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Research Question: Does Sharing Success Criteria Rubrics Enhance Teaching & Learning in Assessment for Learning?

I have chosen to explore the strengths and weaknesses of creating and sharing success criteria and rubrics, with reference to Assessment for Learning (AfL) scenarios and strategies. I aim to discover if this enhances both teaching and learning, as most current research seems to suggest. I will also examine any weaknesses of the practice as it arises, with the question being whether it limits creativity or hinders learning. I have chosen this question as AfL has been identified by Donaldson (2015) as being a powerful strategy in teaching and learning and in its ability to create ambitious and confident learners. It is also with the aims of improving my own practice and future development as Hopkins (2014) suggests in order to implement good teaching practice. This reflective practice has also been considered fundamental by Pollard (2014) and Dillon (2003) amongst several others. Furthermore, Marguerite et al (2010) also maintains the merits of so called ‘action research’. 

My research has taken place at an Estyn (2015) rated ‘Excellent’ School in the South Wales area. It is a mixed gender school, and the class I decided to explore my research question with were mixed gender and mixed ability, with a 23-learner sample. 6,5% of learners identify are eligible for free school meals, and the class were reflective of this. This is significantly lower than the national average of 17%. Also reflective of the class, 12% of learners at this school identified as having a special educational need of varying levels, however there were no statemented representatives in this class. It is also important to note that the school is a pioneer school for the Donaldson (2015) new curriculum in Wales. In the case of this school and research, it means that the humanities subjects are taught as one and under the same umbrella. My hypothesis for this study was that sharing success criteria would indeed create enhanced teaching and learning, but the question of it limiting creativity needed to be addressed. 


Literature Review

AfL strategies have been widely accepted as being effective methods for both teaching and learning, with both teachers and learners agreeing on its advantages (Crickton and McDaid, 2015, Brookhart, 2009). This shows a wide consensus on its strengths and advantages. This initiative and drive towards AfL were partly initiated by Black and William (1998), who originally intended to overhaul the assessment system in schools, with formative assessment taking over as a paramount factor in education and policy which demanded crucial changes in the classroom. However, the initial change in attitudes was slow according to Torrie (1989). 

AfL differs compared to Assessment of Learning (AoL) in that it does not prioritise measurements, is less formal and more frequent (Black et al, 2003). This may suggest stronger emphasis and direct link to progression compared to AoL methods. It may also be more learner-friendly in terms of the pressure and anxiety that formal assessments can bring with them. Clark (2001) has also suggested that AfL techniques are imperative to student teachers for them to assess what they are doing and whether they are completing what they set out to. This will also then improve planning and they will regain focus on promoting learning than ticking boxes that tasks have been completed. 

Therefore, AfL is not a pass or fail situation, and Wallace (2009) suggests that it may enhance self-esteem in most learners. This would seem to happily adapt to Donaldson’s four purposes (2015) in the new curriculum set out for Wales. Furthermore, Stiggins (2007) has indicated that AfL is about all learners no matter the ability or whether they are ‘winners’’ or ‘’losers’’. Additionally, he argues that it can provide an opportunity for immediate change and progression in learners, even more so than summative assessments. Furthermore, Harlen (2006) has stated that AfL ensures true learning and not just memorising information without being able to apply it, which AoL is often criticized for. However, there does seem to be a place for both in the curriculum. Although initiated over a decade ago, AfL procedures are still evolving and more research being published, and ideas introduced frequently. The AfL strategies are intended to be embedded throughout schools in the UK. 

A generally agreed asset of AfL strategies and success criteria is its ability to move learning forward and bring a focus on improvement (Faulty and Savage (2008). It is also considered to set these expectations high, however, to remain manageable depending on the levels currently being obtained (Stiggins, 2007). This would also link to Carol Dwecks idea of adopting a ‘growth mindset’ in learners (Dweck, 2006). The AfL research and policy has impacted my own personal teaching methods, styles and strategies, and I have identified its characteristics in almost every lesson I have observed with qualified and experienced teachers. I often plan for AfL in lessons and have based my research question around the broad topic with attention paid to success criteria in order to reflect on and broaden my own use of the method. It is also useful to understand this more comprehensively as Wallace (2009) suggests that it is advantageous to discern how learning has taken place as well as what learning has taken place. 

It could also be suggested that AfL represents a socio-constructivist classroom which is increasingly favourable (Crickton and McDaid (2015) as exemplified by the work of Vygotsky (1975). Nonetheless, Adam (2006) has suggested that some education professionals may be opposed to AfL strategies as they can be seen to promote a behaviourist approach with some aspects. However, the Assessment Reform Group (2002) stated that AfL in the classroom allows teachers to monitor progression and plan future lessons. This is especially important if a topic needs to be revisited. This may suggest that the benefits of promoted AfL strategies are being hindered by a reluctance to change teaching styles or pedagogies. However, Andrade (2010) insists that learners and their thoughts are the core authority and most important factor in AfL. This emphasises how imperative it is to consider the viewpoints of the learner in teaching and learning, including AfL. AfL strategies when applied effectively also suggest an equal role in the learner by both the teacher and the learners themselves (Black et al,2003), which could also be beneficial for both. 

Bennett (2011) believes that AfL should be assessed and questioned on their actual effectiveness. Additionally, Ward (2008) notices that some schools are not in line with actual AfL policy and up to date research. Furthermore, Fautly and Savage (2008) suggest that too often assessments do not measure the progress intended, and therefore creating specific success criteria could aid with this. There is also an issue with AfL drives being linked to making teachers more accountable (Stutt-Bershi et al (2018). They suggest that this is not constructive, and this belief is mirrored by Ewell (2009).  

There is a clear and obvious link between AfL and success criteria. Generally, research has been favourable towards the sharing of success criteria with learners. Brookhart (2018) states that students must begin their learning with what they are meant to be learning. Wyatt-smith and Adle (2018) also states that learners are more likely to be motivated to learn if they understand why they are doing it, with Clark (2008) having a similar view. Clark (2008) implies that it switches the learner thought process from what they think the teacher wants them to do to what they feel is worthwhile and they may find it more engaging. However, this must be communicated effectively (Black et al, 2003). This is reiterated by Weurlander (2011). This also allows a context to be set which may deepen understanding in the long term. Hattie (2009) has also conducted much research regarding visible teaching and learning, and influences on success in the classroom. He concluded that the sharing of challenging learning objectives with learners and their active involvement in creating success criteria enhanced teaching and learning to a significant effect size of 0.55 on average. Furthermore, Fisher and Fray (2018) have also praised the effects of sharing success criteria in AfL with its ability to inform learners of the task at hand. However, they also stress that feedback towards the success criteria destination is also essential, as well as monitoring of targets throughout the year. 

Guskey (2009) acknowledges that the identification of success criteria to show learning should be one of the first steps in planning. Therefore, it seems integral to share this criterion with learners who will be attempting to reach these goals. Blooms (1976) identified AfL, success criteria and feedback to be essential in mastering topics, and his taxonomy could be used as a way of developing success criteria further as learners reach certain goals. This could also fit into the concept of deepening understanding as explained by Briggs (1995). Additionally, Fusecker and Kerness (2012) also allude that AfL enables learners to become more proficient regarding topic content. This suggests AfL and success criteria have strong implications on learning.

Equally important in Hattie's research were high expectations and adaptation. Feedback was especially critical in teaching and learning, which suggests that exclusively relying on success criteria will not have a considerable impact in the long term without learners engaging in feedback to progress their learning. This has also been expressed by Fisher and Fray (2018) who have suggested that success criteria are a route towards giving meaningful feedback. This is also considered equally as important in research conducted by Hodgson and Pile (2010), as well as the need for learning to remain challenging. This could suggest that the sharing of success criteria works with and for effective feedback and further challenge and progression towards newer goals and deeper understanding. Furthermore, Fautly and Savage (2008) suggest this feedback should be deeply personalised to the learner, which could impact the planning time of teachers. However, this planning time may be regained in the future as the goals are in motion and just need adapting or strengthening. AfL is also influencing building onto prior knowledge (Clarke, 2016). Feedback and success criteria are connected to each other in some way and Black et al (2003) recognises the success criteria and its differing important roles in the classroom. For example. Its ability to self-assess and create a structure. 

The sharing of success criteria also provides a route to self and peer assessment, which the Assessment Reform Group (2002) and Nicole and MacFarlane (2006) also found beneficial in learning. Timperley (2008) also illustrates that sharing success criteria improves the ability of learners to self-regulate work. Furthermore, the success criteria list and rubrics involves learners taking responsibility for their own learning and checking their progress towards meeting them, a concept that is widely recommended in education circles. This responsibility has also been suggested to contribute to a successful and capable learner (Assessment Reform Group, 2002) (Black, 2004). Additionally, Perrenoldi (1993) advocated that this responsibility for a learner's own education improves motivation and develops a thoughtful and respectful attitude towards learning. 

The sharing of success criteria instigates learner's ownership of learning and improves metacognition (Fautly and Savage (2008). However, it has also been suggested that for success criteria and its sharing to improve learning it must be in a student friendly language (Ask Assessment Abby, 2015). This means that learners can access the success criteria on their own terms in in relation to their own learning as they experience it. However, some teachers may believe that the learners are not prepared for this responsibility (Assessment Reform Group, 2002) and this can see a decline in opportunities. However, Bandura (1997) conducted research and found that if learners believe they can be successful they are more likely to have self-efficacy and be more likely to be resilient in their learning. This may suggest that giving learners manageable success criteria encourages them to progress and persist when tasks get difficult. 

Glasson (2009) has also found that the sharing of success criteria in a plenary situation can also be an effective method for ‘closing the gap’ between what learners knew, and what they know towards the end of the lesson. However, as already mentioned in the introduction, it has been suggested by some academics that the sharing and setting of success criteria may limit creativity and have a negative effect on the full learning experience (Kohn). Furthermore, Hussey and Smith (2003) indicated that it may weaken active engagement with content and curiosity. Conversely, this may not be the case so long as the learners are active participants in the setting of success criteria. It also allows learners to discover how their work is judged (Brooks, 2002). The better they understand how they will be judged, the easier it will be to identify quality characteristics in pieces of work and adjust their own goals accordingly. Furthermore, Stiggins (2007) suggests that there should be different rating scales with success criteria in order for progression to continually be made and focused upon. Davies & Herbst (2013) also reiterate the positive impact co-constructing success criteria can have on learning and meeting target goals. 

It could also be argued that AfL success criteria strategies may be detrimental to the progress of English as an Additional Language (EAL) learners (Read and Hurford, 2010). However, this could be rectified so long as the EAL learners are receiving the additional support and scaffolding they require. In fact, it could perhaps be argued that the success criteria may in fact highlight the specific difficulties they are facing, allowing future lessons to be more accessible and learner focused. Furthermore. Wallace (2009) concludes that AfL enables learners to identify weaknesses and make them constructive. Additionally, Wallace states that AfL embeds the idea that mistakes are okay and gives learners a mechanism to learn from them. Also suggested is that it develops risk-taking, which could be argued to compliment Donaldson’s (2015) aim of creating ambitious learners. 

Despite the confidence in the positive effects of sharing success criteria in academic articles and research, Crickton and McDaid (2015) concluded that the valuable discussions regarding them are rarely seen in most classrooms. Furthermore, Read and Hurford (2010) also found that difficulties were emerging in AfL in the everyday classroom. This is perhaps down to teachers not having the resources and information which Leahy et al (2005) believes is integral to embedding successful and frequent AfL procedures. However, Bennett (2011) concluded that there was information and advice easily on hand, so perhaps there is confusion in its direct application in the classroom. Moreover, regarding success criteria enabling the future adaptation, Heritage & Chang (2012) found that teachers found this challenging. Interestingly, this element of adaption is considered fundamental (Lysaght and O’Leary, 2013). This is also echoed by Black et al (2003) who stated that the ability to modify future teaching approaches is the leading interest in AfL. Therefore, this could suggest a detrimental weakness. This inability to adapt and fully implement recommended AfL strategies is also echoed in research by Marshall, Boyle and Charles (2010). Additionally, De Nisi (1996) found that the effect of most AfL strategies were believed to be more effective than they in fact were and concluded that it still required reflection. More recently, Black et al (2003) agrees with the notion that AfL requires more attention. However, this is limiting as more modern research in approval is plentiful.

In his publication regarding assessment, Black et al (2003) has proposed that the strategies used can vary according to the teaching styles of the practitioner. This could affect the uptake of AfL strategies among teaching professionals. He also suggested that there is the misconception by teachers that this requires further work than ordinary, however insisted that it is the opposite. This suggests that AfL could be implemented more deeply, more smoothly and faster than it was initially.

Thus, the research generally implies that AfL strategies and sharing clear and collaborative success criteria enhances both teaching and learning. This is especially so if the learning intentions and criteria encourage meaningful and specific feedback and adaptability in future teaching. Additionally, it provides an avenue for consistent grading and monitoring of progress (Guskey and Bookhart, 2019). However, there are still limitations in sharing success criteria in the classroom. This includes its application in lessons by teachers, its relationship to other AfL methods and its intentions being clearly communicated to learners. This suggests that there needs to be greater instruction and policy available to teachers (Heritage, 2010). She also suggests exemplifying good practice and making it more easily accessible. The research has also affected my research study and intervention, in which I will discuss further in the coming sections. 


School Policy & Practice

Throughout the next section I will discuss depth the school policy and School Improvement Plan (SIP). I will also touch upon schemes of work and practices, with reference to Estyn, assessment and how it relates to current research and recommendations. As a ‘Pioneer School’ in Wales, the school I have based my research at undertakes a significant amount of research and reflection practices in house through both qualitative and quantitative means and interprets a whole-school and wide range of data. This means that it is generally very up-to-date with new policy and guidance and reflects upon the implementation of new strategies and ideas. 

I will firstly focus on the SIP. The SIP is continuously changing and augmented document at the school. It concentrates on targets for improvement and possesses accountability. There are also specific links to its own success criteria in achieving these aims, which could point towards the aims of creating and sharing success criteria an embedded aspect of the school. Within the document, the four purposes Donaldson (2015) proposes are prominent, with collaboration and sharing effective practice being significant, and the school have progressed these aims. Furthermore, the Estyn refers to ‘confident and ambitious’ learners echoing Donaldson (2015) and emphasising its commitment to the success of the new curriculum.  

There is also a document which outlines their new approach to assessment which has drawn from current research, teachers own reflections, learning area work scrutinies and learners themselves. This may also show the collaborative aims of AfL relating to current research, for example with Hattie (2009) and Deans for Impact, Texas (2015) in the case of sharing success criteria with learners. This document fits with the consensus that learning should be monitored and reviewed regularly and feedback and interventions taking place, which fits with AfL attributes (William, 2011). The document references Dylan William (2013) directly in its aim to close the gap between teaching and learning. 

This document also advises on marking codes and questioning to deepen understanding at the end of AfL scenarios. Additionally, there is a priority for learners to engage with the ‘’meaningful, manageable and motivating’’ feedback and literally respond. This applies the ideas of Stiggins (2007) in that all learners should have achievable and clear goals in order to be motivated to learn. This is a practice that I have often seen first-hand and is supported by educational research (Sutton trust, 2014). This may ensure a significant effect size in learning and is also linked to AfL strategies. Additionally, the SIP refers to the need to consistency amongst feedback across the whole school. 

Key assessments are undertaken regularly and planned in schemes of work and lesson plans at the school. Pupil progress is also monitored in order to see progression. Rubrics are often used, and learners often can view these before any extended AfL takes place, and it is communicated to them. However, they do not usually develop these success criteria rubrics themselves as Hattoe (2009) recommends. Therefore, the school engages with current research regarding AfL and attempts to fully embed it throughout school life. 


Methodology & Ethics

Before my research began, I reviewed various literature regarding methodology in educational research. Arthur (2012) suggests that before research takes place four things should be examined, the current research and assumptions relating to the research question, the procedures and policies which the research will pursue and how data will be collected and analysed. This was also emphasised by Grix (2002) who suggested that these blocks of questions were interrelated. Conversely, Cohen et al (2011) has suggested that the use of scientific methods in issues of teaching and learning research can be problematic due to the different natures. Of course, I have already considered the current research and assumptions regarding success criteria and AfL strategies more broadly and aim to reflect on the theory in practice which Hopkins (2014) suggests. Research for sharing success criteria has been favourable, however Kemmis and McTaggert (1988) have insisted that educational research does not have to identify a problem, but rather an area which may require improvement. Furthermore, this could be suggested to be an applied research study due to this (Marguerite et al, 2010). I will now be considering the procedures and data retrieval within this section. 

Firstly, my research took a deductive reasoning approach to the assumption of sharing success criteria enhancing teaching and learning. This was largely due to the amount of research already done, and their general agreement that it has a significant effect size (Hattie, 2009). This could be suggested as a ‘top down’ approach (Marguerite et al, 2010). An advantage of this approach is that it enables the generalisation of the research in different environments (Pelissier, 2008). This was also advantageous as there was a limited time available in order to complete the study. However, this approach also limits the scope of the research questions (David, 2016). 

Due to the nature of my research and the participants being children under the age of eighteen, I have considered various guidelines within the university and within the realm of educational research guidelines including the Data Protection Act (2018), the universities data management guidelines and code of ethics. Additionally, I have consulted with the guidelines issued by the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2018). This means that I have greatly considered the responsibility to participants as advised. The research activity undertaken was approved in principle and an ethics form and risk assessment submitted and subsequently approved. 

The participants were a convenience sample which was determined through timetabling at the school. They were a relatively high achieving class, and this could be an issue when it comes to the results and the research’s ability to generalise the findings if this variable was adjusted (Marguerite et al, 2010). Furthermore, it could create bias results (Ayres, 2016). 

At the commencement of my research I informed the participants of the procedure for them to fully informed of the aims and procedures. I also made it clear that participation was not compulsory, and they would not be penalised in any way if they wished not to take part or for their data to be used in this study. This was emphasised at the post testing stage in that they were told that they may withdraw their consent for their data to be used at any time (BERA, 2018). Due to the school setting I was in (which undertook much educational research in house), written consent had already been obtained by parents and guardians of the children at the school for them to take part in this type of research. Participants were also told that any data obtained would remain confidential and results and findings anonymised (Cohen, 2007). I also ensured that all data was kept encrypted and password protected. 

The methodology of my research included pre and post diagnostic testing. This has been considered an important practice in teaching and learning (Kuehn, 2019). It is valuable in order to measure how much the intervention has enhanced the learning of the participants and whether the sharing of success criteria is significant in this context. However, Shuttleworth (2009) has argued that this research design can decrease validity. Additionally, he argues that the increase in scores in the post test could be down to naturally maturing or an increase in the desire to be better for the sake of the research (Cohen, 2007). Furthermore, due to the ethical guidelines and setting of the research, no control group was available which is limiting (Marsden, 2012). 

In practice, this meant that participants first completed an extended writing assessment linked to a topic they had been studying for the past 4 lessons. This ensured that a baseline was established and was lesson one of the research. During lesson two, an intervention took place in which I went through the success criteria with participants to ensure understanding of the different characteristics of their writing and content which would ensure success of the aims and objectives of this topic and scheme of work. 

I also observed participants with their knowledge and consent in order to gain both qualitative and data throughout my research. This could be problematic, as as the class teacher here, the way in which participants acted in the research could have been influenced by my presence and the fact that I was already known to them and this decreases objectivity (Marguerite et al, 2010). However, this was because the data that I would collect would be more qualitative in nature, due to the success criteria rubrics being used in the school already linked themselves more to this type of data. Moreover, this ensured a triangulation of data (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). This has also been suggested to increase the validity of the data (Marguerite et al, 2010). This will also allow me to identify patterns and themes in the post diagnostic test. Additionally, the observations allowed me to create both descriptive and reflective field notes.

Lesson three of my research with the participants included them completing a second piece of extended writing based around the same topic as a post diagnostic test. Data was recorded from the rubrics completed in pre and post testing. A table was then created to measure the effects of the intervention. 


Evaluation

My sequence of lessons was influenced by the limited time I had to conduct the research and timetabling availability as previously mentioned. They were initiated by a topic the participants had already been studying, and then three lessons of which were to be observed and results analysed. This meant that my pre-test, intervention and post-test were in immediate succession. It would have also been beneficial if the post-test had commenced before the learning of the topic had begun, however this was not possible. Roberts and Ilardi (2003) also suggest that this is important to test the effectiveness of the intervention. However, it is difficult to test the long-term effects of this due to it being over a short period of time (Alessandri et al, 2017). Alessandri also suggests that only measuring the effect from the intervention can be limiting. 

The topic itself was inspired by the Donaldson (2015) approach to the curriculum which is in the early stages, and this could also impact on the validity of the study due to it not being fully embedded throughout schools and fully implemented yet. As a ‘Pioneer School’, work on this curriculum is constantly ongoing and adaptability in its teaching and formal and informal assessments are required. 

The resources used within these lessons included success criteria rubrics which were made available to the participants during the intervention lesson. This was also available very clearly on my PowerPoint presentation and this was discussed in the intervention lesson as a class. Firstly, participants were asked what characteristics of the extended writing would be recognised as success criteria. The participants were able to identify many of these characteristics, if not in detail, and missing success criteria were discussed and linked to the objectives of the topic and scheme of work. This could suggest that participants were already familiar with the aims of the activity due to previous learning. The rubric and its language (appendices 4) did not focus on a grade or level as AfL strategies do not generally prioritise these (Black et al, 2003). This was also devised in order to fit in with the ideas of Stiggins (2007) who suggested that AfL should not be a matter of high achievers and low achievers but instead focus on future adapting of teaching and continual growth. Due to this, the rubric was intended to be more learner friendly. Therefore, it was a less formal rubric. 

It is problematic that I did not create new criteria according to the participants own ideas of success as research suggests (Black et al, 2003). This could have meant greater improvement as participants may have been able to have been more engaged with the objectives and success criteria. Furthermore, due to the methodology undertaken I did not share the success criteria before the post-test, and this conflicts with views that learners should begin with what they are meant to be learning (Brookhart, 2018), and that this also engages learners further (Hattie, 2009).

The focus on improvement was also made very clear in my intervention and post-test lessons which is considered a quality of AfL (Faulty and Savage, 2008). I tried to promote Carol Dweck’s (2006) ‘growth mindset’ within this learning environment. However, this could be problematic as it could mean that participants tried harder than they would usually in order to improve the quality of their writing. 

I also provided feedback and deepening understanding questions when I returned the pre-test to learners because of the school policy and approach to assessment document. This is considered good practice by Fisher and Fray (2018) amongst others and it goes hand in hand with AfL strategies and success criteria. However, this then creates problems in the validity of my study as this feedback and the deepening of understanding could have been an uncontrollable variable in the improvement of the participants work. Furthermore, although it has been suggested to be a benefit of success criteria for learners to know how their work will be judged (Brooks, 2002), it could be argued that this then does not measure what it sets out to Fautly and Savage (2008). This may mean that we are measuring memorising ability rather than learning.

A disadvantage and issue in validity during my research was the time of day and setting in which my post-test had to take place. Wile and Shouppe (2011) have suggested that the time of day of instruction can influence participants physical readiness to learn and its link to low academic performance. This post-test took place last lesson on a Thursday, and thus focus may not have been optimal which may have impacted the results. The participants were in a computer room for this, to promote digital literacy according to the framework. This could be an issue as it often means that learning can be disturbed or disrupted by a new setting. Furthermore, no seating plan was in place due to the new setting which could have impacted focus. This is suggested by Spencer (2018) who insists that giving learners assigned seats aids in participation and academic performance. 

A disadvantage of the setting also emerged when I was looking at the post-test work of the participants. Due to the pre-test being hand written, and the post-test being typed up, there are some significant things to note. The typed extended writing on some participants work has some inaccuracies in punctuation that were not present in their hand written work. This could suggest issues with digital competency in these learners that could be addressed in future lessons. Although not a monumental issue, it is still interesting to see this. Another significant impact this has is that spelling, and grammar may have been automatically corrected by the operating system rather than learner improvement in these areas. However, it is not that significant to my particular research question as the success criteria rubric did not critique these in a profound way. 

A disadvantage in the research is that although we can identify learning and improvement has taken place, it is difficult to say exactly how. Although we could determine that this is merely the result of sharing and explaining the success criteria, this is limiting as there could be several external and internal variables contributing to the change. For example, learners could have shared ideas and areas of success after the pre-test, which would provide peer to peer learning which is also an opportunity for improvement. Additionally, the work of Fusecker and Kerness (2012) has suggested that these AfL strategies can improve participants knowledge of the content, which could also have influenced my research. For example, the going over of the content during the intervention stage, which is a normal part of the teaching routine, could have improved results in post-testing rather than the success criteria discussions. Furthermore, after my pre-test I had identified areas what participants were struggling with and this then informed my intervention lesson as the Assessment Reform Group (2002) advises. However, this then create problems in that improvement can not only be identified as the one variable of sharing success criteria rubrics. Natural maturation may also have taken place as discussed (Marsden, 2012). The scope of my research questioning was also limited in its methodology (Marguerite et al, 2010). However, it does identify an area for improvement as McTaggert (1988) have suggested is important in educational research and reflection. Furthermore, it will close the gap between my own research into the matter and my future practice (Somekh, 1995). 

Although, more broadly, the research question was answered and sharing success criteria enhances quality of work, it is also difficult to see whether the sharing of success criteria has limited creativity in participants. This may have been down to my deductive reasoning approach limiting the questions of my study and the conclusions I could draw from it (David, 2016). An inductive reasoning approach could have identified areas for further exploration or study (Ayres, 2016). However, these issues are also largely due to the fact of the similarity of both pre and post-testing activities. Furthermore, this methodology is problematic due to the little information it creates regarding counterfactual inference (Shadish et al, 2002) and the uncontrollable variables. This is particularly true in this setting of a school which tends to be turbulent. 

It would have also been beneficial if I could have given the post-test to participants who had not received the pre-test but had received the intervention. This is necessary in order to measure learning according to Marsden (2012). Additionally, if ethical guidelines had permitted, four groups of participants would have been advantageous. One group who had received the pre and post-test, pre and post-test with intervention, post-test only, post-test with intervention. This would have then created greater reliability, validity and objectivity in my research and its findings (Shadish et al, 2002). Furthermore, due to absences and extracurricular activities going on in the school at the time of research, I was only able to gain complete data from 17 participants, which is a small sample. Out of these 17 participants, no learners had any special educational needs (SEN) which is limiting. It would be beneficial to see if the sharing of success criteria helped these learners specifically. This could then be more comprehensive and promote inclusivity as Slee (2002) suggests. 

Another disadvantage of the research is that it was only one practitioner conducting the research, which is problematic as Black et al (2003) suggests that the variance in teaching styles can affect the use and implementation of AfL strategies. This means that results could not be greatly generalised in other classrooms with different participants and a different practitioner. Additionally, Somekh (1995) suggests that the practitioner as researcher role can be limiting due to them not having the specialist knowledge of methodology and analysis. The way the sample were chosen, out of convenience, could also create bias (Ayres, 2016), and results may not be able to be generalised. Furthermore, non-randomised studies such as this can fail to deliver accurate data (JEBM, 2012). Furthermore, the sample were 8 females and 10 males which could be bias.


Findings

Although, I have already touched upon the positive results of my research undertaken, I will now bring my focus towards the specific findings of my research, attending to both the quantitative data brought through the marking of the success criteria rubrics in both pre and post-testing, and the quantitative data accumulated through observations of the participants in both tests and the interventions. 

Quantitative Data

Success Criteria Fulfilled (6 in total)
	Student (Gender)
	Pre-Test
	Post-Test

	Student A (f)
	3
	6

	Student B (f)
	2
	5.

	Student C (f)
	3
	4

	Student D (f)
	5
	6

	Student E (f)
	5
	6

	Student F (f) 
	3
	6

	Student G (f)
	4
	6

	Student H (f)
	3
	4

	Student I (m)
	6
	6

	Student J (m)
	3
	6

	Student K (m)
	5
	6

	Student L (m)
	3
	3

	Student M (m)
	3
	4

	Student N (m)
	5
	6

	Student O (m)
	3
	5

	Student P (m)
	1
	3

	Student Q (m)
	3
	5



The quantitative data seems to show that most learners were able to increase the number of success criteria they were able to fulfil in the post diagnostic testing. This was not affected by gender, and thus it seems that this is not a variable in its success and implementation. In some cases, participants were able to do this quite significantly, fulfilling as much as two more success criteria in the post test compared to the pre-test. Participants were also able to draw on the deepening understanding questions given to them upon feedback and some included this in their post-test work. 

In one case, a participant did not increase the amount of success criteria that they fulfilled. This could suggest that the sharing of success criteria did not enhance teaching and learning. However, this could have been down to other factors as mentioned above, such as the time of day or seating plan hindering motivation and focus. Furthermore, this is the only case. However, it could also signify that there does need to be an improvement on how the practice is directed and the instruction given.

In one case, a learner fulfilled all six success criteria required. This was a particularly strong learner both in academic performance and in effort. To enhance the teaching and learning of this learner a deepening of understanding question was used, however I could have added an extension of the success criteria to ensure a ‘growth mindset’ and provide him with an additional goal and learning objective (Hattie, 2009). 


Qualitative Data

Throughout my observations I did witness some learners referring to the success criteria which was provided to them, and this could be why the majority of learners were able to fulfil more of them in the post-test. In most cases, learners also seemed more motivated to engage with these, and questions arose from two learners on how they could implement success criteria into their work. 

In respect of creativity, the post-test extended writing activity generally incorporated the styles of writing that the learners also displayed in their pre-test. However, in much of the post-test work there were further sources used, and more statistics and facts gathered and contained. This could have been down to the availability of I.C.T in the post-test and this is limiting. However, it is somewhat reassuring that learners were able to input some creativity into their structuring of their extended writing and visual effects in their post-test, which gave them the opportunity to enhance creativity. Furthermore, although I cannot say that more of the required persuasive language was used, it was used more appropriately and with greater effect. 

Conclusions

The findings of this research were similar to the findings of the literature review, with all participants being able to increase the quality of their work and meet more success criteria. This may show that the sharing of success criteria with learners and the explanation of their link to the learning objectives creates a better understanding of what is required and how to get there. This is also suggested by the work of Hattie (2009). Therefore, it suggests that practitioners should make learners aware of these in the modern classroom working towards effective AfL strategies. However, it would be difficult to implement this in all areas of AfL, for example, with questioning and more verbal feedback. This then suggests that more work needs to be done in future research to discover how this could be done. 

One issue in the results was that many leaners did not seem to know how to implement one of the success criteria appropriately. This is the only success criteria which was obviously less understood than the others. This was in regards to naming sources that they used in order to gather the facts and information in the extended writing activity. This suggests that more explanation and perhaps direct instruction was required, or examples of exemplary previous learner work shown. This could have then been a stronger criteria and quality of work could have improved.


Limitations

A limitation of this study was that it was only conducted in one school by one practitioner, with a specific demographic. The sample was also limited due to reasons beyond my control, and the sample size relatively small. However, the effect size was significant as suggested by Hattie (2009). There are also limitations in that the participants and my role as practitioner and researcher could have created bias and subjectivity, which would also effect the validity of the results. The external variables beyond my control due to the setting also created limitations.

It is also difficult to suggest that the sharing of success criteria could work in all AfL areas, as the extended writing activity seems to work well with this, as it gives learners a structure and checklist of things that they should include within their work and consider. Additionally, as data was not gathered from any SEN learners, it cannot be assumed that the technique would work as well. However, in this scenario success criteria could be altered to fit the needs of the learner. Further limitations have been mentioned above. 


Implications for Future Development

In regards to future development of the strategy, it could be suggested that it should be studied and reflected upon across all curriculum areas in order to test its effectiveness thoroughly. This would then create a greater understanding of what works within it and what does not. Furthermore, there should be a promotion of these strategies as Crickton and McDaid (2015) have suggested they are not used in teaching and learning as much as they should be. 

It would be beneficial to teaching and learning if more studies took place which were randomised sample. This could then create deeper understanding of the strategy and greater resources which Leahy et al (2005) has suggested is required. This would then enable practitioners to adapt their own teaching appropriately to fit in with their own styles. This aligns with the views of De Nisi (1996) and Black et al (2003) who state that more reflection on all current AfL areas is needed. 


Overall Significance of the Research

The research conducted has been highly instrumental in my own practice and invaluable to my own understanding and implementation of AfL strategies. Elliott (1991) has suggested that this kind of research creates practical understanding, and this is the case in this study, as I am now able to incorporate these strategies more confidently in my own teaching. It also means that I have an understanding of the situations the strategy could be adapted to (Dreyfus, 1981). However, further research would be beneficial. It has allowed me to consult policy and experienced advice and apply it directly in the classroom as Bennett (2011) suggests is fundamental to embedding these approaches. 
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Appendix:

Success Criteria Ruberic

	Success Criteria
	Yes / No

	You have given at least 4 points for fair
	

	You have given at least 4 points for unfair
	

	You have given your opinion on fairtrade
	

	You have used evidence to back up your points
	

	You have mentioned where the evidence comes from (source)
	

	You have used different persuasive language techniques 
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