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PART B (i)

[bookmark: _Hlk530239740]The scheme of work created for this class largely reflects Piaget’s philosophy surrounding the nature of learning being that individuals must build upon their prior knowledge and experiences when learning new information. (Aubrey & Riley, 2016) Therefore, within a scheme of work the lessons and tasks within lessons should build upon each other. While appreciating the place of Piaget’s concept of prior knowledge in educating children, it is important to note that learners in this class probably also would have required a lot of instruction as they had a ‘low prior knowledge’ of most of the core aspects of writing. These learners would, thus, likely need to learn through example and so need direct instruction on using accurate grammar and syntax, paragraphing and expanding their vocabulary. (Kirschner & Merriënboer, 2013, p.175) I recognised the importance that within this scheme of work, I would expect pupils to learn concrete concepts ‘for particular purposes’ rather than to spend time exploring and making mistakes, possibly instilling incorrect knowledge into their memories. (Biesta, 2012, p.38) While constructivist approaches are favoured in today’s education system, the use of grammar, syntax and structure in writing are relatively unchanging and would be considered by Cox (1989, cited in Goodwyn, 2008) as cross-curricular and, therefore, imperative skills. Particularly, considering Donaldson’s (2015) changes to the curriculum, this knowledge will be depended on throughout the curriculum and more so in the coming years as subjects become less independent and more interlinked. Furthermore, research has suggested that too much ‘problem-based searching’ takes up space in the working memory making it impossible for learning to take place. (Kirschner et al., 2006, p.77) In his research, Willingham (2009) has found that, when searching to solve a problem, the brain cannot commit things to the long-term memory, as is necessary for information to be retained. Consequently, in order to best serve the learners through this scheme of work, I have specifically given it an instructional foundation to attempt to allow learners to build upon accurate, well-retained and concrete concepts from task to task and lesson to lesson. 
Using their learnt knowledge of the accurate use of basic grammar and structuring sentences from the previous lessons in this scheme of work, learners were then able to move on to structuring and writing paragraphs. These ascending steps in the scheme of work help to move children across ‘irreversible’ thresholds of knowledge (‘irreversible’ used as Meyer & Land (2006, p.7) use the word, to suggest the learning of knowledge that is difficult to forget or unlearn, and that remains unchanged i.e. the use of correct spelling, punctuation and grammar). Group work, in the first task, supports Vygotsky’s notion that individuals learn the most when allowed to use their social backgrounds to explore concepts through discussion (Aubrey & Riley, 2016). By beginning the lesson with a task that, for most, is in a comfortable mental space, and moving onto tasks that require more of a struggle, pupils are at no point made to feel they are incapable and that the work is too difficult for them (Alison & Tharby, 2015). This is imperative, as Danielson (2007, cited in Coe et al, 2014) stresses that feeling confident and capable supports a positive ‘classroom climate’, and in turn creates and establishes respect and a culture for learning within the learning environment. Furthermore, group work allows for oral rehearsal. This not only contributes to creating an environment in which pupils can explore and test ideas with peers, but also welcomes the use of repetition and reinforcement, a behaviourist concept discussed by Hergenhahm (1976, citing Skinner , 1958) that suggests learning and positive, immediate feedback is a successful method for learning and retaining key knowledge.
A simple and repetitive instructional period was given in task two, respecting the limits of the working memory. Kirschner et al. (2006) suggest that constructivist approaches to learning seem to ignore the reality of a working memory or consider it irrelevant to the process of learning new information, therefore I have chosen to go against a more explorative process for acquiring knowledge. Although, as indicated by Kirscher et al. (2006), theorists such as Bruner (Aubrey & Riley, 2016) recommended a more constructivist approach to learning, this was in a time before the ‘cognitive architecture’ of the mind had been mapped and, in later years Kirschner & Merriënboer (2013) reported that research now suggests learners can be counterproductive in their attempts to guide their own learning. The learning objective of this lesson, ‘To understand how to structure paragraphs in writing’, is the central focus for learning and so repetition has been used to emphasise the three main elements of the structure of a paragraph during the instructional period. (Senior Leaders et al, 2004) Throughout the instructional period, supported by a PowerPoint presentation, many questions were asked to check understanding, a practice that Coe et al. (2014, citing Rosenshine, 2012) outlined as one of the ten ‘Principles of Instruction’ that, research implies, improves student outcomes. The difficulty of the questions asked depended of the ability level of the learners. Most pupils were asked to recall the names and functions of each element of the structure of a paragraph, and this fed into the repetition technique for learning I employed throughout the instructional period. MAT (more able and talented) pupils were asked to give examples of part of the structure of a paragraph being used in relation to a given stimuli (for example, I would ask a pupil to give an example of a topic sentence for a paragraph about Fanta, Fanta being the stimuli and the topic sentence being the element of the structure of a paragraph). By asking the MAT pupils a question requiring them to apply their knowledge of the structure of a paragraph, Bloom (1956) proposes learners will have had to have already mastered the knowledge and understanding of the structure of a paragraph that the other, non-MAT, pupils are questioned on. By varying question types based on the ability of the learner, asking too many closed or difficult questions or asking questions to only a small group of pupils in the class is avoided. (Senior Leaders et al, 2004)
Live modelling is used at the end of task two to encourage pupils to feel competent at completing a task asking them to employ a skill they have never previously used in writing. Keeping learners in this ‘growth mindset’, where they ‘recognize the value of challenging themselves and the importance of effort’ helps to create a culture within the classroom to support the notion that challenge does not have to lead to failure, and learning is supposed to difficult. (Dweck, 2006, p.10) To further enhance the learning of the pupils, this task utilizes Bandura’s (1971, p.10) concept of ‘verbal modelling’ through whole class discussion and questioning on structuring paragraphs, as well as guidance and prompting from the teacher. Though it is argued that Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), in practice, has no way to prove learning is taking place or is not ‘developmentally inert’, I have used a mixture of instruction, whole class modelling and group work. (Guk & Kellogg, 2007, p.287). In research about Vygotsky’s ZPD, conducted by Guk & Kellogg (2007, p.297), it was discovered that both the discussions between teachers and students, and students to other students, have an impact on the retention of knowledge. It was found that both ‘inter-mental’ (commonly between teacher and pupil) and ‘intra-mental’ (more commonly between pupils and within the minds of pupils) discussions can ‘superimpose’ each other, and eventually the more important information, repeated in both discussions, is remembered. By combining instruction, whole class discussion, groupwork and independent work, I am aiming to improve retention of key concepts within the lesson. Whilst conversational exploration of a concept is time consuming, and often learners can come to incorrect conclusions when left to discover the entirety of a complex concept, there is research to suggest that ‘active engagement’ in tasks generally leads to a more active understanding and use of knowledge. (Meyer & Land, 2006, p.35) I have chosen to implement strategies from various theoretical stances for this lesson, modifying and adapting ideas where appropriate in order to best support the learners. (Nuthall, 2007)
The final task of the lesson takes the skills learnt through instruction, discussion and groupwork and asks learners to apply them independently. The application of a skill, Bloom (1979) proposes, requires both knowledge about the concept and an understanding of it, and so I have put this task into the lesson as the effectiveness of the application of the skill will demonstrate to me whether pupils have understood structuring paragraphs. The tasks leading up to this were part of what, Bruner describes as, scaffolding. Scaffolding, in this lesson, is used to support learners’ endeavours towards independence in writing paragraphs by giving them a gradual reduction in teacher support, leading to a shift in responsibility in the task. Finishing this lesson with an independent writing task finalises this process. (Aubrey & Riley, 2016)



PART B(ii)

Critical evaluation of microteaching lesson, commentary including suggested improvements & the impact of these changes on teaching and pupils’ thinking, learning and behaviour
Having reflected on my microteach and taught some of my own lessons, I feel as though the first task of the lesson was given too much time. In my teaching now it is clear that, when learners are given too much time for a quick and simple task, they often start to disengage and become distracted, and this can lead to low level disturbance issues. If I were to repeat this lesson, I would spend less time on this task, allowing more time for group work feedback in the third task as I did not do this in the lesson and, on reflection, feel it would be beneficial. I would also consider removing this task completely and replacing it with class discussion. A task such as class discussion may have led to a better exploration of pupils’ prior knowledge, thus contextualising and giving meaning to the lesson. I noted, when planning my lesson, that the learners in this class had, as Kirschner & Merriënboer (2013, p.175) describe it, ‘low prior knowledge’. However, an initial period of exploration would have allowed me to decipher the level of prior knowledge pupils had surrounding structuring paragraphs. This would have been a less time-consuming task, and it would have also allowed me to identify and discuss with pupils the common misconceptions of structuring paragraphs, which is an area of exploration Coe et al. (2014) has proposed to be beneficial to learning. Class discussion would have also given me the opportunity to continue the repetition technique I had used throughout the lesson to instil concrete knowledge. Although student to student conversations can be helpful when learning, they can also be ineffective and incorrect ideas can be repeated and learnt, a concern noted by Guk & Kellogg (2007) in their studies on constructionist teaching methods. By leading the discussion, I would have been able to direct the learning and continually come back to key ideas. As the information would have come straight from the teacher, whom Biesta (2012) would have considered the holder of knowledge, and that learners understanding would therefore be more secure.
Repetition and recapping is a technique I employed throughout the lesson to really put emphasis on key, concrete concepts. I feel that this worked quite well in the microteach, and it is a technique I continue to use, particularly in the lower ability classes I currently teach or with students with an additional learning need (ALN). Kirschner & Merriënboer (2013) imply that this repetition, in partnership with teacher instruction, clarifies thinking for learners and avoids the problem of information overload that can come with constructivist approaches to learning. Teacher-led instruction is a method I continue to use in my teaching now. However, having taught lessons in a secondary school, I now feel it would have been beneficial for pupils to have had some freedom to discuss what makes a good paragraphs, perhaps in pair or within whole-class discussion. This would have allowed for some oral rehearsal and contextualisation for pupils, both of which are notions Coe et al. (2014) has studied and suggests lead to better student outcomes. Live modelling is a practice I still find to be an effective way of involving pupils in the process of learning. By involving pupils in the creation of an example of success, pupils are made to feel competent and capable, keeping them in, what Dweck (2006, p.10) describes as the ‘growth mindset’. This mindset creates a positive classroom culture.
Questioning is used throughout this lesson to monitor and check understanding, to support pupils (through recapping) and to stretch pupils. Pitching questions depending on the pupils’ abilities is a method that I feel worked well in the microteach, and I continue to do this in my teaching now. By asking the lower ability to repeat and recall information, and the higher ability pupils to apply the information, all pupils are challenged. I would consider, if I were to teach this lesson again, asking the question ‘why is this effective?’ Bloom (1956) proposed that learners must be able to know, understand and apply knowledge, which I covered in the microteaching lesson. However, the next step for learners, as Bloom (1956) suggests, is the ability to analyse knowledge. By asking pupils why something is effective, I am challenging the more capable pupils to analyse this information. This also contextualises the learning as pupils are thinking about the impact of the structure of a paragraph on themselves, the reader. By really challenging the most able students in this class, I would be showing them that I have high expectations of them. I would have considered further questioning the lower ability pupils in this instance too, with high-order questioning. Having taught lessons, particularly with lower ability pupils, I have found it is easy to underestimate their abilities, and so it is important to stretch them through high-order questioning. At the end of the third, groupwork task, I did not plan for a feedback session or discussion with the class. On reflection, in consideration of my professional teaching experience, I feel as though this task was not as effective as it could have been. If I were to teach this lesson again, I would include a class discussion and use questioning, following group feedback, to further stretch pupils in their understanding. Had I have used class discussion to assess prior knowledge for the first task, I would have had more time to allocate to feedback and questioning following task 3, and I feel as though this would have been a more beneficial use of time for students’ learning. This questioning would have been guided by me, the teacher and, as Biesta (2012) suggests, the guidance of a more knowledgeable individual (teacher) is important to the learning process.
I continue to use group work in my current teaching as a method of reiterating what has been taught in the instructional period of a lesson, or exploring the information in relation to pupils’ prior knowledge before an instructional period. Exploring the knowledge through discussion helps to give meaning to the content of the lesson for learners as, I have observed, they tend to relate the information and tasks to themselves through discussion. It is my opinion that, as Nuthall (2007) proposes, using a mixture of approaches to learn a concept is beneficial to students learning. If I were to teach this lesson again, I would have given the task more time. From experience, I would now give pupils of this ability range at least ten minutes to complete the task, with five minutes to explain the task, using questioning beforehand to check understanding. I would also have included verbal and visual (on PowerPoint slide) instructions and may have included a timer on the PowerPoint as a time reminder. These elements would have made what I expected of pupils clear and thus would have reduced confusion and potential low-level disruption as a result of disengagement during the task. With the addition of a feedback session at the end of the groupwork task, pupils could be praised or corrected, helping them to avoid repeated mistakes. Overall, I feel that when I created this task before the microteach I did not take into account the difficulties pupils may have faced in regard to understanding and following the instructions and transitioning into independent work in the final task. My professional teaching experience has made me more aware of these issues pupils face and so I am now able to plan for them.
Independent work is a practice I still consider most effective when used at the end of a lesson, as it is the opportunity for learners to apply the knowledge they have learnt. An independent display of competence, I feel, is a concise method of checking understanding in individuals, and a very focused and intentional method of practising applying learnt knowledge. The microteaching lesson is in itself a form of scaffolding, a method I have used to teach a new skill to a generally low ability class. I would continue to use this sort of structure in a lesson, and finalising the process with independent work is, I think, an important aspect of a successful lesson. This is because, as Aubrey & Riley (2016) report, independent work shifts the responsibility of the learning onto the individual students. Goodwyn (2008, citing Cox, 1989) suggests that, as teachers, we look to help young people develop into independent and capable adults, and taking responsibility for their own development is important to that transition from young person to adult. If I were to teach this lesson now, I would either plan for a peer assessment task following this independent writing task or create a peer-assessment starter for the following less, allowing pupils to practise proofreading skills while re-studying the success criteria (on a PowerPoint slide) for a successfully structured paragraph. Peer assessment could have been used as another method of learning for students, and revisiting structuring paragraphs in the following lesson would make the link between lessons clearer.

Evaluation of amendments and commentary with reference to the QTS standards
To meet the standard ‘S3.3.7 Time Management’, if I were to teach this lesson again, I would change the first task to a class discussion task, making it a shorter and possibly more effective method of checking prior knowledge. I would then add time onto the third task to allow pupils more time to discuss in their groups and to allow for a class feedback and questioning session. Having taught some lessons, I realise now that I had given task 3 an unrealistically short amount of time, considering I would need to explain the task beforehand. Putting the feedback session at the end of the task is a more effective P) use of time as it allows for immediate feedback and encourages higher-level thinking (through questioning) before pupils are required to work independently.
In my microteach, to meet the standard ‘S3.3.3 Delivering Effective Lessons’ I used a mixed to methods, from teacher instruction to group work to independent work, all over which are stated in the standard as proof of delivering an effective lesson. However, to improve upon this lesson and better meet this standard, I would now plan for more questioning to clarify ideas for example at the beginning of the lesson and following the group work task. I would also try to involve more time for learners to reflect, and this could be achieved by allowing more time for feedback following both the group work task and the independent working task.
While planning and teaching my microteach, I sought to meet the standard ‘S1.2 Consideration for learning and mutual respect’ by setting high expectations through involving them in the creation of a model. However, I feel I could have responded with more consistency to the needs of pupils through more questioning and discussion with the class and shown them respect in allowing them to take more responsibility for their learning through class discussion. If I were to teach this lesson again, to better meet the standard, I would plan to include more questioning and pair, group and whole class discussion. 
In order to meet the standard ‘S3.2.4 Meeting Learner’s needs’ I planned a lesson that does not overload the working memory. As this class was a low ability class, I used structure, instruction and repetition to instil the important, core concepts being taught. To further meet this standard, if I were to teach this lesson again, I would have reserved time for a better and clearer explanation of the group work task and, perhaps, pushed some of the higher ability pupils further by asking them to analyse the effect of a well-structured paragraph. These changes would have, I feel, led to better understanding, particularly for pupils struggling without repeated instructions, and to a more challenging lesson for the higher ability learners.
For the microteach, I attempted to meet the standard ‘S3.2.2 Assessment to support learning’ by planning for there to be an independent task in which pupils would demonstrate their learnt knowledge. On reflection this, alone, falls short of assessing to support learning. Feedback is the most vital element of this standard and the lesson had a lack of feedback, from restricted questioning in the second task, to the lack of a feedback and questioning session that followed the group work task. If I were to re-plan and teach this lesson now, I would specifically allocate time for feedback and questioning, and ensure that questioning progressed as learners displayed their level of understanding within the lesson.
(Welsh Assembly Government, 2009)
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