. The question eventually explored through the lesson study was whether presenting this model answer after the pupils work on the question themselves, as opposed to before, would affect their participation. Although a seemingly minor change, I suspected it may have perceptible effects on pupils’ engagement with extended writing tasks. The aim was to understand whether showing the model answer before might make the writing task clearer and better understood, or if it risked the removal of challenge from the task. 



Research context 
     The lesson study consisted of an initial Ethics and Philosophy revision lesson at School A wherein pupils were asked to complete an exam style 8-mark question. A model 8-mark answer was shown after the question had been completed to exam time. The pupils were then given extra time to improve their answers using the model, indicating in the margin of their work where they had finished to time. Observation notes were taken by the student teacher not leading the lesson, and a focus-group interview followed. After reflection, a second Religious Education lesson was conducted at School B wherein an eight-mark writing task on war and conflict was set, and a model answer shown and discussed before the pupils began. It is important to note the many differences between the classes: the first was a top-set Year Ten class of very high ability, and the second was a Year Eight class at the bottom of the top band. 
     My research partner and I decided to research the use of model answers use a because they are a method routinely used in both departments to support extended writing tasks. Another reason for focusing on model answers was because they are an easily replicable form of modelling. We did not have to concern ourselves with modelling in a specific style or using a certain technique – showing the answer was the variable. When discussing the project, it became clear that what was being tested was a method of the use of success criteria. We were to gauge whether seeing an example of success criteria being fulfilled before the beginning of a task affects participation or motivation in that task.  

Literature Review
     Modelling as an educational technique in general is perhaps best characterised as part of the overarching social learning theory, which has its roots in the work of American psychologist B.F. Skinner and more recently in the work of Albert Bandura, who asserts that learning is indeed a product of exposure to social models (Bandura, 2017). Modelling in terms of social learning posits that children learn through observation and imitation of the behaviour of those around them. Banduras’ conception of modelling theory lies in the background of the practice of sharing model answers: if we learn by observing the behaviour of others, we learn how to answer questions by observing how others answer them. 
     For the purpose of this assignment, a model answer (exemplar, successful answer, example answer etc.) will be defined as an exemplary answer which would be awarded all available marks from the success criteria or mark scheme being used, produced by the class teacher and provided to all pupils at the same point in the lesson. Providing a model answer is undoubtedly related to research areas such as success criteria and providing effective feedback. As a method of creating success criteria, model answers are typically distributed to pupils, who then must volunteer what elements of the answer would gain a mark, or what information is missing. This effectively forms a set of standards from the pupils’ own observations and helps to transfer the idea of what constitutes a ‘good’ answer from the teacher’s mind to the pupils’, by way of involving them in an “active dialogue” (Haydn, 2009, p.343). Despite this, Hattie warns of the danger of learning objectives and success criteria connecting a successful lesson to pupils’ enjoyment, or the activity being completed, rather than specific goals which instil enjoyment of the challenge of learning (Hattie, 2012). Model answers may serve to demonstrate these specific aspects of successful answers. 
     In a study conducted by Huxum, university students were provided feedback via personal notes, and by model answers. Huxum posits that the benefits of model answers over individual written feedback are numerous: they are significantly less time-consuming as the teacher need only produce one answer, and importantly they eliminate individual written comments, removing concerns over the dangers of negative feedback. Model answers also involve pupils actively in their feedback by comparing their own work to the answer. Lastly, model answers are inextricably linked to success criteria, which provides pupils clear guidelines to a successful answer and a ‘path’ to follow in their learning (Huxum, 2007). Despite these advantages, this argument perhaps fails to account for the uses of individual feedback, which remains a concrete way for teachers to identify weaknesses or misunderstandings in pupil work. These potentially significant misunderstandings run the risk of being left unaddressed in the system of model answers-as-feedback.
     Questionnaires in Huxum’s research revealed that most students preferred personal feedback, but achieved higher marks in examinations after receiving feedback through model answers (Huxum, 2007). Elsewhere, students cite the access to exemplars as vital aspects of high-quality feedback. (Beaumont et al., 2007). Research suggests that students repeatedly value methods of feedback associated with formative assessment, such as drafting work and access to exemplars. This is in contrast to written feedback on answers after the fact, which can be more summative in nature. Beaumont et al. also finds that individual written feedback is often not even read or engaged with in a meaningful way, sometimes overshadowed by a mark or grade. This coheres with the consensus surrounding Wiliam and Black’s influential work on formative assessment. Summative assessment methods (such as marking a piece and returning it with a grade) the two posit, too often compare pupils to one another, as well as teaching low-achieving pupils that they lack “ability”, further dissuading them from the learning process (Black and Wiliam, 1998). Formative assessment, on the other hand, (such as assessing pupil’s work against a model answer and using the exemplar to improve) offers an opportunity for teachers to adapt their teaching in real time to suit the needs of the pupils. By providing model answers pupils can compare their work with the exemplar, and improve upon their own learning in real time. As a way of communicating the strengths and weaknesses of pupil work, there appears to be some evidence for model answers’ efficacy. It must be noted that neither study considers the secondary sector specifically, as both focus on college-age students or first-year undergraduates. Although perceptions about feedback might be useful to consider across education, the needs of university students undoubtedly differ greatly from their secondary counterparts. For this reason, their findings cannot be said to be directly applicable. 
     There is concern among some researchers that exemplars and model answers raise issues of plagiarism in higher education settings, and constitute the ‘spoon-feeding’ of school pupils. Haggis characterises this trend as a “dumbing down” of independent learning. (Haggis, 2006, p.522). This view fails to engage critically with independent learning as a concept, and whether it is indeed a worthy goal to strive towards. Cognitive science finds qualitative differences between the mental processes of experts and novices, making experts flourish when given independent tasks while the novice flounders. Without the large amount of prior knowledge built up in the long-term memory, the working memory of the novice becomes overburdened with processing when working under minimal guidance (Willingham, 2009). Kirschner, Sweller, and Clark go as far to deem independent learning an “improper use of inquiry as a paradigm on which to base an instructional strategy.” (2006, p. 76) Expecting pupils to work independently and thus shying away from methods which explicitly direct them in their learning, is not a strategy supported by evidence. Dismissing the use of model answers lest they damage the ill-defined and at best controversial concept of independent learning seems somewhat misguided. This research functions on the presumption, supported by the aforementioned studies, that model answers are indeed an effective tool for feedback, and asks whether displaying them before pupils begin a task (to clarify success criteria) or afterwards (as a form of feedback) impacts pupil participation in a written task.
Lesson study design

     The methodology used for this research was a lesson study, which can be categorised broadly as action research. The applications for action research are numerous, such as improving teaching methods, continuing professional development of teachers, evaluative procedures or any other aspect of the school experience. Regardless of the area being addressed, what is common among all action research is this focus on advancement of educational experience: an “improvement to practice, based on a rigorous evidential trail of data and research.” (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 344). The precedents for lesson studies take much inspiration from the Japanese practice of creating research lessons as a method of professional learning. The benefits of lesson studies include seeing pupil behaviour in more detail than is typically possible, and bridging the gap between what is assumed to be occurring in the classroom and what is actually occurring (Dudley, 2011). 
     The first lesson study took place in School A. School A is an English medium comprehensive school with around 1,500 pupils, and 300 Sixth Form pupils. 4% of pupils are eligible for free school meals: this is significantly lower than the 16.4% national average. Around 8% of pupils have an additional learning need, again lower than the national average of 19.2%. The school is situated in an affluent area, with a local reputation of high achievement and success. The observed class was around twenty-five Year Ten pupils of high ability participating in an Ethics and Philosophy revision lesson. The pupils had been observed in the past and so were not concerned by the presence of an observer in the classroom. The class was typically very focused, and tended to work in silence when answering exam questions. The lesson consisted of several different revision activities on the topic of Life and Death, including an eight-mark exam question on the value of human life.
     The second lesson study took place in school B, and English-medium comprehensive with 1,121 pupils and 177 in the Sixth Form. Around 13.6% of pupils are eligible for free school meals which is below the national average of 17.1%. Around 12% of pupils live in the 20% most deprived areas in Wales. Approximately 19% of pupils have special educational needs; this is lower than the national average of 25.1%. The lesson study was conducted with a Year Eight class at the bottom of the top band which can become distracted but largely works well on tasks set. The main task of the lesson was to answer an eight-mark mock exam question on whether it can ever be right to go to war. Although in an ideal research scenario the questions would have been the same, allowances needed to be made in this instance for the differences in classes, taking into account that the Year Ten question would obviously demand more knowledge and higher-order skills, and the two would need to be on different topics entirely. An effort was made to have the questions be worth the same marks, so at least the amount of written material expected would be similar. 
     The chosen methods of data collection were oral reflection between myself and my research partner, non-participant observation of the lesson, and finally a focus group interview of the three selected pupils. The reflection was carried out orally between my research partner and myself, considering the pupils’ participation and engagement with the lesson. After discussing, we both completed reflection forms drawing from the Assisted Reflective Conclusions model, as can be seen in Appendices 9 and 10. This allowed us both to organise our thinking, analyse what had taken place in the lesson and assess what might require altering before the next lesson.
     The non-participatory observation was carried out by the research partner who was not leading the lesson. The observer did not involve themselves in the lesson and remained impartial and able to record exactly what they witnessed during the lesson. The focus group interview consisted of three pupils from each school and took place directly after the lesson. The three pupils involved in the focus group at School A were chosen using a random name generator. In School B the three pupils were chosen using a random pupil generator on Class Charts, an internal school software system. This helped to eliminate any bias in selecting pupils based on ability or previous behaviour. The focus group interview took place directly after the lesson so as to be as fresh as possible in the pupils’ minds; three questions about their engagement with the lesson were then asked and their answers recorded on a laptop. 

Ethical considerations

     As is the case when undertaking any research, there were several ethical considerations to consider before beginning the lesson study. Most important was ensuring that neither lesson would disadvantage the learning of either class. Since including a model answer at different points in the lesson was the only variable, it was decided that neither lesson would lessen the value of the activity or disadvantage the learning. All pupils involved in the focus group interviews were chosen randomly and not based on achievement, behaviour, or favouritism so as not to bias the interviews towards a certain view of the lesson. Choosing pupils randomly also ensured that being included in the focus group was not seen as either a reward or punishment. Pupils were assured before beginning the interview that there were no ‘correct’ answers, and that whatever their opinions were they should feel comfortable sharing them. To maintain confidentiality, no pupils were named in the research, and they were referred to only as ‘Pupil A’ or ‘Pupil B’. The notes taken during the focus-group interviews were stored on a password-protected laptop, included no pupil names, and were not shared with anyone outside the study. 

Lesson Study Results and Analysis

     The first lesson took place in School A, in a Year Ten Ethics and Philosophy revision lesson for an upcoming test on the Life and Death module. The lesson consisted of several different revision activities to refresh the pupil’s knowledge and understanding of the Life and Death topic. The main task was an eight-mark question on Christian and Muslim attitudes to the value of human life. Pupils would have eight minutes to answer the question as this is the time allotted in their exam, after which pupils mark in the margin of their paper where they had reached. Following this, a model answer was displayed on the board and we discussed as a class what was included and what might be missing from the answers they had produced thus far. After discussing and analysing the model answer, the pupils then had around another eight minutes to review what they had written and improve their answers using the model answer on the board.
     The observation notes taken during the lesson are included in Appendices 1 and 2. Patterns of engagement emerged among two of the pupils, who were notably interested and ready to learn from the outset, with engagement dropping off towards the end of the lesson. I would venture that this is unconnected to the model answer having been shown as the distractions began to be apparent towards the end of the lesson when the answers had been completed. At the point of revealing the model answer, around 9.30am, all three pupils were either generally continually engaged or displayed sustained intense engagement, concentration or contribution. These same results were recorded fifteen minutes later, indicating that the model answer being shown did not appear to negatively affect participation or engagement with the task. Pupils 1 and 3 appeared to be largely focused throughout, while Pupil 2 relied on those around them to support their writing.
     The focus group interview was then conducted with three random pupils directly following the lesson. Pupils 1 and 3 expressed feeling less confident before having seen the model answer, Pupil 3 having asked me in the lesson for further clarification before beginning. Particularly interesting was the language used by Pupil 1 – they commented that they would have liked to have “seen” the success criteria. This is in the context of having repeatedly re-visited the elements of exam answers (language of the question, quotes, religious terminology etc.) Therefore, perhaps what is being communicated by this sentiment is the need to see the success criteria visualised and actualised in a concrete example. All three reported that seeing the model answer after their attempt made them more confident in their ability to answer the question. After conducting the first lesson study, it was clear that the method was not intrusive and did not disrupt the learning, and that the focus group arrangement was an effective way to gain feedback. The pupils achieved the lesson objectives because all pupils were able to access the exam question along with the other planned revision activities. I learnt that pupils’ opinions on when they prefer to be shown the model answer varied. At this point, I hoped that the second lesson study might elucidate the reasoning behind those preferences. Reflection allowed my research partner and I to conclude that substantial changes did not need to be made to the organisation of the study before the second lesson. 
     The second lesson took place in a Year Eight Religious Studies lesson on war and conflict. The main task of the lesson was to answer an eight-mark question on whether it was ever morally right to go to war. Pupils discussed the morality of different manifestations of conflict, as well as contextualising real-world examples of contemporary wars. The student teacher then displayed a model answer on the board, and analysed its strengths with the class. After this, the question was set. The observation notes in Appendix 2 describe how Pupil X was distracted, but after both the explanation of the task and the model answer went on to write independently and with focus. Pupil Y dealt with no such distraction and appeared continuously focused throughout the lesson and offered answers when the student teacher posed them to the class. Conversely, Pupil Z displayed sustained disengagement, struggling to answer the question and writing substantially less than their peers in the same among of time. It may be relevant to note that Pupil Z was previously in a set several below the one they are in currently. As a result of numerous and complex behaviour issues, the pupil was placed in a top-band set, which has largely been successful in addressing the behaviour issues. Nevertheless, Pupil Z is noticeably more reserved and reluctant to speak in class than their peers, and evidently continues to struggle with extended writing. 
     The observation notes show that after the model answer was shown at around 10:30am, concentration improved for Pupil X, remaining the same for Pupils Y and Z. This suggests that showing the model answer before pupils began did not remove the challenge from the task, or prevent them from working independently. None of the pupils were recorded as being distracted when writing for an extended period, which could indicate an appropriate level of challenge: pupils were guided enough to engage with the task but not to the point of completing it too quickly or becoming distracted because of a lack of challenge. 
      The pattern emerging perhaps suggests that different pupils take different things from a model answer. It appears that the continually focused and higher-achieving pupils preferred to be shown the model answer after attempting their own response. They seemed cognisant of the fact that they would not always have this support and were happy to begin testing how much work they could do without it. Those who are generally engaged and score higher marks use the model answer as a reassurance that the answer they have written is similar and perhaps to remind them of aspects of the success criteria they have neglected to address. Pupils who appeared distracted and were known to struggle with extended writing used the model answer to structure their own answers, often taking the sentence starters as well as specific language and examples. Unsurprisingly, most pupils in the first lesson, who were extremely high achieving, expressed a preference for beginning work without a model answer. Pupil Y from lesson two shared this sentiment, while Pupils X and Z reported that they needed to see the model answer at the beginning of the task, otherwise they would have had trouble answering the question. In both cases, the pupils benefited from seeing the model answer, taking different things from it depending on their learning requirements. 
      My research has shown me that there was no direct correlation in this case between model answers being shown before the task and pupil engagement. Pupils’ opinions on when the model answer should be shown seemed to stem more from their own needs and ability rather than a preference for the order of the lesson. For my future practice, this means that I will consider more carefully the opportune time to implement a model answer, not only in the lesson but also in the scheme of work more broadly. When beginning a topic and the content is still new, I might choose to show a model answer and discuss it before the pupils begin, as a way of clarifying the success criteria. If the class was perhaps closer to an exam or in a revision period, showing a model answer halfway through or after the completion of the task would likely be a convenient and effective way of allowing pupils to adapt their answer, or providing feedback to the class as a whole. However, I reach these conclusions with an awareness of the limitations of the methods employed. Using a focus group interview relied entirely on the truthfulness and accuracy of pupil self-reporting. Similarly, the observations conducted on pupil participation cannot account for extenuating circumstances which affect behaviour. 

Conclusion

     Ultimately, the research lessons did provide insight into pupil interactions with model answers, and allowed my research partner and I to draw three conclusions about the use of model answers with regards to pupil participation. Despite this, there were some issues with the reliability of the data collected. I would also suggest that the findings are so specific to the particular day and lesson that they cannot be generalised and applied to wider contexts. For such applications to take place the variable of the model answer needed to be the only element altered, unlike in this case wherein the classes nor the topics of the lessons were similar.
      Upon reflection, the first conclusion to be drawn was that it appears that showing a model answer before or after pupils began their task was not the main factor influencing their participation. Adjacent to the main topic of research was the topic of pupil self-confidence. Perhaps the research question was indeed a question wrongly asked – showing the answer at different point did not impact upon pupil participation, pupil participation and confidence within the lesson was dictating the level of support they preferred. The focus group interviews revealed that in fact it was this disposition which affected what the pupils reported: those pupils who viewed themselves as capable tended to prefer the model answer halfway through the answer, while those who appeared less outwardly confident expressed their preference for seeing the model answer before beginning. Pupil Z in Appendix 8 puts it simply: they needed to see the model answer at the beginning so they would “know what to do.” Pupils in the first lesson study, who felt largely able to tackle the question independently, did not experience this reliance on the model. The second conclusion reached as a result of the study is that more specific questions about confidence in relation to the model answers, which asked pupils to self-reflect specifically on the support they expect and why, would have been more illuminating. Only by dialogue with pupils can one understand their needs and the best strategies to ensure their participation and engagement. Lastly, the research experience showed that teachers need not assume that showing pupils a model answer before they write their own will always result in a lack of focus, or in copying: what was clear in the interview process was that pupils recognise their own needs fairly accurately and act on them – when they feel confident they are content to work without a model and see how well they do, when they are unsure they report relying on the model to remind them of what the question is asking them to provide. As is repeatedly concluded in educational research, “the expectation of student autonomy alone is insufficient to make it a reality.” (Beaumont et al., 2007, p.54) To create pupils who learn independently and autonomously, we must first provide them with the knowledge they need to do so, whether through model answers or other means. This, it seems, is irrefutable. 

Recommendations

     In light of this research I would perhaps recommend that teachers gauge the support needed by each individual class when deciding at what point to share a model answer. Pupils with higher previous achievement will almost certainly benefit from being shown a model answer after a first attempt at an exam-style question. Other classes might appreciate seeing and discussing a model answer before writing, to cement the success criteria in their minds and visualise it in the form they are expected to produce. Given the opportunity to repeat the study I might have collected more data, for example recording the marks awarded for the answers produced during the lessons, or conducting a longer and more in-depth interview session. I felt as though the data collected was fairly simple and easily collated, and might have been expanded upon.
     This research will help me in my future practice because it reinforced a position I was already aware of – that the class teacher who has a relationship with the pupils is best placed to make decisions about the support their pupils require. Even the most high-achieving and intelligent GCSE class can be unsure and hesitant when approaching unfamiliar questions: in this event exploring a model answer together as a class would be an appropriate strategy. Building positive relationships with pupils is continually proven to be a necessary step in providing them the quality learning, support and feedback they deserve.
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