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“KS4 Lesson Study: How does scaffolding 
support pupils to meet success criteria?”



	
	Target
	What I have done in this assignment.

	Target 1
	Make more clear links between the literature used in my own practice/reflection. 
	Attempted to make include more clear links between the literature used in the reflection of my practice. 

	Target 2

	Expand on how I would make further improvements to my practice.
	This is considered in detail in the Conclusions section of the paper.

	Target 3

	Improve accuracy of language.
	Attempted to proof-read small sections at time to stay alert to errors.








Focus of Research
The purpose of my research was to discover how pupils benefitted from the use of scaffolding techniques during teaching. The issue of scaffolding interested me as it was a frequently challenged issue amongst colleagues in the school of my placement. Having done research on the topic, scaffolding as a technique is mostly seen as an effective teaching technique in recent literature. Academics such as Janson and Soellner (2017) and Hao (2016) applaud scaffolding for its impact on diminishing cognitive overload, however Myhill and Warren (2005), Dehler and Welsh (2014) and Al-Saadi (2011) believe scaffolding may lead to pupils’ over-reliance on teachers and unable to study independently. 
Little research has been done in recent years on the comparison of pupil attainment when provided with scaffolding throughout a lesson, compared with pupil attainment when scaffolding is only provided once pupils have had an opportunity to complete a task independently. After discussion with my research partner, to explore this opening in literature we decided on the research question “KS4 Lesson Study: How does scaffolding support pupils to meet success criteria?”. Through a lesson study method, our objective was to discover whether scaffolding tasks for all pupils from the beginning of a lesson compared with only scaffolding tasks part-way through a lesson helped pupils to meet success criteria.

Research Context
The research activity took place in an English Medium Comprehensive School in South Wales. The classes chosen to participate in the lesson study were two Year 9 classes of mixed prior attainment. Although two classes of 30 pupils took part in the lesson study, only three case pupils in each class were observed and interviewed for the research activity. In each group of 3 pupils, one was of high prior attainment level, one was of medium prior attainment level, and one was of low prior attainment level. One lesson observed was a Geography lesson and the other was a Welsh lesson, though both were literacy-based.  




Literature Review
In order to undertake the research with an understanding of recent findings, I looked further into the topic of scaffolding. Scaffolding is mostly seen as an effective teaching technique in recent literature, with most academics linking their endorsement of scaffolding to cognitive load theory and scaffolding’s effect on reducing working memory limits (Janson and Soellner, 2017; Offerdahl et al, 2017). Research on working memory (Leahy & Sweller, 2019, Mancinetti et al, 2019; Treffers, 2019) has provided evidence that individuals are only capable of keeping a handful of units of information active simultaneously, and once working memory is overloaded “student learning is impaired” (Ginns & Leppink, 2019). Furthermore, when an individual has limited cognitive capacity, they have fewer opportunities to make connections to existing knowledge, which is how constructivists believe learning is achieved. 
Scaffolding is defined by Belland as “support that leverages what students already know to help them meaningfully participate in and gain skill at tasks that are beyond their unassisted abilities” (2017: 5). This is consistent with Vygotsky’s ideas of cognitive development, and his belief that learners need a ‘more knowledgeable other’ to help guide them through their learning. 
Significantly, several academics have suggested that cognitive load theory is most applicable when information is new to pupils therefore much scaffolding can be called into question. Chen et al, (2016) and Kaluyga & Sweller (2018) believe in the theory of the ‘Expertise Reversal Effect’; that as a pupil's learning increases, the positive effects of scaffolding designed for novices disappear or even reverse, as information becomes an unnecessary distraction. However, regarding our research study, pupils were novices in both lessons, thus suggesting the scaffolding provided would be useful. 
Didau (2014) believes that if students lack confidence in their work, they are going to struggle to think independently later, hence helping students with scaffolding in the short-term will reap long-term benefits. Scaffolding in the form of numerous repetitions is supported by Fiechter and Benjamin (2018) and Harbour et al (2015), therefore drilling new vocabulary was planned for the second research lesson. However, it is scaffolding methods such as this that have become associated with tools of low expectation where pupils have little insight of the processes involved (Didau, 2014) and become a “straitjacket upon pupil learning” (Myhill & Warren, 2005).  
Studies inspired us to include a discussion task in the heavily scaffolded second research lesson, as theorists such as Vygotsky (1962) and Lightbown & Spada (2006) suggest that learning is vastly socially constructed. Various studies agree that scaffolding with discussions related to learning should be encouraged, particularly in language lessons (Smith, 2019; Chernova & Mustafina, 2016; Sato & Ballinger, 2016) such as the Welsh language research lesson, as discussions provide learners with “a context for experimenting with the language” (Philip, Adams & Iwashita, 2014, p. 17). 
It has been also been suggested that to enhance learning, teachers should scaffold learning by demonstrating their internal thought process, enabling novices to witness the expert thinking that would otherwise be hidden (Sandholtz, 2011; Scott et al. 2012). This is similar to the worked example method of scaffolding endorsed by Venkateshwar (2018) and Sandholtz (2011). Several similar studies have reported decreases in student error after students had been shown several worked examples versus problem solving on their own (Renkl and Atkinson, 2010; Badeau et al, 2017) particularly regarding lower-knowledge learners (Kalyuga et al. 2012). Studies by Fisher, Frey and Lapp (2011) and Silven and Vaurus (1992) indicate that scaffolding in this way had particularly positive influences when students were encouraged to participate, therefore the discussion planned for the second lesson comprised small groups to encourage contribution.
In contrast, Day and Goldstone (2012) and Sousa (2006) argue that some worked examples may be too specific and too tightly bound for students to apply their knowledge in a suitable way elsewhere. It might also be worth considering that it might not be the worked example itself that is beneficial, but the fact that learners are spending time considering the idea for longer when it is expanded upon. Moreover, the worked example method of scaffolding has come under criticism as they may stop pupils from using their own initiative (Scharle and Szabo, 2000). Universities have accused secondary schools of helping pupils too much, and it is claimed that six in ten universities have provided additional classes to undergraduates who require additional tuition in independent study (Paton, 2012). This has been a frequent topic for journalists over the past decade, namely Telegraph journalist, Paton (2010, 2012), and TES reporters Hazell (2018) and Spalding (2017). 
Researchers such as Dehler and Welsh (2014) and Al-Saadi (2011) have discussed pupils’ over-reliance on the teacher and suggest a “gradual handover of some of the roles traditionally held by teachers to the students” (Al-Saadhi, 2011: 95). These studies were considered, and it was decided that worked examples would not feature in either lesson, and the tasks in the second research lesson would build in challenge and independence. 
In conclusion, I believe that for the technique to be effective, teachers must know their students well enough to know their Zone of Proximal Development, to ensure scaffolding is targeted efficiently to individuals, and that pupils are appropriately challenged. 
While research on the effects and opinions on the different methods of scaffolding is plentiful as described, much less attention has been given to the assessment and comparison of varying degrees of scaffolding throughout a lesson on pupil attainment. 

Lesson Study Design
A lesson study (Dudley, 2011) was the main method of data collection, a method that “appears to offer many positives” (Hird et al. 2014) due to its collaborative and reflective nature. Elements of lesson study have been used to positive effect to support student-teacher development in numerous articles (Larssen et al., 2017). My research partner and I planned and observed two Year 9 mixed-ability lessons, where the amount of scaffolding increased between lessons to discover how the scaffolding helped pupils achieve success criteria. 
In the first lesson success criteria required pupils to peer-assess work correctly. At the beginning of the lesson, there was an opportunity for pupils to individually consider how one might peer-assess the piece of work. Following this, pupils were asked to share their ideas with a partner. Afterwards, there was a class discussion to share ideas about how to peer-assess the work correctly and achieve the success criteria. Pupils were subsequently asked to peer-assess work using suggestions they had heard during the class discussion. After a couple of minutes, pupils were asked to feedback how they were finding the task. Following pupil feedback, a mark scheme (Appendix M) was given to pupils to help guide them to achieve success criteria, and pupils had more time to peer-assess the work. Scaffolding was then provided after a few more minutes, by simplifying the mark scheme for pupils (Appendix N) and writing pupil-friendly key points on the board. Subsequently, pupils used the remainder of the lesson to peer-assess pupils’ work using the guidance on the board.
In the group of case pupils, one was of high prior attainment level (Pupil A), one was of medium prior attainment level (Pupil B), and one was of low prior attainment level (Pupil C). The stratified sample size of three was chosen as this represented the cross-section required to answer the research question and was a feasible number of pupils to comprehensively observe simultaneously.
For this first lesson study my research partner acted as an overt non-participant observer throughout and took notes through observation focussing on the three case pupils. The observer used the observation schedule (Appendix B) to focus their observation. An observation method was used to observe pupils’ physical, verbal, and expressive behaviour in relation to other people and objects. The observer attempted to be unobtrusive to observe pupils in a natural context. Observation allowed the researcher to watch what actually happened in the lesson, rather than relying on pupils account who may be unwilling to share some ideas, and some events may have escaped pupils’ conscious awareness (Cohen et al., 2007). Due to congruity theory (Osgood and Tannenbaum, 1955) and dissonance theory (Festinger and Carlsmith, 1959) the observer did not know the prior attainment levels of the case pupils. 
Immediately following the first lesson my partner and I quickly stated any feelings we had, before interviewing the selected case pupils in the familiar surroundings of the classroom. We decided to interview the pupils in a group rather than individually to help the pupils feel comfortable and to limit the amount of school pupils were missing. Interviews were carried out as we were not able to learn about the feelings of pupils from observations alone. Interviews provided more flexibility than questionnaires and allowed spontaneous questions to be asked to provide greater insight if an area came up that had not previously been considered (Cohen et al., 2007). Questions were open and unambiguous. Both my research partner and I asked questions and recorded answers to ensure all information was recorded. We decided that coding was unnecessary for the small sample size and one cycle of lesson study. 
Following the interview, my research partner and I analysed pupil work to see whether success criteria was achieved, and used our Reflective Cycle Model (Appendix D) which was a slightly modified version of Gibbs’ 1988 model. Successes and failures of the lesson were identified, along with patterns found in the observation notes and interview transcripts. Using our reflections, we then amended the second lesson plan to trial the importance of supporting pupils with scaffolding from the beginning of the lesson. 
The second lesson, which my research partner delivered, consisted of several small tasks that gradually increased in difficulty and independence towards a challenging final task. The starter activity constituted a recap of previous vocabulary that would be useful for the lesson. This formed the first method of scaffolding. New vocabulary was then introduced to pupils, which was drilled for several minutes until the teacher believed the new words had been learned. The drilling constituted the second method of scaffolding. A short task was then set in which pupils had to translate a paragraph that included the new vocabulary. The third method of scaffolding was then provided through the next task, in which pupils had an opportunity to practice using the new words though a discussion in small groups. The final task of the lesson involved pupils completing an extended piece of writing. Success criteria was achieved once pupils completed this challenging, independent task. 
I observed this lesson as part of the lesson study and monitored the three case study pupils using the same observation schedule to focus my observations as the first lesson (Appendix B). As with the first lesson, the group of pupils were chosen to represent a mixture of prior attainment level. Pupil D was of high prior attainment level, Pupil E was of medium prior attainment level, and Pupil F was of low prior attainment level. Following the lesson, pupils were interviewed using the same questions as Interview 1 (Appendix C) to control reliability, as “bias can stem from alterations to wording” (Cohen et al., 2007, p. 150). Pupil work was then analysed to discover whether pupils had achieved success criteria. The second lesson was subsequently reflected upon using our modified version of Gibbs’ 1988 reflection model (Appendix D) to complete the lesson study cycle. 

Ethical considerations
There are ethical considerations with doing research in a classroom, therefore BERA (2018) guidelines were followed throughout. Participation was voluntary and consent forms that explained confidentiality and the purpose of the research were returned prior to the research taking place. Any data collected adhered to the University’s Research Data Management Policy (2016), and data protection policies. Names of pupils and the school were kept completely confidential and anonymous, and full transparency was in place throughout the research. Steps were taken to address and mitigate any anticipated risks that may have adversely affected participants, researchers, and the University. These are explained in Appendix A.

Lesson 1 Study Results and Analysis
Overall, observation and interview records from Lesson One showed that all case pupils struggled to meet the success criteria of peer-assessing the work correctly initially when no scaffolding was provided (see Appendix E and Appendix F). It was only when scaffolding was provided that pupils achieved the goal of the lesson and achieved the success criteria. Regarding prior-attainment level, although all pupils were unable to achieve the success criteria without the mark scheme, the higher prior attaining level pupils (A and B) were able to achieve success criteria sooner once scaffolding was in place, and were generally more on-task during the lesson than the lower-prior attaining Pupil C.
Firstly, when asked to share ideas regarding how to peer-assess work they had recently completed, pupils only briefly discussed the topic before discussing off-task matters, hence this task was kept short. This was despite all pupils agreeing in the interview that they understood the commands given and what they were meant to be doing during the task. Regardless of only sharing ideas briefly, Pupil A and Pupil B were able to contribute ideas towards the class discussion regarding ways in which to peer-assess the work. 
During the first opportunity pupils were given to peer-assess the work, Pupil A and Pupil B were initially on-task but gave up attempting the task relatively quickly once they found it challenging. In the interview, Pupil A and Pupil B admitted that they knew they should be peer-assessing the work but found it a challenge to know the steps to do it. Pupil C gave up far quicker than Pupil A and Pupil B as they did not understand the task, and quickly got distracted by their peers’ off-task behaviour. Pupil A lamented that they were finding the task difficult and asked the teacher for clarity but did not use the support given by the teacher who repeated previous instructions in line with the research. Pupil B unsuccessfully asked peers for help. Feedback after the first attempt at peer-assessing the work revealed that pupils were familiar with peer-assessing work in other subjects but were still finding the task challenging. 
All pupils commented that they found the task simpler once the mark scheme was provided, and Pupils A and B had a noticeably better attitude to learning. Questions from all three pupils were more specifically linked to the mark scheme which showed that all were now engaged and on-task. Pupil A was unconvinced whether they had completed the task successfully. Pupil B and Pupil C still found the task difficult due to the wording of the mark scheme, and Pupil C didn’t feel as though they could use it to methodically complete the task. An advantage to Pupil B over Pupil C was that they were sat close to Pupil A who offered support during the task (see Appendix G).
Once the mark scheme had been simplified and key points highlighted on the board, attitude to learning increased dramatically. All pupils worked quietly and completed the task to a high standard. However, Pupil C still asked for reassurance from the teacher whether the mark they had given was correct. Through the interview we discovered that it was during this final task that pupils finally knew what they had to do to complete the task. Pupil C remarked that they found the final task challenging but completed it, nevertheless. 
From reflecting on the lesson using our Reflection Model (Appendix H) it was agreed that the main failure of Lesson One was the off-task behaviour of pupils. It could be argued that this could have been minimised by explaining and simplifying the mark scheme as soon as it was provided. Asking pupils as a class if there were any queries before the task began may also have helped increased pupil confidence which has sometime been suggested to encourage pupils to stay on-task. Additionally, a worked example may have provided additional scaffolding to help the pupils of lower prior attainment level to visualise the process of peer-assessing work. 
In light of the first lesson’s results, to prevent off-task behaviour the second research lesson was planned to be far more structured. It was decided that pupils would not get the opportunity to discuss their ideas independently with no guidance. Instead, the planned discussion task was kept brief and pupils would be told to discuss specific ideas.
Furthermore, in contrast to the first lesson, the second lesson was planned to provide considerably more scaffolding from the beginning of the lesson. Scaffolding was provided firstly through recapping previously learned vocabulary that was beneficial to the lesson. Scaffolding was also provided through drilling new vocabulary in an effort to make pupils familiar and confident in their use of new words. A short translation task was then given for pupils to complete using these new words in sentences. Scaffolding was then provided by giving pupils an opportunity to further familiarise themselves with the new vocabulary by discussing the new words in small groups. This task was an increase in difficulty from the previous task, as pupils had to think on their feet to respond. By increasing tasks in difficulty through the lesson, our aim was for pupils to be able to complete the challenging task at the end of the lesson independently.

Lesson Study 2 Results and Analysis
All pupils achieved the goal of the starter activity as pupils were engaged and able to remember previous vocabulary reasonably well when questioned. Pupil F however asked a friend for reassurance before answering correctly. All pupils took part in the drilling of the new vocabulary and required little support in successfully translating the paragraph that included the drilled vocabulary.
During the discussion task, Pupils D and F used this time productively to familiarise themselves with the new vocabulary, however Pupil E did not actively take part in their group’s discussion, and merely listened to the other group members. Although this task involved a significant amount of spontaneous thinking and challenge, pupils appeared to enjoy the less formal way of learning the new vocabulary.
Notably, all pupils were on task throughout the final, most challenging, task of extended writing. Pupils D and F wrote for the whole duration of time allocated for the task. Pupil E did not write as much as Pupils D and F but did not distract others when not writing. Pupil E asked Pupil D for guidance during the task, who felt confident enough to help Pupil E, rather than direct the question to the teacher. On analysis of workbooks, all three pupils completed the challenging task and achieved success criteria.
Following the lesson, all pupils agreed that the lesson was pitched at the right level of challenge, and that there was enough support available during each task. Pupil D noticed that the tasks went from closed one-word answers at the beginning of the lesson to open-ended opinion based, longer length tasks, that built in challenge. A similarity between Lesson One and Two was that it was the higher prior attainment level pupils (D and F) who achieved the success criteria sooner than the lower prior attainment level Pupil E. However, it is notable that there was little difference between the observations of the attitudes to learning of Pupil D and F in Lesson 2, whereas there was a greater degree of difference between Pupils A and B in Lesson 1. 
Through reflecting using the Reflection Model (Appendix L), Lesson Two was largely determined to be a success, however there were amendments suggested should the lesson be repeated.
Although the engaging starter activity provided opportunities for several pupils to recap previously learned vocabulary, not every pupil took part in answering questions, as it was dependent on where the toy was thrown. I do not find this a problem however, as all pupils may have benefitted from hearing other pupils taking part. 
To improve the efficiency of the drilling and consequently pupil attainment of the translating task, pupils could have written down the key words in their books before they were drilled out loud to ensure they have time to think about the new words and have something to refer back to afterwards. Furthermore, giving pupils the opportunity to contemplate the meaning of the new words before telling them their meanings would stretch pupils.
To improve the discussion task, I would ensure all pupils were actively taking part by restricting groups to two people if possible. It could be argued that had Pupil E taken an active part in the discussion task rather than merely listening, they would have found the final task less challenging. Nevertheless, as Pupil E was slower the other two case pupils writing the final longer length writing task, providing additional scaffolding such as sentence starters to pupils with lower prior attainment levels may have improved attainment. Learning new vocabulary was the objective of the lesson rather than structuring a piece of extended writing thus providing sentence starters would not have been an unfair advantage.



Discussion of research findings in relation to related literature
In light of my research, I suggest that scaffolding tasks did not inhibit pupils being challenged to perform, which is a leading criticism of the teaching technique in literature (Dehler and Welsh, (2014), Vanderhyde (2019). This is due to the observation that none of the case pupils were able to achieve the success criteria of Lesson One (Appendix E and Appendix F) before scaffolding was provided through a mark scheme. This supports the work of Kolomitro and MacKenzie (2019) who argue that scaffolding, specifically ‘think-alouds’ are powerful tools to all pupils when novices in a new topic. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, considering the interviews and observation records, I am inclined to suggest that lower prior attainment pupils require a great degree of scaffolding than higher prior attaining pupils, as generally, the lower attaining pupils were more off-task throughout Lesson One before scaffolding was provided (Appendix E and Appendix F). This is in line with the research presented by Kalyuga and Sweller (2018) and Rasku-Puttonen et al. (2003), regarding the ‘Expertise Reversal Effect’ in which once pupils increase in expertise, long “long-term memory can take over from external guidance” (Kirschner, Sweller & Clark, 2010, p. 80).
It is worth noting that the lower-prior attaining pupils (C and E) both displayed a lack of confidence in lessons. Pupil C asked for reassurance of their answer from the teacher in Lesson 1 (Appendix B) and Pupil E asked for support during a task from a higher prior attaining pupil in Lesson 2 (Appendix I). This is despite scaffolding being provided throughout Lesson 2, which is consistent with the research of Angeli and Valanides (2014) who did not find any significant correlation between self-confidence and scaffolding amongst pupils. Francis et al. (2017) however believe that low self-confidence in pupils can promote a self-fulfilling prophecy on pupil attainment. Daniels (2019) and Fu et al. (2017) agree that confidence plays a large role in the classroom. 
Finally, it is interesting to note that the discussion task may have played a useful part in scaffolding Lesson 2, as the two case pupils that actively participated in the task found the final task of the lesson less challenging than the case pupil that did not actively contribute. This supports the work of Smith (2019), Lightbown and Spada (2006), Dörnyei & Murphey, (2003) who agree that social interactions such as discussions plays an important role in the learning of a language and that pupils need to be certain of their roles in the discussion for them to be worthwhile. 


Conclusion
There were several strengths to my research methods in this study, however there were also limitations. One strength of my research was its validity. The research method of the lesson study was suitable to answer the research question that it was intended to answer. Analysis of the lesson study drew clear conclusions that linked to teaching research theories. 
A second strength of the research was the clarity of the research process. Myself and my research partner were clear in the research objectives and our roles throughout. Participants were clear of the purpose of the research and understood the questions asked in their interviews. Furthermore, observation and interview records were clear. Additionally, every trend, pattern and relationship found in the data collected is acknowledged in the data analysis.
Another strength of the research was that consistency was endeavoured as much as was possible given the time and resources available. As the two lessons were to be compared, the lesson studies occurred in similar classrooms in the same comprehensive school, with pupils of similar age and ability. 
A final strength of my research is that consideration of the ethical implications was taken at every stage of the lesson study, and consent from participants was given. Following the research study, I feel that the research study successfully minimised any harm to the participants, researchers and university. 
The research methodology was not piloted in this instance, however numerous lesson studies have been conducted previously by other experienced research academics (Larssen et al., 2017) therefore I did not feel it necessary to conduct a pilot lesson study prior to the research. 
The main factor of the limitations of the study was that all results were qualitative rather than quantitative. Qualitative results collected by observation and interviews are often subjective. Despite the observation plan and interview questions being meticulously prepared in an attempt to have precise data and eliminate our own subjectivity, as researchers may have unconsciously been biased towards our findings. Complete elimination of subjectivity in the data is highly unlikely. 
Similarly, reliability and accuracy were a concern as we cannot say that the results were consistent. As only one person observed each lesson, and this person differed between lessons, observations may be inconsistent. Furthermore, different pupils were observed and interviewed during the lesson study, therefore it is difficult to compare the effect of the amendments to the first lesson, as different pupils may have responded in different ways. Furthermore, although the lessons were both literacy based, different subjects were taught in each lesson.
The small size of the sample used may not be large enough to show the true diversity of the data obtainable. With such a small sample of pupils, certain opinions or observations may have distorted the results, and in this case, pupils may have felt under pressure to agree with the other members of the interview group. 
Despite our observations attempting to be discreet, the Hawthorn Effect may have played a part in the observation, as “we cannot get away from the fact that just by being there, even if we are not actively involved, we can affect” what happened, and behaviour may have been “situationally specific” (Newby, 2014: p.385).
Academics such as Frimpong (2018) and Hall (2017) have been known to call the classroom environment the ‘third teacher’. As the two lessons took place in different classrooms, variations in wall displays and seating arrangements may have contributed to additional scaffolding being offered unintentionally. Numerous other factors that influence learning such as the time of day, surrounding peers, interest in the topic, and pupil wellbeing may also have played a part in the results. 
It is difficult to generalise my findings as these limitations lead me to question my analysis. If I were to carry out the lesson study again, there are improvements I would make to the research design. Firstly, I would have more observers participate so that unconscious bias would be less of a factor. A second observer may also notice other things that one might miss whilst taking notes. Having a researcher who observed both lessons would further improve consistency. I would also attempt to complete the lesson study in one subject with the same pupils to limit any factors that may have changed between lessons apart from the intended amendments following the reflection of the previous lesson observation. Increasing the sample size or repeating the lesson study cycle would help the data become more reliable, as they may record a more accurate representation of the implication of the amendments to the lesson plan. 
Recommendations

The findings, as well as the limitations of the research, point to several directions for future research on scaffolding. Little research has been published in recent years on the extent to which higher prior attaining pupils benefit from scaffolding when they are novices to a topic. Similarly, it would be interesting to research to what extent peer support by higher prior attaining pupils scaffolds the learning of lower prior attaining pupils. 
Additionally, I would be interested in building on the work of Fu et al. (2017) and Dörnyei & Murphey, (2003) who researched group dynamics in a language classroom. Comparing the attainment of pupils who take an active part in discussion tasks with those that do not is an avenue of relatively unexplored research, despite the “substantial body of knowledge which demonstrates the beneﬁts of social interaction for learning (Rasku-Puttonen et al., 2003, p. 378).
In light of my research, I am inclined to recommend scaffolding tasks for all pupils throughout the duration of lessons when pupils are novices to the topic under consideration in line with the work of Prather et al. (2019) and Kirschner, Sweller and Clark (2006). All pupils struggled to achieve the success criteria of Lesson One until scaffolding was provided, as the task was one with which pupils were not extremely familiar. In contrast, pupils successfully achieved success criteria for a challenging task in Lesson 2, as scaffolding was provided by the teacher through increasing tasks in difficulty and independence.  
Furthermore, I also intend to invite pupils for feedback more frequently. Teachers regularly ask for feedback throughout lessons to assess the understanding of pupils, however, it is less often that teachers ask pupils for feedback on how a lesson could have been taught. Discovering first-hand what pupils found beneficial in the lesson, and hearing suggestions of my research partner was enlightening during my teaching training experience, and an experience that I will continue to benefit from for years to come as a life-long learner. 
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