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Can Source Work Analysis help in Consolidating Historical Understanding?
Introduction:
School A is an English-medium mixed eleven to eighteen comprehensive school situated in the north of Cardiff.  There are around 1,560 pupils on roll, of whom around 290 are in the sixth form (Estyn, 2016). Within School A is Class X. Class X is a mixed ability class with twenty four pupils. There are six pupils who have some form of additional learning needs (ALN) and three pupils who are more able and talented (MAT). Class X were chosen to partake in this active research assignment as they are a very mixed ability class and so the results would provide a range of useful information. This active research assignment focuses upon source analysis and how it helps consolidate historical learning and understanding. Therefore, my research question asks, ‘can source work analysis help in consolidating historical understanding?’ Source work analysis is something that is always used in history but is not always successfully taught or successfully interpreted by pupils. The purpose of this research is to show how successful annotation of sources, along with the introduction of previous knowledge, can enable learners to fully analyse and evaluate the significance of primary and secondary sources in its historical context. 
Literature Review:
Whilst source work analysis and interpretation analysis is used regularly in history lessons today, it is apparent that this has not always been the case. Surprisingly, it is apparent through reading, that this is a relatively new way of teaching as many books about history teaching published between 1920 and 1960 contain no references at all to the use of sources as a way of teaching and learning history (McAleavy, n.d.). The introduction of the Schools History Project in 1972 was a significant change in the way history was taught. The project, which still exists today, is a curriculum development organisation for history which provides five key principles for teaching history (Hodder Education, 2019). Whilst all of the principles are important, principle two is the most relevant and important to this research. It states, ‘school history should involve enquiry’. Hodder Education (2019) states, ‘the Schools History Project believes that historical enquiry, the analysis of evidence and creative forms of communication should form the bedrock of the school history curriculum’. With the introduction of the new curriculum for Wales, it seems appropriate to re-evaluate how source work analysis can assist with consolidating historical understanding. 
Whilst McAleavy states, ‘the arrival of sources of evidence into secondary school history classrooms amounted to a small revolution’ (McAleavy, n.d., P.10). Hodder Education (2019) argues that ‘the full potential for pupils to undertake historical enquiry, to use historical sources constructively, and to communicate their understanding in creative and historically rigorous ways has yet to be fully realised’ (Hodder Education, 2019). Riley (n.d.) attributes this to the inconsistency in the teaching of history. He states, ‘as any good history teacher knows, when used badly, sources serve only to confuse pupils, leaving them with a fragmentary and confused picture. (Riley, n.d., p.6). Whilst there are facts apparent in history that cannot be argued with due to substantial evidence, there is room for interpretation and debate which needs to be taught and focused upon within the classroom.
Krug (1970), although slightly outdated, reinforced Riley’s (n.d.) argument as he claims, the interaction with sources in the history classroom is of great importance and it is unfair to expect history, taught as an enquiry into the past, to provide the learners with ready-made approaches and solutions to contemporary problems (Krug, 1970). Instead, learners are to interact with historical sources themselves and formulate their own ideas and judgements of the importance of such event. This can be done effectively through solid, contextual historical understanding and with support from teachers. Furthermore, this research looks at the problems with using sources in history and suggests reasons to why the pedagogy surrounding source work analysis has not been as effective as it could be. The research will conclude by providing a summary of my findings and suggesting improvements to improve source work analysis and historical enquiry.  
The first problem is that of the over reliability on sources. McAleavy (n.d.) argues that there are continuing problems with the use of historical sources in the classroom. He argues that due to historical processes and questionable pedagogical practice, teachers can sometimes overemphasise notions of ‘reliability’ at the expense of other types of evidential understanding (McAleavy, n.d.). Nokes (2011) provides a good example of this as he states, ‘leaners have a tendency to view the world and its history in absolutes of good or bad, viewing questions as having one right answer and problems having one correct solution’ (Nokes, 2011, p.390). The same idea can be applied for the use of ‘reliability’ when analysing a source as learners can sometimes incorrectly label a source as ‘reliable’ or ‘unreliable’ when in reality, it is dependent upon the way in which learners interpret it. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]McAleavy suggests that to overcome this issue, teachers need to teach the process of synthesis, reasoning and argument more directly so pupils will then be able to make full use of critical understanding of historical sources (McAleavy, n.d.). For example, when analysing the significance of a World War Two governmental source, has the learner considered, ‘how important was it at the time?’, ‘how deeply did it affect lives?’, ‘how many lives were affected?’, ‘how long have lives been affected?’ and ‘how relevant is it today?’ (Wren, 2011).  
Jamie Byrom (1998) disagrees with McAleavy as he argues that, ‘teachers have grown adept at opening pupils’ eyes to the dangers of tackling any historical source at face value’ (Byrom, 1998). Byrom expands on this point by arguing that teachers have made a great effort in training pupils to detect the limitations of the reliability of any source they are faced with. Whilst McAleavy focuses his work upon the over-reliance of the word ‘reliability’ in source work analysis, Byrom argues that the absence of judging the reliability of a source may lead to an unhealthy, inaccurate world view as well as discouraging pupils to reach a conclusion about the source (Byrom, 1998). Furthermore, the absence of ‘right answers’ is taken to mean that any answer is as truthful or worthwhile as another which can lead to historical inaccuracies within the classroom (Byrom, 1998).  
Byrom, (1998) again disagrees with McAleavy as, he states, ‘it is important to at least raise these ‘reliability’ issues so that pupils gradually build up a rich understanding of the full range of considerations that pertain when we evaluate sources’ (Byrom, 1998, p.).  
Tosh and Lang agree with both McAlveay and Byrom to some extent but portray their own argument that suggests there is an overuse of the word ‘bias’ when evaluating sources rather than ‘reliability’ (Tosh and Lang, 2006). To overcome this issue, Tosh and Lang (2006) created five key steps that need to be followed in order to fully analyse a source. The first is based on evaluating the authenticity of a source – are the author, the place and date what they are supposed to be? The second is understanding the text and where applicable, cleansing the text of any possible corruptions. The third step is the insistent question, is it reliable? The fourth being, what influenced the author to write this source? The last question is the most commonly mistaken in a history classroom, is the source biased? (Tosh and Lang, 2006, p. 93-99). 
Furthermore, McAleavy also strongly believes for source work analysis and interpretation to be successfully developed, they need to be accessible and stimulating for learners. Teachers who make extensive use of original sources and documents are able to provide a more stimulating experience for their learners (McAleavy, n.d.). For example, the use of a visual or audio source for an ISM can intrigue learners from the beginning of the lesson or topic and leave them wanting to inquire more. 
Not only must teachers ensure that the sources that are introduced to the classroom are stimulating, they must also be age and ability appropriate. Musbach (2001) argues, ‘in order to successfully bring primary sources into the classroom, it is important to match them to the developmental and educational level of students’ (Musbach, 2001, p.30). Learners need to be able to relate and understand the material that they are introduced to and so teachers need to carefully consider the age and ability of their pupils before introducing source work into their lessons. This is also emphasised by Nokes (2011) as he argues one measure to help learners comprehend and analyse sources is to choose texts that are easy to comprehend and that match the age and ability of those learners (Nokes, 2011). 
Furthermore, to enable learners to access and analyse appropriate sources, the correct amount of scaffolding needs to be put in place to help consolidate historical understanding. Whilst source analysis is a complex and difficult skill to master, Nokes (2011) states that, ‘historical thinking is not beyond students’ ZPD (zone of proximal development) when the proper forms of scaffolding are provided’ (Nokes, 2011, p.381). This is true when analysing sources. Riley (n.d.) supports Nokes (2011) and introduces the use of inference grids as a way of both scaffolding and enabling historical thinking. Riley supports the use of inference grids in developing source work skills as, ‘layers of inference’ questions can, as she states, ‘rescue sources from the bin of uselessness and firmly establish source-work as a productive learning activity for pupils of all ages and abilities.’ (Riley, n.d., p.9)
Evans and Pate (2007) disagree with Nokes (2011) as they argue that scaffolding within history can have the opposite of the desired effect. Through their action research project, which looked at scaffolding for both year 8 and year 11, they found that the quickness to seek an outcome or to secure performance (such as GCSEs) pushes teachers into an inappropriate or quick-fix scaffold and so ‘diminishes students’ independent thinking and enduring learning’ (Evans and Pate, 2007, p. 18). Whilst Evans and Pate refer more to the use of sentence starters and card sorts, the idea can be applied to source work analysis. If learners are provided with too much scaffolding then, as Krug (1970) argues we are providing the learners with already pre-made assumptions about the past rather than introducing them to an historical enquiry. 
Moreover, Riley (n.d.) looks at the link between source work analysis and the literacy framework that needs to be addressed across all secondary schools. As we are all teachers of literacy and numeracy regardless of the age, ability and subject we teach (McGill, 2017), Riley (n.d.), looks at the relationship between evidential understanding, period knowledge and the development of literacy. She states, ‘by equipping pupils to read, enjoy and analyse challenging texts she defines history’s direct contribution to literacy’ (Riley, DATE, p.6). Also, Haydn and Burston (1963), though slightly outdated, argue that whilst it has been long established that the subject of history, with its various requirements and resources has been well placed to make a significant contribution to improving pupil literacy, increased literacy skills can severely increase historical understanding (Haydn, Burston, 1963). This can be applied when analysing both primary and secondary sources within the history classroom. 
Nokes (2011) agrees with Riley (n.d.) and Haydn and Burston (1963), as he argues that history teachers demonstrate reading processes that helps learners to comprehend multiple genres and modes of text, analyse and interpret text content, synthesise information from multiple texts and evaluate and use the sources they read (Nokes, 2011). However, despite this, there is evidence to suggest that learners rarely engage in sophisticated reading processes in the history classroom as there is an overuse of history textbooks which limits opportunities for learners to read like historians (Nokes, 2011). 
Whilst slightly outdated, Krug (1970) revealed that whilst teachers have been subject to using more primary sources in the classroom, there is overwhelming evidence to suggest that in most classrooms, the only document that is used is the textbook (Krug, 1970). More recently, Nokes (2011) argues that, pupils sometimes place more trust in textbooks than more reliable primary sources as they simply do not question its authority and they uncritically accept the information in the textbooks that they read (Nokes, 2011). Linking back to Riley’s (n.d.) discussion about the link to history and literacy, the link would be stronger and more influential if learners were to naturally read and analyse texts like historians. 
To link back to my research question, whilst source work analysis is evidently important within the history classroom, without background and context, learners will not be able to understand the significance of what they will read (Musbach, 2001). It is of up most importance for learners to have a strong background knowledge upon the topic of the primary source because, as Tosh and Lang (2006) state, ‘they may not be what they seem to be; they may signify very much more than is immediately apparent; they may be couched in obscure and antiquated forms which are meaningless to the untutored eye’ (Tosh and Lang, 2006, p.91). Therefore, the use of source work to consolidate historical understanding can only be of use if the learners already have strong contextual knowledge. 
To conclude the literature review, the power of source work analysis and interpretation in the history classroom cannot be underestimated. The introduction of the SHP provided a solid foundation for source work and interpretation analysis to grow. However, there still are many issues and misconceptions with source work analysis that need to be addressed in order to make the pedagogy surrounding it as successful as it can be. The issues surrounding reliability that McAleavy argues, the issues surrounding appropriate material and scaffolding that Byrom focuses upon and the over-reliability of textbooks that Krug (1970) refers to are all important arguments that need to be addressed and understood in order to maximise the opportunity for learning. 
School Policy and Practice: 
With the absence of the Departmental Improvement Plan (DIP), the School Improvement Plan (SIP) became the link between the literature and school policy. One of the three focuses of the SIP is ‘Teaching for Learning’. Whilst this is not necessarily specific to history (where source work is used more than any other subject), some of the targets are linked to improving teacher interventions. For example, ensuring that learning tasks are effectively differentiated for all students groups in many (over 70%) of lessons (appendix one). The idea of differentiation links to Riley’s (n.d.) work on history linking with literacy as learners will not be able to access the historical source if their reading age does not match the ability of the source. Therefore, although on reflection I should have differentiated my sources, it is important for history teachers to provide differentiated sources to match the different abilities within the classroom. Whilst differentiation was present in other ways such as questioning, School X did not differentiate the sources that were provided to the classes. 
In regards to the departmental policy surrounding source work analysis, whilst there is no official documentation for such analysis or any official literature upon the use of it, the department used the acronym ‘COPL’ (content, origin, purpose, limitations) to evaluate sources. However, the use of ‘COPL’ is rather outdated and so the department has moved towards the acronym of ‘SOAPSTONE’ (Speaker, Occasion, Audience, Purpose, Subject, Tone’ to assist learners in analysing sources. Newbold (2017) argues that the ‘SOAPSTONE’ strategy is a ‘simple method of rhetorical criticism designed to help with the process of analysing texts’ (Newbold, 2017). Whilst I am aware that this level of analysis is more suited for GCSE and A-level candidates, the concepts can be used for ks3 learners who are analysing sources. 
School X also regularly use success criteria’s and works alongside the WJEC GCSE guidelines in order to analyse sources and prepare learners for exams. Hattie (2012) provides an interesting argument which suggests that, success criteria should show what learners are supposed to learn and not what their supposed to do (Hattie, 2012). Hattie suggests that the best way to do this is to physically show learners what success looks like. For example, what an ‘A’ grade answer would look like (Hattie, 2012). In School X this theory was implemented on numerous occasions as learners were often given model answers in which they had to highlight the positives of the answers and suggest areas for improvement. This is an effective pedagogical strategy both in regards to source work analysis and pedagogy in general. 
A similar process is used at key stage three. Whilst the sources are not as academically challenging and learners are provided with more scaffolding (such as an inference grid), they use ‘COPL’ (as SOAPSTONE is perhaps too advanced) as a way of remembering how to answer their source analysis questions. Byrom (DATE), argues that many pupils need structured help if they are going to build on their enquiries around historical sources. He goes on to further argue that such scaffolding is all too often absent in work with historical sources and is not held in the learners working memory (Byrom, DATE). Therefore, by providing a memorable acronym, it provides learners with the analysis skills that they can use apply in different historical sources. 
Methodology and Ethics:
The methodology behind this research is simply a pre-test, an intervention and a post-test, also known as action research. Sagor (2005), offers a definition of action research that is, ‘an investigation conducted by the person or people empowered to take action concerning their own actions, for the purpose of improving future actions’ (Sagor, 2005, p.4). Similarly, according to Koshy (2005), ‘action research is a constructive enquiry, during which the researcher constructs their own knowledge through planning, acting, evaluating, refining and learning from the experience’ (Koshy, 2005, p.9). This idea can be seen in an action [image: ]research cycle in which Stringer (2004) adapted and Hine (2013) referred to. 
Figure 1: Action research cycle (adapted from Stinger, 2004, p.5 but used by Hine, 2013, p.154)
Action research is of upmost importance within teaching as all teachers should be reflective practitioners. The fundamental purpose of action research is to learn through action which can then lead to further professional development (Koshy, 2005). This seems to be an attractive option for teachers, researchers and school administrative staff in the teaching and learning environment to consider (Hine, 2013). The first part of any project should begin by identifying the problem or issue of interest (Wood and Smith, 2016). In this instance, the problem is the insufficient way that source work analysis is used in the history classroom. Action research, like most types of enquiry, is undertaken either to determine what is currently happening in education or to test a hypothesis or theory (Sagor, 2005). My research applies to both as, having researched effective ways to incorporate source work analysis into the classroom, I identified the key problems within source work, such as the over-reliance on ‘reliability’ as McAleavy (n.d.) argues or the structured scaffolding that needs to be in place that Byrom (1998) argues. This will be discussed further within the evaluation. 
However, Wood and Smith (2016) go on to argue further that actually, action research does not always need to be used to look at a particular problem but can also be used for evaluating a new intervention. In regards to this research, we can, again, apply both. There is a clear problem in the way source work is used across schools, which was discussed in the literature review, but this research also looked at the intervention that I put in place as a way of overcoming this evident problem. I started with a pre-test source, I then introduced an intervention which consisted of a variety of different tasks and then undertook the post-test. I was consistently observing learners at all time as their interaction with the material was as important as their pre and post test results. 
‘The main role of action research is to facilitate practitioners to study aspects of practice – whether it is in the context of introducing an innovative idea or in assessing and reflecting on the effectiveness of existing practice, with the view of improving practise’. (Koshy, 2005, p.xii). However, this needs to be done ethically if it is to be morally successful. The ethical considerations for this action research, explained further in the corresponding ethics form, is in line with the university and BERA (2011) guidelines. The term ‘ethics’ refers to moral principles of guiding conduct, which are held by a group or a professional (Govil, 2013). It is evident that ethical considerations are of great importance when undertaking educational research. Educational action research often involves a great deal of cooperation with ethical standards that promote trust, accountability, mutual respect and fairness (Resnik, 2015). BERA (2011) state that, ‘researchers must take the steps necessary to ensure that all participants in the research understand the process in which they are to be engaged, including why their participation is necessary, how it will be used and how and to whom it will be reported (BERA, 2011, p.5). 
Whilst this action research was rather small scale, it is important that any project is well planned, ethical and conducted in a measured and reflective way (Wood and Smith, 2016). There is a common theme throughout all literature surrounding action research and that is that it should consist of four key elements; planning, acting, observing and reflecting. In regards to my action research, one advantage of using small scaled action research is that the pre-test, intervention and post-test can all be set within a specific context or situation (Koshy, 2005). In this instance, the classroom, in which learners have designated history lessons timetabled. There is little to no chance of the environment the learners are in effecting the research as all learners are comfortable within their known environment. 
However, Wilson (2013), discusses how there are ongoing debates in the literature about whether action research can justifiably be called research (Wilson, 2013). Elliott (2009) defends action research and differentiates between research on education and educational research (Wilson, 2013). In this instance, my action research would fall under the ‘research on education’ category as it is about constructing knowledge about teaching and learning (Wilson, 2013). Both Wilson (2013) and Elliott (2009) recognise that action research gives practitioners intellectual and moral control of their practice and so are concerned with the accuracy and reliability of their results. Arthur (2012) furthers this idea as he suggests that action research can largely be led by ‘insiders’ (Arthur, 2012, p.71). Teachers, have an already built relationship with the learners and so it can sometimes hinder the results of such research due to pre-assumptions and classroom dynamics. 
To conclude, there is clear evidence to suggest that action research is a valuable exercise for teachers to undertake (Hine, 2013). It is an appropriate way of assessing problems within education and possible solutions to overcome them. However, as Wilson (2013) and Arthur (2012) touches upon, this is very specific to individual classrooms and so action research as a learning tool can differ greatly in regards to effectiveness. 
Evaluation: 
The first responsibility of the researcher is to pursue worthwhile enquiry as effectively as possible (BERA, 2015). Further to the discussion of ethical considerations in the methodology section, Resnik (2015) states, ‘ethical norms in research such as data sharing policies and confidentiality are designed to protect intellectual property interests whilst encouraging collaboration’(Resnik, 2015). In regards to my research, I believe that I appropriately informed all leaners precisely what the research assignment assisted of and how their participation would be used. I successfully explained that all results will remain anonymous and that only I would have access to them. 
Whilst I successfully explained the research and why I was conducting it, on reflection, I could have asked learners to stay behind at the end of the lesson, or tell me discretely if they did not want to participate in the research. BERA (2012) states that learners can sometimes, ‘make their decision, at least partly, in light of certain relationships. They may feel that their hand is forced to agree or disagree by someone who is in an institutional position above them, or by their peer group, or by consideration for people for whom they feel a responsibility’ (BERA, 2012). Whilst no learners in the class objected to being involved, I could have perhaps approached this in a different way. 
After informing my learners of the ethical considerations surrounding this research, I introduced the pre-test source about the personality of Henry VIII. The purpose of a pre-test is for teachers or researchers to assess their learners’ knowledge of a given topic or skill at the beginning of the research (SAGE, 2018). I deliberately chose the topic of Henry VIII as learners would have had some background knowledge about him from primary school and so were not completely overwhelmed by the question. Learners then had ten minutes to answer the question with no assistance from me. 
As the primary and pre-test source was focused on Henry VIII’s personality and appearance, this became the focus of the following two lessons. The following task was a research task in which learners had to use different resources, including text books, the internet and my PowerPoint slides to create a Facebook profile for Henry VIII. The aim of this was to help the learners to understand that what a source (in this case Facebook) tells us about someone cannot always be taken at face value. I used the example of social media to portray the message to the learners that sources usually have an intention and so by using a social media example it allowed learners to relate to the idea that I was trying to portray. Barton and Levstik (2003) reinstate the importance of interacting with different primary and secondary sources as a way for learners to ask questions, compare perspectives, and share conclusions through discussion, debate and presentations (Barton and Levstik, 2003). 
The following lesson we still focused upon Henry VIII’s appearance and personality but the focus was towards the end of his life in which both drastically changed. Again, with the focus on source work and interpretations, I asked the learners to create a diary entry for Henry VIII with the focus on it being a private and personal piece of literature. This was again to help learners to understand the different types of sources and how the intended audience can drastically change what the source is written about. Welsch (2017) rightly argues that diary entries are important as they often refer to key historical events and the everyday life of the culture in which the diarist lived (Welsch, 2017). 
Whilst during the intervention I tried to focus upon the idea of interpretation and how the origin and purpose of the sources are important, I could have perhaps done this in a different way. Barton and Levstik (2003) argue that learners’ encounters with history should primarily focus on the process of historical interpretation (Barton and Levstik, 2003). They go onto argue that, learners should be fully involved in historical investigations, they should analyse and interpret primary sources and they should understand the relationship between historical evidence and the construction of accounts--both their own and those of others (Barton and Levstik, 2003). On reflection, I could have possibly focused more upon interpretations by providing learners with different primary sources which were in direct contrast to the one the class studied. For example, I provided learners with a source from Thomas More, a friend and advisor of Henry VIII, I could have then used a source from a peasant at the time, to illustrate why interpretations are important in history and how interpretations can drastically differ.  
Once the intervention tasks were completed, we again looked at the same source as the pre-test and as a class we annotated it and I asked some challenging questions. Once all of the class’s ideas were discussed, the learners re-answered the same question as the pre-test but provided a more detailed and well-structured answer. Vgotsky’s zone of proximal development (ZPD) refers to the difference between what a learner can do without help and what he or she can achieve with guidance and encouragement from a skilled teacher (McLeod, 2019). This is definitely successful within this research as there is a clear improvement in what the learner could do with the source after the intervention. The scaffolding that was in place, as Wood, Bruner and Ross defines as, a process ‘that enables a child or novice to solve a task or achieve a goal that would be beyond his unassisted efforts’ (Wood et al. (1976, p.90) encouraged learners to not take the source at face value and question and highlight the limitations of such source. 
Results and findings: 
[image: ]The results of my action research were extremely positive. Despite the issues surrounding the extent of interpretation during the intervention, all learners within the class improved their results. My results show that low ability pupils scored an average of 1.5 on their pre-test but scored an average of 3 in their post-test, this sees an increase of 25 percentage points. My results also show that, medium ability pupils scored an average of 2 on their pre-test but scored an average of 4.7 in their post-test, this sees an increase of 45.5 percentage points. Finally, high ability pupils scored an average of 2 on their pre-test but scored an average of 5.3 in their post-test. This sees as increase of 55.5 percentage points. Furthermore, the boys in this class scored an average of 1.69 or 28.1% in their pre-test. This again increased to an average of 4.23 or 70.5% in their post-test. This result sees an increase of 42.4 percentage points. Similarly, the girls in this class scored an average of 1.83 or 30.5% in their pre-test and then an average of 3.83 or 63.8% in their post-test. This result sees an increase of 33.3 percentage points. It is clear from the improvement of results from both boys and girls, that the intervention helped both genders and so within this research, there is no reason to suggest gender is a factor can limit source work analysis and historical [image: ]understanding. 

[image: ][image: ]Furthermore, my results also show me that my intervention helped both additional learning needs (ALN) learners and more able and talented (MAT) learners. The three learners who undertook this study had some form of ALN and all three of them increased by at least two marks. Furthermore, all three MAT pupils improved on their post-test to receive maximum marks. This again highlights that the intervention was accessible to all leaners and suggests the intervention was successful. 


Moreover, my results support the work of McAleavy and Byrom as following my intervention and class discussion of the source, all learners were able to improve their results. As well as Vgotsky’s ZPD and Wood et.al, theory of scaffolding, McAleavy (n.d.) argues how learners need to be taught more directly for them to make use of critical understanding. This was apparent within my intervention as before the learners undertook the post-test, we discussed the source as a class and I emphasised that all learners needed to make a judgement surrounding the usefulness of such source. Furthermore, Byrom (1998) suggested how learners need appropriate scaffolding and structuring in order to really relate to the material. For example, Pupil A, a medium ability learner, in her pre-test stated that the source was not useful at all as the source was based on opinions but in her post-test she declared that the source was useful to an extent because it was written by an advisor and friend of Henry VIII and so the ideas are somewhat bias. Therefore, she provided a judgement and reason to why she made that judgement before continuing to discuss the other key areas such as content. 
Similarly, Pupil B, a MAT pupil, argued in his pre-test that because the source was a poem, it was not of use at all because the information was not factual. However, after discussing how the origins and the types of source are still of use, in his post-test he discussed how the source is of use but is limited. Pupil B then comments upon the limitations and the potential audience and then suggests what could have been included to overcome such limitations. Pupil B’s judgement was an appropriate example of how my scaffolding assisted the pupil to achieve a better judgement. This scaffolding does not ‘diminish students’ independent thinking’ as Evans and Pate (2007) argues but rather influences them into the right direction in appropriate source work analysis. 
Furthermore, Musbach (2001) argued that learners need solid background information in order to understand the source in its context. This is supported within my research as although learners had already previously studied Henry VIII, they had not done so in this context. After the two lessons focusing on Henry VIII’s personality and appearance, learners were able to add and apply what they have learnt to support their judgements and further this by highlighting the limitations of the source. For example, Pupil C in his pre-test merely just summed up what the source was saying, but in his post-test, he discussed the content and furthered it by adding his own knowledge, origin, made a judgement and highlighted the limitations.
Moreover, McAleavy also argues that a major problem in source analysis is the over-emphasis on discussions of reliability (McAleavy, n.d.). However, this was not apparent within my findings at all. Perhaps this is because the question posed asked, ‘how useful is Source A to a historian studying Henry VIII?’ Whilst I would have normally been in agreement with McAleavy on the overemphasis on notions of reliability, I was pleasantly surprised to see that this was not an issue within my research. Perhaps, on reflection there may have been too much emphasis on ‘usefulness’, but I believe, in correlation with Byrom (n.d.) that this is an important factor in allowing learners to provide reasons for their judgements. On reflection, I could have added more second order concepts that Wren (2011) discusses in order to allow pupils to really think about how useful a source is. 
Further to Tosh and Lang’s discussion of the over use of ‘bias’ when analysing sources, this was something that again, was not apparent within my research. Whilst the majority of learners discussed that it was perhaps biased, there were no clear overreliances upon the use of bias in their answers. We can apply Tosh and Lang’s five key principles of analysing sources (as explained in the literature review) as the vast majority of the class, evaluated the authenticity of the source, highlighted limitations, discussed its usefulness, looked at the influences and motivations behind the source and some of them discussed if it was biased and the reasons for this (Tosh and Lang, 2006). 
Finally, Krug’s (1970) theory that there is an overreliance on textbooks in the history classroom is not applicable within my research. Whilst Krug’s argument is valid, and despite being a somewhat critic of textbooks, within this research, the use of textbooks supported and aided the application of source work analysis skills. It provided learners with a solid background knowledge in which Musbach (2001) argues to be of the upmost importance when analysing sources. It solidifies the learning which then allows for inquire led-learning when looking at and working with primary sources. 
Whilst action research is not without its limitations, an advantage of this research design is that it is simple to implement and the results can often be calculated with simple analyses (SAGE, 2018). In regards to my research, after the post-test was completed, I analysed the results and created my own mark scheme. If this was a GCSE class, I would have used the WJEC mark scheme but as it was a class from key stage 3, I created my own success criteria. There were six possible marks available, these included one mark for discussing the content, origin, purpose, usefulness (by making a judgement), knowledge and spelling, punctuation and grammar (SPG). Whilst I could have followed the school policy of ‘COPL’ or ‘SOAPSTONE’, I thought it would be beneficial for research purposes to create my own mark scheme as it allows me to fully understand and relate to the success criteria and the learners’ ability. 

Conclusions:
To conclude, my findings were extremely positive and I am happy with the improvements that all learners made at attempting source work analysis. As shown from my result tables, all types of learners improved by at least one mark and all three MAT learners achieved full marks. As previously mentioned, during my research there was an opportunity to discuss in depth second order concepts and how they are important when studying history. Therefore, in regards to future practice, I will ensure that I introduce second order concepts within any lessons that link to source work analysis. As Kipping et.al (2013) argue, when faced with a primary source, questions should arise about why that piece of evidence was initially collected, how it compares to other sources of information on the same topic and why it has been preserved (Kipping, et al, 2013). To allow for higher order thinking and questioning, it would have been an appropriate idea to refer to Bloom’s Taxonomy and the question matrix to allow learners to reach some of the higher order concepts. In regards to recommendations, asking the higher order questions would have been an appropriate idea. This would have linked nicely to my research question of how source work analysis, along with higher order questioning can help consolidate historical understanding. 
Furthermore, Tosh and Lang (2006) along with Byrom (1998), as referred to in the literature review, argue strongly that there is an over use and over-reliance of ‘bias’ and notions of ‘reliability’ when referring to historical sources. Kipping at al (2013) agrees with such argument and suggests that teachers should focus on the validity and credibility of primary sources rather than their bias (Kipping et al 2013). When analysing a source learners need to establish the validity by analysing the circumstances surrounding its production and preservation (Kipping et al 2013). This can only be done when learners are aware of the context that the source is in. Therefore, it links directly to my research question as source work analysis can consolidate historical understanding if the learners are fully aware of the content and context. 
Furthermore, I am conscious of the fact that I used the same source both within my pre and post-test. Whilst this was beneficial in regards to learners relating to the material as we had discussed it as a class, it would have been more beneficial to use a different source. This idea again links to Blooms Taxonomy as it enables learners to use and apply their skills and knowledge to a different context. Therefore, in regards to future practice I would recommend that both teachers and researchers allow learners to have a chance to apply their new skills and knowledge to a different source. This would enable learners to recognise the key areas of source analysis and test their ability to apply it to different situations. Thus inevitably is a key skill at GCSE level and so if learners can consolidate such skill at KS3 then their chance of successfully analysing historical sources will continue to develop throughout their school life. Also, further to what Riley (n.d.) discussed in the literature review, learners are developing essential literacy skills that will not only support their source work analysis but their literacy levels also. 
In regards to my research question of, ‘does source work analysis help consolidate historical understanding?’ I believe that from this active research assignment as well as researching the literature, it most definitely does. Once the intervention was completed, learners provided specific details surrounding the content and they were also more engaged in a discussion about the source and its usefulness. By providing learners with a primary source it enabled them to use the content that they have learnt to relate to the material and ultimately think like a historian. As Kipping, et al (2013) argues, historical sources are fragments or traces of evidence from the past and therefore history teachers should be encouraged to explore them more often in the classroom as it definitely consolidates historical understanding. 
Future developments: 
As Koshy (2005) argues, the purpose of action research is to learn through action which can then shape and enhance professional development (Koshy, 2005). Through this experience, along with reading relevant literature surrounding both the positives and limitations of source work analysis, it has allowed me to become more aware of the issues that learners may face when working with a source. Furthermore, as Wood and Smith (2016) have argued, it is important that any project, however small scale, is well planned and conducted in a measured and reflective way (Wood and Smith, 2016). I am happy with the results of my action research as it has enlightened me to certain issues that can sometimes arise but it has also taught me how to be a strong reflective practitioner. 
However, on reflection, one area in which the study was limited was with the unavailability of a solid research question at the beginning of the study. Wood and Smith (2016) concentrate on the sheer importance of creating a research question as they can provide a solid starting point for deciding on any literature that will be read as a background to the project (Wood and Smith, 2016). Whilst I was aware of the general topic that I was investigating (the purpose of source analysis in consolidating historical understanding), I had not created a strong research question until I began to write up my findings. Whilst SAGE (2018) recognises that creating research questions is one of the most difficult process in research, if I had successfully done this it would have provided me with a narrow focus when researching the literature. Furthermore, SAGE (2018) argues that researchers are more likely to collect useful data right away if the researcher is aware of their question and focus from the beginning. However, they go onto argue that as long as you eventually have a research question, when you developed it may not actually affect the quality of the research, it may just make it more difficult (SAGE, 2018). 
Furthermore, another limitation to my research is that during my intervention, I mistakenly put little to no emphasis on second order concepts, as referred to in the conclusion. Due to the apparent link with source work analysis and interpretations, it would have been a perfect opportunity to show how similarly they link. On reflection, this enquiry was a good opportunity to offer a good range of contrasting views as the focus was upon Henry VIII’s personality and appearance – something which is widely debated between historians. This could have been possibly shown by having one interpretation source for the pre-test and an opposing view as the post-test, instead of having the same source for both tests. This also would have enabled me to see how learners could now apply their knowledge and skills to another source instead of revisiting the first one. In regards to my future professional development, I will ensure that second order concepts, such as interpretation, is imbedded within my source work analysis lessons, especially when we are studying a controversial topic or person. 
Furthermore, action research helps teachers to formalise their learning and give a clear and justified account of their work, not on a one-off basis, but as a continuing regular feature of their practice (McNiff, 2002). In regards to this research affecting my future professional development, I will ensure that I am always aware of exactly what I want to achieve from my action research and the interventions so it can form my future planning. Whilst setting lesson objectives is one example of doing this, I will also ensure that both I and the learners are fully aware of the importance of what we are learning and how it is working towards our end goal. Sagor (2005) rightly states that, ‘the insights gained from the analysis are used to inform and prepare the plan of action’ (Sagor, 2005) and as a trainee teacher as well as a qualified one, this is of upmost importance in ensuring we are the best teachers we can possibly be. 















Appendices:
Appendix One – School Improvement Plan 
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The importance of action research in teacher education programs
Gregory s. C. Hine The University of Notre Dame Australia

“Action research is an attractive option for teacher researchers, school administrative staff,
and other stakeholders in the teaching and learning environment to consider’ (Mills, 2011
and Hine, 2013)

Benefit- action research provides teachers with the necessary skills, knowledge, and focus to
engage in meaningful inquiry about their professional practice, what will enhance this
practice and the positive changes it will have on their learners’ education (Hine, 2013).

‘Educational Research — Taking the Plunge’. Phil Wood and Joan Smith

“Itis important that any project, however small scale, is well planned and conducted in a
measured and reflective way'. 131
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