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MODULE CODE: ECPW5007 

ASSESSMENT COMPONENT: A1 Practical Teaching Session

STUDENT NAME: Daniel Owen Jones 

STUDENT NUMBER: 2223686



Use of Generative AI in Assessment 



(Lecturer to indicate Yes or No against each element)

	RESEARCH 
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to support you in research, including searching for bibliography, using tools to summarise, compare and interrogate materials. 
	Yes  ☒
 
No   ☐

	STRUCTURE 
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to support you in structuring your submission, including creating a draft argument structure, identifying parts and headings, etc. 
	Yes  ☒
 
No   ☐

	PROOFREADING 
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to check your own text/creation for grammatical and syntactical mistakes, including rephrasing of your own work within specific standards. 
	Yes  ☒
 
No   ☐

	WRITING 
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create text for submission. 
	Yes  ☐
 
No   ☒

	CREATIVE 
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create creative materials, such as images. 
	Yes  ☐
 
No   ☒

	PROGRAMING 
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create and check code. 
	Yes  ☐
 
No   ☒

	NONE 
	For this assessment, you are not allowed to use any type of Generative AI support. This includes research support, structure support, writing/proofreading support and creative support. 
	Yes  ☐
 
No   ☒


 

AI Acknowledgement  
I confirm that I have not used any AI tools in the research and creation of this assignment. 
I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. 
I confirm that I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used, which I may be asked to provide in evidence.



















Reflection on Microteach session.
I have chosen to use Gibbs reflective cycle as I feel it best reflects the nature of the task having been designed with “A training course for new lecturers in higher education in mind” (Gibbs 1998 pg.77) 
Description: 
I prepared a lesson plan on introductory Geometry for Artists using the UWTSD Template with the aims and objectives informed by -(Reece & Walker 1992), then created a  PowerPoint to deliver it to the class. Along with preparing the necessary resources i.e compass, straightedge, paper and pencils  
I selected scans from quadrivium (Martineu 2010) as a source to work from because it contained a wealth of clear diagrams and easily understood further reading in layman’s terms on the theorists involved in the lesson. Supplementing them with images from Wikimedia commons and my own drawings where none were available.    
Since the subject matter of the lesson falls between the Cognitive and Psychomotor domains (Claxton 2001) I felt the optimal approach to teaching strategy was to illicit a ‘flow state’ in line with studies carried out on artists involved in arts education found in ‘Optimal Experience’ (Csikszentmihalyi 1988). To achieve this the session needed to provide enough challenge to require total concentration in an environment that does not induce stress about success or failure. As an introductory session the level of challenge was high, so the emphasis had to be on lowering the stress of students throughout.
Given these two domains the lesson was split into two sections
1. An introductory pecha kucha presentation -for which the lesson aims were selected from the lower end of Blooms taxonomy action verb list laid in the revised edition by (Anderson & Krathwohl 2001)
2. The practical drawing workshop to explain all the principles introduces in section one learning new psychomotor skills at an introductory level through imitation. (Dave 1970)


Feelings: 
I felt confident in my ability to teach the session in an engaging and enjoyable way having taught similar ones before during my time as Graduate resident in at Carmarthen School of Art. 
I practised the lesson with some of my friends beforehand, it felt very strange acting like a teacher around my friends and the way they interacted with me more like a teacher than a peer made us all a bit uncomfortable.
I researched this further and identified the dissonance of this experience is down to being in different ego states required for effective communication (Bohm & Nichol 1996)
I was worried about the varying motor skill levels of students using the compass’ and when some students were lagging behind the rest of the class I got anxious that there would not be enough time to complete the session and ended up speaking too quickly. 
Evaluation: 
I feel the lesson went very well and my peers agreed in the evaluation section at the end of the lesson that I managed to achieve all the lesson aims and outcomes.
In the feedback obtained from my observation record there were several things I could have done better including better filling out the initial sections of the which I’d confused with one from another module. There were also IT difficulties owing to my unfamiliarity with using MS PowerPoint and OneDrive including putting too much text on my slides which was difficult to make out from the back of the classroom. This may be due to my own eyes being light sensitive and instinctively avoiding using heavy contrast between text and background. 
I’ve collated the feedback I received from my peers and identified key strengths and areas for improvement in the table below. 
	Strengths
	Areas for improvement

	· Clear delivery and presentation
· Good engagement and use of humour
· Informative with new information
· Very helpful during the task, great demonstrations, and guidance

	· Overall timing 
· More time needed to focus on motor skills (using compass’)
· Too much content to cover
· Content was too advanced for an introductory session
· Some information felt irrelevant 




Analysis:
A key point in the feedback from my peers was that I tried to cover too much in a short timeframe. I certainly felt like I was rushing through the lesson and it comes across too in my observation record as well. I hope this will come naturally with further practice. 
Another point from my feedback the majority of them said they found the content of the lesson challenging. While this was given to me in the feedback section of the lesson as an area for improvement, drawing from Claxton’s ‘Wise Up’ to inform the learning theory aspect of my lesson plan he shows many examples that this can be a positive response when this teaching strategy has been effective. (Claxton 2001) 
Almost all of the participants found using the compass’ difficult and this is something I need to address by re allocating time to; including an explanation of the mechanics of a locking wheel compass, since some students instinctively held it by the wheel which adjusted the size of the circle making it difficult to follow the stages of the lesson. Peers also felt that there was too much to cover in 30 minutes which made retaining the information difficult. I would attribute this to my own misunderstanding of this stage of Bloom’s Psychomotor taxonomy, having focused only on the intended visual outcome rather than the physical motor skills required to achieve it. (Dave 1970) I could also have focused on other introductory geometry which did not require the use of compass’

Conclusion:  
If I were to plan to teach a session like this next time I would choose to cover different material. Since I did not really have adequate time for students to get to grips with the use of the compass’ I would have used similar methods to teach the Sandreckoner’s diagram (Martineu 2010), Which would serve as a much more accessible introductory session for the timeframe which only requires a straight edge. 
I need to continue to improve my IT skills and familiarise myself with systems like OneDrive, OneNote and PowerPoint. In order to better meet professional standards surrounding the use of technology.
Issues with timing will hopefully be remedied with more time spent teaching. 
I will ensure that my information is clear and legible from a range of perspectives and that neither my slides or my students are overloaded.

Action Plan: 

Full Action Plan included in Appendices  
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