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Introduction 

The importance of being a reflective practitioner is demonstrated by Donaldson (2015, p.71) who states that ‘the implications for the formation and subsequent growth of teachers as reflective practitioners are considerable’. This is also supported by Furlong (2015) who states that student teachers should be given opportunities to link their developing practical experience in schools with other knowledge - using research and theory. This demonstrates that it is vital for student teachers to engage in action research in order to become reflective practitioners.
  I have chosen a convenience sample of a Year 10 class of 17 mixed ability students with no ALN requirements. Essentially, if I see a marked improvement in pupil’s engagement and grades in practice exam papers, then I will know whether to incorporate modelling techniques throughout my teaching in order to improve all pupil’s grades. In its latest ESTYN report, School X has had a recommendation to improve pupil’s literacy skills. It is clear that from this recommendation, literacy and pupil’s extended writing needs improvement. Therefore, this recommendation has informed my pedagogic decision to study the impact modelling techniques have on pupil’s written work. I have chosen the question, ‘to what extent does modelling affect pupil’s written work’ because I believe it is vital, particularly for this school to study methods which will impact pupil’s literacy skills. In order to improve pupil’s written work, I have chosen to look at modelling strategies because I often use methods of modelling across my teaching and I wanted to study whether this aspect of pedagogy was actually having an impact on pupil’s written work. 


Literature Review  
It is important to research what makes effective feedback between teachers and students because ‘effective feedback is a necessary and important part of the learning experience’ (Steele and Holbeck 2018, p. 1). This is supported by Orsmond and Merry (2011) who imply that feedback is inseparable from the learning process. Black (2000, p.409) underlined the need for more research into formative techniques, stating that ‘most researchers are not studying much of the literature that could inform their work’. Supporting this is Gorard (2001) who argues that the lack of formative and summative techniques could lead to low standards and failing students. This highlights the importance of today’s teachers being active researchers in the classroom to identify the best methods of formative and summative assessment in order to enable pupil’s improvement. 
  Assessment refers to activities of teachers in the classroom which provide information to be used as feedback to modify the pedagogies used in the classroom (Black and William, 2005, p.1).  This illustrates the importance of researching how assessment is conducted in class because teachers also need feedback in order to identify which pedagogies are successful. This is also vital for pupils because they need to identify their strengths and weaknesses in education. This argument is supported by Cross (1996, p.4) who argues that ‘one of the basic principles of learning is that learners need feedback’. Formative assessment, and therefore feedback is crucial for assessing pupil’s classwork and for ‘permitting learning to become a logical outcome’ (Taras, 2002, p. 504). This is further supported by Orsmond et al (2000) who argue that tutor feedback and student learning should be inseparable. Black and William (1998) further support this by arguing that formative assessment is at the heart of effective teaching. Therefore, it is crucial, in order for teaching and learning to be beneficial, to research the best methods of assessment and feedback which have the greatest impact on learning. 
There are two different categories of feedback – formative and summative (Soonpaa, 1997). Frost (2016) states that the purpose of formative feedback is to further the students’ learning. This means that in order to assess formatively, the teacher must be able to identify the student’s weaknesses and thus offer guidance on improvement. However, Frost (2016) implies that only certain types of formative feedback are actually effective. For example, the student must be able to understand the goal of the assessment, be able to compare their performance against the goal, and have the knowledge to differentiate between their goal and their own performance and how to improve. Horvath (1984) identifies the issue with solely providing summative feedback is that this form of feedback evaluates the student’s work at the end of an assessment but it does not provide feedback for continued learning. This highlights the importance for teachers to provide both formative and summative feedback, for example providing a form of written feedback which helps the student to improve their learning and also providing a mark/grade. This is supported by Frost (2016) who states that teachers who only provide summative feedback miss out on enabling learning opportunities. Therefore, the use of both formative and summative feedback is a vital aspect of pedagogy and formative and summative should go hand in hand. 
  In addition, Sadler (1989, p.120) states that ‘formative assessment is concerned with how judgements about the quality of student responses can be used to shape and improve the students’ competence by short-circuiting the randomness and inefficiency of trial-and-error learning’. This implies that formative assessment is a quick and efficient aspect of teaching and learning which is important for improving pupil’s achievement. Black and William (1989) also state that raising the standards of learning that are achieved through school education is an important national priority. This reinforces the importance of researching the best methods that teachers implement in class in order to raise the standards of learning.  One of the reasons for researching assessment for learning is to identify the effectiveness of classroom-based strategies of formative and summative assessment. O’Mahony (2017) states that a characteristic of assessment for learning is that students act on the feedback they receive. This means that feedback is an important part of teaching and learning. Shute (2008) states that quality feedback addresses what the learner has done right or wrong, why, and then how it can be improved. Quality feedback should motivate learners by highlighting what the learner has done well, and ensuring they persevere (Nicol and Macfarlene-Dick, 2006). It is important to research methods of assessment which give feedback information which pupils can actually use to make an impact on their work, rather than merely giving pupils feedback which they do nothing with. This issue is commented on by Taras (2002) who argues that feedback should not be a one-way system of information. For feedback to be beneficial, the learner is required to be an active participant and use the feedback to alter the gap between where they are and where they need to be (ibid, 2002). Therefore, this issue puts responsibility onto the learner to look at the gap. Sadler (1989, p. 120) calls this, ‘’student self-monitoring’’. This is crucial for the learner’s improvement because they need to monitor what their errors are, and how they can improve through the use of feedback. This is supported by Taras (2002) who argues that feedback should be a two-way system which allows the student to understand what the purpose of the assessment was, how it is assessed, and how they can improve in the future. 
An additional issue with feedback is whether it should be provided in the form of group/class feedback or personal feedback. One issue with personal forms of feedback is identified by Weaver (2006) who states that teachers tend to comment mainly on weaknesses in personal feedback, which is problematic for pupil’s improvement. However, Huxham (2007) counter-argues this by stating that when the students in his study were provided with personal feedback, students appeared to appreciate the identification of errors in their work and were grateful for them being brought up. This is supported by Steele and Holbeck (2018) who argue that giving students personal feedback in a conversational tone makes the content of the feedback more accepting and constructive. Weedon (2000) develops this by stating that whether students appreciate weaknesses being addressed in feedback is heavily variable depending on the individual learners, with some learners finding critical comments more like criticism than other individuals. This is supported by Young (2000) who comments that whether a learner responds well to personal feedback depends on their own self-esteem. Based on these arguments, it is evident that some pupils appreciate their weaknesses being addressed, while others don’t. However, this appears to be highly dependent on each individual learner and involves their own preferences on feedback, own self-esteem and willingness to accept criticism. 
 One method of feedback which meets the above criteria is that of modelling. There are already many different forms of modelling strategies which are active in the classroom. It is crucial for today’s teachers to research such strategies in order to ensure that they have value in raising pupil’s written skills and levels of attainment. Raising the standards of learning is an area of importance and thus I have chosen to conduct classroom based research in order to look in detail at this particular area of assessment for learning. 
  Hounsell (2003) states that there is little empirical evidence to measure the effectiveness of model answers with other feedback. This highlights the need to research this particular method of formative assessment and its effectiveness in the classroom. Although the study is slightly outdated, Cross (1996, p.4) implies that pupils ‘need to know what they are trying to accomplish, and then they need to know how close they are coming to the goal’. This could mean that the best way for pupils to improve their work is to be fully aware of what they are expected to do and how to get to that point. One way of meeting this could be the provision of model answers because they explicitly demonstrate a good example. Despite this research being slightly outdated, more recent researchers have found similar findings. Hounsell (2003) also implies that one of the reasons for pupil’s poor achievement is uncertainty about criteria and contexts. This supports Cross’ findings because it suggests that if pupils misunderstand what is expected of them when completing a form of assessment i.e. extended writing, then this can have a negative impact on how they perform. This is because the pupils do not understand what is expected of them. McCune and Hounsell (2005) found similar responses from pupils in their research, with students who did not perform well in assessments complaining of not understanding their tutor’s expectations of them. This is further supported by Hartley and Chesworth (2000) who state that pupils did not perform as well as their peers when they reported that they had difficulty with knowing what was required of them. This further demonstrates that pupils who lack understanding of what they are expected to do when completing a piece of work or assessment, struggle to perform well. The above underlines some of the issues surrounding pupil’s underachievement which involve difficulty understanding what is expected of them by their teachers. 
  In contrast, Chanock (2000) implies that model answers might not be of much help to pupils because pupils need careful explanation through comments in order to understand the feedback. Similar findings by Duncan (2007) report that students may lack appreciation for comments on one piece of work because they don’t understand how that feedback can help future pieces of work. On the other hand, Orsmond, Merry and Sheffield (2006) found in a similar study that students do apply feedback to similar pieces of work. Perhaps it depends on the pupils in a particular study and their motivation which dictates whether they see model answers as useful for future assessments. This is supported by Hattie and Timperley (2007) who state that certain pupils will see feedback as more beneficial for future assessments because they ask important questions, such as, ‘where am I going?’. This implies that it is down to the pupil and their individual appreciation of feedback as to whether they fully benefit from feedback. 
  One way of addressing this issue is put forward by Merry and Osmond (2008) who suggest that variation in delivering feedback might be helpful, stating that tutors should make greater use of exemplars and whole-class feedback to show variation (p.135). This is supported by Huxham (2007) who argues that the provision of modelling strategies in the classroom can overcome these issues. Huxham (2007) suggests there are multiple benefits of providing students with model/exemplar answers, firstly, that model answers can be given to a whole class at one time which speeds up the feedback process, model answers don’t involve personal comments from the teacher so avoids the dangers of negative feedback, and thirdly, enables students to be actively engaged in the task because they need to read their own work and then compare it with the model answer. This highlights the benefits of modelling in the classroom. An interesting finding by Huxham (2007) is that when learners were provided with both personal and model feedback, learners preferred personal to model feedback. However, Huxham (2007) notes one limitation to his study was that many pupils preferred model answers that were printed, rather than personal, written feedback just because pupils found it hard to read the teacher’s handwriting and found printed model answers easier to read. This could mean that if students had found it easier to read their teacher’s handwriting, then their preference of personal feedback against model answers could have been even stronger. Therefore, there is a question as to whether pupils would find personal forms of feedbacks or model answers more beneficial to their improvement. 
  On the contrary, Frost (2016) argues that modelling is not always effective because it relies on the student’s understanding of the information. This means that even if a teacher provides a learner with a model answer, if the learner doesn’t have a sound knowledge of the information/subject material, the feedback will not further student learning. Therefore, those students who are weaker and have less understanding of subject material may not benefit at all from model answers while higher ability students might benefit. However, Frost makes an interesting development to overcome this issue by stating that model answers, in order to be effective, need to go alongside detailed grading rubrics (ibid). 
Frost (2016) makes an interesting argument that how a pupil performs on their assessment is dependent on their level of meta-cognition. Those who perform poorly on assessments generally tend to have the weakest metacognitive skills – they are least able to accurately self-evaluate (Dunning et al, 2003). This is further supported by Frost who demonstrates that if a student lacks the skills to perform well initially, they are unable to differentiate between his own or another’s right and wrong answers (ibid, P. 949). This is further supported by Perera et al (2009) who state that students stated that model answers and grades in assessments are not as useful as teacher-student dialogue through feedback. One possible way of bridging this gap is by providing grades, model answers and personal feedback to cover all bases and to ensure student understanding. This is because students still feel that formative feedback is of particular importance to improvement (ibid). 
  Buckley et al (2004) imply that modelling guides pupils when they can’t work out the best course of action when completing a piece of work. Moreno (2006) develops this argument by stating that model answers can be very useful as feedback after completing a piece of work so that the student can reflect on the solution they chose in the beginning. However, this has been disputed by Hyland (2003) who found that while most students engage well with thjs form of feedback, some students use the feedback more than others with some students not taking much notice of the feedback. A development on this by Pol et al (2005) implies that students who were provided with model answers during problem solving were more competent problem solvers than those who were not provided with model answers. This demonstrates that modelling can have a positive effect on the development of knowledge.
  Moreover, the benefits of model answers are not only apparent when provided as feedback, but also when used as guidance/support. Pol et al (2008) argue that when students are ‘stumped’, students often prefer to look at model answers found in a text book rather than asking their class teacher. This means that model answers are perhaps not only useful when students need to identify where they went wrong in a piece of work, but also when confused in class and would rather not have student-teacher dialogue for any reason. 

School Policy and Practice  

  As mentioned above, in its latest inspection report, School X had a recommendation to improve pupil’s literacy skills (ESTYN, 2015). However, upon monitoring, ESTYN found that there was satisfactory progress in addressing this recommendation. Observations of the practices of teachers in School X support the giving and receiving of feedback, be it in the form of personal written feedback, success criteria or the provision of model answers. This links to an argument brought up by Brookhart (2017) which implies that feedback as part of formative assessment is useful for both teachers and students, and good feedback can help students learn how to form new goals for themselves and a plan of action in order to achieve those goals. Schemes of work in School X are often planned in such a way that a sequence of lessons leads up to an assessment where feedback is then provided. This demonstrates that the school policy and various schemes of work underline the importance of teacher feedback. This practice also links with Paulus (2009) who found that students who wrote multiple drafts and received forms of feedback after each draft resulted in overall essay improvement. The fact that School X has implemented a new school policy and various schemes of work indicates that they are improving literacy levels under ESTYN standards. Also, School X has demonstrated a positive impact of formative and summative feedback because ‘the majority of pupils improve the quality of their work successfully in response to teachers’ feedback’ ESTYN (2017,p.1). 
In its school policy (appendix A) School X explicitly states that in order to improve the teaching and learning experience, teachers must develop success criteria, which links to arguments that modelling strategies such as success criteria could be a beneficial method of teaching and learning (Hyland, 2003; Buckley et al, 2004 and Huxham, 2007). 
The latest ESTYN report (2017) and school policy/schemes of work indicate that literature levels have risen due to the provision of formative and summative assessment and feedback which links to the findings of Zacharias (2007) which demonstrate that feedback is necessary after an assessment because it contributes to student’s emotional state and motivates their attitude toward writing. 

Methodology & Ethics 
Action research can be useful for researching whether the practices of teachers are benefiting their students. This is supported by Koshy (2010) who argues that action research is a method used for improving practice. This is further supported by Hendricks (2013) and Johnson (no date) who state that action research is useful because it allows educators to improve education. Kothari (2004) states that the purpose of action research is to discover answers to questions through the application of scientific procedures. Therefore, I decided to use a range of scientific methodologies to conduct my classroom-based research study which I will explain below. Bell (2006) indicates the importance of careful consideration when selecting a research topic, stating that the aim is to choose a topic which will enable the researcher to gain more understanding of present practice and then use this knowledge to act more effectively in the future. Therefore, I chose to look at modelling strategies as a strategy because I already use them in the classroom as a means of feedback. I also chose this research topic in the hope that I can gain a better understanding of its effectiveness and this will consequently inform my future practice. 
  Moreover, the aim of action research is to come to recommendations for good practice which will tackle a problem or enhance performance of individuals through changes to procedures (Denscombe, 2010). In this case, I aim to arrive at a recommendation as to how I should inform my practice in the classroom through possible changes to procedures of modelling strategies. I have followed the recommendations of Lomax (2007) for action research which suggests when looking at methodology, an action researcher needs to collect ‘rigorous data’ that will provide evidence to support claims for action. I planned to correct rigorous qualitative and quantitative data which on reflection, will inform my classroom practice. 
  Bell (2006) states that there are many ethical and moral dimensions involved in conducting a research project. It is the responsibility of the researcher to ensure that the project does not breach any legal boundaries. According to Lambert (2019), any researcher in a classroom-based study has a responsibility to emphasise the voluntary nature of participation, to provide full assurance of confidentiality and highlight that there will be no consequences if students do not wish to participate. Taking these two arguments into account, I have adhered to the most recent ethical guidelines of BERA (2018) for ensuring participants have given informed consent at the start of the study. The first ethical issue which I ensured I adhered to was that of informed consent of my participants. However, there are some issues with gaining informed consent. Bell (2006) states that a researcher should always aim for the informed consent of participants. However, this has to mean that participants’ understanding of ‘informed consent’ is the same as that of the researcher’s. Another issue being that often, participants don’t fully understand the information disclosed to them in the informed consent process (Flory and Emanuel, 2004). In order to minimise these issues, participants need to be aware of what the study involves and why their participation is necessary as well as how the results will be used and published (BERA, 2018). In order to comply with these strict recommendations and avoid any issues with obtaining informed consent, I ensured I made participants aware of the research that would be taking place without giving away the aim of my research. 
A further ethical responsibility of researchers is to ‘recognise the right of all participants to withdraw from the research for any or no reason, and at any time, and participants should be informed of this right’ (BERA, 2018, p.18). This demonstrates the importance of ensuring participants are fully aware that their right to withdraw exists, without assuming that they know they can withdraw. In order to do this, I explicitly stated at the beginning of my research, that they knew they had the right to withdraw before the study started as well as having the right to withdraw at any stage of the research, for any reason, with no implications. 
  BERA (2018) states that researchers have a responsibility to inform participants about the outcomes of the research. In order to do this, a researcher could debrief participants at the conclusion, elicit feedback of the findings, or offer participants copies of the findings (ibid). Taking this into account, I decided to thoroughly debrief participants after the research was complete, I offered feedback of the findings and ensured participants were aware that they could obtain a copy of the fully written-up research findings if desired. 
  Nevertheless, as emphasised by Bell (2006), researching in line with ethical guidelines is extremely important because no code of ethical practice can resolve all possible problems. This means that sometimes ethical issues can arise that one did not expect when planning the research project, therefore I have ensured to keep strictly to ethical guidelines. 
  Shadish et al (2002) implies that there are nine threats to the internal validity of a study, these include three of the variables which Marsden and Torgerson (2012) suggest are limitations of pre and post testing – history, maturation and testing. This is supported by Sherrod and Wilhem (2009) who found that in a similar study, the effects of ‘maturation’ or ‘time’ were likely causes for learning gains rather than the actual intervention. 
Cook and Campbell (1979) and Shadish et al (2002) state that maturation is a limitation of pre and post testing because learners tend to improve in their educational outcomes over time simply due to increasing maturity. With a single-group pre and post test design we cannot control for maturation effects which could affect post-test scores. Despite this, Shadish et al (2002) states that the extent of the maturation effects depends on how great the time difference is between the pre- and post-test. Therefore, if one is to ensure a small time difference between the pre- and post-test, then one could potentially avoid or seriously reduce the limitation of ‘maturation’. 
  Another disadvantage of pre and post-testing has been brought up by Marsden and Torgerson (2012) who state that a single group pre and post-test design produces a weak causal interpretation. This is supported by Cook and Campbell (1979) who state that a control or comparison group is better for ensuring validity of the post-test scores. 
On the other hand, Etikan (2016, p. 2) states that ‘convenience sampling is affordable, easy and the subjects are readily available’. However, this does give rise to another issue of convenience sampling which is that the participants in the sample may not be fully representative of the population (Burns and Grove, 1977; Cochran, 1977, Freedman, Pisani and Purves, 1997). However, due to the fact that I needed to ensure I complied with ethical guidelines as closely as possible and also gain participant informed consent – single group, convenience sampling seemed the most appropriate sample for my research. 

Evaluation 

Strategies Used
When deciding when I would conduct my research, I was mindful of my pre-test reading of Shadish et al (2002) which implied that a study has greater validity when there is a small time difference between the pre- and post-test. Therefore, in order to limit this threat to my study’s validity, I decided to conduct my research over a sequence of two lessons with the same class where the time difference was only a matter of four days, thus the pre- and post-test were both conducted in the same week. Based on my prior research readings, I decided to follow the recommendations of Kumar (2014,p.160): 1. An intervention is researched to see if it can be improved and 2. A problem is identified and research evidence is gathered so that ‘appropriate action can be taken’. The intervention I wanted to research was that of modelling strategies because, as mentioned above, whether modelling is a method of good feedback is disputed. Because I have often used modelling strategies in my pedagogy, I wanted to know whether modelling is a useful aspect of my teaching practice. If I found that modelling strategies have an impact, then I would continue to incorporate this strategy in the classroom. However, if it was some form of hindrance on my teaching or had no significant impact, then I would perhaps not use modelling as often, if at all. 
  Having read an argument by Perera et al (2009) that students need teacher-student dialogue through personal feedback and findings by Huxham (2007) which suggest that the majority of students wanted both model and personal forms of feedback, I decided to include personal feedback for each pupil as well as a generic model answer and rubric/success criteria for the whole class. Further supporting this is Merry and Osmond (2008) who suggest that variation in delivering feedback might be helpful, stating that tutors should make greater use of exemplars and whole-class feedback to show variation (p.135). This is also supported by Huxham (2007) who argues that the provision of modelling strategies in the classroom can overcome issues of students not understanding what is expected of them when set a piece of extended writing. I was also compelled to give participants a rubric as part of the intervention because several researchers have reported that rubrics support teaching and learning, (Powell 2001; Osana and Seymour 2004 and Reitmeier, Svendsen and Vrchota 2004). This has been further supported by Reddy and Andrade (2010) who state that students value rubrics because they clarify the targets for their work and make grades more transparent. My findings indicate support for the literature findings mentioned above which I will expand on below. 
 

Pupils who improved their post-test scores 
My study involved a convenience sample of a class of 17 participants. 100% of 17 participants showed some improvement in their post-test. Although, this did not necessarily mean that their post-test scores improved. 71% participants performed better in their post-test because they achieved a better grade. The remainder of the participants received the same grade in their post-test but wrote more articulate, relevant answers than in their pre-test. These findings illustrate that my strategy of including a generic model answer for the whole class to study as well as personal forms of feedback which addressed each individual’s specific misconceptions, strengths and weaknesses would have a significant impact on participant’s post-test scores. My findings imply that the range of modelling strategies I used had a positive impact which exemplifies similar arguments (Cross, 1996; Hartley and Chesworth, 2000; Hounsell, 2003, Hounsell, 2005) which highlight that various modelling strategies such as those used in my study are of benefit to students’ written work and consequently, improving levels of achievement in most cases.
  Additionally, an interesting finding from my research is that of those who improved their post-test scores, the participants who improved the most actually had lower pre-test scores to begin with. Similar findings have been found (Brady et al, 2009; Park et al, 2009 and Wilhelm, 2009) where the intervention of modelling had the greatest effect amongst those who achieved low scores on the pre-test. Brady et al (2009) stated that learners who had higher scores at the pre-test had smaller gains after the intervention, and learners with lower scores at the pre-test had higher gains after the intervention. Perhaps this is because learners with lower scores had more potential for improvement in the post-test. This literature has some credibility because the participants in my study who had lower pre-test scores showed greater improvement in post-test scores than participants who had higher pre-test scores. Therefore, it is possible that the participants in my study who had lower pre-test scores benefited more from the intervention because they had more room for improvement. Nevertheless, although it might be the case that modelling had a greater impact on students’ post-test scores who had lower pre-test scores, my research findings suggest that modelling was still beneficial for all participants because out of 17 participants, 71% participants improved their grades in the post-test which demonstrates that modelling had a positive impact which links to findings by Buckley et al (2004) and Moreno (2006) who also found modelling to have a positive impact in post-test scores. My findings also support those of Chesworth (2000) and Huxham (2007) which implies that the provision of modelling helps students to understand what is expected of them in order to improve their written work.
This underlines the advantages of modelling strategies in the classroom. The use of the pre/post-test strategy has been particularly useful in proving this research to be plausible as I found similar results to those of studies I have looked at previously as mentioned above. Overall, my findings indicate that modelling has a positive impact on pupil achievement in terms of improving pupil’s written work and thus affecting levels of achievement.
  My findings also support those of Sadler (1989) which imply that formative assessment is a quick and efficient way of improving learner’s achievement. I have found this to be correct because my research took place over just two lessons and 71% participants improved their post-test scores in this short space of time with the provision of formative assessment and various modelling strategies. However, it must be noted that there are issues with validity because it is hard to monitor whether participants’ improvement was completely the result of modelling strategies. As considered by Taras (2002), students must be active in reading and understanding their feedback (personal feedback, model answers, rubric etc.). There is the possibility that participant improvement was due to pre- and post-testing effects of history, maturation and testing (Marsden and Torgerson, 2012) as discussed in my pre-test reading. This means that there could be validity issues with being certain about a causal relationship between modelling and pupil’s achievement. Nevertheless, the fact that 71% participants improved their post-test scores is quite a significant finding so I would be interested in further researching the validity of my findings through trialling methods of eliminating effects of history, maturation and testing. 

Pupils who did not improve their post-test scores 
Moreover, there were no participants who performed worse in the post-test (i.e. post-test scores declining) and 29% of participants results stayed the same. However, an interesting finding in my research was that participants whose results were the same in the pre- and post-test actually wrote shorter answers in the post-test. This implies that modelling was still beneficial as participants were more aware after the intervention of what they needed to write in their answers. A number of different studies (Chesworth, 2000; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Frost, 2016) support this finding and imply that modelling is beneficial for helping students identify what is expected of them in a piece of written work. This is evident in my findings because the participants’ answers became more refined as they wrote less and still received the same grade as the pre-test. This points towards the possibility that even if the modelling strategies did not improve post-test scores, the participants learnt how to write more meaningful, shorter answers in the post-test than they had in the pre-test (see appendix B). Therefore, although not all participants improved their post-test scores, they still benefited from the intervention of modelling. 
  One reason why 29% participants post-test scores stayed the same could have been due to participants not reading their personal written feedback. Having read Merry and Osmond (2008) who suggest that feedback needs to be varied, I decided to offer a range of modelling strategies for pupils. This included the strategies mentioned above as well as personal feedback. Duncan (2007) argues that some students do not bother to collect their feedback once it has been assessed because they prefer to just receive their grade. This implies that there may have been a limitation to this strategy because participants may not have read the written form of feedback and only taken notice of the grade. This could have been one reason why some participants’ post-test scores did not increase because they did not receive the benefit of the written feedback if they did not read it. It could be the case that the 5 participants whose post-test scores stayed the same, did not read their written feedback but instead benefited from the other modelling techniques provided in the research lessons. 
Nevertheless, the fact that there were no participants who performed worse in their post-test, indicates that the use of various modelling strategies had a positive impact on students’ written work, even if they did not score a higher grade in their post-test.  


Sample 
  Upon evaluation of my sample and single group design I found there may be some validity issues with my sampling. Shadish et al (2002) argues that the Solomon four group design ensures greater validity than single group design. This involves four groups of participants: pre- and post-test no intervention, pre- and post-test with intervention, post-test only no intervention, post-test only with intervention. Perhaps this provides greater validity because learners can improve in their pre-test just from taking the pre-test itself which could mean that the intervention does not have much of an effect. However, as noted by Marsden and Torgerson (2012), although including a randomised control group could deal with validity issues, using a selected control group that is not formed randomly, may produce greater validity issues for example, selection bias. On the other hand, Norris and Ortega (2000) imply that the inclusion of a control group can demonstrate that any educational gains in the post-test may not be due to the intervention itself and perhaps one of the above-mentioned factors. 
Overall, it appears that a control/comparison group is necessary to provide greater validity for the question of whether there is a casual relationship between the intervention and the results of my study. Nevertheless, although there is the possibility of gaining greater validity by incorporating a control group into research, another ethical issue would arise where one group of participants who have received the intervention are potentially advantaged over the control group (BERA, 2018). Consequently, when weighing these issues up, in order to adhere as strictly to ethical guidelines and minimise the risk of participant harm and the clear advantage of accessibility, I decided to use a single group design with a convenience sample.  

With regards to choosing a convenience sample, at the time of this study I chose a convenience sample purely for the fact that the participants were easily accessible (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007). As this research was taking place during a school placement, I did not have a copious amount of time in which to gather a representative sample and thus a convenience sample seemed to be the most appealing method of sampling considering the time constraints I was working under. However, there are various sampling strategies I would prefer to implement in future research which I will address in my conclusion. 


Conclusions 
To conclude, 71% participants improved their post-test scores, and the remaining 29% participants’ post-test scores stayed the same as their pre-test scores. As commented on in my evaluation, those 5 participants whose post-test scores stayed the same, actually wrote shorter answers than in their pre-test which demonstrates that the intervention allowed them to understand the weaknesses of their answers in their pre-test which led them to be able to write more articulate, relevant answers and still obtain the same grade as their pre-test. Therefore, although not all participants improved their post-test scores in terms of grades, they all improved their writing skills which demonstrates that the intervention had a positive impact on students’ written work. 
Nevertheless, although my findings indicate that modelling has a positive impact on pupil’s written work and to an extent, their levels of achievement, there are still some validity issues with my research which I would like to investigate further in future practice. 
  As drawn upon in my evaluation, it is hard to monitor whether participants actually read and understood the modelling strategies I provided i.e. personal feedback, rubric etc. Therefore, what I intend to do next is to research the impact of modelling strategies on student’s written work and levels of achievement, however I might be inclined to incorporate e-learning in order to move this research forward. E-learning has become one of the fastest-moving trends in education (Zhang, Zhou, Briggs and Nunamaker, 2006) which means that it might be interesting to research whether online feedback i.e. modelling has more of a positive impact on students’ written work and levels of achievement because it is more modern. This could perhaps motivate students to interact more with their feedback if it is on an online platform. Henderson and Phillips (2015) conducted a similar study and found that the majority of student participants valued video-feedback over text-based forms. 
This suggests that perhaps participants could have benefited more from online-based modelling strategies such as video recorded personal feedback, online model answers etc. in their written work.
Consequently, in future research, I would use the same strategy of a pre and post-test again, however I would be inclined to incorporate video-based feedback as a modelling strategy, as suggested by Henderson and Phillips (2015). This is because, as mentioned in my evaluation, there is the issue that participants may not have read the written, personal feedback given to them. Therefore, in the future, other forms of online based modelling strategies may be more beneficial. 
  As mentioned in my evaluation, I decided a convenience sample would be the most appropriate sample for my action research. However, it must be noted that the use of a convenience sample arouses a number of methodological issues such as being unable to measure/control bias and it is also difficult to generalise my findings beyond the sample as it is not representative of the whole population (Acharaya et al, 2013). In future research, I would be inclined to replicate my research but trial different sampling methods. Groves et al (2009) states that a probability sample is usually used when a sample needs to have value. Therefore, perhaps this might be a useful sampling method for future research in order to avoid the disadvantages of convenience sampling however there would be new disadvantages with probability sampling such as implications of time and cost (Groves, 2009). 
Alongside the issues of using a convenience sample, my readings have made me aware that another issue with validity may be the lack of a control/comparison group in my study. Consequently, in future practice, I would be inclined to include a control/comparison group in order to try and limit some of the issues of validity of pre-and post testing as mentioned by Marsden and Torgerson (2009) and Shadish et al (2002) of maturation, time etc. I hope this would result in a more credible research study which would be easier to generalise to the wider population. 
 Overall, I found much of the literature I looked at pre-test which supports the use of modelling strategies for improving student’s written work and levels of attainment to be credible (Cross, 1996; Black and William, 1998; Chesworth, 2000; Orsmond, Merry and Sheffield, 2006; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Huxham, 2007). One recommendation which has risen from my evaluation for my own teaching practice is to continue using various modelling strategies because my findings indicate that this form of feedback can help students understand what is expected of them. My findings also indicate that modelling can demonstrate for students how they can articulate their knowledge and write more clearly and succinctly. Although I would like to continue my research in the future and trial out different strategies such as different samples or video-based feedback as mentioned above, I will continue to provide model answers because my findings show significant support for modelling techniques and the positive impact they have on student’s written work and consequently their levels of achievement. 







Limitations and future development 

[bookmark: _GoBack]As stated in my conclusion, there are limitations to my action research study. Firstly, there are issues with my use of convenience sampling. This means that the causal relationship indicated by my findings between my modelling and improvement in student’s written work and levels of achievement may lack validity. This is commented on by Light, Singer and Willett (2009) who state that convenience samples are not representative of the target population. This means that the results from my study cannot be generalised to the wider population. However, this was just a starting point to action research and I can develop my research in the future by trialling different methods of sampling. Upon reading the advantages and disadvantages of various sampling methods as recorded by Acharaya et al (2013), I could use a systematic random sample in the future because internal and external validity is high - which is something my study lacked. Or perhaps I could use a probability sample as it this is a valued sample method (Groves et al, 2009).  However, as mentioned by Acharaya et al (2013) it is hard for any sample to not have any validity issues, therefore in the future I would be inclined to try out a number of different strategies to ensure my research has high validity. I would hope this would have a positive impact on my practice because if I could gain higher validity through limiting as much sample bias as possible, then I could generalise my results to the wider population and thus improve my practice in terms of how I use modelling in the classroom. 
  As mentioned in my conclusion, in future research I would like to include a control group. This is to ensure greater validity of my results because as mentioned by Marsden and Torgerson (2012), the absence of a control group cannot control for issues such as maturation, history and test effects. This emphasises that there could be a limitation to the causal relationship I found between modelling strategies and the improvement in student’s written work because I have not been able to incorporate a control group to account for threats to causal validity such as the effects mentioned above. I hope that this would enable me to ensure my findings have greater validity and will be more commendable. 
Thirdly, another limitation of this research which my readings have brought to my attention, is that giving pupils a grade for their pre-test may have hindered how well the pupils could have improved in their post-test. This finding has been underlined by Taras (2002) who implies that any appearance or a grade before the student has had opportunity to interiorise feedback on their work, interferes with the understanding of this feedback. Therefore, the provision of grades could interfere with the learner’s judgements which makes self-assessment more difficult (ibid, 2001). This means that the fact that I gave pupils a grade as well as the modelling strategies, may have adversely affected my results. On reading this finding, I could develop research next time by not providing pupils with a grade on their pre-test, and just give them the provision of exemplar answers, level descriptors etc. 
This could show greater improvement in pupil’s grades because they will have the chance to look at feedback without the anxieties of their previous grade. Similar findings have been identified but a different approach has been used by Black and William (1998) which reiterate that grades may have a place in formative assessment, but not before feedback has been understood. This underlines the implication of giving a grade before the student has understood their feedback is that if they see a low grade, they might feel demotivated and not read their feedback. Or on the other hand, if a student has a higher grade, they might be happy with their effort and then not read and understand their feedback. Either way, the student would not benefit from their feedback. It would be interesting to research whether participants showed greater improvement when they were not given a grade but written feedback instead compared to a group who are provided with a grade alongside their written feedback. Therefore, if I was to reproduce this classroom study, perhaps in the future, pupils could be provided with their grades, but after the intervention rather than before. This could be beneficial because students would have opportunity to read and understand their feedback, before they are made aware of where they are working at in terms of grades/levels. 
Although there are limitations to my research, the purpose of action research is for the research to become a process where the participants develop a style of critical questioning regarding their practices, aiming at transforming them (Franco and Lisita, 2004). Taking this into account, I would be inclined to continue action research in the future in order to become a more knowledgeable action researcher and improve my teaching practice as a result. 
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