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PART B (i) – Learning Principles
This assignment is explains a scheme of work designed for Year 9 students. The scheme of work covers six lessons, one of which was delivered as a Micro Teach session to my PGCE peer group. The overall aim of the scheme of work was to raise the students writing skills from Level 3 to  Level 4.
In planning and teaching, I tried to vary my methods and resources so that interest and motivation were maintained. Beverton et al. (2005, p.4) advised teachers to use “a range of strategies to create a positive learning environment” as a range of ideas is “more important than expertise in single methods.”.
The scheme of work followed a natural progression starting with some revision of the most basic elements of what constitutes a sentence. It then moved from enriching writing using adjectives and sense words to compound sentences and organisation with paragraphs. The progression culminated in consolidation and controlled writing of short descriptive paragraphs.
The main learning aspects of this scheme of work were all grammatical, reflecting the strong emphasis placed on teaching grammar in the National Learning Strategy, despite the well-publicised paucity of evidence linking the teaching of grammar to the quality of children’s writing that has lead to widespread resistance to learning grammar (Beard, 2000, p.123, in Harrison, 2002) and satirical opinions such as “teaching children about syntax and the parts of speech will result in better writing, as well as making them politer, more patriotic and less likely to become pregnant.” (Pullman, 2005).
One of the most striking aspects of the scheme of work was its starting point, as the basics of sentence construction are clearly Level 2 concepts (Curriculum for Wales, 2016) whereas the class was supposed to be at Level 3 aiming to attain Level 4. It appears that it is not at all uncommon for students to be below their expected attainment level in writing, with sentence formation skills being recognised as an area needing remedial lessons or structured revision. Previously, resources in the form of Literacy Progress Units have been designed and made available to address achievement gaps in areas such as these. One of the critical features identified was “using full stops, capital letters and commas accurately in longer sentences” and “varying sentence structure” (DfES, 2003, p. iv). These aspects were covered in the first two lessons of the scheme of work.
In planning of this scheme of work I tried to be guided by Bloom’s Taxonomy (see Dunlosky, 2013) which is basically a continuum from lower to higher order thinking skills (LOTS to HOTS) that follows the principle that concepts need first to be remembered before they can be understood, and similarly, that knowledge and concepts cannot be applied if they are not understood. It is possible to start learning at any point, but prior knowledge and stages are going to influence the learning process.
I selected the first lesson from the scheme of work for my Micro Teach session. This lesson could have been contentious as its starting point was the raw sentence “the cat sat on the mat” and clearly, a Year 9 class could rightly view this starting point as beneath them. However, as my analysis of the students’ exam results convinced me that quite a number of aspects from Level 2 had not made the progression to Level 3, I felt this to be an ideal starting place rather than starting something new. The reason for this is that I perceive the danger in such situations (and this may be a consequence of my background in ESL teaching) to be that grammatical weaknesses can become fossilised and prove much harder to correct at later stages (Maleki, 2010). In making this decision, I took into account the fact that there will be students in the class who have mastered the sentence structure. For these students the lesson would have served as a revision session based their prior knowledge of the subject, and as such will act as an additional time-separated cue for subsequent memory retrieval (Dunlosky et al. 2013).
I planned to start the Micro Teach session with a discussion of the sentence on the board. I intended to use Socrates questioning techniques using selected prompts (Elder and Paul, 2008 in Piro and Anderson, 2016) to scaffold and develop the students own definition of a sentence, by asking them to identify errors on the sentence and to examine their ideas logically so that they could determine the validity of their ideas. In reality, however, I found teaching the Micro Teach session challenging because I couldn’t keep the staged reality separate from the objective of teaching Level 2 sentence structure to a Year 9 class. As a result most of my questioning degenerated into closed questioning whereas open questioning would have been more appropriate to the goal of the students discovering rules for sentences (DfES, 2004b).
The Micro Teach session consisted of three separate episodes, each with its own beginning, middle and end. The longest episode was in the middle and the episode with the longest ending was at the end. The reason for organising the lesson into these divisions is because students have limited attention spans (equivalent to their chronological age plus one or two minutes), learn more from a beginning of an activity than the middle, but learn most from the end of the session (DfES, 2004a, p.9).
According to (Harrison, 2002, p. 28) the National Literacy Strategy favours teaching approaches that that emphasise teacher-student interactions through task-specific processes over the teacher-led and student-led approaches that emphasise error correction and pupil engagement respectively. These are equivalent to Hillocks’s (1985) ‘environmental’, ‘presentational’ and ‘natural process’ categories. I used the three Ps or PPP method (present, practice, produce) approach to teaching grammar as this is a well-known and widely-practiced method, and I felt that by using a familiar method the students would participate willingly. I did not, however, mention the learning objective embedded within the lesson, as this a useful technique for moving lessons forward that can lead to a greater understanding than explicitly explaining the aims (Hattie, 1987).
I allowed sufficient time for students to ask and answer questions as this has been identified as an area of concern. Teachers often ask too many questions and do not allow enough ‘wait time’ for students to provide a thoughtful answer (DfSE, 2004b). I feel it is crucial to give more time to learners to answer questions because sometimes, although they know the answer, when put on the spot they may be taken by surprise and stumble over the most simple question.
My main learning resource was a series of visual aids in the form of a a picture story. The purpose was to help the students demonstrate their ability to give full ideas of each picture before moving on to the next picture as not completing thoughts was one of the weaknesses of the exam.
I intended the resource to be used in conjunction with Bloom’s taxonomy (see Dunlosky, 2013) to build up from simple observations to complete thoughts and further to descriptive phrases ready for inclusion into a complete thought. This part was also to be modelled so that students could develop and understand what was meant by a complete thought, and what it would look like in writing, by trying to use the target language and link it back to at least the first picture of the series.
My previous experience as an ESL teacher made me aware that even if a student whose first language is not English appears to be able to communicate with some degree of competence it does not mean that they can follow classroom instructions or participate fully in lessons. Research has shown that the fundamental differences between conversational and academic language means that learners’ everyday language may be several years in advance of their classroom language (Lucas et al., 2008). My EAL planning strategy took this account by adapting both the instructional language and expected student outcomes. The worksheets were the same but were designed with differentiation from the outset.
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PART B (ii) – Critical Evaluation
The Micro-Teach lesson was selected from my six-lesson scheme-of-work based on a selection from a portfolio of authentic students’ exam submissions. The objective was to raise their level from 3 to 4. When making my choice, I found myself drawn to a piece of work graded Level 3 but seemed to me, to be Level 2. No doubt as I become more familiar with the Programme of Study for English, its layout and organisation will lend themselves somewhat easier to level comparisons, so it took some time to conclude that although an overall Level 3 grade may be justified, at a more fundamental level of sentence construction, it was not. It appears that this skill shortfall is fairly common at the transition from Level 3 to 4, and remedial resources have been made available (DfES, 2003).  My scheme-of-work used this skill shortfall as its starting point, and in anticipation of encountering this situation in actual teaching practice, it was also the topic of my Micro-Teach lesson.
In retrospect, the planning stage was arguably the most crucial part of my lesson. Having the lesson components and timings clearly defined beforehand gave me a model to follow throughout the lesson and made my ‘transition period’ as smooth and short as possible. In the Micro-Teach session, it eliminated ‘empty air’ with the result that learners were engaged at all times and I didn’t lose the typical six minutes that it takes for a class orient itself after entering the classroom (Saloviita, 2008).
I was acutely aware that the Micro-Teach session was staged. I found that this influenced both my planning and presentation as I worried that I was pitching my lesson too low for my peer group. Despite feeling confident that the actual learners needed a remedial lesson, the knowledge that my peer group would find both theory and practice trivial caused me to doubt my assessment. As the lesson progressed, I realised that the pitch of lesson was not only correct but my peer group may have been in as much need of a remedial lesson as the examinee, although, as I discuss next, this may have been due to shortcomings in the way I gave instructions.
During the planning stage I practiced my verbal instructions and transitions in the hope that this would help drive the lesson smoothly. In the Micro-Teach lesson I verbally explained what was required, handed out the worksheets, and circulated as the class completed them. There were no written instructions on the actual worksheets. I was aware that in a true classroom setting, a lack of written instructions could be problematic, and the reason I didn’t add them to the Micro-Teach worksheets, relying instead on verbal instructions, was because of the feeling mentioned previously, that the exercise may have been pitched too low. However, part of my verbal explanation did include a joke about what would happen to anyone who forgot to capitalise and add full stops to the sentences, which produced an amused response from the class. To everyone’s surprise, only one person in the entire class capitalised and added full stops; the remainder of the class was so focussed on the higher-level concept of adding conjunctions that they all forgot to attend to the remedial aspect of the lesson.
I carried this lesson learned through to my first teaching session. In this lesson I used a longer extract from “The Iron Man” (Hughs, 1968) and students were required to capitalise and add full stops. In addition, and this was a requirement of the lesson, I introduced some spelling mistakes and switched in some homophones. I spend time refining the written instructions on the worksheets and felt they were concise and accurate, and mindful of students’ previous attainment levels, they also mentioned exactly how many paragraphs, spelling mistakes and homophones had to be identified.
After handing out the worksheets I explained to the class, without jokes, what they needed to do. What I didn’t expect, although more experienced teachers may already be laughing in anticipation at my naivety, is that not a single student read the instructions, instead, they simply capitalised the first letter of each line and added a full stop at the end of every line. Even more disturbing was the almost identical methodology employed: it was a rapidly executed bi-columnar automated response; first column, change to capital letters, when done, move to over second column and add full stops; not a single student read the extract, they just tried to finish the exercise as efficiently and quickly as possible. Fortunately, I spotted this during circulation and was able to adapt the remainder of the lesson and salvage some functionality from the worksheets with a spontaneous quiz, but not before half the students had already ‘completed’ the exercise. 
Their performance brought the instruction-giving lesson home to me most forcibly. Subsequently, in a parallel class at the same level, I told the students what was required, read out the written instructions for what was required, and asked various members of the class to tell me what was required. However, during circulation I still had to stop at a few table to repeat the instructions and show them how and what to do; and yes, despite the additional instructional step, there were still a few bi-columnar automated responses.
In future, I will change this method so that instead of demonstrating a given technique on the whiteboard with unrelated examples, I will use examples from the actual worksheet to illustrate what is required, and in addition, the particular examples selected and demonstrated on the whiteboard will be completed in full on the handout.
The feeling of artificiality, that is, of the lesson being ‘staged’, also affected the presentation of the lesson. I feel my mannerisms were conditioned by the reality, rather than the pretence, of who the audience actually were, and this noticeably affected my teaching style. I became unconsciously trapped into closed questioning during feedback (the Can, Did, Will, Have questions), which was an unsuitable technique as they encourage either Yes/No responses, or no response at all (Cotton, 1988). Because I assumed my peer group knew all about sentence structure and conjunctions, I instinctively slipped into a they-have-prior-knowledge line of instruction confirmation. In a situation where the purpose is to ascertain whether or not students have understood what they were being asked to do, I should have used open questions (How, Why, What, When, Where) as they are more appropriate for checking understanding.
When I taught the same activity as a starter to my first teaching class, I reminded myself prior to starting to ask open questions aimed at encouraging students to answer in as much detail as possible. As expected, responses to my questions were generally appropriate and showed that most students had previous knowledge of the type of activity they were about to do; they also allowed me to clarify the instructions, and where required, to add additional detail on the whiteboard. This is important, because I was taken aback by an observation at the end of the lesson that advised me to use open rather closed questions to confirm instructions. At some point my focus must have slipped, perhaps to the next task in the lesson, and I unconsciously used closed-mode questioning. This could be because open questions are easier to ask and their answers easier to classify and process (Cotton, 1988); however, it is clearly an area of teaching development that I will have to concentrate on.
Having mentioned observational feedback, I would like to return briefly to the question of pitch. As mentioned above, my initial worries that my Micro Teach lesson was pitched too low proved unfounded and I demonstrated that my approach had theoretical justification. I took my ‘lessons learned’ into account when planning the Iron Man activities, and took great care to ‘calibrate’ my expectations against that of online resources made freely available by other teachers and educational institutions. Despite this precaution, not only did I pitch the Iron Man activity far too high, but even if I had managed to give clear and actionable instructions, the text was too long for the average student in the class to complete in the allotted time. This is another area of teaching development that I will have to work on.
In the Micro Teach session I used the PPP method (present, practice, produce) where I presented the work to be done after which the students practised it. I chose this method because the topic was obviously already familiar to the students and I felt this approach would encourage participation. In retrospect, had I used a constructive learning approach, whereby a model example is used to elicit from students how the model works and what is missing from it, students could be encouraged to start thinking, to remember things, to use their imagination, and to share things with the class (Hattie, 1987).
My first teaching experience at school took this into account and I tried to reduce the mechanical worksheet-oriented mentality by using a series of visual aids to elicit the lessons aims from the students: namely, the process and requirements for producing a full thought before moving on to the next thought. 
My first attempt was not entirely successful, in part this was due to the open-closed question conflict discussed earlier, but also because my model was not clear enough to support my transition from mainly teacher-talking-time to student-talking-time. I need to develop the skills required to link target language and requirements with a modelling approach that is accessible to unmotivated students. Or more succinctly perhaps, I need to develop motivational skills.
There was a small number of children in my first teaching session that were more interested in dancing and singing than participating in the lesson, and a equally small number that simply refused to do any work at all. This behaviour was apparently normal and wasn’t put on for my benefit. I had occasion to meet and talk to some of these children outside the classroom and one pupil outside the school. What stuck me most forcibly was how different they were. in class they were surly and disruptive, whilst outside the classroom they were polite and helpful. 
One of the key observations in Galton (2003), is how difficult it is for pupils to change established “anti-work identities” and that “sustained support over a period of time” is required to help them change from “dossers” to “workers” (ibid p. iv) and how “positive and proactive” intervention is required (ibid p.23).
Although I had prepared my teaching approach and coached volunteers in the roles, I did not teach the EAL and MAT differentiation as my volunteers did not take part in the lesson. I had intended to use essentially the same materials but to vary the way I asked the questions and adjusting my expectations accordingly. In the Micro Teach session, the MAT student was to have used a greater variety of conjunctions and adjectives, and perhaps have incorporated time phrases. The EAL student student was to have capitalised the sentences and added full stops, and perhaps progress towards conjunctions as the others were progressing towards paragraph work.
There were no MAT students in my first teaching lessons so there was no opportunity to compare and modify my intended approach. There was an EAL student but her level was barely above letter and simple word identification. She was not able to join in with the lesson proper nor make any progress towards the lesson’s aims. I managed to think up a suitable task with an extension based on the same resources that I was using for the other students and it kept her fully occupied for most of the lesson.
I feel that my first teaching lessons highlighted some of my strengths and weaknesses over and above the natural inexperience of teaching English to secondary school students. My weaknesses include loss of focus when approaching transitions from one task to the next as exemplified by the overuse of open questions, and the correct balance between instructing and eliciting; these are areas that I need to work on. I believe my strengths include my ability to think on my feet and adapt a lesson when it has starts to go wrong as well my ability to encourage usually unwilling students to participate, something I had the opportunity to do during my observation lessons before the teaching lessons. 
Specific areas for me to target during professional development include endeavouring to create a safe and relaxing environment for learners while keeping on top of them when the teaching is happening. In particular to get students to listen while I’m talking and to stop any interruptions at this stage (QTS, 2009, S1.7). Although my ICT skills are adequate, because Digital Competence is one of three cross-curricular responsibilities, alongside literacy and numeracy, I need to attend workshops to enable me to incorporate the competence in my lessons (QTS, 2009, S1.7). I intend to become involved with the EAL team in the school as my background in EAL means I can contribute to others areas of the school (QTS, 2009, S1.5). I also intend to contribute to raising deaf awareness as I have first-hand experience in teaching deaf children (QTS, 2009, S1.6).
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ACTION PLAN  -  Objectives and programme for Term 1

	OBJECTIVES
	ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN
	SUCCESS CRITERIA
	TARGET DATE

	To make sure learners listen while I’m talking.
	Develop techniques, where I stop talking until they are all listening.
	This will improve Pupil–Teacher relationship and pupils will be more aware of what is being taught.

	

	S2.7 Thinking of strategies for dealing with silly off task behaviour 

	Use available school policy to promote good behaviour.

	Students behaviour will improve in lessons which will establish a purposeful learning environment.

	

	S3.1.1: Use terminology that that is familiar to students.
	Look at students books to see what they have already covered.


	Students will focus more rather than trying to learn new terminology for something they have already done.
	

	Consider that pupils work at different levels especially during writing.

	Make sure the learners can access any writing they have missed at a later stage.

	Students with slower writing ability will not feel pressured, which will reduce anxiety of not completing writing task but will increase attention.

	

	Illustrate all tasks with modelled examples for lower ability classes.

	All lessons will include modelled examples to make learning accessible to all.

	Decrease interruption during tasks where students are constantly asking for help.

	

	Strategies to create a more structured whole class feedback,

	No hands up method will be implemented. 
	Create a less destructive learning environment by reducing overexcitement and increase learner contribution to feedback.
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