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“Does displaying a model answer at the beginning of the lesson affect pupil participation?”

	
	Targed/Target
	Yr hyn yr wyf wedi’i wneud yn yr aseiniad hwn.
What I have done in this assignment.

	[bookmark: cysill]Targed/Target 1
	 Improve your referencing skills - avoid using the words of others without accurate acknowledgement

	I have thoroughly improved my referencing by significantly reducing the amount of direct quotes used and instead summarised the work of others in my own understanding. In the few instances that it has been necessary to use direct quotes, I have ensured that I included a full acknowledgement including a page number. 

	Targed/Target 2
	Read widely in order to demonstrate greater knowledge and understanding of your chosen topic

	I have read widely around both my chosen topic of modelling and lesson study in order to facilitate a deeper understanding of both areas, allowing me to demonstrate my understanding in a clearer manner.

	Targed/Target 3
	Use academic sources, e.g. books and journals, rather than websites
	I have ensured that all of my sources are academic, including a wide range of books, journals and government publications. Also, I have removed sources used previously that were poorly chosen and conducted wider reading in order to inform my writing.




[bookmark: _GoBack]

The focus of this paper will be to investigate the use of model answers in the classroom and whether the stage of the lesson that they are provided correlates to pupil engagement levels. Our research question reads: ‘Does displaying a model answer at the beginning of the lesson affect pupil participation?’ The primary rationale for this choice of question is based upon the notion that conducting research in a profession, such as teaching, is both a means of professional development and an opportunity to question and evaluate your own practice (Kumar, 2014). Moreover, there is a relationship identified between the use of research-based skills in initial teacher education and an improvement in teaching and learning (Welsh Government, 2017). Therefore, it seemed appropriate to focus our research around the use of model answers as this was an opportunity to utilise and develop our research skills. Furthermore, it would allow us to use the findings, if any, to inform our practice as student teachers who use model answers in the classroom, and to further understand how pupils use them. 
            The research was conducted during two lessons using the Lesson Study method of research. Lesson Study is a Japanese model of educational research in which a triad of teachers work collaboratively to develop an identified area for development in their pupils’ learning (Teacher Development Trust, 2015). To ensure consistency and clarity throughout this paper and to maintain the anonymity criteria outlined by the 2018 BERA Ethical Guidelines (BERA, 2018), the two lessons will be referred to as ‘lesson one’ and ‘lesson two’ respectively. In order to contextualise the settings in which the lessons were taught, a brief description is necessary. Lesson one was conducted in ‘School A’ and lesson two in ‘School B’. School A is an English-medium 11-18 comprehensive school located in the Vale of Glamorgan with approximately 1,500 pupils on roll. ‘School B’ is also an English-medium 11-18 comprehensive school located in Bridgend County Borough, Mid Glamorgan, with approximately 1,200 pupils on roll. 
       In order to obtain a sound understanding of the topic of modelling in the classroom and more specifically, to identify existing research and understand how our research may concur or challenge such, it was imperative to engage with a wide range of literature. 
      Model answers are a teaching strategy in which a teacher demonstrates an example answer that fulfils a success criteria, with their intended purpose often being to scaffold pupils in generating their own answers (Huxham, 2007).  It may be argued that whilst model answers are a method of supporting and guiding less confident pupils, they are also a strategy to challenge more able pupils by providing exemplar practice that may encourage deeper thinking. Once a pupil has experienced excellence and been shown that they too are capable of such, their attitude is changed (Berger, 2003).  This notion of model answers promoting excellence is also acknowledged by Sadler (1989) who maintained that exemplar answers are unique in their ability to show pupils exactly how to be excellent as opposed to simply telling them. This concept of teachers emulating excellence through model answers is an ample embodiment of the Four Purposes of Learning recommended by Donaldson (2015), namely the purpose of ‘ambitious, capable learners’, as teachers are encouraging their pupils to challenge themselves and strive for distinction.
      However, the aforementioned endorsement of using model answers as a teaching method may not consider the limitations of such. For example, pupils focusing too heavily on assessment requirements that can be associated with this strategy. Consequently, this may result in pupils subconsciously imitating, focusing solely on assessment requirements as opposed to processing and thinking deeply about what they have observed. Therefore, to make effective use of model answers, it is suggested that teachers must first understand the abilities of individual pupils and how they process information (Adey and Shayer, 2002).
      Modelling has also been recognised as a method of promoting metacognition skills in pupils. Didau (2015) maintains that scaffolding and modelling are essential components required to cultivate the skill of metacognition in pupils. Metacognition is widely regarded to be one of the most beneficial teaching interventions (Hattie, Biggs and Purdie, 1996), therefore it is suggested that the pedagogical decisions of teachers made during planning attempt to incorporate tasks that promote metacognition. 
      Finally, the use of model answers in the classroom can be an effective form of assessment for learning. Generally, assessment for learning strategies require active development in schools (Spendlove, 2015). However, Hounsell (2008) suggests that a method in which assessment for learning can be improved is through the teacher sharing their expectations with pupils in order to work collaboratively to devise a success criteria. Therefore, constructing a success criteria based on the deconstruction of a model answer provided by the teacher may be an ample opportunity to encourage assessment for learning as the term 'success criteria' emphasises on pupils' ability to succeed. This is supported by Wiliam (2011) who incorporated ‘clarifying, understanding, and sharing learning intentions’ into his five key strategies of formative assessment (Wiliam, 2011 p.7). Consequently, one may argue that a teacher using model answers to extend and illuminate their expectations of success can contribute to establishing a positive attitude towards assessment in the classroom. 
       As our research question included reference to the time of the lesson that a model answer was introduced, it was also necessary to examine existing literature and research surrounding the area of lesson timing. Although it appeared that credible academic research has yet to be formally conducted that incorporates both model answers and the time of the lesson that they are introduced, literature was available on how some pupils can be reliant upon the maintenance of set timings and routines. In particular, routine is incredibly important and valuable to young people on the autistic spectrum in order to help them navigate an environment such as school which often can be challenging (National Autistic Society, 2017). This assisted in gaining a pragmatic understanding of how our proposed research may influence classroom dynamics if some pupils are used to having model answers available at a certain time of the lesson. Consequently, both myself and my research partner requested appointments with the Additional Learning Needs Co-ordinator at our schools to assist in facilitating our understanding of the individual needs of pupils in the lesson and to ensure our research would not affect their wellbeing. 
      The method of conducting the research will consist of a Lesson Study. Lesson Study, which originated in Japan (Dudley, 2011) is a model of professional development which requires teachers to work collaboratively in planning, delivering and observing lessons and reflecting upon the practice that they observe (Lenski, S. J., & Caskey, M. M, 2009). It may be argued that the intended outcome of conducting a Lesson Study is to ultimately improve pedagogy. This is because Lesson Study is an opportunity to critically reflect on your own current practice whilst also being inspired by the effective practice of others. Moreover, it is suggested that experiences that allow teachers to become learners of their own teaching are the most beneficial in informing how to improve teaching and learning (Hattie, 2009).
      Potentially due to the underpinning philosophy of Lesson Study encouraging professionals to conduct research that strives to improve the learning outcomes of pupils, Lesson Study is considered to be one of the most effective strategies used to raise education standards (Fernandez & Yoshida, 2004). Moreover, ESTYN (2014) found that the some of the most successful schools in Wales train their staff in how to conduct effective classroom observation in order to share good practice, contributing to raising standards within the school. 
    Whilst Lesson Study can be perceived as a means of professional development in relation to improving pedagogy or subject knowledge, it is also an opportunity to observe and understand the dynamics of a class and the needs of individual pupils. Often, those who have conducted a Lesson Study have reported that taking the time to observe the behaviours of individual case pupils led to an increased awareness of the individuality of their learners (Dudley, 2011). 
      The importance of initial teacher education encouraging research skills through practices such as Lesson Study is also recognised. Furlong (2015) suggested that in order to improve the standards of initial teacher education in Wales, it was necessary for programme content to develop research-informed ‘clinical practice’ (Furlong 2015, p.56), and one may argue that research through Lesson Study is an ample opportunity to practice such. 
       However, it is important to acknowledge that the design of Lesson Study may pose the risk of negatively impacting the confidence of a teacher if the quality of professional dialogue during the collaborative elements of Lesson Study is inadequate (Godfrey et al. 2019). Therefore, it is important to ensure that all professional dialogue during the Lesson Study is constructive and tentative to maintain the wellbeing of teachers being upheld. 
    As the objective of this research is to establish and refine pedagogy techniques that may improve learner outcomes, the research can be understood as action research (Arthur et al, 2012). Efron and Ravid (2013) outline a five-step criteria for conducting effective action research. Steps three and four read: ‘Plan the methods of collecting data’ and ‘Collect the data’, respectively (Efron and Ravid, 2013 p.8). Therefore, for the proposed action research, the methods of data collection used are observation (non-participant), focus group interview and reflection. 
       Observation, as its’ name suggests, is a method of research in which an observer uses their five senses to reach a conclusion from a primary source. Arthur et al. (2012) categorises observation into three categories; ‘non-reactive observation’, ‘reactive observation’ and ‘participant observation’ (Arthur et al. 2012 p.165).
       The method of observation used in this Lesson Study was reactive observation. Reactive observation involves a greater level of contact with the situation that is being observed than non-reactive observation. However, it does not require the observer to become a participant in situation. Therefore, reactive observation appeared to be the most appropriate to use in relation to maintaining ethical boundaries, which may have been compromised if non-reactive observation was used.
       Non-reactive observation can be problematic in relation to upholding ethical values as the observer is required to be as distant from the environment or situation that they are observing as possible, therefore occasionally requiring the observer to refrain from explicitly revealing that they are researchers. Due to our research involving children and occurring in a school, we identified that this method could be problematic and inappropriate as the safeguarding of pupils may have been compromised. It is useful, however, to acknowledge that non-reactive observation as a unique method that fails to disturb the environment or subjects, therefore effectively capturing authentic conversation and ideologies (Kellehear, 1993).
       In order to record the behaviours that we were observing, my partner and I created an observation schedule that was based on the Leuven scale of engagement (Laevers, 1997). An adaptation of the Leuven scale seemed an appropriate design as our research question endeavoured to measure engagement and the Leuven scale focuses on engagement and visible behaviours of subjects. As shown in appendix one, our observation schedule involved scoring the engagement levels of three focus pupils from one to five, with a description accompanying each level in order to guide which level would be most appropriate to give. Appendices two and three contain the results obtained from lessons one and two. As the design of the observation schedule in appendix one provided the opportunity to numerically score each pupils’ engagement just once in the lesson, we decided that this may not be an accurate and holistic reflection of engagement as engagement levels may vary throughout a lesson. Therefore, we decided that we would complete the observation at three occasions in the lesson with fifteen-minute intervals, scoring the pupils’ engagement each time. Informed by the fact that the use of numbers to measure engagement would provide us with quantitative data, we also decided that we would make observation notes. This decision was made in the hope that the observation notes would provide us with corresponding qualitative data so that when we revisited the completed observation schedule at a later date, the qualitative observation notes could provide rationale as to why we awarded each score at each point of the lesson. These completed observation schedules and accompanying notes for both lessons one and two can be found in appendices two and three.  
     Informed by the recommendations of Dudley (2011), the focus groups involved in the lessons consisted of three pupils from each class who were identified as representing three levels of ability in relation to the progress that they were making. 
      The second method of data collection used was an interview conducted post-lesson with the focus pupils, accessible for reference in appendices four to nine. The data collected using the interview was qualitative to ensure that I captured the essence of the pupils’ responses in their own words. This is opposed to scoring what I perceived as their engagement or understanding levels in the observation schedule which may be unreliable as I was making conclusions from my own perceptions which may have been incorrect. We chose to design the interview in the form of three simple questions asked to each focus pupil. 
     Although the responses gathered in the interview were useful and informative, the data could not be exclusively relied upon due to the involvement of children in interviews often being unreliable due to a number of factors. An example of such factors can be a satisficing strategy in which a respondent may often choose the first option on a list of multiple-choice answers or answer open-ended questions in a manner that they perceive the interviewer to desire (Bell, 2007). Moreover, it is important to acknowledge that pupils may also be susceptible to being affected by practical aspects of questionnaires, such as the environment or setting in which the questionnaire takes place, which consequently may affect the quality of data collected. To minimise this, the interviews were conducted in an informal manner in the classroom after the lesson had finished. 
    Furthermore, it was important to include a focus group interview as part of our data collection methods as the interviews are an opportunity for pupils to exercise their pupil voice. Additionally, the purpose of conducting an interview with focus pupils is to use their opinions to inform the next steps of research, providing that other evidence such as reflections concur with such opinions.
    The final method of data collection was reflection in which myself and my partner reflected on how our Lesson Study design transferred and manifested into our own classroom. This posed the opportunity to alter the design of lesson two if pupils’ opinions toward the design of lesson one were negative or if the design adversely affected learning. The inclusion of reflection into Lesson Study design is supported by many, including Godfrey et al (2019) who recommends a post-lesson meeting in order to draw out learning in relation to the research focus. Furthermore, reflective practice in educational research is suggested to scaffold self-regulation and promote critical thinking (Boud and Falchikov 2007; Singh, 2008).
    The safeguarding of focus pupils was of paramount importance to uphold throughout our research. In respect of the 2018 BERA guidelines (BERA, 2018), in order to maintain anonymity and safeguarding, the parents of the pupils involved in the research were required to complete consent forms. These consent forms detailed the purpose of our research and how their children would be involved in advance of the lesson/research taking place. Furthermore, to maintain anonymity, when recalling lesson one the pupils will be referred to as pupils ‘one’, ‘two’ and ‘three’ respectively, and in lesson two the pupils will be referred to as pupils  ‘X’, ‘Y’ and ‘Z’ respectively. 
       Lesson one took place in School A. The participating class were year ten who had chosen to study Religious Studies as one of their GCSE options. My research partner established an excellent classroom culture including welcoming the class into the classroom individually and presenting a ‘bell task’ on the board for the pupils to complete whilst she did the register so that they maintained focus and silence. As shown in appendix two, at this point of the lesson pupils ‘one’ and ‘three’ were scored a five, the highest possible on our engagement scale. Pupil ‘two’ was scored significantly lower; a two. Accompanying observation notes stated that the pupil displayed body language that suggested that they were disengaged; such as looking out of the window, having her head down and attempting to generate discussion with her peers. 
       Around ten minutes into the lesson, my research partner displayed the practice exam question that the pupils were required to answer on the board and instructed the pupils to begin. Although we were conducting research, the learning experience of pupils always took priority. Therefore, my research partner explained to the pupils that as always, should they require support or guidance on how to answer it would be available. I perceived that this would be an appropriate time to score the pupils against our engagement scale again as the pupils had begun to answer the question without a model answer and I was interested to see whether this affected engagement. As visible in appendix two, pupils ‘one’ and ‘three’ maintained a score of five on the engagement scale and pupil ‘two’, who had previously scored a two, had increased to a three. Upon reflection, and aided by the post-lesson interview, the reason for these sustained high levels and increased of engagement appear to be due to all three focus pupils from lesson one being confident in their ability to apply the required technique to answer the exam question and therefore they found the task cognitively stimulating and distraction opportunities were therefore significantly less. 
       Around forty-five minutes into the lesson, my research partner displayed a teacher-generated model answer to the question that the pupils had just attempted. My research partner explained to the pupils that they should use the model answer and the remainder of the lesson to cross-reference their answer with the model answer to self-assess and improve. At this point, I scored the pupils for the final time. All three pupils’ visible engagement and participation had decreased by one level; scoring a four, two and four respectively. Whilst observing, it became apparent that the reason for this was perhaps due to the pupils not being as cognitively stimulated; as they were not doing the same level of independent thinking. As can be seen in appendix two, observer notes read “pupil three was engaged in the lesson at all times apart from around 9.45am when they had finished early and was waiting for their peers, then appearing disengaged”. From this, I concluded that this pupil required an extension task to maintain her levels of engagement and this finding reinforced how important it is to be aware of individual pupils and their needs. 
      Post-lesson interviews were conducted with all three pupils who had the same three questions posed to them. Copies of the questions and corresponding answers are available for reference in appendices four, five and six. The most significant findings from these interviews can be gained from the third question which reads “Would you prefer the model answer to be shown to you at the beginning like in this lesson or halfway through the lesson?”. Both pupils ‘one’ and ‘three’, who displayed consistently high levels of engagement throughout the lesson study, both answered that they would prefer the model answer to be shown to them halfway through the lesson. A potential explanation for this may be that lessons of this nature served them as a method of exam preparation in an environment similar to exam conditions, with pupil three quoting “Halfway through because the more you do it, the better you’ll get at it and you’ll feel more comfortable doing it in the exam when you aren’t shown any answers at all”. Pupil ‘two’, however, answered that they would prefer the model answer shown to them at the beginning. This response informed the basis of an initial conclusion that there may be a correlation between pupils who are less confident in their abilities preferring a model answer to refer to, to aid confidence. Therefore, when the model answer was not visible, this may provide an explanation as to why the pupil was significantly disengaged in comparison to their peers due to their lack of confidence. 
      Lesson two took place in School B and was conducted by myself with a top set year eight class. In this lesson, a model answer that corresponded to the practice exam question that I set was visible whilst the pupils were attempting to complete the practice exam question. To maintain consistency, my research partner also completed the same observation schedule as myself at three points of the lesson; these are available for reference in appendix three. 
     Although pupils ‘one’ and ‘three’ from lesson one both stated that they would prefer to have a model answer displayed halfway through the lesson, upon reflection we decided to still display the model answer at the beginning of lesson two. This decision was informed by multiple factors. Firstly, the post-lesson interviews from lesson one failed to provide us with a unanimous opinion regarding preference of when the model answer should be displayed. Moreover, the class involved in lesson two were year eight pupils whereas those involved in lesson two were year ten. The year eight class were significantly less familiar with exam style questions and therefore we concluded that asking them to complete a question without a model answer to refer to would be a decision that may impede learning. Therefore, informed by the discussed rationale, we decided to display the model answer at the beginning of the lesson.
     After I had welcomed the pupils into the class and explained the task, I displayed the model answer on the board. In reference to the reading I completed in which it was suggested that the use of model answers are most effective when accompanied with a commentary or some sort of active input from a teacher (Jordan, 2004), I explained what characteristics made the model answer acceptable in the eyes of an examiner and requested that the class assisted me in creating a success criteria to assist them in answering the question, including examples of key words and connectives. At this point, my research partner scored the focus pupils using the engagement scale. Pupils ‘X’ and ‘Z’ scored a three and pupil ‘Y’ scored a five. At this point, it is relevant to contextualise that pupil ‘Y’ was a more able and talented pupil who was making excellent progress in Religious Education and therefore this score was awarded to them at all three points of the lesson as they are consistently engaged and focused. Moreover, the opportunity to offer answers maintained the engagement levels of this pupil; visible in them putting their hand up on five occasions in a ten-minute period to offer a key word or connective when we were constructing the success criteria. 
     Once the success criteria had been created collaboratively by myself and the pupils, I instructed the pupils to begin attempting to answer the practice exam question with the model answer displayed on the board. At this point, my research partner scored the pupils for the second time. Pupil ‘Y’ maintained their score of five, whilst pupil ‘X’ increased to a four and pupil ‘Z’ maintained their score of three. The increased score of pupil ‘X’ was explained in their post-lesson interview, available for reference in appendix seven. My research partner asked: “Did you feel more confident in your ability to answer the question because there was a model answer on the board?”. Pupil ‘X’ replied: “Yes, because I can refer to the success criteria, so I know that I’m on the right track”. This response assisted in consolidating the conclusion initially formed in lesson one from pupil ‘two’ that there may be a correlation between pupils who are less confident in their abilities preferring a model answer to refer to, to aid confidence. 
      Post-lesson interviews were conducted with the three focus pupils with the same questions asked to them that had also been asked to the pupils in lesson one. These interviews are available for reference in appendices seven, eight and nine. Appendix eight is the post-lesson interview with pupil ‘Y’ who maintained an engagement score of five at all three points of the lesson. This pupil was asked: “Did you feel more confident in your ability to answer the question because there was a model answer on the board?” The pupil replied: “Yes, the success criteria helped me to see that what I was planning on writing was in Miss’ success criteria, so I felt quite clever”. This response was significant to our research because we were able to link this response to the responses of pupils ‘one’ and ‘three’ from lesson one who also answered that the model answer provided them with a confidence boost when they cross-referenced their answer and found that they had matched the success criteria.  Consequently, all three responses from pupils ‘one’, ‘three’ and ‘Y’ allowed us to form a second conclusion that pupils who have higher self-confidence and ability levels use a model answer as a form of self-assessment as opposed to a scaffold, the purpose of which pupils ‘two’, ‘X’ and ‘Z’ used it. 
       The data collected from the research appears to suggest that there is a correlation between the time of the lesson that a model answer is presented and pupil engagement levels. This correlation was able to be identified in two ways.
      Firstly, the findings from the research suggest that in the absence of a model answer from the beginning of the lesson, the engagement levels of pupils who are more confident in their abilities appear to rise. The data that contributed to reaching this conclusion were the engagement levels of pupils ‘one’ and ‘three’ from lesson one (available for reference in appendices four and six). These pupils were significantly more engaged and willing to participate than their peers who would have preferred to have seen the answer at the beginning of the lesson. One can assume that the reason for this is that they were being challenged and cognitively stimulated by having the model answer shown halfway through the lesson and having to challenge themselves until this point. The data collated and the responses from the pupils ‘one’, ‘three’ and ‘Y’, who was a focus pupil from lesson two however was significantly more confident in their abilities than their peers, during the interview alluded to the necessity of appropriate levels of challenge within the classroom. 
     The value of challenge within the classroom is supported by Hattie (2000) who found that a challenging environment encourages pupils to invest an increased amount of their abilities than that of a low-demand environment. Moreover, the presence of complex activities that require pupils to challenge themselves are a means of instilling growth mindset (Dweck, 2017). However, just as some children possess a growth mindset, others may have a fixed mindset that is cautious toward the prospect of failure which poses the risk of ‘exposing a limited intelligence’ (Hymer and Gershon, 2014 p.33) This concept of a fixed mindset may offer reasoning as to why pupil ‘two’ was reluctant to engage in lesson one where the model answer was shown halfway through. It is therefore important to identify the mindset tendencies of individual pupils and encourage pupils who are less confident to embrace challenging activities in order to ensure their full potential is being exercised. 
     Finally, the findings from lesson two, where a model answer was presented at the beginning of the lesson, suggest that pupils who are less confident in their abilities are more likely to engage in the lesson when a model answer is available from the beginning. This is assumably due to these pupils having access to a model answer of which they utilise as a scaffold to their learning and a method of Assessment for Learning. The data that informed this conclusion included the interview responses of pupils ‘Y’ and ‘X’ which suggested that they felt more confident in completing an exam question due to having a model answer to refer to in order to aid their confidence.
     Providing model answers as a scaffold for learning is an effective way of encouraging pupils to attempt learning, displaying that the task that they may perceive to be difficult is manageable. The inclusion of model answers and scaffolding are two of Rosenshine’s Principles of Instruction (Rosenshine, 2012), both of which are suggested to assist pupils in their learning and ability to solve complex problems at an increased pace (Rosenshine, 2012). 
      Ultimately, the data collected from the research suggested that the displaying a model answer at the beginning of the lesson does affect pupil participation. However, as the data from lesson one suggests, not displaying a model answer at the beginning of the lesson also has an impact on the engagement levels of individual pupils that view this situation as a challenge. The research has consolidated the importance of understanding pupils and their needs on an individual basis and differentiating according to this, where practical. Simpson and Ure (1994) in their research surrounding differentiation found that if teachers do not first understand pupils’ individual needs or fail to facilitate conditions which allow them to do so, no differentiation strategy will be effective. Moreover, inclusion and support guidance from the Welsh Government states that “pupils must be allowed to develop their potential through a curriculum of opportunity” (Welsh Government, 2015 p.17). Therefore, one can assume that it is the responsibility of teachers to understand individual pupils and facilitate their development. The research conducted has illuminated the differences in opinion and preferred learning styles of just six focus pupils. Therefore, this may reflect the vast differences between a class of thirty pupils and how important it is for a teacher to understand how teaching strategies, such as model answers, may be used in very different ways. With this knowledge, a teacher may then begin to differentiate how and when model answers are used in the classroom. 
        Undertaking this research has facilitated a deeper understanding of pedagogy and was an opportunity to bridge the gap between theory and practice. The research and methods of data collection were on the whole effective, however had both strengths and weaknesses.
     A strength of the research was the fact that it was observation research which allowed us to witness the events of the lesson first-hand as opposed to having to interpret a report, this allowed us to reflect on and recall what happened more accurately. Moreover, the opportunity to use reactive observation allowed us to maintain ethical boundaries whilst still being close enough to the situation to gain a holistic observation. 
     However, consideration must be given to a potential limitation of using observation, that of researcher bias. As noted by Ratner (2002) it is imperative that a researcher acknowledges their own unconscious biases in order to minimise them, allowing situations to be interpreted as accurately as possible.  
     Potentially, in the case of undertaking future research, conducting a pilot study may be an appropriate decision in ensuring the feasibility of proposed research. Conducting a pilot study is an example to test data collection methods, such as sampling, and may also assess the research in relation to the school environment (Kim, 2010).
     The research will inform my future practice due to it illuminating how model answers may be used in the classroom. In particular, the findings of my research that suggested that model answers are used in different ways depending on the confidence levels of individual pupils has consolidated the importance of a commitment to understanding my pupils wholly and holistically. Moreover, as the research findings appeared to suggest that pupils who are less confident in their ability to answer exam questions use model answers as a scaffold, an appropriate next step may be to dedicate an increased amount of time to teaching exam question techniques. Hopefully, this would equip pupils to be less reliant on model answers as a scaffold and pupils may be able to focus more on exercising their freedom to write what they wish to, as opposed to what the model answer dictates. 
    Naturally, I intend to collaborate with future colleagues to share the findings of this research which hopefully may also extend their knowledge of how pupils use model answers. Finally, I aspire to continue to accept opportunities to partake in educational research in the hope of contributing to the vision of the Welsh Government for the teaching profession to be “research-engaged, well informed and learning from excellence” (Welsh Government, 2017, p.11).
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