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	“Further develop your critical evaluation.” This target is developed within this essay through the analysis of Assessment for Learning as well as different research tools in the methodology. 



Design and conduct a small-scale research study, and critically evaluate the impact of chosen research tools and data/findings on the learner and on your professional practice.
"To what extent is written feedback used by pupils to support progression?"

 “Assessment is one of the most powerful tools for promoting effective learning” (Assessment Reform Group (ARG), 1999, p.2). Within this essay, Assessment for Learning (AfL) and more specifically feedback was analysed and researched in an attempt to answer the research question. "To what extent is written feedback used by pupils to support progression?"  Using this question, the study aimed to determine the impact and extent to which written feedback was used by pupils to progress their learning. Furthermore, it aimed to determine if there was a correlation between pupils’ engagement with written feedback and the benefits and barriers of written feedback.  
There has been a considerable amount of research conducted regarding feedback from individuals such as, Black and Wiliam (1998). Their views, alongside a research study being conducted, were analysed to develop a greater understanding of written feedback and determine if there was a connection between this study and previously conducted research. The study was conducted in a Year 5/6 class within school X on the outskirts of Swansea. This enabled primary research to be collected from both pupils and educational professionals using tools such as, questionnaires, interviews and observations.  Finally, the research hypothesised that if continuously implemented across teaching and learning, the benefits of written feedback on pupil progression would be extensive as it would enable pupils to reflect and understand what was necessary to progress.  
Assessment for Learning was defined as any assessment in which the main priority was to promote learning for instance, through questioning, feedback and peer and self-assessment (Wiliam, 2009). Following AfL, formative assessment should be used within a short cycle for example, minute to minute to adapt teaching to meet the pupils’ needs. Donaldson’s (2015) 37th recommendation further highlighted this as a need for prioritisation within teaching and learning. However, it was important to distinguish this from summative assessment which used tests and procedures, following the learning, to gain pupils’ levels and grades (ARG, 1999). Furthermore, formative assessment was identified as an “essential component” providing the opportunity to gain an additional eight months of learning annually at a relatively low cost of two thousand pounds per year (Black and Wiliam, 1998.p.139; Wiliam, 2009). Yet, the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) (2018) suggested a more modest estimate of three to four months as a result of formative assessment with eight additional months of development available for certain areas of the Curriculum.
A benefit of AfL was that pupils could become active participants and understand how to develop within their learning. Thus, reducing the gap between what was currently known and deeper understanding as conveyed within Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ARG, 1999; Pound, 2006). Moreover, the purpose of “ambitious, capable learners” was developed to create lifelong learners who understood how to develop across their lives (ARG, 1999; Donaldson, 2015, p.31). Furthermore, AfL enabled pupils, especially currently lower attaining pupils, to understand how to progress within the learning period which raised the overall achievement of the class (Wiliam and Black, 1998; Cambridge Assessment International Education (CAIE), ND). Confidence and self-efficacy were also beneficial as they provided opportunities for pupils to fail and consequently develop in preparation for summative assessments (CAIE, n.d.). However, additional training and time were limitations of AfL as they needed to be introduced and executed effectively to be successful causing possible time constraints (CAIE, n.d.). 
“Feedback is one of the most powerful influences on learning and achievement” (Hattie and Timperley, 2007, p.81). Within the research study, the AfL strategy of feedback was examined to understand how written feedback was used to progress learning and the benefits and barriers to this. Hattie and Timperley (2007) defined feedback as information given by representatives such as, peers and educational professionals on an individuals’ understanding and performance. 
A powerful impact of feedback and specifically comments was that it allowed pupils to understand the areas of success and improvement within their practice and ways to develop these further through specific feedback and actions (Black et al. 2002; Donaldson, 2015; Black and Wiliam, 1998; EEF, 2018). Feedback was also beneficial to educational professionals to inform how learning could be extended through bridging teaching and learning as an “essential and natural part of the teaching process” (Donaldson, 2015, p.76; ARG, 1999; CAIE, n.d.).  Furthermore, pupil involvement as “active agents” was necessary as feedback could not benefit “passive participants” in their progression (Brooks et al., 2019, p.15). Brooks et al., (2019, p.14) suggested a “conceptual matrix of feedback” which aimed to develop feedback as the vehicle of improvement regarding pupils’ learning outcomes through linking practice and research. Typically, within research, feedback had been viewed as a transformative practice due to the consequential learning that occurs (Hattie, Gan and Brooks in Brooks, 2017). However, Sadler (2010;1989) challenged this stating there was a small amount of improvement from feedback which was not always guaranteed as pupils had limited interactions or benefits from feedback despite being provided regularly. To remedy this, task specific feedback was required to provide detail on how to improve rather than “ego-focused” comments as pupils can become fearful of failure or complacent as they believed they could not improve (CAIE, n.d.). Formative assessment, however, supported this through providing an environment in which pupils could fail and consequently develop (CAIE, n.d.).
Despite feedback being provided there were still limitations to the support it offered pupils in progressing their learning thus, conveying that quality rather than quantity was required for effective feedback (CAIE, n.d.; ARG, 1999). Hattie (2012) stated that comments were often too late to be effective and were ignored. Nevertheless, Hattie, Gan and Brooks in Brooks et al. (2019) made the case that there was a need to rethink how feedback was received by pupils as opposed to how it was given by educational practitioners. In an Australian study by Brooks et al. (2019, p.14-15) they referred to the 2006 work by Carless which identified that feedback “given by teachers is rarely used and implemented by students”. Another disadvantage of feedback was the provision of marks as it created a competitive environment in which comments were disregarded and currently lower attaining pupils believed they could not improve due to continuous low marks (Black et al. 2002). However, through clear feedback conveying what was required to improve, and the opportunity to develop these, pupils were encouraged to believe that they could develop (ARG, 1999; Black and Wiliam, 1998).  The final limitation recognised by Black and Wiliam (1998, p.4) was that “feedback to pupils seems to serve social and managerial functions” instead of supporting the pupil as the user of the feedback thereby, creating a barrier to its effectiveness. 
Within this research a mixed methodology was implemented in which quantitative, factorial and numerical data, and qualitative data, perceptions, beliefs and attitudes, were combined using questionnaires, interviews and an observation (Hope, 2016; National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER), 2013; Punch, 2014). This method was selected as it merged the strengths of both qualitative and quantitative data while decreasing their weaknesses in the “fundamental principle of mixed methods research” (Punch, 2014, p.303). For instance, tracking trends using quantitative data and expanding upon these using qualitative data to gain a deeper understanding (Punch, 2014). Furthermore, the Mosaic approach was used to enable pupils to become active participants rather than “passive objects” of the research (Clark, 2011, p.12), which supported The Rights of the Child 12.1 Article, which stated if a child can form their own views, they have the right to freely express their views on all areas affecting them (UNICEF UK, 1989). 
Furthermore, as the research was based on AfL, a common classroom practice, parental consent was unnecessary.  However, as gatekeepers, informed consent was gained from school X (Appendix 1) following an explanation of the research and its aims. Moreover, pupil assent; agreeing to participate in the study, was also used in an “ongoing process of assent” in which pupils were able to withdraw without repercussion at any point using colour cards (Appendix 2) (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011; Blackburn, 2015; Hope, 2016; UWTSD, 2017; British Educational Research Association (BERA), 2018, p.10). Ethically however, it was difficult to know when a child could provide informed consent due different pupils and their extents of understanding (Blackburn, 2015). Finally, confidentiality was used to anonymise participants and their data as conveyed within the ethics form (Appendix 3) (Hope, 2016).
The first tool to be utilised in the research was anonymous online questionnaires (Appendix 4). These were beneficial as they removed the necessity of manually imputing data or creating graphs which could be a barrier of paper-based questionnaires. Moreover, their anonymous and independent nature enabled the research to arguably be more objective due to the participants’ detachment from the researcher however, this limited the possibility of acquiring additional information (NFER, 2013; Cobb, 2016). 
Questionnaires were also valuable as they offered the opportunity to acquire and compare a large range of data quickly. However, this posed the potential barrier of excessive data which may not always be easily summarised (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018; NFER, 2013; Cobb, 2016).  Consequently, the questionnaires were limited to a representative sample of five mixed ability Year 5/6 pupils and their class teachers whose data on written feedback could be analysed effectively. This sample was beneficial as it ensured the population was equally represented and that the samples’ views could be related back to the larger population of the Year 5/6 class (Punch, 2014; Cohen, Manion and Morris, 2018). The sample was selected from the researcher’s previous professional teaching experience. Within the research, it was important to account for any sampling obstacles such as, low response times among online questions to ensure the desired sample was achieved. Nevertheless, this was rectified through the questionnaires being completed on the research day (Cohen, Manion and Morris, 2018; NFER, 2013). However, it would have been beneficial to increase the sample size to provide further validity to the qualitative data (NFER, 2013). As the data was reliant on the participants, the questionnaires were created to be linguistically accessible and comprehensible. But, it would have been beneficial to reduce the amount of questions to ensure the participants did not become tired, withdraw or provide “satisficing” answers (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018, p.474; Cobb, 2016; NFER, 2013).
The next research tool to be examined were interviews as “the most widely used data collection technique in qualitative research” (Punch, 2014, p.163). Semi-structured interviews (Appendix 5) were used with prepared questions that offered the flexibility to adapt to the participants’ answers (NFER, 2013). Using a quiet room and the supervision of an additional adult, the interviews were conducted face-to-face with a Year 5/6 focus group and the class teachers individually (Cobb, 2016, NFER, 2013).  Within the interviews, written notes were collected however, in future practice, audio recording would have been beneficial in enabling transcripts to be created and an understanding of any participant effects on the data (Punch, 2014). 
A benefit of interviews was the extent and depth of data provided on written feedback which may not have occurred naturally within observation or conversation (Danby, Ewing and Thorpe, 2011; NFER, 2013). Moreover, the interviews enabled participants to express their “lived experiences” and feelings of feedback as experts within their learning (NFER, 2013; Cobb, 2016; Danby, Ewing and Thorpe, 2011; Clark, 2011, p.17). Focus groups were also an effective and efficient way of gathering opinions using “multiple listening” to highlight the groups’ opposing and consistent views on written feedback (NFER, 2013; Punch, 2014; Clark, 2011, p.19). Furthermore, due to the time constraints of conducting and transcribing interviews a purposeful sample was selected (Punch, 2014; NFER, 2013).  A barrier however, of focus groups was the possible power struggle between participants but, this was limited through the interviewer ensuring all participants had the opportunity to share their views (Cobb, 2016; NFER, 2013; Punch, 2014).  The final barrier of interviews was bias as participants may have felt unable to provide honest answers or felt compelled to provide answers they believed the researcher wanted which could have affected the data gathered (Punch, 2014; Cobb, 2016).
Observations was the final research tool implemented in which the researcher was an overt non-participant observer. Thus, the observer did not manipulate any of the lesson but observed the natural actions, routines and behaviour of the classroom with the informed consent of the teacher (Appendix 6) (Punch, 2014; NFER, 2013). Moreover, an observation schedule (Appendix 7) was used to gain data of how written feedback was provided and the effects these had on pupil progression (Punch, 2014). To ensure the observation was manageable the sample was reduced to four participants (Punch, 2014).
A strength of observation was its ability to provide non-verbal data on pupils for instance, recording first-hand how written feedback was used within the classroom and how this affected pupil progression (NFER, 2013). Furthermore, this was beneficial in observing what occurred within the classroom rather than what was reported, as with other research tools which enabled more reliable data (Cobb 2016; Cohen, Manion and Morris, 2018). However, the observations were limited by the observer’s interpretations which made the data potentially subjective and biased. Furthermore, it could have been argued that the observer’s presence within the classroom could have caused an “observer effect” in which behaviour altered because of the observation (Cobb, 2016, p.85; NFER, 2013). Nevertheless, the observation was beneficial in the limited time it required to be conducted as opposed to that of questionnaires which may have taken additional time (Cohen, Manion and Morris, 2018). The final barrier of observations was that they could be overly simplistic and restricted thus, reducing the usefulness of the observations (Early Childhood Australia, 2012).
Finally, the possible threats to reliability and validity such as, biases, which can never be completely removed, were acknowledged throughout the essay (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). However, within this section the reliability and validity of the “classroom-based action research” were analysed (Mertler, 2014, p.149). For instance, validity was demonstrated with the research tools’ questions, which were critically analysed to ensure they met the research themes of the effectiveness and engagement of written feedback. Moreover, reliability was secured through ensuring consistency was present in the data collected (Mertler, 2014). This consistency and thus, reliability were indicated using triangulation which collected and analysed the data from numerous sources, such as the research tools, to understand if they were consistent (NFER, 2013). 
Within the research, questionnaires, interviews and an observation were used to explore the question “To what extent is written feedback used by pupils to support progression?" Within this section, the most relevant findings were evaluated using themes. 
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Figure 1- How often do you receive written feedback? (Pupil questionnaire)
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Figure 2- How often do you respond to the written feedback? (Pupil questionnaire)

When analysing the findings, a theme that emerged was the disparity between written feedback being provided and engaged with. For instance, as demonstrated in Figure 1, (Appendix 8) three out of five pupil participants and both teacher participants (Appendix 9) stated that written feedback was received “per piece of completed work”. Despite this, the majority of pupil participants stated they responded to written feedback “twice a week” as shown in Figure 2 (Appendix 8). This posed the question as to why there was a disparity between written feedback being provided and implemented.  Carless in Brooks et al. (2019) further emphasised this within the literature review stating that pupils rarely implement feedback provided by teachers. Hattie, Gan and Brooks in Brooks et al. (2019) suggested that it was not how feedback was provided by teachers but, how feedback was received by pupils which required further consideration. 
Furthermore, the teacher participants stated within their independent interviews (Appendix 10) that time was a possible barrier to engagement as opportunities needed to be scheduled for pupils to have quality time to reflect on their feedback thus, reducing teaching time. However, pupils benefitted from feedback as it enabled them to believe they could improve and work towards improvement as conveyed by ARG (1999) and Black and Wiliam (1998). This was further emphasised within the focus group (Appendix 11) which stated that their engagement with written feedback was usually a consequence of scheduled target time and teacher direction. Additionally, they stated the development of these would further encourage pupils to interact with written feedback. Moreover, within the teacher interviews (Appendix 10) they argued a possible cause of this disparity was the challenges faced by poor readers and additional learning needs pupils from written feedback compared to verbal feedback because it enabled feedback to be clearly articulated and pupils’ understanding to be gauged. In line with Black et al. (2002) this was further exemplified as currently lower attaining pupils can become disengaged with the feedback as they believed they cannot improve if marks are provided rather than comments.  
Finally, when questioned “what action would you put in pace to combat the barrier?” Teacher A stated they would provide teacher explanations and teaching assistant support of next steps. Alternatively, Teacher B stated they would reduce written feedback to what was necessary and use conversations instead. However, both teachers agreed they would “build quality feedback time” into the timetable (Appendix 10). They noted however, that interactive feedback was the most effective type of written feedback. For instance, using questions as pupils were “more likely to answer” rather than “proactive” statements. For example, the participants stated that lengthy or complex feedback could cause pupils to have limited interaction or require further verbal reassurance to interact with the feedback (Appendix 10 and 11).	
A further theme identified within the findings was the effectiveness of written feedback compared to verbal feedback in progressing pupils’ understanding. On analysis of the effectiveness of written feedback, the questionnaires (Appendix 8 and 9) highlighted that four out of seven participants either agreed or strongly agreed that written feedback was an effective way of developing pupils’ learning. This was further displayed within the star ranking question in which pupils gave 3.60 stars and two-stars out of five from the teachers on the effectiveness of written feedback. A pupil’s reasoning was exemplified as “when I look back at my work, I look how I did it before and the feedback they gave me”. Yet, pupils were inconclusive in their reasoning of the most helpful feedback with data (Appendix 8) suggesting they agreed with the teacher’s unanimous opinion. The opinion that verbal feedback was “the most effective way to provide feedback” to develop pupils understanding because dialogue can occur immediately within the learning. Unlike, written feedback which can be ineffective due to being too late and having to look back as Hattie (2012) indicated previously. 
However, one teacher stated in the questionnaire (Appendix 9) that “given the right timings, environment and setting” written feedback could challenge and improve pupils effectively. The pupils also recognised that the next step, a written feedback method, was also beneficial in providing details about areas of concern and how to improve upon these as conveyed within the literature review as a powerful impact on learning (Donaldson, 2015; EEF, 2018). For instance, the next step was used within an angle lesson to practice for future lessons or to extend pupils using models of the work. Furthermore, the pupils recognised that positive comments were also a benefit of written feedback as it made them feel happy and confident to complete the work independently next time if supported. The observation (Appendix 12) also recognised this occurring within practice and impacting the pupils through encouragement as indicated by CAIE (n.d.) which stated that AfL benefited self-efficacy and confidence through providing opportunities for pupils to fail and consequently improve. 
Conversely, the participants did identify some compromises to the effectiveness of written feedbacks. For instance, a teacher participant stated that written feedback did not develop pupils as “complete, competent learners” with written feedback only effective for some pupils with others continuing their mistakes despite written feedback being provided. Sadler (2010;1989) stated that learning was not always guaranteed as pupils had limited interactions and benefits of feedback despite regular feedback being given (Appendix 8, 9 and 11).  This emerged in the observation in which a star and a step were used following the lesson for three quarters of the participants. However, verbal feedback had the greatest observed impact with immediate support evident in the pupils’ work which was also conveyed in the teacher interviews (Appendix 10 and 12).
Finally, the effectiveness of written compared to verbal feedback was highlighted by Teacher B who suggested “verbal feedback is for the pupils. Written feedback is for book scrutiny and other people” (Appendix 10), which concurred with Black and Wiliam (1998, p.4) who stated “feedback to pupils seems to serve social and managerial functions” instead of supporting the learning thereby, creating a barrier to its effectiveness. 
In conclusion, the research question “to what extent is written feedback used by pupils to support progression?" and extended aims of the study were successful in investigating the extent to which pupils engaged with written feedback and the impact that this had on their progression. Moreover, it developed an understanding of the links between engagement and the benefits and barriers of written feedback. Most notably, written feedback was beneficial in enabling pupils to reflect on their feedback, simultaneously, this was also a barrier in the immediacy of written feedback when compared to verbal feedback. As conveyed by Hattie (2012) who recognised that often written feedback was ineffective due to being provided too late and therefore, ignored. Furthermore, the research also indicated a disparity between received and engaged written feedback for instance, written feedback was beneficial but, limited in the pupils it benefitted due to aspects such as, length and understanding.  
As a consequence of the study, the researcher was able to develop both personally and professionally. For instance, personally, the researcher was able to develop as a skilled researcher through understanding the ethics and critically analysing primary and secondary data which can support the researcher in their future practice. Yet, in future practice, the researcher could strive to develop the research using a larger sample size thereby, extending the depth of the research and account for any obstacles such as, withdrawals or inconsistencies in the questions answered to ensure the data was not affected. Professionally, however, the researcher was able to develop aspects such as, observation. This could benefit future practice through understanding the complexities of the pupils’ play, friendships and behaviour as an essential aspect of an inquiring profession (Early Childhood Australia, 2012). Finally, the hypothesis was challenged to a certain extent with the research indicating that although written feedback progressed a limited number of pupils, the results indicated that verbal feedback was perhaps a more beneficial approach due to its greater interaction and immediacy. 
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