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ECSP7002: Curriculum Development and Enhancement - Does the use of Inference Grids improve the quality of learners’ source analysis skills?

Focus is selecting information from sources, using prior knowledge, their inference skills, communicating their findings, and structure. Explain that my intervention asks a basic question about Tudor houses to test the pupils’ inference and communication of ideas in written form. I would change the question in hindsight.
Literature Review (2,000 words approx.)
· Evaluate academic, research and professional literature relating to your question. Identify key issues and concerns; examine any differing views and/or recommendations and explain how your teaching and learning decisions have emerged from your reading.
· Source Analysis, Inference grids, extended writing, image sources. 
	(Include paragraph about what the national curriculum says about source analysis and why it’s important)

	The National Curriculum for History (2008) highlights the importance of developing learners’ historical skills. To do this, the curriculum states that learners should have the opportunities to ‘apply their historical knowledge to analyse and evaluate interpretations, independently use a range of historical sources in their historical context, select and summarise information accurately from sources, read and evaluate the information acquired reaching reasoned conclusions, use the necessary vocabulary to communicate findings, ideas and opinions with increasing independence, including extended writing’ (Welsh Assembly Government, 2008, p. 14-15). To allow for this important skill development, tasks that require source analysis and extended writing have become an integral part of history lessons in schools across the UK. However, there are a number of issues that have emerged in recent years from tasks surrounding source analysis and extended writing.
	As Claire Riley (1999) asserts, when sources are not used well in a learning activity, they can have the unwanted effect of confusing pupils, leaving them with a disjointed image of the topic being studied. However, when used well, source-based tasks can help develop learners’ historical knowledge, evidential skills and literacy skills, giving them the tools to make informed and evaluative conclusions (Portal, 1987). Hilary Cooper (1992) developed a method of supporting her learners’ when they were trying to differentiate between the differing levels of certainty surrounding a certain source, or what is more commonly known as the ‘layers of inference’ (Riley, 1999, p.6). Many learners struggle to explain how or why a source is useful and the extent to which it is useful, and so Cooper’s (1992) method allows learners to thoroughly consider the utility of a source. This method is a table of three or four questions about the source which the learners should spend some time thinking about and filling in, which are designed to support learners’ in making high quality inferences about a source (Cooper, 1992). These questions usually follow the order of ‘1) What does this source definitely tell me? 2) What can I infer from this source? 3) What does the source not tell me? 4) What else would I like to find out?’ (Riley, 1999, p.7). According to Cooper (1992), in her experience, the use of this method has been mostly successful, as the questions move the learners’ focus away form the scarce surface-level inspection to a more in-depth and complex examination on a range of levels.
Riley (1999) acknowledges that source analysis and inference are areas where many pupils experience a lot of difficulty in the subject of history, an opinion which is supported by Shemilt (1987), who notes that it is even more so difficult for lower-ability pupils. Given the importance of pupils being able to make inferences about sources at Key Stage 3 (Kispal, 2008), Riley decided to further develop Cooper’s (1992) method of support when she was struggling to engage her year nine pupils with what she called more ‘decontextualized, empty ‘historical-skill’-type exercises’ (Riley, 1999, p.9). Riley (1999) realised that she needed to find a way of deeply engaging the pupils with the sources, as she was seeking precise commentary on the sources’ usefulness for the specific enquiry question being investigated, rather than ambiguous generalisations. To do this, Riley enlarged a range of textual an visual sources in the centre of an A2 card, with four boxes drawn around it, with one of the four questions from Cooper’s (1992) ‘layers of inference’ method included in each box, from the first in the centre box and moving outwards, with enough room for the pupils to write their ideas and responses to each question within that box (essentially, the now well known ‘inference grid’), with the intention that this large, visual, interactive resource would draw the learners’ interest (Riley, 1999). Riley (1999) stresses the importance of emphasising and referring back to the enquiry question that these tasks revolve around, to avoid learners responses being too vague, or even off topic, as she found that the focus should always be repeated and present in the learners’ mind while attempting this type of task to ensure that the learners’ inference and responses will be relevant. She also stressed the importance of keeping the context of the source fresh in the learners’ minds also, to ensure that the learners have the confidence and power to make appropriate, historical-knowledge informed inferences. Christine Counsell (2000a) agrees with this, to an extent, and states that knowing the context well is essential to source analysis tasks, but there can also be a benefit to leaving some pieces of information out, as this can add fuel to the pupils’ motivation to find out more from the source. When implementing the inference grid task, Riley split the class into groups of two or three to allow the learners to gain ideas and insights from each other (Riley, 1999). Riley’s (1999) results showed that, on the whole, the task was successful in improving the learners inference skills when compared to the limited responses to the commonplace textbook source-analysis questions that she was used to seeing, as the inference task structure allowed the pupils to dig deeper and persist, and alerted them to the multiple layers of meaning within the source, much like Cooper’s (1992) results.
Riley (1999) also discusses the most common pupil misconceptions and problems with inference that she noticed, the main of which tend to revolve around the difficulty pupils seemed to have with actually grasping the varying levels of inference. Riley (1999) surmised that this could be attributed to the fact that pupils did not recognise the difference between fact and inference, resulting in pupils claiming that the source was ‘definitely’ telling us something without actually realising that they have gone the next step and made an inference. The counteract this, Riley (1999) suggests giving the learners an activity where they are given a list of statements and must separate them into ‘facts’ and ‘inferences’, a method similar to the idea that Margaret Mulholland (1998) discusses, and further developed by Riley (1999) for this purpose. This activity develops the learners’ skill in differentiating between the two, and as the learners become more familiar with what inferences are, their ability to make inferences from the facts given in a source should improve (Riley 1999). The second issue Riley (1999) noticed, she surmised was due to the emotional-baggage that the pupils carried with them, an idea the Guy Claxton discusses, where pupil’s ideas and work are influenced by their own beliefs and attitudes (Husbands, 1996; Riley, 1999). In Riley’s experience, this issue was difficult to avoid, however, she reinforces the importance of keeping the enquiry question at the forefront of the pupils’ minds, as she believes this will help in keeping the pupils’ ideas and responses relevant, and suggests that in addition to this, adding a limit to the amount of questions the pupils are allowed to ask about a certain source would help in keeping the questions significant and directed towards the key issues of the source, as it forces the pupils to prioritise their questions (Riley, 1999).
Overall, Riley (1999) believes that these pupil misconceptions do not invalidate the use of the inference grid at all, and state that they are simply opportunities for its use to be improved, and claims that the ‘layers of inference’ questions have the power to transform sources from near uselessness and instead become an effective and productive learning activity for pupils across the range of year groups and abilities. Moreover, Riley (1999) claims that activities involving the ‘layers of inference’ questions develop learners’ historical knowledge and literacy, as well their source analysis skills, and has the potential to convert monotonous source-based tasks into exciting lessons that produce informed and evaluative responses and produce learners who are confident in tackling evidence-based questions. This opinion is supported by Mary Woolley (2004), who also discusses the positive outcomes of using inference grids. Woolley (2004) successfully made use of the of the tool as a scaffolding technique when her class of low ability pupils had difficulty when analysing a Thomas Hardy short story, and was pleased with the more probing, insightful ideas and responses she saw from her class, further supporting the view that inference grids can be used to develop pupils’ thinking across a range of abilities, and when analysing a variety of sources. Although Counsell (2000b) also supports the use of ‘layers of inference’ tasks, she believes that they must be used often and in consistency if pupils’ inference skills are to improve long-term.
	Another main issue that teachers face in teaching the key historical skill of source analysis is the common difficulty that learners have of expressing their inferences and understanding in written work. In the classroom, teachers often see for themselves that some pupils that can articulate their ideas well orally, can struggle when having to answer a question on paper. Mulholland (1998) offers a practical tool to help pupils overcome this issue; a scaffolding technique that learners can use to support them in structuring their responses. Mulholland makes the distinction that, often, when a learner is struggling and is unable answer a question in writing, they are actually struggling with how to organise their thoughts, are uncertain of where and how to begin writing their response and are uncertain of the language and overall a structure that they should use (Mulholland, 1998). Mulholland offers a reason behind why learners find the expression of their thoughts easier orally than in written work. In a classroom discussion surrounding a topic’s enquiry question, the teacher will often use differentiation strategies when questioning the learners, such as using closed questions pitched to an appropriate level for all learners in the classroom when beginning the discussion, then build up to more open questions that require higher-order thinking, creating a process which leads to the analytical thinking that learners need to reach to answer such a specific question, but this sophisticated thought process can be difficult for pupils to replicate on their own in a written response (Mulholland, 1998). A solution to this problem that Mulholland offers is to provide a scaffold (or framework) that pupils can use that will support them in building on an expanding their own ideas and arguments, such as the ‘evidence sandwich’, a simple but effective framework that aids pupils in their structured written work by defining how the paragraphs should be separated and what each paragraph should include, particularly how the evidence from the sources should be used (Mulholland, 1998, p.17). This type of framework provides structure but also leaves room for pupils to shape their own thoughts and arguments, allowing for teachers to assess the learners’ source analysis skills and historical understanding whilst developing the learners’ communication and organisation of both in their written work. In Mulholland’s experience, this type of framework has been successful in its use, but she also reminds the reader that the idea behind scaffolding is that eventually it should be taken away, leaving the pupil able to complete the task without its assistance, and that overuse use of this type of scaffolding can be limiting (Mulholland, 1998). She asserts that learners should be made aware of the fact that this type of framework is simply a technique to develop independent use of source evidence and skill in writing (Mulholland, 1998). Therefore, it should not be in use constantly for each source analysis or written task, but once in a while to support the learners in their work, with the intention that eventually the learner will be able to produce such quality work without depending on it.
	Another problem that is common in pupils’ judgements and written responses to source analysis questions, is the overuse and misuse of the term ‘bias’ and the flippant dismissal of a source’s reliability. Seán Lang (1993) has criticised the heavy use of the term and discusses how pupils have become far too used to using the term ‘bias’ without being fully aware what the word means, resulting in pupils labelling sources as ‘biased’ much too often. Although the term ‘bias’ can be a useful inference when used correctly, there is a trend that shows that once a pupil has made the decision that a source is biased, they tend dismiss the source as being unreliable and not to be believed or trusted and, therefore, not useful (Lang, 1993), an opinion supported by Smith (2001) and Le Cocq (2000). Jamie Byrom (1998) asserts that responses to source reliability questions were taught in such a way that the learners only produced short and formulaic answers. This limits the pupil’s opportunity to write a significant and high-level response to the source-analysis question and can affect any further development in this skill, and Byrom (1998) claims that it is essential that teachers develop systematic teaching techniques that instil the methods and confidence in pupils that they need to write extended answers.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Le Cocq (2000) suggests tried-and-tested techniques for source analysis that are designed to move away from such short and stunted answers to questions on the reliability of sources. By targeting pupils comprehension, analysis and evaluation skills, Le Cocq (2000) has enabled pupils to understand and interpret sources and be able to use the sources as evidence









Methodology and Ethics (1000 words approx.)
· In the light of your evaluation of your reading and school policy/practice, outline the methods you have chosen to use in order to explore your research question. Read research methodology literature and select your methods and research tools wisely. Why have you chosen these research tools to examine your question? What are the benefits and limitations of your methodologies? You will be given some guidance as to how to best use key research tools for this assignment.  
When it came to the assessment of class A’s pre- test and post-test, I based my methodology on academic literature. Although school X’s current policy is to use the National Curriculum Levels to mark and give feedback on pupils end of topic assessments, as stated in school X’s History Department Handbook (Appendix 1), when it came to mark and give feedback on pupil’s day-to-day classwork, the National Curriculum Levels were also often used. Since these levels were not actually intended to be used for this purpose (Burnham and Brown, 2004), and using them for data analysis is very limiting, I decided not to use them to assess the pupil’s pre-tests and post-tests.
Burnham and Brown (2004) have criticised the usefulness of National Curriculum Levels. These two heads of History departments, in schools of differing contexts, have been highly influenced by formative (assessment for learning) values (Burnham and Brown, 2004). Black and Wiliam’s (2006) work into formative assessment states that the priority of assessment should be to support learning. Burnham and Brown (2004) believe that the Level descriptions do not support these principles, as they do not explain the shifting ideas, layers of knowledge and patterns of reasoning that constitute development in historical learning, and also do not give any guidance towards creating the learning paths intended to bring about this progression. They claim that the Level descriptions are much too blunt to use for effective feedback on individual pieces of work, and can’t do any learner, any assignment, or historical issue, the justice it deserves (Burnham and Brown, 2004). They also claim that the strategy of sub-dividing the level descriptions into separate areas of historical skill is not very useful either, as the areas described are much too vague (Burnham and Brown, 2004). Essentially, Burnham and Brown (2004) have reached the conclusion that using National Curriculum levels (a summative assessment tool) is not the appropriate strategy for assessment for learning, as they do not support the vital aim behind formative assessment, which is to aid the learning process, and believe that these levels should only be used at the end of a Key Stage.
Instead, Burnham and Brown (2004) formed their own mark-schemes for each assessment that their learners were to attempt, which were based on the main historical developments and second-order concepts that inform the topic enquiry that the assingment is based on. Burnham and Brown (2004) claim that this type of mark-scheme better allows them to assess a pupil’s historical understanding of that particular topic and both support the effectiveness of the task-specific feedback that these mark-schemes produce. They state that the feedback given can now include important information on how to improve and realistic targets to support this development (Burnham and Brown, 2004).  It seems that, by using such a personalised, task-specific assessment model, the quality of formative assessment can be improved, as the feedback that the learner will receive can be specific to the historical skill, and constructive by having realistic advice on how to progress.
Fordham (2013) also discusses the opportunity that history teachers have by not using National Curriculum levels for this purpose; to instead take this chance to create their own form of assessment and how they report on learners’ development, which can be based on current research understandings and the top formative assessment strategies. Fordham (2013) states that a strong assessment model gives teachers the power to make normative verdicts on their learners’ substantive knowledge, their ability in certain historical skills and their capacity to communicate both, indicating how useful a good assessment model can be towards assessment for learning. However, he also states that there are a number of difficulties to overcome to achieve this. Firstly, to create a successful assessment model, the teacher must have a clear view of what an excellent piece of work looks like, and what this high quality work should include, and secondly, how they are going to make judgements about learners who are not reaching this excellent level, which tends to be the majority of learners (Fordham, 2013). Fordham’s (2013) advice in tackling this second issue, is similar to the technique used by examination boards, where they separate the ‘excellent’ level description (what the work should include) into strands of historical ability. The benefit of this is that the assessment model can be personalised to the task the learners have been given and can include only the historical skills that the teacher wishes to assess (in contrast to the broad National Curriculum levels which incorporate all of the historical skills), which in turn make it easier to determine and communicate a learners’ current level of attainment and what is needed to improve in each historical skill (Fordham, 2013).
To assess the quality of the learners in Class A’s source analysis skills in their pre-test and post-test, I created a mark scheme with this academic literature in mind. I created an ‘excellent’ level description, which I then broke down into three strands, resulting in an ‘excellent’ level description for each strand. These three strands were separated as follows: the pupils use of historical knowledge, their ability to make inferences about the source, and their communication of these points in the organisation and structure of their written answer. Each strand was assessed with a level from 1 to 4 (1 representing the lowest level, and 4 the highest level) which was written onto both the pre-test answer and the pre-test answer, with some feedback on how they did, and how to improve each historical skill. For the purpose of data analysis, the change in each strand is demonstrated in a graph. For these three levels were used to work out a mean average so that the progression of the pupils could be plotted on a bar graph.

Limitations: No enquiry question, not reinforced constantly. Didn’t explain structure well. Didn’t model, apart from an earlier lesson. 
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Appendices

Appendix 1 – ‘Assessment at Key Stage 3 – Using Levels’, History Department Handbook (2018-2019) for school X.
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